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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Community cohesion has been developed as a key concept and policy framework in response to the riots and disorder that occurred in a numerous northern English towns during the spring and summer of 2001. A number of reviews and reports identified increasing levels of ethnic segregation and polarisation as key factors underlying the violence and the Government has since encouraged all local authorities to initiate comprehensive strategies to respond to this social fragmentation. 

In Northern Ireland segregation, polarisation and inter-communal violence have been key features of society for many years. However the transitional period of the ‘peace process’ since 1994 has created more space and opportunity for a variety of attempts to counter ethnic hostility, suspicion, fear and mistrust. 

During this period Groundwork Northern Ireland has developed distinctive models of work within the sphere of environmental regeneration to build better relationships and understanding between some of the segregated communities and to work towards improving levels of community cohesion. 

This report reviews the work of Groundwork Northern Ireland to assess the impact of its work and through so doing to assess the potential for the adoption of similar approaches to regeneration work by Groundwork in England and Wales. 

Community Cohesion practice 

The review of developments in the north of England revealed that community cohesion remains a confusing and for some a controversial concept for many working within the sector. However, it has generated new thinking and practice and if it is seen as a process and not a project, then it can be said that a process has begun.

There is now a body of practice around cohesion work, which reflects the multiplicity of potential approaches. These range from ‘celebrating diversity’ and building communication between communities and neighbourhoods, to projects aiming to build the esteem and capacity of poor communities. 

However, there have been a number of difficulties with implementing the cohesion agenda in practice, these include: 

Conceptual Weakness and Disagreements: The conceptualisation of the cohesion concept remains weak. For some practitioners that is a strength in that it allows space for creativity, but for others it perpetuates confusion and uncertainty. 
Embedding and Mainstreaming: The mainstreaming of community cohesion is a fraught issue at many levels. There is widespread recognition that promoting cohesion should be embedded across ministries, local government sectors, statutory agencies and within the community and voluntary sector. But in practice this has proved difficult to achieve. Attitudes and institutional cultures are often resistant to change. 

Partnership and participation: The government encourages working in partnership but institutional cultures are often resistant. Some local organisations have become disillusioned and frustrated, creating lasting damage to partnership relationships.

Funding regimes need to adapt to the process orientation of cohesion work. They need to acknowledge how little is yet known about how to overcome segregation and prejudice in practice. 

Community cohesion has been hailed as the ‘new social policy agenda’, but it has yet to be fully embedded within Government departments and agencies that have responsibility for developing and implementing policy. 

Groundwork Northern Ireland and Community Cohesion

Groundwork Northern Ireland has developed an innovative approach to regeneration work. This is based on a clear value base and a structured theoretical outline to provide a conceptual framework for its work. The organisation is involved in three broad types of project work:

· Single identity work where, at least, the funder brings a vision of and an awareness about ‘others’ who are essential to building a shared society;

· Single identity work with cross community contact with different ‘others’; and 

· Community relations fora where people from different traditions, identities and places meet and work together. 

Much of the work remains single identity activity, but there is a clear objective to build these relationships and to encourage groups to build contacts and working relationships with groups from the other community. 

The research indicates that the capacity of Groundwork Northern Ireland to undertake a wide variety of community cohesion work is based upon its solid organisational structure and ethos. This structure has been developed and reviewed over recent years, but remains an ongoing process. Among the most important elements of the organisational foundation are:

· The engagement of the staff and the Board in developing a clear strategy; 

· The Board contains people from different traditions and social backgrounds; 

· A coherent statement of the organisational values and goals; 

· A clear framework for understanding the rationale of the varieties of work;

· Acknowledgement of the potential risks for both staff and the organisation of undertaking ‘difficult’ work;

· Provision of support for the programme of activity including an accessible organisational base and improved staff training and development; and 

· The ability and the capacity to deliver on promises and commitments.

The process of establishing Groundwork Northern Ireland as an organisation capable of engaging positively within the community cohesion framework has taken time, discussion and effort. It has also created stresses and strains within the organisation. These are important considerations for Groundwork UK and for individual Groundwork trusts in assessing whether they should explore a similar trajectory. 

Community Relations work 

We reviewed the work that most explicitly involves addressing the relationships between the two main communities. This work includes:

· Single identity work in interface communities in North Belfast and Derry; 

· Single identity work with structured contacts between interface communities in East Belfast; and 

· The development of a cross community forum, the Common Paths Network, to which all communities and groups are invited to join.

The case studies provide positive examples of the potential of regeneration activity to engage with difficult and contentious issues. Projects have addressed the presence of paramilitary visual displays, young people’s involvement in violence and disorder, mental health issues, the creation of safe play spaces and building relationships between communities, which are suspicious and cautious towards each other.

The success of such projects offers Groundwork examples of how regeneration work can successfully intersect with the wider agenda of building more cohesive communities while also giving voice and capacity to local groups and individuals. 

However, success brings with it expectations: of more projects with the initial group and projects for neighbouring areas. Success raises issues of sustainability, the capacity to roll out similar projects and the ability to lever in funds. These issues will always need to be addressed if work is to be developed from pilot projects to models of good practice that they aspire to be. 

Community Development work

Groundwork have been involved in a number of projects in small towns and rural communities, much of this work is focused on capacity building and community empowerment. There is ample evidence that this has proved successful in enabling groups to engage more actively in forms of civic endeavour. Working with Groundwork gives confidence and increases credibility with key statutory agencies. 

The groups themselves value the professional support offered by Groundwork. Even relatively small types of practical support can be important and meaningful. There is also recognition of the need to ensure a balance between support that does something for the group, and support that empowers them to do it themselves. 

Groundwork Northern Ireland provides support in networking with other groups, which needs to be carefully and sensitively co-ordinated, to avoid leaving some groups feeling inferior in new contexts. 

Groundwork has been a catalyst for creating connections with key statutory agencies such as the District Councils, the Education Boards and Roads Service. Experience indicates this can create a snowball effect, once one body comes in, others also become keen to be involved. 

Evaluating Impact 

We believe that the Home Office indicators for measuring community cohesion do not adequately reflect the quality and impact of the work delivered by Groundwork Northern Ireland. 

Instead we see value in the model of evaluation that is being developed and used by Groundwork Northern Ireland, which provides a useful approach to measuring the impact of relatively small-scale projects on community cohesion. 

If the current model is expanded and developed it would permit a relatively objective and comparative means of evaluation that would be applicable to most Groundwork Northern Ireland projects and would be transferable to similar projects in England and Wales. 

We believe that our findings and conclusions on the work of Groundwork Northern Ireland are consistent with the messages of a recent Home Office systematic review of what works in community involvement (Burton et al, 2004.) This is most salient in relation to the area-based work of Groundwork Northern Ireland, such as the community garden project. Moreover, our findings, read in light of this systematic review, leads us to conclude that the community cohesion work undertaken by Groundwork Northern Ireland has a number of elements of what Burton et al characterise as effective practice. 
A Conceptual Framework

Groundwork Northern Ireland has framed its approach within both a value base and a theoretical model. This model of practice developed offers a conceptual link between single identity work, cross community working and contacts and the objective of building more cohesive, integrated and shared local communities. 

This approach can, we suggest, be developed to incorporate social capital theory as a key element of building and sustaining cohesive communities. Consolidating such a model would serve as a stimulus to further thinking within Groundwork about developing the debate on effective practice in building cohesive communities. 

Overview

We believe that there is considerable merit in Groundwork trusts adopting and developing the approach that is used by Groundwork Northern Ireland to their work in England and Wales. However, we acknowledge that differences in social, political and policy context may impinge upon a simple process of translation.

It is important to acknowledge the different orientations of focus between England and Wales, where the emphasis of the cohesion agenda is on issues of race, and Northern Ireland, where the focus has been on sectarian difference. These differences will require consideration of how the approaches developed in Northern Ireland might need to be adapted for use in England and Wales. However, race has become an increasingly prominent issue in Northern Ireland in recent months and this suggests the benefits of developing a mutually instructive dialogue, whereby Northern Ireland can also learn from the experiences and practice of England and Wales.  

We therefore believe that it would be beneficial for Groundwork to explore how the model developed in Northern Ireland might be utilised by trusts in England and Wales, while Groundwork Northern Ireland can usefully learn from the developing experience of Groundwork trusts in England and Wales. However, in both cases it will be important that individual trusts take ownership of the development of new practices rather than feeling they are being imposed from without. 

Finally, we would note that this is an initial attempt to assess and evaluate a developing approach to building more cohesive communities through ethically framed practical activity. The work of Groundwork Northern Ireland is still work in progress. The theoretical framework continues to be developed and revised, while practice is constantly under review. There is thus a need for further exploration of the practical implementation of the community cohesion agenda, a need for further evaluations of works in progress and also a need for more engagement between practitioners, policy makers and academics to refine approaches and develop more effective practice.

RECOMMENDATIONS

For Government and Policy Makers 

1. There is a need for further debate and conceptual clarification of ‘community cohesion’. This must be promoted in spaces and language accessible to grass roots activists and practitioners so that it can be extended beyond cosmopolitan intellectuals.

2. The debate must include consideration of the meaning of citizenship in contemporary multi-ethnic Britain. It should go beyond the ‘celebration of difference’ and address some of the hard and difficult issues and trade offs around incompatible worldviews. It must acknowledge that racial injustice and social inequality remain and the community cohesion agenda cannot replace this unfinished business or diminishing its ongoing significance.

3. If community cohesion is to become part of a strategic national vision, it must be mainstreamed and embedded throughout central and local Government and in agencies and organisations that operate at the community level.

4. Community cohesion cannot be left to ‘professionals’; practitioner knowledge must be respected and enabled to influence the content of the agenda. This will only happen if partnerships between policy makers and practitioners are real and participation enables changes to take place. The cohesion agenda requires changes in majority as well as minority communities, and in institutional as well as community sector cultures.

5. Funding regimes must allow time for learning from failure at the same time as they encourage impact assessment. Funding should be cohesion-friendly i.e. it should, as advised by the Regeneration Practitioners Group of the Cohesion Panel, maximise collaboration across communities, minimise divisions and enhance cross-cultural contact.

For Groundwork

6. We recommend that any Groundwork trust that wishes to adopt the approach that has been developed in Northern Ireland should give careful consideration to a range of core organisational and structural matters before defining its activities in terms of the aims and objectives of building community cohesion.  

7. We believe that it is important that any adoption of the Northern Ireland approach to cohesion work must be appropriate and applicable to the English and Welsh context. There must be a clear sense of ownership of the process by staff from Groundwork trusts and from Groundwork UK. 

8. We recommend a period of closer working between staff from Groundwork Northern Ireland, Groundwork UK and Groundwork trusts may be beneficial to identify and develop key elements of the cohesion model and to adapt these to the English and Welsh context.

9. Groundwork Northern Ireland has undertaken a number of innovative projects aimed at addressing issues related to community cohesion. These can serve as valuable examples to Groundwork trusts that wish to engage more actively with the community cohesion agenda. Groundwork UK should act as an advocate for the methods and approaches that have been developed in Northern Ireland.

10. There is a need to build upon the work that has been undertaken, and to develop and consolidate learning and practice. We recommend that Groundwork Northern Ireland should explore how the various projects can be sustained, consolidated, developed and rolled out to other locations and communities within Northern Ireland. This will facilitate the transformation of pilot projects into established methods of practice. 

11. We recognise that this is not simply within the control of Groundwork Northern Ireland and we recommend that the organisation should write up the good practice that has been developed and use this as a means of lobbying Government and funding bodies to support further projects.

12. Groundwork trusts should recognise the important and necessary part that effective and meaningful community consultation plays in facilitating successful projects, and the importance this has in building capacity at a local level to engage with statutory partners. 

13. Groundwork trusts should recognise the role that they can and should play in building and sustaining inclusive networks and partnerships of community and statutory organisations. The quality of such partnerships will be critical elements in building cohesive communities on a wider scale and in generating sustainability.

14. We recommend that Groundwork Northern Ireland should develop its current model of evaluating projects activities. This should include ensuring a sizeable number of participants in the evaluation; the identification of appropriate indicators and extending the time frame of the evaluation to begin to assess the sustained impact of any project. 

15. We recommend that Groundwork Northern Ireland should review its current theoretical model so that it more adequately reflects the dynamic approach that is evident in practice. 

16. We recommend that Groundwork UK and Groundwork Northern Ireland develop a theoretical model that incorporates theories of social capital into their approach to building community cohesion and sustaining cohesive communities. 

17. We recommended that the overall approach that has been developed by Groundwork in Northern Ireland should be considered as relevant and applicable for Groundwork trusts in England and Wales. 
18. We therefore believe that Groundwork Northern Ireland can usefully learn from the developing experience of Groundwork trusts in England and Wales in relation to engaging with issues of race and working with minority ethnic communities. 

19. If Groundwork UK adopts a similar approach to that developed in Northern Ireland, its relationship to Government and to policy development may well enable it to develop an overarching role with regard to building a more coherent and integrated strategy for regeneration through environmental work.  

20. The End of Parallel Lives report indicates an opportunity for Groundwork UK to promote the work that the organisation has been developing in Northern Ireland as a significant and appropriate element of the practical implementation of the cohesion agenda.
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One

INTRODUCTION

Community cohesion has been developed as a key concept and policy framework in response to the riots and disorder that occurred in a range of northern towns in England during 2001. The Government’s response to the events was to commission or to examine a number of reports, including those by the Bradford Review team (Ousley 2001), the Burnley Task Force (Clarke 2001), by the Oldham Independent Review (Ritchie 2001), the Independent Review Team (Cantle 2001) and the Ministerial Group on Public Order and Community Cohesion (2001). 

These reports all emphasised that national policies, based upon shared values and a celebration of diversity, might be used to promote better community cohesion. The Government thus set up a Community Cohesion Unit within the Home Office, to be responsible for overall policy on community cohesion. The associated Neighbourhood Renewal Unit was tasked with ensuring that a process of renewal enhanced community cohesion in deprived neighbourhoods, by supporting community participation, by developing community facilitation and conflict resolution processes, and by building local capacity to tackle challenges. A National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal looked to set baseline targets for the most deprived local authority areas and to identify specific priority neighbourhoods for renewal. 

A proliferation of local initiatives, advice and guidance publications, websites, etc, has followed. The most prominent being Guidance on Community Cohesion (LGA 2002), Building a Picture of Community Cohesion (Home Office 2003a), Community Cohesion Pathfinder Programme: the first six months (Home Office 2003b) Community Cohesion Advice for those designing, developing and delivering Area Based Initiatives (Home Office 2003c) and 2001 Home Office Citizenship Survey: people families and communities (Attwood et al 2003).

However despite the intensity of the promotion of developing practical initiatives around the concept of community cohesions, recent reports have acknowledged that progress has been uneven and patchy (Community Cohesion Panel, 2004), while the Housing, Planning, Local Government and the Regions Committee of the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (2004) were critical of the lack of incentives for local authorities to play their part in breaking down barriers between different communities, of the sometimes very localised nature of regeneration initiatives, and of apparent segregation persisting in schools. At the central government level, the Committee noted that the key responsibility for delivering a programme is often not clearly identified among the cooperating Departments.  

In Northern Ireland segregation, polarisation and inter-communal violence have been key features of the society for many years, while the transitional period of the ‘peace process’ since 1994 has created space for a variety of attempts to counter ethnic hostility, suspicion, fear and mistrust. 

Groundwork Northern Ireland has been one organisation that has developed distinctive models of work within the sphere of environmental regeneration to try to build better relationships and understanding between some of the segregated communities and to work towards increasing levels of community cohesion. 

This report provides an overview of the work undertaken by Groundwork Northern Ireland in relation to building more cohesive communities and associated issues and concerns. It was commissioned by Groundwork UK to evaluate how the approaches that have been developed in Northern Ireland might serve as models for Groundwork trusts operating in England and Wales.  

The tender document Community Cohesion: Applying Lessons from Groundwork in Northern Ireland issued by Groundwork UK posed three primary questions: 

1. What contribution can ‘working with communities and place’ make to resolving tensions between and within communities?

2. Has Groundwork Northern Ireland’s community cohesion work achieved its objectives and what are the benefits and outcomes of this work?

3. What aspects of this work might be appropriate to Community Cohesion issues in England and Wales?

The document further indicated that Groundwork UK expected the research team to focus on the following tasks: 

· Review understandings of the meaning of the term community cohesion and consider how such understanding is translated into practice. 

· Evaluate the impact of the work of Groundwork Northern Ireland in relation to building community cohesion and learning lessons about the impact of such work on communities.

· Evaluate the value of the theory and practice of community cohesion for the work of Groundwork.

· Explore what can be learnt from the work of Groundwork Northern Ireland in relation to community cohesion and consider the impact this will have on the future work of Groundwork in England. 

The research was carried out by a mixed team from the Institute for Conflict Research, Future Ways at the University of Ulster and the Department of Peace Studies at the University of Bradford between May and September 2004.

The research team was asked to approach the questions from a position of supportive impartiality. The team are impartial in so far as they have no formal connections with either Groundwork UK or Groundwork Northern Ireland, but are also supportive in that each of the team members has been working for some years to improve community relations and encourage greater levels of respect and understanding of issues related to equality, diversity and interdependence. Each of the team members is aware of the difficulties and complexities of working in this broad arena.   

Methodology 

The research involved a diverse methodology, but has been primarily qualitative in approach. Although the tender requested the evaluation to draw upon hard data where appropriate, such data proved to be particularly elusive in terms of assessing the impact of the work of Groundwork Northern Ireland. This is not perhaps surprising as numerous attempts to assess the state of community relations in Northern Ireland through the measuring of hard indicators has proved to be of limited value. 

Instead this project has involved a variety of experienced researchers and practitioners undertaking a range of activities including reviews of policy documentation, practice assessments, project evaluations, interviews and discussions with staff and board members of Groundwork Northern Ireland and with community workers and activists who have participated in projects co-ordinated or initiated by Groundwork Northern Ireland. The report is therefore based upon the following activities. 

· A review of literature and documentation relating both to the community cohesion agenda in England and Wales, community relations work in Northern Ireland and to the developmental work of Groundwork Northern Ireland.

· A review of current and developing practices around the implementation of the community cohesion agenda in England and Wales primarily through the work initiated by a range of local authorities in the North of England, but also through the work being developed by both local authority and Groundwork in the Oldham area. 

· A review of the organisational development of Groundwork Northern Ireland through interviews and discussions with members of staff, Board members and with representatives of agencies working with Groundwork in Northern Ireland. 

· The work included an extensive review of the current projects being developed and undertaken by Groundwork across Northern Ireland. This involved interviews with Groundwork staff members and with members of various community groups and statutory agencies that are involved in various projects. This area of work also involved visiting groups in their home areas and viewing a number of completed projects. 

· The research team also reviewed possible sources of quantitative data that might be relevant to assessing the impact of the work of Groundwork Northern Ireland, but as we discuss below, the data on the existing Home Office indicators is not available in any meaningful way to enable any assessment of the Groundwork projects. We did however review the model of project evaluation that is being developed by Groundwork Northern Ireland in conjunction with a team of independent evaluators. 

The research programme was developed and carried out in consultation with an advisory group. The members of the advisory group were: Billy Gamble (OFMDFM), Mary McKee (Groundwork Northern Ireland), Jim McManus (Groundwork UK) and June Mason (Home Office).

Structure of the Report

The report is divided into nine further chapters. In Chapter 2 we offer an assessment of the work that has been developed around community cohesion over recent years in the north of England. This section is based upon work in Bradford and the findings of a conference on community cohesion, in Bradford in February 2004. Chapter 3 offers some comparative reflections on the similarities and differences between community cohesion theory and practice and community relations theory and practice in Northern Ireland.

From Chapter 4 onwards we focus on the work of Groundwork Northern Ireland. Chapter 4 itself reviews the organisational changes and developments that have taken place over recent years in order to provide a solid foundation for the work around community cohesion. Chapters 5 and 6 then focus more closely on practice, with Chapter 5 reviewing the work that has most closely focused on the broad community relations agenda while the following chapter looks in some detail at the single identity work that has addressed issues of community empowerment and development.  

Chapter 7 reviews possible hard indicators and assesses how far the current preferred Home Office indicators of community cohesion might help evaluate the impact of the work of Groundwork. This section also reviews the model that Groundwork Northern Ireland is developing to evaluate their own work. Chapter 8 then moves on to assess the range of impacts and benefits that the research team have identified as being a product of the Groundwork Northern Ireland approach. 

Chapter 9 offers an overview of the Groundwork Northern Ireland approach and attempts to build from the existing theoretical framework that the organisation has developed and suggests how this might be further elaborated. Finally, Chapter 10 provides an assessment of the potential for applying the approach that has been developed by Groundwork Northern Ireland to the work of Groundwork trusts in England and Wales. This section also pulls together a number of recommendations about the work of Groundwork Northern Ireland and in relation to building the community cohesion agenda more generally.   

Two
COMMUNITY COHESION: CONCEPT AND PRACTICE

The disturbances and riots in Burnley, Oldham and Bradford between May and July 2001 jolted the UK government and the country as a whole. While these three towns saw the worst of the violence, there were smaller events in other towns, particularly in the North and others were feared to be at risk (Home Office 2001:7). Explanations for the cause of these riots tended to focus on issues of poverty, young men, race and racism, the Pakistani and Bangladeshi communities and the role of far right extremists. 

The Independent Review Team under the chairmanship of Ted Cantle focused less on these issues, than on the evidence of segregation in the towns that it visited:

Related Public Service Agreement targets

Separate educational arrangements, community and voluntary bodies, employment, places of worship, social and cultural networks, means that many communities operate on the basis of a series of parallel lives. These lives often do not seem to touch at any point, let alone overlap and promote any meaningful interchanges. (Home Office 2001:9)

In identifying the problem of ‘parallel lives’ as the core problem, Cantle did not please everyone. Those with a long history of work on race were particularly upset. Faisal Bodi, reviewing the Cantle report in The Guardian (1.7.02) compared it very unfavourably to the Scarman report, which followed the unrest in 1981 in Brixton:

There are some instructive comparisons between the way this government has handled the riots, and the way the Thatcher regime dealt with the far more serious outbreaks in the 80s. Labour appointed an unknown civil servant, Ted Cantle, to head its probe; the Tories assigned Lord Scarman, a senior judge. Scarman’s report supported the reform of legislation that was being applied discriminatorily, most importantly the dehumanising stop and search laws. Cantle, on the other hand, has proposed more repressive legislation –quotas for Muslim schools and oaths of allegiance – which he spelled out in last December’s dreadful Community Cohesion Report.

The Runnymede Trust (2003) also had critical questions for the approach of the Cantle team. They argued that it gave insufficient attention to the historical context of the disorder, such as the 1980s disturbances; that it underplayed the importance of economic factors, and that it gave more emphasis to the weaknesses of civic leadership than the issues of race and racism.

Community Cohesion did not appeal to those who had struggled for years against racism and discrimination and who could point to the evidence that Britain’s minority ethnic communities remained disadvantaged on a range of measures. Neighbourhood Renewal Unit statistics showed that 67% of ethnic minorities lived in the 88 most deprived districts in the country in 2004 compared to 37% of the white population.

Cohesion was also viewed with suspicion by those who worked on issues of poverty and exclusion and raised questions of whether cohesion was targeted at all social groups, including wealthier communities that lived apart from poor white as well as often minority ethnic communities? Cohesion often appeared a bland term for community and voluntary organisations that worked with deprived communities. Did it ‘paper over cracks’ rather than address fundamental injustices and inequalities in wealth and power in the UK? Was community cohesion merely a response to riots, or a new approach to public order? Or did it have some deeper content, which people who worked on the ground could identify with and which could in turn help them with their grass roots work? 

Another complication was that within themselves, ethnic minority communities can be very ‘cohesive’. This is certainly true of most Asian Muslim communities. Yet, some would suggest that intra community cohesion is not necessarily a ‘good’ thing, and can conceal discriminatory practices within communities, particularly towards women. These questions suggest that the idea of ‘community’ underpinning the cohesion agenda remained ambiguous.

Some, who were closely connected to debates around race and multiculturalism, did not find ‘cohesion’ a sharp enough concept for addressing the deep seated fragmentations in the country and argued that it reflected the confusions about the exact nature of the problem to be addressed. Trevor Philips, Chairman of the Commission for Racial Equality, told the House of Commons Committee on Social Cohesion (House of Commons 2004), that:

I dislike the term “community cohesion”, frankly, I think it lacks clarity. I think we are beginning to talk more about the term “an integrated society” because in order to advance a solution – which is what I think community cohesion is supposed to be – we have first to understand what it is you are trying to remedy. My view is that we are trying to remedy some of the fractures of our society. Some of those are economically driven; some are driven by other kinds of difference and division independent of economics.

Despite the scepticism, community cohesion became a core concept for the government and it placed considerable emphasis on local appropriation and ownership of the community cohesion agenda. The Guidance on Community Cohesion, published by the Local Government Association in 2002, stressed the importance of ‘proactive action at the local level’ and of partnerships between public, voluntary, community and private agencies. It spoke powerfully of values and vision:

People moving towards a commonly agreed goal are more likely to interact, understand and value differences positively. This approach builds cohesive communities and can also reduce anti-social behaviour. A shared vision should be challenging, inspirational and inclusive, grounded in respect for your common humanity and recognition of our shared responsibility for the future of our society. It should stem from an open discussion involving the whole community and give local communities a clear sense of direction. Unity in diversity should be the theme – the message must be that cultural pluralism and integration are not incompatible. (LGA 2002:13)

The government had recognised the need for debate and even encouraged it. Arguably, however, it underestimated the problems facing real appropriation of the agenda and its translation into effective delivery on the ground. It represented a much deeper departure from previous ways of thinking about social policy than was at first recognised officially. However, in a speech to the Runnymede Trust in March 2002, John Denham, the Home Office Minister at the time, acknowledged that this agenda represented something of a turning point in social policy. Race equality remained an unequivocal commitment, he stated, but it could not be achieved in a vacuum. He questioned the practice of targeting those statistically deprived ‘to the exclusion of other communities, particularly, the white community or those parts of the white community that suffer similar levels of deprivation. Or an approach that ignores the significant differences within and between different minority communities as well as the majority community’. The break with past policy thinking was signalled in his statement:

when we are approaching towns and communities as fragmented as those that were involved last summer, when different communities live lives as separate as some of those who spoke to Ted Cantle last summer, something more is needed than what we have done in the past. (Runnymede Trust 2003:4)

Definitions and Conceptualisations

The new social policy agenda of community cohesion focused a great deal on the problems arising in our communities around cultural (religious, ethnic) identity and diversity and our ability to retain a shared sense of belonging. The events of 11 September 2001 highlighted the issues further, turning attention to Islam and the relationship between religious belief which involves allegiance to a spiritual community over and above the nation state. Hostility towards Muslims in the wake of the atrocity and labelled ‘Islamaphobia’ by some, gave heightened urgency to this aspect of the cohesion issues. 

The Guidance on Community Cohesion document, however, also drew attention to cohesion work which seeks to address asylum seekers and the problems generated by the dispersal policy, and to refugee and travelling communities. It referred also to problems in rural as well as urban communities. Poverty was certainly an issue, particularly where ethnic and religious diversity connected at the neighbourhood level with deprivation, but social inequality was highlighted less. As the draft working definition (issued in May 2002 by the Home Office and Local Government Association) made clear, cohesion was about ‘belonging’ and ‘values’, and how to ensure that minority cultures and diverse identities are accepted in this country and do not attract discrimination and disadvantage. In turn those with different belief systems were urged to share a common set of values and principles with the majority culture:

· There is a common vision and a sense of belonging for all communities;

· The diversity of people’s different backgrounds and circumstances are appreciated and positively valued;

· Those from different backgrounds have similar life opportunities; and

· Strong and positive relationships are being developed between people from different backgrounds in the workplace, in schools and within neighbourhoods.

Underpinning these ideas was a renewed interest on the part of New Labour in neighbourhood and community as significant spaces of sociability that sustain society and create stability. But there was also a fear that the networks that give vitality to these spaces may have declined or be under threat, a viewpoint heavily influenced by US academics and their debates about social capital, to whom Ted Cantle made reference in his report.  
A range of sources of stability were eroded in the latter part of the twentieth century at the national and individual level, such as the pact between capital and labour around the welfare state, the patriarchal family, relatively secure and stable employment. In the North of the UK, these have all impacted hugely on white working class communities as well as migrant communities. Asian men who came to the region to work in the textile factories in the 1950s, found themselves out of work two decades or so later as global economic restructuring resulted in a de-industrialising dynamic throughout the North West and Yorkshire. An outcome of these socio-economic changes appears to be growing disparities in income and lifestyle between those who are in a position to take advantage of the new opportunities that open up and those who find themselves left behind and ultimately stigmatised as the ‘excluded’. 

Such dynamics generate class divisions and social inequalities, but in some circumstances a response to crisis is differentiated by ethnicity and a further element of social disruption emerges. It is interesting to note, for instance, that the Pakistani community of Bradford, with its strong kinship and biraderi networks, survived to some extent the loss of textile employment through opening restaurants and taxi firms. 

They also ‘defended’ their communities in the 1980s rather better than those on white estates; community elders built strategic local political connections while many turned to religion and tight family structures to preserve identity against the surrounding insecurities. A multicultural framework, which served as the policy backlash to racism, encouraged local authorities to respond to the Elders and their communities. 

While this approach to survival has not brought prosperity to the majority of the community, it contrasts to the poor community response to change on white working class estates. The latter resented the success of local Asian communities in tapping regeneration budgets and a permanent source of tension has been perceived unequal distribution in those budgets. There are strong parallels here with the situation in Northern Ireland where Catholic communities have drawn deeply on their own resources over many years whereas Protestant communities have tended to rely more on state agencies and structures, having come out of a political history that assumed the state to be aligned with their identity (see Wright 1991).

Global economic factors and national policy options have impacted, therefore, in differential ways on locally based identities and networks without the policy community noticing, it appears, until the riots of 2001, although the connection with those riots is complex. Cosmopolitan intellectuals and policymakers are unlikely to comprehend all the social dynamics at play in localities, as Forrest and Kearns (2001:2127) point out ‘theorisations of social change derived from observed macro processes of disorder, dislocation and social and economic transformation may underestimate the importance of the lived experience of the dull routine of everyday life and its role in undertaking “ongoing ‘repair’ work to normalise social relations”’. Would the local organisations and agencies that needed to appropriate ‘community cohesion’ feel that it articulated local experiences and offer the ‘ongoing repair work’ dimensions that would not otherwise be there? 

Cohesion Infrastructure: England and Wales 

The location of the governmental infrastructure, which would take forward the cohesion agenda and the practical activities to promote cohesion in England and Wales, were subjects of some debate, reflecting different priorities within different Ministries. In the end, the Community Cohesion Unit was located in the Home Office rather than the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM) where the Neighbourhood Renewal Unit (NRU) made some claim also to drive the agenda. In the Home Office it was alongside the Race Equalities Unit; in the NRU it would have been alongside the Social Exclusion Unit. 

Within the Home Office, the Community Cohesion Unit (CCU), placed the agenda of community cohesion at the heart of debates on citizenship and belonging, and the Home Secretary’s personal drive for civic renewal and active citizenship. It also located cohesion alongside crime and disorder and concepts of ‘social order’ were for some a theme that remained strongly implicit in the development of the cohesion agenda. The location of the CCU highlighted, therefore, that citizenship/race equality rather than poverty and exclusion would essentially frame the discussion, although the latter were recognised as important elements and the need to work with other areas of government, particularly the NRU was recognised. The unfolding agenda nevertheless indicated that the government was intent on incorporating race equality issues within cohesion, a shift reflected in the publication of the Home Office consultation document, Strength in Diversity: Towards a Community Cohesion and Race Equality Strategy in May 2004.

The CCU brief was to develop the government’s community cohesion agenda, working with local authorities, local strategic partnerships, voluntary and community groups, the private sector and nationally with other government departments. A Beacon Council Scheme was introduced in 2002 to encourage the development of best practice from local authorities in the field of community cohesion. The decision was made that the measurement of local government performance under the Comprehensive Performance Assessments was to be redesigned by the Audit Commission to demonstrate performance in creating ‘stronger and safer communities’. A Community Cohesion Pathfinder Programme was launched in April 2003 together with the NRU to identify innovative approaches to promoting community cohesion and to identify barriers to cohesion. Fourteen pathfinder local authorities were created with a budget of £6million before the programme came to an end in November 2004. The aim was to disseminate the good practice from these areas in a programme to run until January 2005. 

The NRU became the centre for the development of practical activities of conflict resolution at the neighbourhood level in the most deprived areas with which they are concerned. This began with a Community Facilitation Programme, a short-term programme for areas experiencing tensions and administered by Regional Co-ordinators in the nine Regional Government Offices. The aims of this programme were to promote local conflict resolution/prevention work where tensions were identified and strengthen capacity to deal with conflicts thus enabling more effective implementation of Neighbourhood Renewal Strategies in neighbourhoods experiencing tensions. 

This was wound down following a ministerial review in January 2003 in favour of a strategy which mainstreamed community cohesion and conflict resolution within neighbourhood renewal policies and programmes, creating a specialist team of conflict resolution advisers in the NRU who could be sent into conflictive neighbourhoods where there are NRU programmes. This professionalisation and centralisation of conflict resolution was to be supplemented by the development of a medium to long-term programme of work to address below the surface conflicts within the 88 local authorities which received Neighbourhood Renewal funding. The logic was that this work would no longer be an emergency response to the 2001 disturbances, but an integral part of community cohesion thinking. 

In addition to the governmental policy infrastructure, an independent Community Cohesion Panel was set up in April 2002 led by Ted Cantle to give guidance and support to those implementing the cohesion agenda and to advise a Ministerial Group on Cohesion. The Panel set up 12 practitioner groups to draw in people working on the ground. Some 200 people participated in these from central and local government, the voluntary and statutory sectors. The Panel’s report was published in July 2004 and will be discussed below.

While the infrastructure was being developed for the implementation of the cohesion agenda, the local authorities where the riots had taken place were asked to prepare community cohesion strategies, and subsequently other authorities were asked to do the same. In Burnley, the local authority and community based organisations adopted a very proactive role in raising the community cohesion agenda. A Burnley Task Force was set up in the town following the riots of late June 2001. This was not created at the instigation of central government but out of a conference called jointed by the Borough council and local community leaders. The Task Force then fed into the national debates taking place in the governmental policy infrastructure. Elsewhere, the relationship between the responsibilities of local authorities and Local Strategic Partnerships  (LSPs) on cohesion was not always clear and will be discussed again below. Section 4 of the Local Government Act 2000 had placed a statutory responsibility on local authorities in England and Wales to produce a strategy for promoting the well being of their local communities to be implemented by the LSPs and its members. Requirements around community cohesion were part of the accreditation requirements for the 88 Neighbourhood Renewal Fund LSPs. However the power, resources and autonomy of LSPs has been very uneven according to area, and this has impacted on the LSPs and their capacity to deliver a cohesion agenda when the commitment of the local elected government is not complete or diverges in terms of priorities. 

Community Cohesion Practice: Views from the North of England

The government placed a great deal of emphasis on local ownership of the cohesion agenda and partnerships between the community and voluntary sector, public and private bodies. The voluntary and community sector were seen as key partners in the work. ‘Engagement with these groups will support a ‘bottom up’ approach to building community cohesion’ argued Guidance on Community Cohesion, but it also recognised that ‘their skills are sometimes not fully utilised by the statutory bodies’ (2002:19). The challenge of the community cohesion agenda was to engage the sector but also to persuade local policy makers and agencies that a ‘bottom up’ approach was appropriate. A review of the role of the community and voluntary sector in community development and service delivery had already been launched by government, and the idea of local ‘Compacts’ between the sector and the local authority was intended to open up new forms of partnership. However, ‘partnership’ was a new idea for many local authorities and its implications not fully understood. 

Local commitment and delivery capacity of cohesion work, therefore, depended on a wider spectrum of factors, including local relationships between the community and voluntary sector and other agencies. Sincere engagement with the broad government framework at different levels (community and voluntary sector, statutory bodies, elected representatives, LSPs) was another. In addition, there was the local authority’s own specific frameworks developed according to local context and its politics. The politics of this were critical to the support given locally to community cohesion. 
In Bradford, where the chair of the LSP was also the leading figure in the local authority, the community cohesion team in the LSP found themselves constantly defending the terrain and the budget. The Community Cohesion Task Group that was set up was frequently slowed down by divergent policy priorities between the local authority and the LSP community cohesion team, and fears were often expressed that the agenda was being aligned with community safety and crime and disorder issues risking a loss of momentum around community cohesion itself.  This slowed down the LSP’s cohesion initiatives, but did not bring them to a halt, however. By 2004, Bradford Vision (the name of the local LSP) had launched a Faith Forum and a number of other important initiatives in the District.

The level of commitment in Bradford can be contrasted to the statement made by Rodney Green, the Chief Executive of Leicester City Council to the House of Commons ODPM Committee on Social Cohesion (2004:10):

The local authority is the single most decisive factor in leadership on community cohesion ... Leicester City Council spends about £650 million a year. If you understand that community cohesion is about housing, it is about culture, it is about economic performance, it is about faith issues, it is about housing and so on, the way that money is spent is bound to be extremely significant. That is why the City Council is the biggest player. The second issue is to do with partnership. We are the key link to police, the voluntary sector, the private sector, on the local partnership, and if we are working well in partnership with them it is not just the £650 million spent, it is the orchestrating of the other spend that can be done in a way that promotes cross-community links or inhibits them. We have a heavy responsibility.

Between 2002 and 2003 community cohesion practice began to develop through the NRU community facilitation programme and through the Pathfinder programme, as well as under the umbrella of local authority community cohesion strategic plans. A number of interesting organisations, some with a long history of this kind of work and others new to it, began to work under the cohesion umbrella, often unsure of its meaning. 

The International Centre for Participation Studies of the Department of Peace Studies in coordination with the Community Facilitation programmes of the North West and Yorkshire and Humberside Government Offices organised a conference in February 2004 to bring these organisations together with elected representatives, members of statutory bodies and LSPs to discuss progress in cohesion thinking and practice. The agenda for the conference was decided after a series of conversations between ICPS researchers and community groups across the two regions of the North. These conversations revealed some interesting perceptions amongst those most actively involved in implementing cohesion work, many of whom were involved in creative local projects and a number of which have been highlighted in subsequent reports as offering examples of ‘good practice’. The following is based on these conversations and is indicative of the evolution of community cohesion practice and its appropriate development in the North of England 2003/2004.

Definitions

There were almost as many definitions of this concept as people asked. There was some very insightful thinking with respect to Community Cohesion amongst ‘practitioners’ but a great deal of scepticism towards the concept, such as the comment ‘Do I find the term community cohesion useful? Do I heck!’ However, as one worker expressed it, the concept is at least ‘open to interpretation – better than a concept that is imposed from above with a set agenda’. 

The following express some of the range of views on the definitional dimensions:

· Unity in diversity – that cultural pluralism and integration are not incompatible, that cultural diversity can be reconciled with a pride in and sense of belonging to a wider community;

· Equality is the cornerstone of Community Cohesion;

· Promoting greater knowledge, respect and contact between various sections of the community, and establishing a greater sense of citizenship;

· The stability and economic viability of a community;

· A repressive agenda – about managing difficulties, making better citizens, dealing with anti-social behaviour in an isolated way; 

· Equality of opportunity in mainstream service provision;

· Diversity and conflict are normal facts of life – Community Cohesion is about how that conflict is managed.

For many it is important that the concept’s meaning transcends the issue of ‘race’, and as such it has been useful for them in addressing divisions within and across communities, for example inter-generational issues. Some valued the openness of the concept, as not imposing a set agenda from above. However, for others the breadth and perceived lack of clarity in the concept is unhelpful. One respondent felt that it should relate to ‘ethnicity and unequal opportunities’, and that it ceases to be useful if it is diluted to describe all social divisions.

One interesting analysis reflected on the meaning the words might have for others, for example, young people who have become isolated and scared of their ‘local communities.’  It was also suggested that it could be misused, to label young people as being the people who prevent community cohesion taking place. One helpful definition places the emphasis on the practitioner, not the goal: ‘Community Cohesion is not a project – it is like equal opportunities, a way of looking at all that you do’.

Is there a fit between these views and the government definition of Community Cohesion? On the one hand, the government definition includes the same range of issues: questions of belonging and citizenship, recognising and valuing the diversity of peoples’ different backgrounds and circumstances; ensuring that those from different backgrounds have similar life opportunities and encouraging strong and positive relationships between people from different backgrounds in the workplace, in schools and within neighbourhoods. On the other hand, there are concerns about how this agenda is realised in practice. The plurality of definitions above suggested that the extent to which Community Cohesion would become a meaningful term for practitioners would depend on the contextual definitions they gave it and which emerged from their practical engagement in our urban and rural neighbourhoods, towns and regions. The problem that would emerge amongst some was whether their practice and learning would then have a channel to influence government thinking and the conceptual enrichment of the term?

Community and Voluntary Sector Views on Cohesion 

The Community Cohesion agenda is seen by some to be indicative of a welcome shift in government policy towards inclusion and social justice.  As such it has opened up an arena for asking the right questions, with the government seen to be willing to listen in a way that perhaps it wasn’t previously.  Many see the Community Cohesion agenda as positive in that it focuses attention on real issues, and has raised the profile of work previously seen as marginal. However, one respondent identified concerns around the apparent clash between this agenda and asylum policy and the perceived failure of government to address vital issues across departments. Some see problems with the concept as just another buzzword, the latest re-branding of existing activities.  There is a clearly felt tension between quick fix solutions and strategic approaches.  Practitioners differed as to which camp the Community Cohesion agenda falls into.

The most comprehensive structural critique of the Cohesion agenda was articulated by a number of practitioners, who felt that the concept blurs the bigger picture of poverty, regeneration and disengagement, and that what is needed is a comprehensive anti-poverty strategy – “poor housing, unemployment, poverty, and ill health are the fuel that feed prejudice, discrimination and entrenched views.”  The Cohesion agenda is seen to over-emphasise symptoms without attending to root causes. Practitioners are clearly aware of the need to look beyond the symptoms in their work, and to address the causes that contextualise Cohesion issues. A key issue for practitioners is the tension between cohesion as short term, one-off initiatives and the need for the agenda to run through all the main areas of policy and practice, ie regeneration, housing provision, economic development etc. By mainstreaming community cohesion, the perceived tension with anti-poverty strategies could be overcome and synergies developed.

There is also awareness that ‘cohesion work’ itself can be divisive. There is a need to tackle divided and fractured communities in ways that do not alienate other parts of the community, perhaps for an analysis of the ways in which work done within one community impacts on another.

There is also an issue around for whom ‘cohesion’ is a concern. For example, ‘white’ communities do not always see that segregated housing and schooling is an issue for them, the host community does not always see that the engagement of refugees and asylum seekers in mainstream activities has relevance for them. Promoting community cohesion means supporting the ability of all communities to identify with the concerns of the whole community.

The long term nature of community cohesion was stressed by some, and that it is not a ‘thing’ to be engineered from above in isolation from other problems: ‘I believe that community cohesion is an outcome of good community development work – that is to say that long term development, bringing all sections of the community together in a collective effort to bring about desired improvements, in an equal partnership. It is not an end or a “thing” in itself, and top down strategies to address this, in isolation from other issues that face communities, will not work. Poor housing, unemployment, poverty, ill health are the fuel that feed prejudice, discrimination and entrenched views.’ 

Another group talked of  ‘embedding the value of diversity’ and found it preferable to other recent terminology on social divisions: Community cohesion is a better concept than social exclusion, suggested one group. (We need) to build strong networks, embed the value of diversity and address inequality (in provision of services). Community cohesion is not just about anti-racism said some. It has been particularly useful ‘for linking issues – for example, looking at cross-generational cohesion. Young people have a huge (disproportionate) impact on communities. Inclusion of young people is central to wider community cohesion and prevention of further disturbances’.

Finally, one respondent, in identifying cohesion as an everyday and progressive aspect of life that is consciously given attention by her community, illuminated the salient fact that ‘community cohesion’ is a goal not a reality perhaps because we place insufficient value on being a ‘community,’ on giving space and energy to the communication and sharing that being in community requires.  We operate against a ‘background of distances’ – between neighbours, between people in the community, and between people and those making decisions affecting the community.

The Funding Context

The Community Cohesion agenda has generated a flood of funding accessible to organisations working in this field. For organisations already working on these issues, this has made securing funding much easier. The approach of the funders can make a great difference to the work carried out with their money.  With reference specifically to the government Community Facilitation funding, the flexibility given at both regional and local levels was felt to be beneficial in allowing local knowledge to inform practice.

Funding regimes can also bring their own set of problems. Area based initiatives can lead to competition between localities, and an upside-down pride in proving you are the ‘worst’ in order to attract the money (some funding is emerging based on areas that are not eligible for other money, as with Bierley Tenants and Residents Community Cohesion Project).

A further issue is that BME communities have been largely much better organised and effective at identifying opportunities and applying for funds than white working class communities, perhaps through a history of greater need for self-reliance and organisation. Against this background, the competitive funding culture feeds resentments and envy. One implication of this may therefore be a need for capacity building within ‘white’ communities.

Major issues relate to the timescale for funding, much being short-term. As a result, innovation tends to be emphasised over long-term planning, which can mean that ‘community cohesion work’ runs counter to established principles of good community development work. Pots of money can generate one-off projects that are not sustainable. Such poor practice feeds a belief that ‘events don’t make a difference’. To be successful, work needs to be done to tackle the really difficult issues, and organisations need to be there long term to undertake this. Short-termism can also undermine trust within communities. Community development work is based on relationships, which cannot be created overnight.

There are related pressures of time on funding driven projects. The need to meet ‘outputs’ can mean that it is easier to do the work yourself, or at least that there is not time to consult properly. One interviewee further suggested that these structural constraints lead to people being appointed for their project management skills over and above expertise in areas such as empowerment and participation, thus institutionalising the problem. There was also some cynicism about short term funding seen to be an instant response, precluding sustainability and continuity. This, in conjunction with the high profile given to the concept, was seen to build expectations too high – disproportionate to what could realistically be delivered.

This was also felt to have a potentially serious impact on statutory service providers, who may have to pick up these expectations when the funding focus changes, placing increased strain on already stretched resources.

Doing Cohesion – what progress has been made?
There is a great variety of types of work going on across the region in the name of Community Cohesion, from a museum based Black History Month Project, to cross community projects such as activity weekends in the country for children from diverse backgrounds, to a community mediation service, to anti-racist training with young people, and so much more. What follows does not attempt to review the work that is being done, but to reflect the feelings amongst practitioners as to progress in the North of England.

At a general level regarding leadership on the issues, it was felt that progress is made on cohesion where there is acceptance of hard facts about racism and intolerance, and where decision-makers are not afraid to take risks or make mistakes. This means moving beyond the ‘celebrating diversity’ approach, which, though necessary, is of itself insufficient to create lasting change.

The PeaceMaker organisation has gained national recognition in addressing some of these difficult issues. Projects include an intercommunity mentoring programme, where young Bangladeshi men are trained as mentors and work in white working class communities, and a peer support programme, where young people work with others who are identified as being at risk of perpetrating racially motivated crime. 
An important part of PeaceMaker’s success is in their long-term commitment to groups, which has a multiplying effect on their impact. The intercommunity mentors are now delivering workshops around the recommendations of the Denham report and developing Citizenship resources for secondary schools, and a diverse group brought together to create an exhibition after the riots are now, two and a half years later, delivering diversity training to other young people.

Very much in line with an emphasis on participatory methods, it seems that most progress is made if projects start from where people are, rather than from fine ideas!  The Pavilion Project in Hull has transformed an unused park building into the community facility that residents wanted, and is now home to around twenty community groups ranging from craft groups to learning difficulty adults groups, from refugee support groups to education and employment advisors. The police have reported a 75% drop in youth related nuisance crime in the area since the scheme began.

When asked about progress, people generally reflect positively on the work going on in their areas around cohesion, particularly with regard to the increase in partnership working and ‘joined up thinking,’ and the increase in projects and work with cohesion as a focus (though a fear was expressed about the need to mainstream these issues, so that they are not seen as the province of specialist agencies). It is however felt that existing organisations such as community centres are paying more attention to the other communities around them, and that there is more of an emphasis on celebrating diversity.

People in general felt less able to comment on progress in terms of underlying attitudes. One person felt that there is ‘no actual progress, just more people looking at it!’ Some felt it was too soon to know – the damage caused by the disturbances being deep and lasting: ‘It has taken a generation to get to where we are, so it will take a generation to go the other way’. While acknowledging this, the Cohesion agenda was felt by some to have created an atmosphere where people may be more vocal about challenging extreme views.

Key emerging issues in Cohesion thinking and practice in the North of England

The ICPS conference agenda focused on the connections between participation and community cohesion and sought to explore the challenges implicit in the ‘bottom up’ approach to building community cohesion, which the LGA Guidance on Community Cohesion had highlighted. It grew directly from the concerns expressed above and thus each topic acts as a record of issues and problems facing the community cohesion agenda in 2004. Some of the key themes are discussed below, highlighting issues raised during the conference and drawing attention to relevant debates in the months after the conference, which have reinforced the significance of each of the themes below to the cohesion agenda.

Community Facilitation – a Government approach to cohesion

The Community Facilitation programme was a short-term emergency response to the riots. It was developed within the nine Government Offices and under the umbrella of the NRU. The NRU were particularly interested in conflict resolution approaches to tensions in the deprived neighbourhoods upon which they focused. These approaches were not, however, the main form of the community facilitation programmes, although some did focus on local mediation. In the end, the NRU opted to focus entirely on building a trained team of conflict resolution specialists. 

Those who had been part of the community facilitation process who attended the conference, had welcomed the flexible character of the funding but had been constrained by its short-term nature which had not enabled them to develop what for many had been an important experience in local cohesion building. Although some of the projects funded under the scheme may be able to find funding elsewhere, those involved would have preferred a longer term funding regime from the beginning to enable them to build up the local trust needed to play a role in alleviating neighbourhood tensions. There was, they argued, no quick fix to the problems facing the North and the weight of expectations on a few small projects was disproportionate to what could be delivered. 

The Community Facilitation programme was formally phased out during 2004, though some projects would seek funding elsewhere in order to continue their work.
Citizenship and Governance

Community Cohesion had become closely associated with the debate on citizenship in a multi-ethnic Britain. Bikhu Parekh launched this debate with the publication of the report on the future of multi-ethnic Britain. It is interesting that the debate around multiculturalism was not one that the conference participants felt comfortable in addressing. In his keynote address, John Denham MP, explored this reluctance (on the part of political parties, institutions and even voluntary organisations) to confront difficult issues and find solutions, in essence a key issue of avoiding difficult but crucial debates around identity. 

There are many explanations of this. One is the extent to which many practitioners still viewed such debates as superficial compared to the problems of poverty and inequality. Another was the complicated nature of this debate for many people. In the wake of the conference, the debate intensified a great deal when David Goodhart, the editor of Prospect magazine, provocatively asked in the April 2004 edition, is Britain too diverse? 

In the rhetoric of the modern liberal state, the glue of ethnicity (“people who look and talk like us”) has been replaced with the glue of values (“people who think and behave like us”). But British values grow, in part, out of a specific history and geography. Too rapid a change in the make-up of a community not only changes the present, it also, potentially, changes our link with the past. 

His article sparked the most animated discussion yet on citizenship and identity in multi-ethnic Britain. Trevor Philips rejected Goodhart’s argument and argued in The Times (3.4.04) for the abandonment of ‘multiculturalism’, which he said ‘suggests separateness. We are now in a different world. What we should be talking about is how we reach an integrated society, one in which people are equal under the law, where there are some common values –democracy rather than violence, the common currency of the English language, honouring the culture of these islands. But I also think people should be allowed to be a bit different. It’s a good thing that people are different in Yorkshire than they are in Cornwall’. This debate signalled perhaps that some of the harder issues underlying the debate on community cohesion might be rising to the surface. Without it, the framework of community cohesion will arguably remain opaque for many.

Participation and Inequality

Participation was a key theme of the International Centre for Participation Studies conference in Bradford. The conference was trying to make the connections between participation and cohesion. It had to address the fact that some groups who participate actively, such as the BNP, do not promote cohesion. What then is the form of participation that does? Many organizations that were interested in contributing to the community cohesion agenda were grass roots community and voluntary organizations devoted to social change, who often found participatory spaces offered from ‘above’ were tokenistic and felt in very unequal relationships with those who organised them. There were strong feelings expressed at the conference against ‘tokenism’ in all guises, and much serious thought was put into what it really means to promote participation, and how this can be done. 

Genuine participation, it was pointed out, is clearly only possible if the organisation seeking participation is open to change, and clear where they feel that change is possible.  It was said to us quite strongly that people are not sick of being consulted, but simply sick of nothing changing as a result. 

A related inhibiting factor is the feeling by some that the real decisions are taken at other meetings than the open forums, leaving participation merely as legitimisation, perhaps just a facet of a wider problem, that of a top-down culture that is institutionally restrictive of participation. A number of organisations are trying to address these issues of power. Community Pride in Manchester, for instance, support a Disabled People’s Forum, which invited key people (such as the head of council disability services) to their meetings, rather than simply sending representatives to Council meetings.  PeaceMakers in Oldham works with young people to develop and deliver training – the young people are not peripheral to the project, but own it. At Staffordshire University, and for the Gender Audit of Manchester LSP, community members are trained and employed as community researchers. Burnley Borough Council began a restructure aimed at linking the issues of participation and engagement by local people in decision making and community cohesion and inequality. The Community Engagement and Cohesion Unit of the Council combines responsibility for policy work on cohesion across the Council and into partner organisation with the corporate equality function of the council and work to develop participation and community engagement, especially through neighbourhood management.

People acknowledged that there are lots of forums organised by agencies of all kinds, but participation is low, people do not want to be involved in this way. For one participant, this is at least in part because participation policy is itself not designed in a participatory way. People observed many tensions in the attempts to build participation. Tensions within existing cultures – for example, for the police, a participatory approach to long-term issues requires different training from emergency situations, where there is a clear need to identify solutions and take control. Tensions between influencing the powerful and staying close to the powerless. People also mentioned that there are limitations relating to skills within communities, such as the importance of communication skills: ‘participation can be ill informed, conflicting, inconsistent – a challenge (for all) to communicate effectively’. There is a lack of learning opportunities which were previously available through organisations such as trade unions and the Workers Education Association. This gap needs to be filled through long-term community development work. These points are valuable when looking at the problems of building ‘bottom up’ engagement in the community cohesion agenda.

Non-Governmental Arena and the State: Partnership or co-option?

Government documents on community cohesion make clear that they consider partnerships to be the most useful way to advance and implement the new agenda: ‘It is essential that the local approach to community cohesion is developed and owned by all local agencies and organizations. They should work in partnership, and integrate the issues within the community strategy and service planning systems in order to sustain progress and achieve the positive benefits’ (LGA 2002:10). 

The conference discussed the problems associated with partnerships between the non-governmental arena and the state, and the mutual mistrust and misunderstanding that still permeates the relationship. Those in the former are often mistrusted on the grounds of lack of accountability and representativity. Who speaks legitimately on behalf of communities? At the same time, those in the non-governmental sector spoke of the difficulties of persuading local authorities to take community participation seriously. Yet, some in the local authorities want to do that, but are struggling to find the best means. Issues of power inequalities complicate partnership and weaken the capacity of the non-governmental sector to influence policy as well as practice. When the arena gets involved in delivering services, it often finds it difficult to sustain a critical agenda and the fear of cooption leads some to prefer to work independently of the local authority. Clearly all these issues are relevant to the relationships that will need to be constructed if a shared agenda on community cohesion is to be developed through partnerships.

Community Development and Conflict Resolution in Divided Societies

Community cohesion is understood to be an illusive and difficult goal, perhaps a process more than an achievable endpoint. However, there are strong views on some of the factors that hinder this process. These were addressed in a session that drew on experiences in Northern Ireland and explored the relationship between community development and conflict resolution and how this might illuminate approaches to community cohesion. Amongst the issues discussed which it was felt inhibited the potential for community development to impact on conflictive and fractured communities were:

· Fear: unwillingness to take risks, and reluctance to confront difficult issues such as the crucial debates around identity; 

· Failure to engage with complexities: It is safer to remain with surface interpretations of problems, to shy away from topics we are not prepared to (or do not have the resources to) open up for discussion. 
· Limitations of different approaches: single identity work can lead to better-informed bigots, yet cross identity work often meets with resistance.

· Individual and community isolation: where the mass media takes the place of direct experience was another problem raised. In Northern Ireland further or higher education is the first experience for many people of coming together in an integrated environment. 
· Disconnection between policy frameworks and the reality on the ground: it is assumed that a well-applied policy framework means better community relations on the ground. Even where commitment to community cohesion is very high and implementation effective in the local authority and/or LSP this will not necessarily halt the electoral success for the BNP, for example.

· The difficulties of admitting to problems, and thus of finding solutions: in particular for Councils, who are now subject to a national rating system.

Conclusion

The ICPS conference demonstrated that despite confusion, doubts and disagreements, many voluntary, community and statutory bodies recognised that the community cohesion agenda contained some important ideas. If the conference discussions are supplemented by evidence from the ODPM House of Commons Committee report on Social Cohesion  (May 2004) and the Community Cohesion Panel report, The End of Parallel Lives? (July 2004), a reasonable national picture emerges about the progress and pitfalls surrounding the effort to build a ‘new social policy agenda’ around community cohesion in the UK. 

The brevity of the section below on progress should not be read as indicative of its absence. Evidence of progress is available in the reports above, which offer illustrative cases of innovative and creative efforts to develop projects on the ground, which build cohesion in direct and indirect ways. It was felt more useful in these conclusions to draw attention to the obstacles, which still prevent further progress. The Cohesion Panel share a major conclusion of the ICPS conference that cohesion is a long-term activity: ‘there are no ‘quick fixes’ and community relations are dynamic’ (2004:13). 

The illustrative cases and innovative projects, highlighted by the Panel and the ODPM House of Commons Committee, are not yet part of a concerted, locally owned, nationally promoted, strategic endeavour. They are rather flagships for ‘good practice’ which might influence and guide others already converted to the importance of this area of work. They reflect partial commitment in some areas of government and in some local authorities or LSPs. Will the promotion of cohesion become embedded in national departments and agencies and local authority practice across the board? And can it do so, while ‘community cohesion’ remains conceptually weak as an idea and intellectually and politically contested by many?

Progress

1. Community Cohesion remains a confusing concept to many and unacceptable to some. However, it has generated new thinking and practice. If, as ICPS conference participants pointed out, it is seen as a process and not a project, then it can be said that a process has begun.

2. The debate on citizenship and identity has also started to happen, and while it remains incipient and mostly takes place amongst the cosmopolitan intellectuals at present, there is every chance for it to be developed.

3. There is now a body of practice relating to cohesion work. At present this reflects the multiplicity of potential approaches. These range from ‘celebrating diversity’ and building communication between communities and neighbourhoods who might otherwise have no connection to projects aiming to build the esteem of poor communities in their localities. We do not have a sufficient body of experience or impact assessment measures that enable us to learn from these efforts and to improve practice. However, it is creative initiative in local contexts that will help build more systematic approaches and this has at least begun.

Pitfalls

The pitfalls can be divided into four areas: Conceptual weakness and disagreements; Embedding and Mainstreaming; Partnership and Participation; and Funding regimes. 

Conceptual Weakness and Disagreements

1. The conceptualisation of the cohesion concept remains weak and while for some practitioners that is a strength in that it allows space for creativity, for others it perpetuates confusion and uncertainty. 
2. The conceptual evolution of the cohesion concept must take on board the sharp criticism of many that it can easily fall into something vacuous, in which key issues of social and economic inequality and race discrimination are avoided or sidelined. Critics of the cohesion agenda point to changes in anti-discrimination legislation which has favoured employers over employees, for instance, and contradicts commitment to race equality. This, they argue, proves that cohesion is too weak and ambiguous an idea and will discourage hard legal measures that are still required to promote equality. Some believe that behind it is a malign intention to erode gains of the racial justice lobby.
3. There are fears that ‘building shared values’ really means accepting a ‘hegemonic’ value system of the mainstream culture. Muslims are particularly sensitive to this. Some aspects of that mainstream culture, particularly the secularising features, contradict key religious tenets and they argue will threaten the internal cohesion of British Muslim communities by exposing their youth to non-Islamic values.
4. The building of ‘shared values’ is meaningless if there is no serious debate about what these might be. Such a debate must involve tackling the hard issues, such as how to build a society which contains world views that are incompatible. It also implies changes on the part of the ‘majority’ as well as the ‘minority’ communities, and this is likely to be problematic and resisted by ‘supremacist’ groups within the mainstream culture. The recent local election success of the BNP is one example of this.
5. Since the 1950s and the first wave of post–war immigration, there have been many visions of citizenship in Britain which have attempted to up date its meaning as Britain has become a more multi-ethnic society. These have stressed at different moments: assimilation, multi-culturalism, ‘community of communities’ and integration around ‘core British values’. It is unlikely that ‘cohesion’ can progress conceptually without building some consensus around the vision of citizenship which will underpin it. Such consensus is very distant at present, as the debate is still mostly amongst the cosmopolitan intellectuals. A wider, popular and informed debate needs to be promoted in ways that are meaningful and comprehensible to all.
6. There needs to be a space for social change practitioners close to grass roots processes to make inputs from their experience into this debate. As extreme right groups fill the vacuum of silence on some issues, there is an ever more urgent need to develop safe spaces for discussion and to take risks over issues that are controversial. Schools are one space where such discussion should urgently begin, creating the basis for an informed citizenship of the future. The Cohesion Panel’s publication The End of Parallel Lives? expressed concern  about the limited impact of compulsory citizenship education in schools.
7. There is still a strong reluctance to debate segregation as such and many still believe that segregation is essentially about class rather than culture and/or ethnicity. Given the significance of segregation to the cohesion agenda and its conceptual underpinnings, the issue of segregation needs highlighting, with more research and reliable data on what is happening in our towns and cities. Some might argue that people will inevitably try and live with ‘like’. However, there are dangers if people do not mix socially and culturally. One of these is that segregation can slip into polarisation in some circumstances (Northern Ireland is an example). Can an ‘integration by choice’ policy be promoted and what would that entail in terms of the key discussions within the cohesion agenda?
Embedding and Mainstreaming

1. The mainstreaming of community cohesion is a fraught issue at many levels. There is widespread recognition that promoting cohesion should be embedded across ministries, local government sectors, statutory agencies and within the community and voluntary sector. In practice this embeddedness is very difficult to achieve, as attitudes and institutional cultures are often resistant to change. The End of Parallel Lives? report found that this is true even within government: ‘Whilst the Home Office has been pursuing a cross departmental agenda, there is not yet the ownership within other departments and most have failed to integrate community cohesion and equality…We have learnt that a Government policy  led by one Department does not always have the ownership of others and, indeed, may be resisted by them as it is seen as ‘just a Home Office issue’ (Community Cohesion Panel 2004:18).

2. If there is a problem of ownership and mainstreaming in central government, that problem intensifies throughout all the institutional spaces in localities. The extent to which local leadership favours the cohesion agenda will often determine whether it moves forward. Local leaderships will be responding to party political divisions and other power rivalries. Shifts in local governance have led to an ambiguous relationship between the LSP and Local Authorities, which varies throughout the country. In many northern cities, the latter have considerable control over the former. If the Local Authority does not support the cohesion agenda it can be a major obstacle to LSP implementation strategies and to mainstreaming cohesion locally.

3. Mainstreaming raises the question of cohesion expertise and professionalism, versus community knowledge and experience. Should community cohesion be professionalised (an example would be the NRU conflict resolution team) or be left to develop creatively according to local processes and activities? There are always dangers when the promotion of social process becomes associated with professionalisation. Embeddedness of cohesion in community life and practice will require some caution re. the process of professionalisation. Without such caution, cohesion will become ‘something done by others’, rather than a social process taken forward within and by communities. It can also become separated in a professional enclave from other areas of work which impinge on the material conditions for promoting cohesion. The comment of an ICPS participant quoted earlier should be recalled here: 

I believe that community cohesion is an outcome of good community development work – that is to say that long term development, bringing all sections of the community together in a collective effort to bring about desired improvements, in an equal partnership. It is not an end or a “thing” in itself, and top down strategies to address this, in isolation from other issues that face communities, will not work. Poor housing, unemployment, poverty, ill health are the fuel that feed prejudice, discrimination and entrenched views. 

4. Nevertheless, there are a myriad of tension points at the local level and there is an issue of who is in the best position to deal with those? Can the expertise of mediators and conflict resolution practitioners be enlisted here, to help with ‘emergency cohesion’ interventions? But once again, the question is, are the best people for that task centrally trained or locally embedded and trained? 
Partnership and Participation

1. Partnership and participation have been highlighted by the ICPS conference participants as problematic areas. The government is encouraging partnership working but institutional cultures are once again often resistant to this. To truly engage local organisations with policy makers, the former do need to feel they have a genuine say and can make changes to policy not just practice. Policymakers often agree rhetorically with the principles of partnership and participation, but have to combine it with a parallel impetus, that of meeting delivery targets in the shortest amount of time. Local organisations become rapidly disillusioned and frustrated as a result creating lasting damage to partnership relationships.

2. The community cohesion agenda is being grafted onto the problematic character of existing partnership arrangements and competing understandings of the meaning of participation. Developing the agenda must involve confronting this situation. If cohesion cannot be delivered ‘from the top-down’, but must engage groups and organisations from the ‘bottom-up’ and enable them to shape that agenda according to local contexts, then partnerships and participation must be taken seriously by all involved.

Funding Regimes

1. Funding regimes need to adapt to the process orientation of cohesion work and acknowledge how little is yet known about how to overcome segregation and prejudice in practice. There must be room for creativity and learning from failure. Output and measurement of achievements is important but should be linked to funding renewal in ways that allow for learning through mistakes. Indeed, no project can easily on its own ‘deliver cohesion’ in a national and global context, which often undermines the idea that we can learn to live together despite our differences. Similarly, statutory bodies are often trying to challenge entrenched practices, segregationist mentalities and cultural stereotyping at the same time as they deal with the outcomes of inequality and poverty.  This requires long-term commitment to change on all levels, and funding regimes should reflect the difficulties involved.

2. If the promotion of cohesion is to become a normal imperative of all local authority expenditure, then local authorities need a cohesion ‘measure’ agreed by all those involved, for all expenditure, from housing to education to regeneration.

3. In the field of regeneration, which is of particular concern to Groundwork UK, there has been recognition of the divisive character of area-based initiatives in terms of community cohesion. This was first highlighted by the Cantle report and by the end of 2003 was publicly acknowledged by the Home Office that a new, cohesion-friendly approach to regeneration was required. The Cohesion Panel Regeneration Practitioners Group was established in June 2003 with membership from the ODPM, Local Authorities and regeneration partnerships. This drew up guidance in the form of Community Cohesion Advice for those designing, developing and delivering Area Based Initiatives (Community Cohesion Panel 2004:47). The aim was to ensure that relationships between recipient communities and their neighbours are not harmed through such Initiatives. The Group put forward some important recommendations, which stress the: 

· Meaningful involvement of neighbouring communities in the development of Area Based Initiatives so that potential tensions between disadvantaged areas receiving differential funding are addressed;

· Good communications and marketing to explain the rationale for funding decisions;

· Consultation and communication with recipient communities which will take time but which will ensure greater local ownership of renewal activity and sustainability of cohesion objectives;

· Scheme boundaries should be flexible to ensure benefits to both direct and indirect participants in the funding programmes;

· Funding rules should not be barriers to interaction between communities;

· Thematic or city-wide approaches should be encouraged to maximise cross cultural contact and breaking down barriers between communities;

· Twinning areas for mutual advice and learning on cohesion and good practice;

· Governance should enable and encourage boards, senior officials and elected members to take a lead on the importance of community cohesion;

· Regeneration should maximise collaboration between communities, opportunities for cross-cultural contact in relation to delivery of schemes and ongoing service provision, and should minimise competition between communities for funds.

4. The Panel expressed some disappointment, however, that these recommendations have not been sufficiently incorporated into Government departments and agencies. It suggests that their significance has not yet been fully appreciated. This in itself is a reflection of the fact that community cohesion, while hailed as a ‘new social policy agenda’ is not yet embedded within the government itself and the departments and agencies which need to think about it when building policy. 

5. The Regeneration Practitioners Group of the Panel, meanwhile, are continuing their work, and have turned their attention to ‘transformational regeneration’, and how community cohesion can be addressed in areas with new populations and incorporated into plans for ‘sustainable communities’. They have recommended that a framework for community cohesion impact assessments be developed for local authorities and regional bodies with measurable objectives.

Recommendations for Government and Policy makers

We offer the following recommendations for government and policy makers in relation to the review and critique of the implementation of the community cohesion agenda to date. 

1. There is a need for further debate and conceptual clarification of ‘community cohesion’. This must be promoted in spaces and language accessible to grass roots activists and practitioners so that it can be extended beyond cosmopolitan intellectuals.

2. The debate must include consideration of the meaning of citizenship in contemporary multi-ethnic Britain. It should go beyond the ‘celebration of difference’ and address some of the hard and difficult issues and trade offs around incompatible worldviews. It must acknowledge that racial injustice and social inequality remain and the community cohesion agenda cannot replace this unfinished business or diminish its ongoing significance.

3. If community cohesion is to become part of a strategic national vision, it must be mainstreamed and embedded throughout central and local Government and in agencies and organisations that operate at the community level.

4. Community cohesion cannot be left to ‘professionals’; practitioner knowledge must be respected and enabled to influence the content of the agenda. This will only happen if partnerships between policy makers and practitioners are real and participation enables changes to take place. The cohesion agenda requires changes in majority as well as minority communities, and in institutional as well as community sector cultures.

5. Funding regimes must allow time for learning from failure at the same time as they encourage impact assessment. Funding should be cohesion-friendly i.e. it should, as advised by the Regeneration Practitioners Group of the Cohesion Panel, maximise collaboration across communities, minimise divisions and enhance cross-cultural contact.

Three

COMMUNITY COHESION AND COMMUNITY RELATIONS

This section offers some reflections on the development of the community cohesion agenda in England and Wales in comparison with the development of the community relations agenda in Northern Ireland. 

The concept of Community Cohesion that has been developed in recent Government policies and programmes in England and Wales is focused on creating a community where: 

· There is a common vision and sense of belonging for all communities;

· The diversity of people’s different backgrounds and circumstances is appreciated and positively valued;

· Those from different backgrounds have similar opportunities; and

· Strong and positive relationships are being developed between people from different backgrounds in the workplace, in schools and within neighbourhoods. (Community Cohesion Panel 2004:57)

The challenge to build a shared and interdependent society is set against the understanding that race is the major issue within a national community that is divided 8%/92% (ethnic minority/white) in England, Scotland and Wales. Whilst the proportions of this diversity do not appear to be changing much, the literature suggests that the breadth of the occupational experiences and geographical reach of diversity is increasing. 

Lord Ouseley in his Bradford Report indicated 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’ (Ouseley 2001:18:3.9).

The recognition of the growth of parallel lives within the societal mix and the need to challenge separate cultural and faith tracks are a challenge to all, including the majority white community. It is important to acknowledge this and to be openly active about building networks and relationships that transcend these separations. These are the central challenges that have been identified in the End of Parallel Lives report. 

Community Relations Parallels

Some of the routes for action in England and Wales that are outlined in this otherwise ambitious report, ring alarm bells for those with long experiences of reconciliation work in Northern Ireland. The balance in the exhortations to practitioners to create respect and tolerance for difference seems primarily orientated towards those same agencies and popular works in schools, youth services, culture, arts and sports that were identified in Northern Ireland in 1969-70 (Austin 1973; Malone 1973). Whilst these agencies and projects have developed some valuable models of practice, they have also been areas that have been seen to be peripheral in securing mainstream support and policy development (Eyben, Morrow and Wilson 1997).

The emphasis on the role of the Departments of Culture, Media and Sport and Education and Skills, along with the youth service (Community Cohesion Panel 2004:18), is similar to the strategy for a community relations policy developed in Northern Ireland after 1969. Although there has been an additional focus of work in interface areas and with victims and combatants, these areas have had minimal impact on central policy development and the mainstreaming of trust building. 

It has been argued that until community cohesion and community relations are established as a core task for Departments associated with Employment, Investment, Social Development, Health, Social Services, Law and Order, Environment as well as Education such themes will get passing interest and will remain relatively peripheral. (Eyben, Morrow and Wilson 1997).

Trust Building 

The End of Parallel Lives report does require all arms of Government, all agencies of local civic authority, the private sector, places of work and the voluntary, community and faith sectors to become involved in this task. However, our research and practice experience in Northern Ireland (Eyben, Morrow and Wilson 1997; Eyben, Morrow and Wilson with Robinson 2002) suggests that until community cohesion, race and community relations are made part of the daily focus of relationships between staff in all agencies, as well as a central theme in the delivery of support and services to the communities, this will remain a peripheral issue for many citizens, except in so far as they are disturbed by trouble or riots. 

Ouseley argued that ‘people acknowledged that there were deep seated problems which had to be tackled openly, honestly and without fear or favour if economic, social, educational and cultural developments and successes were to be achieved.’ Ouseley 2001:9:2.4). He went on to argue that the area needs ‘exemplary municipal and institutional leadership, community led and inspired vision and inclusive policies that incorporate equality and fair treatment.’

The End of Parallel Lives report alerts Government to the reality that ‘many initiatives are seen as short term and often provided by voluntary sector agencies rather than resulting from the mainstream activity of the principal departments.’ (Community Cohesion Panel 2004:18) Whilst the importance of the statutory duty to ‘promote good race relations’ in delivering community cohesion is valuable within an 8%/92% model it will be very easy for many from the majority tradition to glide past this theme and see it as not their issue.

Within the very different balances in Northern Ireland the need to build trust between people brought up in different and conflicting historical traditions sits alongside the need for all who have lived here to be more open and welcoming to people from minority ethnic groups who have, until recently, often had to be ‘invisible’ in order to feel safe and avoid being victimised. It may well be that the requirement for statutory bodies to promote good relations between people from different religious traditions, political outlooks and racial groups, set out in Section 75 of the 1998 Northern Ireland Act, may be the major plank required to drive this work forward both centrally and communally.

Compliance Culture v Commitment Culture  

In England and Wales the move to develop a compliance culture around race relations is welcome but not enough. As the End of Parallel Lives report points out:

· Some single group funding practices have secured many organisations; 

· Public Procurement contracts sometimes may have not been as diligent about how equitable and fair agencies are in their deep workplace cultures; 

· Public Authority Comprehensive Performance Assessments often do not seek evidence about how agencies have addressed the impact on community cohesion and ‘good (race) relations’.

Whilst it is important to note the limits to a compliance culture, it is of interest that the compliance elements in the Northern Ireland Act could be drawn upon and adapted for use in England and Wales under the banner of ‘promoting good race relations’. While compliance with law in this regard is desirable a more cohesive and interdependent society will be secured when a stronger commitment culture is built around addressing this theme. This means that the arguments for political, social, economic, cultural and community well-being all need to be developed to support this aim across and within each of the public, private, voluntary, faith and trade union sectors.

Northern Ireland Experiences
The experience of Northern Ireland suggests that the compliance route to Equality and Good Relations (Section 75, Northern Ireland Act 1998) is not enough on its own to produce a moral and civic consensus around the importance of building a shared and inclusive society. Developing a commitment to build such a shared and inclusive society needs to be a central task that political, civic, private, voluntary, faith, trades union and community sectors become engaged with.

Groundwork Northern Ireland is well placed, along with a small number of other organisations, to support this wider agenda of building a shared society through its structure, Board membership, policies and work priorities. The bridging position they currently hold between government agencies, public bodies and local communities, including those where groups with a paramilitary history are present, offers a space to promote a critical engagement in relation to the broader cohesion agenda. Groundwork can provide a link between public bodies, voluntary and community agencies in growing a wider commitment to good relations and in assisting distinct and separate groups to take steps towards those different from them.

Taking and Sharing Risks 

If the broader objective is to bring together public bodies, Groundwork and community organisations in the pursuit of the so-called ‘shared society’ and the ‘Good Relations’ agenda, then single identity work is a necessary means towards this. By itself however, it is not enough. A shared society can never be secured if ‘otherness’ is continually held to be a threat or cause suspicion. An interdependent and sustainable society can never be secured if people only look ‘to their own tradition’ and are unwilling to meet people from different traditions and more recent newcomers as equal and valued citizens. 

General levels of interaction within any community need to be assessed in terms of who the groups are not willing to meet, or feel unable to meet, both within and without their area. The level of networking with other communities around regeneration activity needs to be established in terms of increasing the openness of groups to move beyond ‘their own’ and to work with ‘others’. Furthermore an increased sense of community and pride in physical locality need to be examined to ensure that they do not merely buttress separate and separating identities in the long term.

Although it is still important that people from diverse backgrounds come together in a contested society, it is more important that when people are together they have opportunities to work together, build common purpose, and, where people are open to it, share experiences, wishes and fears around the theme of meeting difference. This is exactly on a par with Herman Ouseley’s challenge when he argues that the reality of contact is increasing when people cannot avoid one another. The fact is that funding regimes that fail to cause groups to address issues of interdependence have failed us. 

The experience in Northern Ireland reveals that people can be in the same space but   skilfully and successfully negotiate relationships through avoidance and politeness techniques. Such behaviours do not lead to real meetings or engagements. 
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Without open relationships and spaces where people meet together in a profound manner, real understandings cannot develop and the space in which an open acknowledgement of the different histories, understandings and misunderstandings that we all have can never be acknowledged together and moved forward.

Whilst workplaces are primarily about services, products, research and development, the impact of ‘Parallel Lives’ is that workplaces are often one of the few places where ‘otherness’ is experienced. There are benefits for organisational learning as well as for community understanding in creating some time and space in workplaces where community cohesion can be considered. These should be built specifically into socially responsible public and private sector workplace practices as well as into the core values and practices of the voluntary, community and trades union sectors. We need a public, private, voluntary, community and trades union culture that screams ‘foul’ every time opportunities to build an interdependent and shared society are diluted or by passed.

46% / 53% and 1%

The history of deep mutual antagonism that marks the conflicting ‘white’ political and cultural traditions of Northern Ireland is the ethnic frontier context that Frank Wright identified. The struggle is not only about accommodating historically recent arrivals but also a struggle between the conflicting traditions associated with varieties of Britishness and Irishness, what Wright calls ‘two lands on one soil’ (Wright 1994).  In such a contested space the issue of race relations has little room. The failure to build relationships across lines of historical difference and fear lays down no secure foundation for the imaginative welcoming of people from other ethnicities who are more recent arrivals. 

At stake in the centre of political life in Northern Ireland is a struggle about whether the definition of community cohesion outlined at the beginning of this section can be achieved. The task involves building a shared and inclusive society with broad political support from the major conflicting traditions. In this society many of the institutions that have evolved around the different traditions have characteristics of exclusion rather than invitation and, where they do claim to be open to differences, are marked by an assimilationist culture.

Apart from larger workplaces a dominant reality of Northern Ireland is one of parallel lives. It is a society that deeply needs core institutions to own the vision of a shared society (read across to Community Cohesion agenda in England) yet it is not one where the political elites have been historically committed to it, despite the steps towards this that were set out in the initial Programme for Government.

Building Tolerance 

In England it may be possible for the Community Cohesion Panel to speak about integration and tolerance (Community Cohesion Panel 2004:8). However, while tolerance may be applicable to a heavily weighted minority/majority model and where the overall political aspirations of all are envisioned within an agreed state, it is not appropriate to a contested, finely balanced ethnic frontier society (Wright 1987). In such contested environments there is rarely any broad political consensus about an agreed law and order structure underpinning citizenship. Tolerance is something majorities show when the minorities pose no threat.

In Northern Ireland a considerable number of Community Relations programmes have now been developed around the interweaving principles of Equity, Diversity and Interdependence (Eyben, Morrow and Wilson 1997). These are harder themes because each of the two main communities is invited to look out not only for their own interests but also for the well being of those different to them otherwise a shared and interdependent society will elude us.

In England and Wales it is perhaps easier to garner cross-party support within national, regional and local civic bodies for a vision of a cohesive society and to work towards this under a more or less taken for granted legal system. In Northern Ireland society the four main parties are still sites for the historical antagonism to be replayed and ventilated, and the law and order system remains a site of contention. Such factors dilute the important, central and parallel work of establishing relationships between different people in and between communities that are essential to building a shared society.

The type of relationship building work undertaken by organisations such as Groundwork involves work in a variety of inter-agency partnerships. This demands undertaking bold and imaginative work within interface community organisations and with voluntary agencies. It includes working with elected cross community groups of councillors, in schools, youth projects and in music arts and sports developments. All of this work helps to push forward the creation of a shared society. 

This variety of parallel work is the essential space where people experiment; where relationships across divides are generated and where embryonic shared structures grow. The essential work to build a shared society now is to build this practice within all civic organisations. It is to transform the parallel work into deeply rooted engagements and interweaving practices that cannot be diminished or made peripheral. 

The Future Ways Programme often invites organisations in Northern Ireland to examine their work within the dynamics that work against trust developing in a contested space and discern, within the, often unnoticed, actions of members and staff 

· The individual relationships and transactions-the events- that can grow trust;

· The patterns of meeting that can develop from such individual actions being repeated;

· The structures between people and groups, however fragile, which carry new possibilities and develop new cross tradition organisations.

Such activity establishes the need for new relationships and mutual interdependence; assumptions that underpin community relations work in a contested society. 

Drawing on best organisational change practice (Senge et al 2000: 412), Future Ways have developed a lens that maps how community relations organisations work to:

· Generate Individual Events that bring diverse people together into new relationships. 


· Create Patterns in these new relationships that feed community relations work and enable new common activity to grow. 

· Develop Structures that enable these activities to be organised and sustained.


· Promote and embed Assumptions that underpin good practice in community relations. 
(A report on ‘Core Funding Practice’ to the Northern Ireland Community Relations Council, Future Ways, University of Ulster, 2004-see Eyben, Morrow, Wilson with Robinson, 2002: 103)
Such work should help to ensure that Northern Ireland’s vision of a ‘shared society’ will parallel the development of ‘a real sense of belonging…and shared common values’ that has been outlined by the Community Cohesion Panel (2004: 8). 

Four

GROUNDWORK NORTHERN IRELAND AND COMMUNITY COHESION

Over the past few years Groundwork Northern Ireland has established a distinctive approach to working within a highly fragmented and segregated society. The organisation has developed a framework, which aims to incorporate the ideas and principles of community safety, capacity building and community relations into its work on environmental regeneration. 

An early example of this approach involved working with the Community Relations Council to develop a policy framework ‘Creating Common Ground’, which forms the basis for the organisation’s strategy for promoting a positive approach to segregated space. It has also worked with the Institute of Conflict Analysis and Resolution at George Mason University, Washington USA and Threshold in exploring how to develop its approach to working with conflictual communities. 

Values and Goals

Groundwork Northern Ireland has developed a distinctive approach to its core objective of building a peaceful and inclusive society through environmental regeneration. In practical terms this involves working closely and consulting widely with local groups and individuals, working in areas that have experienced tension and violence, and in which paramilitary organisations are still active, and encouraging local organisations to think beyond their immediate needs and build relationships with groups from ‘Other’ communities. This approach is outlined in a mission statement which identifies the importance of working through ‘an inclusive process’ to generate ‘sustainable neighbourhood renewal’ in areas of ‘high social and economic need’. The mission statement is developed through a clear set of values and corporate goals (Groundwork Northern Ireland 2004). 

The organisational values are identified as: 

· Alleviating Deprivation: facilitating regeneration in the most disadvantaged communities by developing local solutions to local problems.

· Participation and Inclusion: Decision-making and activity at the most local level possible through a process of participation and dialogue. 

· Promoting Diversity: promoting choice, equity, equality, inclusion, interdependence and diversity.

· Innovation: scoping best practice and pioneering new ways of working to affect positive change.

· Influencing Policy: shaping relevant policy to meet the needs of disadvantaged communities.

· Professionalism: being effective, efficient, transparent and accountable in all its work.

The values are in turn complemented by five corporate goals that build on the values and identify more clearly the specific areas of work that will be the focus of activity. 

These goals are: 

1. Community Relations: to ensure that communities have the opportunity to develop a positive understanding of other cultures through involvement in practical environmental projects. 

2. Community Safety: to demonstrate that community safety is an integral part of the environmental regeneration of local communities.

3. Empowering Communities: to facilitate the development of key skills within communities to enable them to fully participate in the improvement of their neighbourhoods.

4. Shaping and Influencing: the development of relevant social and environmental policies and practice through action research and the development of pilot projects.

5. Governance, Quality, People and Resources: to deliver high quality services that confirm that Groundwork provides values for money to internal and external stakeholders. 

The values and goals are interlinked insofar as the values underpin each of the five corporate goals and each of the values is an important aspect of the successful implementation of each of the goals. For example, Groundwork argue that any project aimed at empowering local communities should not only aim to respond to problems of social deprivation and increase the participation of local people, but that the project team should always be professional and should encourage people both to explore innovative approaches to their problems and should also encourage thinking about wider issues, and that this can also be utilised to influence the wider arena of public policy. 

The five goals themselves are in turn interconnected and in many cases any one project may attempt to address each of the different goals. For example, a project that is primarily about community development may also have elements which relate to community safety and which will also begin to address issues related to community relations. Furthermore, increasingly the issue of wider social relationships within a diverse society is a factor for all organisations that work with Groundwork, as they are actively encouraged to participate in a cross-community network. Groundwork staff argue that this explicit statement of organisational values and the clear definition of corporate goals makes Groundwork Northern Ireland different from other Groundwork trusts and distinctive in its approaches to environmental regeneration. 

Collectively the five corporate goals identify Groundwork as working within the framework of the broader community cohesion agenda, in that they clearly identify the importance of empowering local communities and building greater understanding and relationships between diverse communities. Groundwork argues that this focus on building more cohesive communities through environmental regeneration is distinctive both in Northern Ireland and in England and Wales. 

It is distinctive in Northern Ireland because Groundwork attempts to respond to community tensions and conflicts by building relationships through engagement with environmental issues. And it is distinctive among Groundwork trusts in England and Wales in so far as they explicitly aim to situate environmental regeneration at the centre of the community cohesion agenda and see the environment as a means by which to address social tensions rather than just address less contentious quality of life issues, which aim to improve standards of living.

Risk 

The focus of activity in working with what are often perceived to be ‘difficult’ communities brings with it a number of risks. These risks exist at a number of different levels and for both members of staff and for the organisation as a whole. The risks for staff are in working in sometimes volatile areas, where there can be considerable suspicion and mistrust of external organisations, particularly when paramilitary organisations retain a prominent role in the community. Suspicions may be focused on the wider agenda of the organisation, on what other communities it may be working with, or on the community background of the individual project workers. Working in such situations and dealing with unpredictable and changing contexts can make unusual demands on members of staff and on the capacity of the organisation to support them. 

Working with some communities can also create risks for the wider organisation and can lead to a questioning of its motives and a challenge to its reputation. This is again a particular problem in working in areas with a paramilitary presence. If Groundwork avoids engaging with people with connections to paramilitary structures there is a risk that the project will not take place at all, or that any completed project will not survive as long as might be hoped. If they do engage with the paramilitary structures there is a risk that other local actors will object and accuse Groundwork of underpinning the power of an illegal organisation. Negotiating a path between competing local interest groups and delivering a project that is valued and desired locally can thus be a difficult matter and depending on the outcome, it may impact upon the ability of the organisation to work in other troubled areas. 

While the risk of working in contested spaces may be high, the successful delivery of a project may create other difficulties such as raising expectations of further money and projects being brought into the area. It may also open doors in similar estates and may lead to requests from paramilitary actors in neighbouring areas who can see the benefits of being seen to deliver something more tangible than the ‘defence’ of the their community. Groundwork may thus come to be regarded as a precious resource, but the organisation’s reputation may in turn be contingent on continuing on being able to deliver further projects. 

The willingness of Groundwork to work in high-risk environments may also create risks in the relationships with government and statutory bodies. On one hand the organisation may be seen as an actor that can get things done and which can deliver in difficult and problematic social contexts. On the other hand this may encourage government to maintain a distance so as to avoid the risk of ‘contamination’ if a project fails. 

At present Groundwork Northern Ireland is different from Groundwork trusts in England and Wales in that it does not receive core funding from Government. Groundwork UK trusts are core funded by the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister and through their local authorities (among others) and they have a preferred organisation status as ‘quasi non-departmental bodies’. This provides a considerable degree of security and also involves a closer relationship with government and an input into the strategic policy process. 

Groundwork Northern Ireland does not have such a relationship with government or with local authorities in Northern Ireland. Instead Groundwork Northern Ireland is dependent on project funding to enable it to undertake specific work, although it has build a close relationship with the Northern Ireland Housing Executive. This more distant relationship with statutory bodies means that Groundwork Northern Ireland does not have a significant input into the formulation of the policy agenda on regeneration, although its work has been acknowledged by the Department for Social Development in its document People and Place: A Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal. 

The relationship between Groundwork Northern Ireland and the various structures of governance is thus more distant than for Groundwork trusts in England and Wales. On one hand this reduces the opportunity for Groundwork Northern Ireland to impact upon policy, which Groundwork Northern Ireland staff believe is some way behind policy developments in England and Wales and remains unduly focused upon structures as opposed to actions. On the other hand, the distance may provide the effective space for Groundwork Northern Ireland to develop innovative practice, which in turn may then be taken up and consolidated as best practice by policy makers. There is thus a question of whether the distance between Groundwork Northern Ireland and governance has been a key element that has both necessitated and facilitated the innovative and high-risk approach that they have developed over recent years. 

One thing that does appear to be evident is that Groundwork Northern Ireland has built closer links with some local authorities (e.g. Belfast, Derry, Down) as a result of the work they have been doing on the ground and that these links have resulted in further work with these authorities. This in turn highlights another difference between Groundwork Northern Ireland and Groundwork trusts in England and Wales in that many Groundwork UK trusts operate in a single local authority area and can build close links relatively easily and develop working practices, strategies and relationships that interface with a single organisation. In contrast Groundwork Northern Ireland has to work with a much more diverse range of local authorities in Northern Ireland where there are twenty six different councils, this creates a much greater demand on the staff in building relationships and responding to different local priorities than is perhaps the case for Groundwork UK trusts. 

Structures

Groundwork Northern Ireland has acknowledged the particular demands that may be imposed on the organisation as a result of its strategy to address issues of community relations and poor community cohesion and has begun to respond to ensure that these demands can be met. The organisational changes that have been made relate to the overall approach the organisation should take, to the management structure and to internal team structures. 

The prelude to the changes were discussions between the Board and senior staff about the direction the organisation should take in the aftermath of its involvement in the Holy Cross Primary School dispute. The outcome of this discussion was to affirm the commitment and support for the organisation to undertake work in difficult areas and to address hard and potentially contentious issues. This internal process was used to consolidate the cohesion of Board members and senior staff and provided the platform for the development of the most recent strategic plan. 

The Board itself is an active body that retains a close interest in the activities of the organisation and is supportive of the work undertaken in contentious locations. The Board is also a diverse body that is representative of the business, statutory and community sectors and local authorities. It includes senior representatives of several district councils, of the Department for Social Development, the Northern Ireland Housing Executive and the Community Safety Unit. It also includes individuals with a local and a national political platform. 

The Board of Groundwork Northern Ireland is broadly representative of the two main communities in Northern Ireland and draws not only on members of the Protestant and Catholic communities but is also sensitive to the class divisions within those two communities. The Board also aims to maintain a balance between male and female membership and two have representation from different geographical areas of Northern Ireland. All of these factors are important elements in locating Groundwork Northern Ireland within the complex socio-economic fabric of the local society. 

The desire to consolidate its work around community relations and community cohesion has led to some degree of internal restructuring of the management of the organisation. This in turn led to the creation of a research and policy unit, which has recently completed a review of Groundwork’s community relations procedures and practices and has also secured funding for a Good Relations Officer (GRO). This itself is an innovative development and it is anticipated that the GRO will be responsible for reviewing and extending internal strategies and practices around supporting and training staff in their work around community cohesion and will also further develop the existing work with communities on the ground. 

One further aspect of the restructuring is the decision to move offices to a new, larger building. In part this move was planned because of the significant growth of the organisation over the past eighteen months and the need to accommodate more members of staff. However, in part the decision was taken to create a space that would be more accessible and attractive for the client community groups. The new organisation will have a significant space set aside for working with community groups and will facilitate both the development of the Common Paths Network and design and development work between staff and groups on specific projects. The new office building is not far from the existing space, but is significantly situated on an interface and one of the few streets in North Belfast that is regarded as accessible to members of all communities. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

This section has reviewed the organisational structures that underpin their work within a broad community cohesion framework. The research indicates that the ability and capacity to engage in much of this work requires a solid organisational base from which to grow. The evidence suggests that this either has been developed by Groundwork Northern Ireland over the past few years or is in the process of being developed. 

Among the most important elements of this foundation are:

· The engagement of the staff and the Board of Directors in developing direction and strategy; 

· A clear statement of the organisational values and goals; 

· A coherent framework for understanding the rationale of the various types of work;

· An acknowledgement of the potential risks for both staff and the organisation of undertaking ‘difficult’ work;

· Provision of support for the programme of activity including a better more accessible organisational base and improved staff training and development; and 

· The ability and the capacity to deliver on promises.

The process of establishing Groundwork Northern Ireland as an organisation capable of engaging positively within the community cohesion/community relations framework has taken considerable time, discussion and effort. It has also created stresses and strains within the organisation: there have been disagreements at Board level and there have been pressures on members of staff. These are all important considerations for Groundwork UK and for individual Groundwork trusts in England and Wales in assessing whether the organisation should explore a similar trajectory. It may be that the approach that is being developed in Northern Ireland is appropriate for some trusts and not for others. 

6. We recommend that any Groundwork trust that wishes to adopt the approach that has been developed in Northern Ireland should give careful consideration to a range of core organisational and structural matters before defining its activities in terms of the aims and objectives of building community cohesion.  

7. We believe that it is important that any adoption of the Northern Ireland approach to cohesion work must be appropriate and applicable to the English and Welsh context. There must be a clear sense of ownership of the process by staff from Groundwork trusts and from Groundwork UK. 

8. We recommend a period of closer working between staff from Groundwork Northern Ireland, Groundwork UK and Groundwork trusts may be beneficial to identify and develop key elements of the cohesion model and to adapt these to the English and Welsh context.

Five

GROUNDWORK NORTHERN IRELAND AND COMMUNITY RELATIONS

Groundwork Northern Ireland is engaged in a broad range of programmes, funded under a variety of initiatives and this involves working in a diverse number of both urban and rural locations across Northern Ireland. They include projects in urban interface communities in Belfast and Derry (North Belfast, East Belfast, Tullyally and Currynierin), in a range of more suburban estates in smaller towns (Downpatrick and neighbouring communities, Newtownabbey), and in primarily rural communities and villages (Omagh, Strabane and North Antrim areas). 

The programme includes work that is extremely diverse in its form and content. Some projects have a clear focus in environmental regeneration (Newtownabbey Environmental Initiative, Down Priority Estates, Creating Common Ground programme) and aim to engage with a broad cross section of the community. In contrast, the projects in East Belfast and Tiger’s Bay are more youth focused and the Common Paths Network primarily involves developing relationships in consolidating a network of community-based organisations that Groundwork has or is continuing to work with.

Furthermore, while all the projects are focused on empowering communities through engagement with environmental regeneration programmes, some have a more diverse range of objectives. The East Belfast programme involves addressing mental health and community relations issues in conjunction with its orientation to young people, while the Common Paths Network and the Down Priority Estates programmes also aspire to deliver appropriate training packages to community based groups. 

This section of the report reviews the work that is most clearly structured within a community relations framework, while the following section focuses on the those projects which are more explicitly orientated towards building community capacity and empowering local communities. The strong value based underpinning of the Groundwork work programme has involved the development of a clear conceptual framework for the various projects and activities. 

The various forms of work can thus be grouped into one of three separate categories of activities: 

· Single identity work where, at least the funder, brings a vision of and an awareness about ‘others’ who are essential to building a shared society;

· Single identity work with cross community contact with different ‘others’; and 

· Community relations fora where people from different traditions, identities and places meet and work together. 

Each of these categories of activities is valid in its own right and can legitimately stand alone as a form of engagement for delivering environmental regeneration activities. However, under the Groundwork model there is also an implicit aim for a progression of project work with some, if not all, groups. This involves building on the single identity work that forms the initial explorations and activities, to work that involves forms of cross community contact with neighbouring communities, and also the engagement of community based organisations in wider community relations fora. Most significantly Groundwork has developed the Common Paths Network to encourage groups that it has been working with on a single identity basis to participate in a broader cross community network which will enable Groundwork to maintain forms of contact and develop forms of training and support activities. 

Single Identity Work

The vast majority of the work that Groundwork is involved in is single identity. Most of the projects involve working with relatively small community organisations, which in turn are focused on a clearly defined geographical area and which are overwhelmingly mono-cultural. Programmes such as Down Priority Estates I and II, Greencare I and II, and People and Place primarily involve working with groups on localised environmental regeneration projects. The majority of estates that have been involved in such programmes are single identity, and the communities do not necessarily see themselves having any specific community relations problems with neighbouring or nearby areas. 

Instead the problems they are responding to are neglect, physical marginalisation, lack of resources, poor infrastructure and tensions from within the community. This work thus largely falls within a community development framework and involves forms of capacity building, community empowerment and the provision of professional and technical support. Most if not all of this work involves encouraging and facilitating community consultation, the involvement of members of the local community in the design and development of projects and activities and support for local groups to engage with statutory agencies, to apply for funding and to manage the final resulting project. 

Most of this type of project work is aimed at improving the overall quality of life for the people in the immediate local area rather than being overtly aimed at addressing problems of poor community relations or a lack of wider community cohesion. However, some single identity work may also have an impact on community relations, even if the project itself does not involve cross community work. The Mount Project in Tigers Bay is one such example of single identity work in an area that has experienced sustained violence and conflict with neighbouring communities over several years. The project developed out of sustained work by Groundwork in the area under the Greencare II programme and involved the design, development and construction of an all-weather multi-sports facility. The project did not involve any engagement with neighbouring nationalist communities, but it did begin to address displays of symbolism that are generally considered objectionable by Catholics. 

The Mount Multi-Sports Zone

The Mount Multi-Sports Zone project involved regenerating a piece of derelict land that was widely used as a gathering site for local youths and was the site for the annual Twelfth of July bonfire. The site was overlooked by a paramilitary mural, depicting hooded gunmen, and in its derelict state also provided ammunition for stone throwers during times of disorder. Local community activists, who were close to paramilitary structures, were keen to do something to improve the site and to develop resources for the young people in the area, as there was no safe open space for ball games nearby. The project involved local community workers in the overall design and development of the project and young people in the detailed design of the entrance area. 

The project was not without difficulties however. There was some resistance to the removal of the paramilitary mural, but this was eventually accepted as necessary for the full development of the site. There was also some discussion over the name of the final project before it was eventually named ‘The Mount Multi-Sports Zone’. Finally there were objections from some local politicians who were unhappy that people who were linked to paramilitary groups might be seen to gain credibility for the project. This led to a protracted dispute, which held the project up for some time, but in the end the concerns were outweighed by the obvious need for the site to be regenerated and the obvious support for the proposed sports zone. 

Each of these issues required some degree of listening, discussion and negotiation with the local community and its representatives. However, in the end Groundwork was able to maintain their position: the mural was removed, the name was politically neutral and the concerns of the politicians were acknowledged and countered. It is hoped that the provision of the play area for young people will reduce the attraction of the nearby interface and will facilitate the ongoing work of local community activists to reduce tensions in the area, while it is also hoped that the removal of the mural will contribute to a less hostile and threatening physical environment. 

However, it is also important to acknowledge the limitations of the project, four issues are worth noting. First, the local paramilitary structures probably did benefit from their active involvement in supporting the construction of the Mount Multi-Sports Zone. But such organisations frequently play numerous roles in local communities and it is important for them to be encouraged to engage in more straightforward community development work and to recognise the benefits of such activities. 

Second, there are still paramilitary symbols and displays adjacent to the sports area and nearby. However, experiences across urban areas of Northern Ireland have revealed how difficult it can be to get the support of the local community to have such displays removed, and removing the first mural is often the most difficult part of the process. Nevertheless it remains an important step in what will inevitably be a long process, and that first step has been taken in Tigers Bay. 

Third, the transformation of the bonfire site addressed one problem, the derelict land, but also created another, where will the bonfire be sited in future. This is an increasingly prominent problem across Northern Ireland, as redevelopment and regeneration programmes begin to recover unused land. Bonfires are regarded as an important part of local celebrations for many Protestant communities, and are now becoming associated with some Nationalist festivals, but also as increasingly problematic for many residents and statutory bodies (Interagency Working Group on Bonfires 2004). The need to identify a new bonfire site was readily acknowledged by activists in Tigers Bay and by Groundwork staff, but no obvious alternative site is apparent. 

Fourth, the project did not involve any dialogue or consultation with neighbouring Catholic communities, and many activists within the Tigers Bay area resist any such engagement. Instead they argue that if relations remain peaceful with their Catholic neighbours that is sufficient, and there is no need for dialogue. Such arguments do not offer much scope for organisations such as Groundwork Northern Ireland to build more cohesive local communities unless they are mono-cultural entities, but the hard line of ‘separate development with limited contact’ appears to be an approach that is widely favoured by many Protestants according to the recent A Shared Future consultation process (Darby and Knox 2004). In line with such arguments the community representatives from Tigers Bay have so far failed to participate in the Common Paths Network activities, although the opportunity remains open to them. 

In spite of these limitations the project has undoubtedly been considered a success by all parties in transforming a piece of derelict land into a valuable resource for the local community. The success of the project has helped to consolidate relationships between Groundwork and the various groups in Tigers Bay, and further smaller projects are being developed in the estate. The project has also raised the profile of Groundwork among other Protestant communities in North Belfast and there have been a number of approaches made to seek support for similar projects. While this places some pressure on Groundwork’s capacity to deliver, it has also created a space to begin to engage with other sensitive areas and suspicious communities. 

It is important to be realistic when evaluating the impact of any project on the local community and environment. The vast majority of the work that Groundwork is involved in is single identity work, carried out within a broad community development framework and a funder led vision of a shared society. Although some projects are undoubtedly substantial and might have a high profile, much of the work is modest in scale and impact. However, this should not diminish the value of the work, and the importance of consolidating community development work with single identity communities, as this requires distinctive skills in its own right. Such work can very often serve as the platform for further forms of engagement which may well develop into more significant forms of relationship building. A key element of the single identity work carried out under the Groundwork approach is that it is situated within a wider theoretical model that aims to develop forms of cross community contacts (see examples in Belfast Interface Project 2004). 

Single Identity Work with Cross Community Contact

One current project that involves substantial cross community contact, as a regular and integral part of the programme, is the Youth and Environment project in East Belfast. This project was set up in 2002 and involves working primarily with young people in two neighbouring interface communities, the Protestant area of Inner East Belfast and the Catholic Short Strand estate, on issues related both to environmental improvements and also to mental health. While such a project was always going to be demanding the local and international contexts have further complicated the delivery of the programme.

First, as the new staff were beginning work on the project violent disorder and rioting broke out on one of the interfaces. Although violence in such contexts is not unusual in Belfast, the East Belfast interfaces had been reasonably quiet and had developed a range of cross community contacts over previous years (Belfast Interface Project 1999). The trouble was thus both unexpected and also extremely violent, and it persisted throughout the summer of 2002 and into the autumn. 

The project employed two staff who were experienced community workers / activists in the local area and thus had extensive contacts with groups and individuals. The aim was to build on these contacts and develop links with young people who were not involved in organised activities and were also most likely to become involved in various forms of anti-social behaviour. 

The unexpected violence disrupted the planned programme and meant that much of the first year was spend responding to the new local context, fire fighting activities at the interfaces, and building relationships in single identity work within each of the two communities, rather than on the intended programme of work. 

Second, having begun to establish the project, there was a crisis for the funding body, the Diana Fund, when all grants were frozen due to complications over a legal dispute in the USA. This meant that alternative, temporary arrangements had to be put in place to continue funding for the project, until the funders were able to resume their commitment to the project. 

However, having overcome these initial hurdles the project has developed a broad range of activities with young people, both single identity work in the two respective areas and on a cross community basis. The single identity work has included a range of environmental regeneration projects, including the removal of paramilitary graffiti, the design and painting of murals on either side of an interface barrier, a community arts project, the design of community gardens, seating and signage and organising general clean ups of the two areas. In each of these projects various groups of young people have been involved in different stages of the design and development

The project has involved a range of cross community activities with the young people. This has involved building links between local Association Football and Gaelic Athletic Association teams and developing different sports activities, organising a conference on youth and mental health issues, the publication of two reports giving voice to the experiences of young people in the area (Hall 2003a, 2003b). The project has involved training for young people in a range of activities, as well as on conflict management and mediation techniques. This included the creation of a youth forum, involving ten young people, with equal numbers from both backgrounds. These have been involved in the development of the project on a weekly basis and are being trained as peer educators who will go on to provide training to a second cohort of young people to follow in their wake. 

This is a unique project for Groundwork for at least three reasons: 

· It involves having two members of staff employed for three years to work solely in two neighbouring interface communities; 

· The members of staff are individuals who come from the communities in which they work, and both have been actively involved in community work in their areas prior to their employment with Groundwork; and 

· The project focuses specifically on young people, and while one aspect of the remit is environmental regeneration, another distinctive element is a focus on the mental health needs of the young people. The project aims to link each of these strands together in a comprehensive range of activities. 

On one level the programme simply involves two parallel strands of single identity work, but the programme has been developed so that the two strands are interwoven and connected on a number of different levels. These include:

· The two workers co-ordinate their work so that parallel activities take place on either side of the interface broadly simultaneously. This means that neither side feels the other is benefiting more than they are. Activities such as painting the interface gates involves both sides being painted at broadly the same time and a joint launch of the work can take place. 

· The youth forum, which is drawn from both communities, ensures that young people from both communities can be involved in the design of the entire programme, not simply aspects which are pertinent to their own community. This further enhances the sense of a joint project even when the activities are carried out on a single identity basis.  

· The project involves community relations training for young people with the aim of establishing a rolling programme of peer trainers. This will ideally help to sustain the wider programme and allow it to be embedded within the activities of the mainstream community groups in the area. 

· The two members of staff have enrolled in a youth and community work course at the University of Ulster. This will help to ensure that they develop their own skills in parallel and can thus build stronger working relationships with each other.

· Both workers are involved in a range of single identity groups and fora in their own areas and this can help ensure that other groups can be made aware of the aims and objectives of the project and how it is developing. This can also reduce the potential for concerns and suspicions about the cross community contacts in an area where relationships are still raw.   

These various cross cutting connections have benefited the project in building effective cross community relationships involving staff and young people within the East Belfast area over a sustained period of time. However, there are also unavoidable limitations to the work and gaps in the project and there are questions about how the project may be developed, or built upon or extended into other areas. Among the issues to be considered are: 

Sustainability: The project was initially funded for three years, but there will be a need for ongoing work in the area, in part due to continuing tensions and in part due to the scale of the deprivation. The training of peer educators will in part facilitate the sustainability of the work, but there is a limited level of wider cross community contacts and that is one of the key elements provided by Groundwork staff, they bridge the divide in a way that no-one else is doing at present. It is therefore unclear if, or how, the cross community element might be sustained if Groundwork do not continue to work in the area at the current level. On the other hand Groundwork is wary of creating a culture of dependency among the groups they work with and are thus reluctant to commit to working in an area without an exit strategy. Without a clear exit strategy, or a Phase 2 of the project, which should involve greater ownership of the cross community work by local communities, there must be questions about how the benefits of this work will be built upon.  

Development: One way to justify continued working in the East Belfast area, without duplicating previous work, is to identify gaps in current activities and seek to focus on these in a Phase 2 of the project. One gap that has been identified to us in the Youth and Environment project, and in much other youth focused activities, has been the degree of focus on working with young males. One of the project workers stated that it had proved more difficult to engage with young women and to encourage them to participate in activities, particularly those activities relating specifically to environmental regeneration. This might be a positive challenge to developing further work in the area and might also allow time to build more sustainable cross community networks. 

Consolidation: Another area where project workers are currently exploring the limitations of their activities is with regard to how young people might have a more active roll in projects beyond the consultation process and the design stage. The young people appear to want to have a role in the implementation phases of the various projects, but this is not currently possible. Staff are thus considering how projects can be developed so that young people learn more practical skills to assist in the search for work. This might not necessarily require a strong input from Groundwork, but might be done through building a wider range of partnerships with business to explore options for skills training and work experience. 

Roll Out: A further area for consideration is the potential for developing similar projects in comparable areas across Northern Ireland. Inner East Belfast is far from the only interface area with problems involving young people, anti-social behaviour, inter-communal tensions, environmental problems and poor cross community contacts. One of the benefits of such a programme is that it can serve as a pilot for similar projects in other areas; the difficulty is in mainstreaming such work and establishing it as a core element of more extensive regeneration activities. Too often projects act as a ‘pilot’ but without any effective follow up or mainstreaming (Eyben et al 2003:40). It is important therefore that the project is evaluated as effectively as possible and that such evaluation includes consideration of such matters.   

Our relatively limited review of the work of the Youth and Environment programme suggests that it is beginning to engage with many of the issues it aimed to address. However, it is important also to acknowledge the specific difficulties involved in trying to develop projects in highly volatile and potentially violent situations. For the first year of the project Groundwork staff were working in an extremely difficult situation and needed to draw extensively on their local knowledge and contacts to establish a platform from which to develop the project. It is unlikely that staff without such a background within the local community would have been able to establish such a platform and develop this work. This is a practical example of innovation and risk taking by Groundwork: to move beyond its normal recruiting base for project officers and to build a project in a situation which other organisations would find unsustainable. 

This in turn creates difficulties and risk for project staff, who might often need to work well beyond their formal job descriptions, and at times in less than safe situations, to build contacts with young people and establish a legitimate agenda for the project. Anecdotal evidence suggests that even with strong local credibility, working on a cross community basis can be difficult at times of tension and questions have been posed of the project workers, such as ‘whose side are you on?’ when they have tried to explain, rationalise and justify activities with the ‘other side’. 

The project workers thus have to balance their working relationship with Groundwork, with their personal loyalty to their community. For example, one project involved groups from either community painting a mural on the gates of one interface barrier. When the project was formally launched on completion there were protests by some residents who objected to the presence of the Protestant project workers in the Catholic area, the Catholic project worker was forced to calm the situation down and then had to apologise to the residents for not having informed them of the visit. Such situations can create difficulties for project staff and also create demands on Groundwork in terms of ensuring they provide appropriate levels of support and can ensure the safety of employees. 

It is thus evident that in evaluating the impact of a project it is not possible simply to gauge outcomes and outputs against stated aims and objectives without also taking into account the fluidity of the local social and political context. In many ways the work being done in East Belfast is more surprising given the difficult local context, and this has demanded significant organisational risk and considerable commitment by Groundwork staff. 

Cross Community Fora

The idea behind the creation of a cross community forum is to provide a means for Groundwork to continue to maintain relations and develop its work with groups once a project had been completed and to enable the organisation to develop a broader approach to cross community work with groups on a Northern Ireland wide basis. The plans for a network took some time to get off the ground due to staff responsible for the development of the project leaving Groundwork, but the Common Paths Network was eventually launched in October 2003. All community-based organisations that Groundwork has worked with were invited to join the network and around 60 people attended the inaugural conference. More than thirty groups signed up to participate in the network and a steering committee of twelve people drawn from eleven different groups has been appointed. 

The steering committee meets on a monthly basis and rotates the venue for its meetings around the various member groups. Part of this process of rotating venues ensures that members get a chance to visit different areas and can see the range of projects that have been developed and supported by Groundwork. This simple arrangement has been remarkably successful in giving people an opportunity to visit projects and areas that they had never previously visited. It also allows people to see the practical outputs of working with Groundwork and provides ideas for future work. This process also allows for a wider cross fertilisation of ideas and discussions and a broadening and deepening of contacts among members of the network as people get to meet a wider range of members of the host group than if they simply attend meetings in a neutral venue.

Over the first year of its existence the Common Paths Network has run a variety of training sessions both for members of the steering committee and the wider network, organised a series of residentials to build relationships between members and organised a field visit to a range of diversity projects in Glasgow. The project also has a small fund to enable all member groups to undertake a small environmental project in their area, so that there is something of a carrot to encourage continued membership in the network. 

The response from the members we interviewed was extremely positive. All were very supportive of the idea of the network, spoke highly of the networking opportunities and valued the opportunities to meet people in their own environments when visiting different areas. The committee members we interviewed had a strong sense of ownership of the project and believed that the network was being driven by the members of the steering committee as much as it was by Groundwork staff. 

Having established the basis of the network, there are now questions about how the network will be developed over the next year or two. Groundwork documentation has set down clear aims and objectives for the project indicating that it has clear expectations of the type of work and activities it should be encouraged to develop. It is not clear from our interviews that the steering group has the same expectations of the network, as does Groundwork. There are for example questions whether the Common Paths Network will be a Groundwork directed project or a more independent project which is convened and facilitated by Groundwork but directed by the steering group, and what this will mean for the type of activities that are developed and undertaken. 

Such questions should be regarded as positive problems in that they indicate a sense of value and ownership among the members towards the network. However, if the network is to fulfil the initial aims, which involve building cross community relations within a broad environmental regeneration framework, then there is a need to consolidate the aims and objectives and to agree a common agenda for future activities.

One of the aims of the project was to create a means through which Groundwork could retain contact with the communities it had worked with, but at a more distant level than previously. This would permit further discussions about the nature, scale and style of environmental regeneration projects that groups might wish to develop, and would allow Groundwork to support any such projects and provide advice on securing funding and other such matters, but without creating a culture of dependency. It would thus go some way to offering some form of sustainability to the engagement of groups in environmental regeneration projects and the wider regeneration arena.

Another positive, if unexpected, outcome is in facilitating the creation of independent relationships between member groups that need not be mediated by Groundwork, and may well involve developing projects that have no impact on environmental regeneration. Already a number of groups have set up a women’s forum within the network; this is also developing on a cross community basis. 

Our research suggests that at the present the Common Paths Network functions as a cross community forum, but has not yet developed a community relations programme. The aim is to bring communities together to discuss common interests and to develop an understanding of other groups and areas from different backgrounds. However, there is a need to develop a broader framework for the project if it is to become more explicitly orientated to addressing community relations issues. One member of the steering committee explained that they felt very positive about the relationships that were being formed through the network, but also acknowledged that there were some things that members would not agree upon and therefore they would not discuss them. 

If the early successes of the Common Paths Network are to be consolidated and built upon then Groundwork and the members of the network will need to develop a clear and realistic agreed range of aims and objectives. They will also need to consider if and how the stated ideal of ‘engagement on a deeper level with issues of contested spaces’ can be translated into practical work. At present the Common Paths Network is an innovative idea that has been successfully established among a wide and disparate range of groups who have little in common except that they have worked with Groundwork, the next year will be crucial in determining whether this can be consolidated and developed into something deeper and broader. 

Conclusions and Recommendations

This section has reviewed the work that has been undertaken by Groundwork in Northern Ireland that most explicitly involves addressing the relationships between the two main communities. This work includes single identity work, single identity work involving contacts between communities and the development of a cross community forum. There are two key learning points from this research: 

· Each of the projects is distinct and separate however, the theoretical approach that has been developed provides an overall coherence to the work within the broad community relations/community cohesion agenda. 

· Although much of the work on the ground is primarily single identity work, all the community partners are encouraged to participate in various cross community activities. This is most explicit in the creation of the Common Paths Network, but it is also a feature of the work in East Belfast and is an element of the work in County Down in the Down Priority Estates Project where the largely single identity communities are encouraged to visit each other’s estates and begin to build relationships.  

The three case studies reviewed in this section are all positive examples of the use of regeneration activity to engage with difficult and contentious issues. These include the presence of paramilitary visual displays, young people’s involvement in violence and disorder, mental health, the creation of safe play spaces and building relationships between communities which are suspicious and cautious towards each other.

The success of these various projects offers examples for Groundwork UK of how regeneration work can successfully intersect with the wider agenda of building more cohesive communities while giving voice and capacity to local groups and individuals. 

However, the success of the different projects also brings with it some notes of caution, which have been highlighted above. Success brings with it expectations: of further projects with the initial groups, of similar projects for neighbouring areas; and raises issues of sustainability and the capacity to roll out similar projects and the ability to continue to lever in funds. These issues are ones that will need to be addressed if the different projects are be developed from the pilot projects that they currently are to the models of good practice that they aspire to be. 

9. Groundwork Northern Ireland has undertaken a number of innovative projects aimed at addressing issues related to community cohesion. These can serve as valuable examples to Groundwork trusts that wish to engage more actively with the community cohesion agenda. Groundwork UK should act as an advocate for the methods and approaches that have been developed in Northern Ireland.

10. There is a need to build upon the work that has been undertaken, and to develop and consolidate learning and practice. We recommend that Groundwork Northern Ireland should explore how the various projects can be sustained, consolidated, developed and rolled out to other locations and communities within Northern Ireland. This will facilitate the transformation of pilot projects into established methods of practice. 

11. We recognise that this is not simply within the control of Groundwork Northern Ireland and we recommend that the organisation should write up the good practice that has been developed and use this as a means of lobbying Government and funding bodies to support further projects.

Six

GROUNDWORK NORTHERN IRELAND AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Work with single identity communities across Northern Ireland forms a large part of the activities of Groundwork Northern Ireland. Much of this falls broadly within the community development rubric, although some also explicitly includes elements of community safety work. As part of the project the research team visited 12 projects, ten in rural areas of Counties Down, Antrim, Londonderry, Tyrone and Fermanagh and two projects on estates forming an interface in a semi rural area on the edge of the City of Derry. In each of these areas one of the main broad families of traditions in Northern Ireland, Protestant/Unionist and Catholic/Nationalist, was in a very large majority, if not almost 100%. People from minority ethnic populations were not evident within the groups and fears were expressed about the ability of some local groups to counteract racist feelings locally in at least half of the projects. This section reviews the work of a small number of these projects, to give a flavour of the work.

Dundarave Estate
The Dundarave estate is a previously blighted estate in the centre of a rural town with a very large Unionist majority. Known locally to be a ‘very Protestant town’ it now is a focus of up-market housing developments, second homes and the host town to several of the largest visitor attractions in the island of Ireland, Bushmills’ Distillery and the Giants Causeway. Visitors to these attractions and staff working in them come from all over Ireland and internationally.
The town is developing a much wider socio-economic profile. There is the potential of difficulties developing between long time locals and ‘blow-ins’ that have second homes for summer and weekend stays if the local people are not brought into the economic benefits flowing around this area.

The estate was not well regarded by many outside it and children from the area had a history of school under-achievement. This history of low expectations, externally and internally, did little to assist those local people who wished to make a difference. However, some residents have been trying to improve the conditions within the estate and the opportunities for the families and children of those living there and in the town itself. The Housing Executive has also attempted to revitalise the estate under a scheme akin to village renewal, linking local tenants into some wider cultural development of the town, the tourist trade and the wider economy of the area.

In response to the availability of a ring fenced pot of finance for the estate as an ‘area of need’ a core group of agencies: Northern Ireland Housing Executive, NI Tenants Action Group, Moyle Council and Groundwork have begun to work together with the local community group and as part of a wider Inter Agency group (which includes the Water Service and the Police Service for Northern Ireland).

Our interviews with local groups revealed that Groundwork’s involvement is highly regarded. In part this is because the organisation has been able to take a more pro-active approach than some of the public agencies. For example Groundwork was able to intervene when difficulties emerged in constructing a toilet facility, a coach park and a community amenity; in assisting with negotiations with BT over fencing; and in helping local people imagine how a multi-sports facility and play park could be promoted for the future. Assistance to local groups in filling application forms has also been particularly valued and their ability to give a wider vision beyond what people and agencies normally viewed as ‘enough’ has been important. 

Groundwork brought a forward looking direction to the work with the local group that encouraged them to explore how the resources that different partners could bring to the table were utilised in the service of this wider vision. Groundwork also offered practical assistance and guidance and as a result local people have come to expect more in their dealings with some agencies, which had previously treated them on a ‘why should we tell you’ mode. This has led to changes in the way that the agencies have been engaging with the local community, and a number of agencies have initiated a more ‘interdependent’ approach with local communities.

Emerging Progress

As a result of the work with Groundwork the Dundarave estate is now more of a partner in the life of the town and has become a symbol of what local people and agencies can do together. The area is now more integrated within the life of the town and is associated with the future prosperity of the townspeople.

The Ulster Scots tradition is now being explored more widely. A small cross-community link has been made to people within the council area with an interest in local culture. A project on shared histories and disappearing dialects has been developed with other villages such as Loughguile, Dervock and Cloughmills. An Art Project has been developed with local young people and people from other areas with an interest in local arts and culture are beginning to engage with and support local people from the estate and town. 

Discussions about flag displays and the environment of the village during the July holiday and the longer summer period has developed. There is a new appreciation developing that the traditions of numerous local groups must be observed, and that support for local traditions have sometimes clashed with the interests of the tourist potential of the area and the need to generate jobs locally. Similarly several civic amenities are being redeveloped in conjunction with the developer and the people from Dundarave are involved in discussions about such changes.

There is a view that ‘there is the beginning of a more shared vision of the town and the wider area; there was a feel good factor developing, aided by the recent upturn over latter years in the achievement levels in the local schools and a willingness to examine more contentious issues slowly developing.’

Issues of racism have also begun to emerge, mostly provoked by younger children and it was recognised that visitors and catering staff working in local restaurants had to be welcomed also. Some of the youth programmes are now actively promoting a theme of ‘treat others as you wish to be treated yourself’ and there is now greater emphasis on the importance of being more at ease with difference and extending the range of people that were invited into activities and involved locally. 

Growing Capacity 

With the local Community Organisation: It is not valid for local groups to be asked to deal with sensitive themes unless those from civic and professional life also commit to promoting trust and mutual understanding (Eyben, Morrow, Wilson, Robinson, 2002:15). Those working to secure more openness to ‘strangers and visitors’ need support from those in the local council, youth service, faith communities and local political and civic leadership. It may be easier to secure this awareness around ‘foreign visitors’ than around the more emotionally loaded Catholic/Nationalist-Unionist/Protestant issues locally yet these are important steps. 

Leadership Development: Leadership development in the adult community and with young people are now major priorities. Young leadership of a high quality is evolving from the extended youth group. Some members of this leadership group have surprised other adults and even themselves. However it is a continuing challenge to secure greater support from the local statutory Youth Service

In the Partnerships: As this work has assisted sensitive relationships to develop within stigmatised communities, public officials need to become sensitised to the importance of such relationships and need to be encouraged to give time to these processes and not only to secure the more visible outputs. Inter-Agency Partnerships should become learning spaces where people speak together about how they, their local groups and their agencies deal with contentious themes and issues

Potential for an Integrated Approach: The involvement of Groundwork and the wider consortium has meant that what might have been seen as only an environmental improvement scheme is now an integrated, holistic community development approach. Imagination and development work now offers the possibility of a play park and multi-sports facility and changing rooms, developments that were previously never imagined

Growth in Civil Society Activity: These developments have already generated more sports infrastructure and development opportunities locally. Local civil society is being enhanced through the committees that have been established around the different teams. There has also been a growth in confidence among local people in dealing with public bodies and they have been willing to challenge the ‘silo approach’ that characterised some agencies. Public servants have begun to rise to the challenge and have begun to become more accountable.
Curryneirin and Tullyally 

Curryneirin and Tullyally are semi rural interface estates on the edge of Derry. Having been associated with considerable trouble from drug dealers in each area and challenges to elderly people from local youths, both areas developed community organisations that have pioneered ways forward for both estates. 

There has also been a long history of sectarian attacks between the two estates, and as a result some local groups have attempted, in small yet significant manners, to establish bridges between their areas. Initially this was at the level of local representatives being mandated to talk and establish some ways to reduce the tensions and fears. The work of Groundwork was valuable in the early stages of this initiative.

Curryneirin 

The Curryneirin estate is now overwhelmingly Nationalist, although in earlier years, the researchers were told, there was a 30% Protestant community this is currently thought to be closer to 5%. The area is identified by Noble Indicators as an area of need. The estate had no useable public phones, no regular bus route into the city and was always seen as a flash point with neighbouring Tullyally and Ardmore. The local group claimed it was used by the Housing Executive to house vulnerable families with high housing allocation points and had become a transient place.

Like Tullyally, Curryneirin was marked by heavy drug use. According to the local community group between 1997 and 2001 drug dealers targeted the area as a base, paying young people to deal for them both locally and within the wider city and rural areas. There were also troubles within the drug dealing groups. 

When Groundwork offered assistance in 2001-2002 the drug dealing culture was strong although it was beginning to be challenged by local people who had began to reclaim their estate by picketing alleged ‘drug houses’ in the area. People hoped that a new way forward locally could be found. At that time there were 42 void houses out of a total of 275 or 281 houses. Now there are none.

Initially the local group did not believe what Groundwork promised, having been distrustful of public agencies and external voluntary groups: ‘We have had a legacy of external groups that have done a little here and used the people of the area to build their own empires’. However after some discussions some ideas for work began to be developed. One of the first themes was to address the anti-social behaviour of the young people in the area and near to the interface with Tullyally. The local group eventually agreed on proposals for seating near the play park with a stainless steel structure to limit vandalism and graffiti. 

Although there were difficulties between the contractors and Groundwork, and problems with supervision of the work, which delayed the project, it was eventually finished. Relationships between Groundwork and the local groups then led to the development of a community safety project for older residents. This led to an improvement in street lighting and increased personal security when door locks and chains were installed. 

The strong relationships with Groundwork also led to an improvement in relationships with key statutory agencies notably the NIHE and, to a lesser extent, the DOE. 

Through Groundwork the practice of meeting community representatives has been changed. Now we are often visited in our area whereas before we had to attend their office. An environmental initiative we have developed locally with the support of the local council and NIHE has given jobs to local people and also enabled our group to generate some visibility locally and generate some local income.

The previously transient nature of the area led to some areas to being poorly maintained or used as a rubbish dump. NIHE now maintains several areas through grass cutting; gathers rubbish and improves the amenity of the area for children, young people and the adults. NIHE has also handed over two unused houses to the association for use as community spaces.

The work with Groundwork was an important stepping-stone for empowering the local community. The installation of security measures for elderly people, the provision of facilities at the Women’s Aid Hostel and the drive to end the voids in the housing stock were important steps that affirmed the value of the group and gave them a sense of solid achievement. The Community Association has also begun to develop relationships and structures both internally and between themselves and Tullyally. This in turn has helped to reduce levels of violence at the interface. 

Tullyally 

Tullyally is a medium sized Housing Executive estate. Tullyally changed from being a rural estate in the late 1960’s to a semi rural one populated by people with experience of the civil conflict. It is now almost entirely Unionist in composition, and is bordered on one side by a growing private sector development and on another by an interface with the Curryneirin estate. 

The initial engagement between Groundwork and Tullyally Development Group was through a concern about community safety. The local community had identified a physical space where many small incidents between youths had occurred, which impacted on the life of the estate, and had the potential of feeding trouble at the interface. Local people wanted to do something with the physical space near the shopping centre where youth gathered in the belief that this would help stem the problem. 

Groundwork facilitated a public meeting where the dangers to young people were highlighted; people discussed a recent attack on a young girl and spoke about their wish for greater personal safety and better street lighting. The two organisations worked together to plan a programme that tackled a number of problem issues. These included the need for better lighting, for better spaces for young people to meet and activities for young people. 

Groundwork facilitated a meeting between the local people, businesses and young people. Plans to redesign the Square and to improve street lighting were developed. From the momentum a number of other projects were initiated: a wall at the corner shop was removed; the car park was improved; the exteriors of houses in the vicinity were enhanced and young people were encouraged to use one agreed area. 

The issues of interface violence with Curryneirin also began to be addressed, the community workers on both sides do meet and a long-term programme of Community Safety work with the Northern Ireland Association for the Care and Resettlement of Offenders has been established. This is, in part, due to the positive elements associated with tackling the shop area, the lighting and the safety of people about the estate. The ability of the two groups to lessen the interface violence has been important, the area is now fenced and gated and a field serves as a soft barrier between the estates.

Partly as a result of these initiatives the area has changed in many different ways: there is a growing middle-income population coming to live on the edge of the estate; outsiders who coming in to stir up trouble are being challenged; the void homes have been addressed and very few, if any, now exist; the development of a local micro economy, the nursery and community centre. There are now also jointly agreed signs up at the entrances to the estates and joint neighbourhood plans for local work.

There is now a desire among local people to address the crisis of identity among those young people who have few or no qualifications. Many young Protestants believe that their tradition has lost out and they wish to exert their authority in a physical manner. Their activities can draw in paramilitary influences, feeding a pattern of anti-social behaviour. There is evidence of a violent culture taking hold among young people and a hardening of political views. There are concerns where this might lead at a time of real progress between the group and public agencies.

Villages Together 

This work by Groundwork specialises in support to small townlands or hamlets, mainly in the West of Northern Ireland. These communities are often quiet about inter-community tensions, preferring to live politely alongside those different to them. Given that understandable caution, the opportunities for generating a new dialogue around very sensitive themes are limited and are not readily developed because there is little experience and confidence in opening up such contested themes. In some of the areas also there have been histories of killing on all sides in the conflict and that leaves areas of unease, bitterness and even hatred to fester.

One of the immediate benefits was that Groundwork identified something simple and achievable for the groups to work on. They described the problems that are faced by many rural communities – access to services, isolation, being forgotten about. 

Everything has been withdrawn from this community. There used to be a Health visitor – she knew things, brought information, checked up on more than just health problems. Once there were things brought to the door – the milk man, the bread man, the mobile butcher – they were all people who kept an eye on the community too – they would find someone not so well, and they’d let somebody else know about it.

Many of the villages are desirable areas for commuters and people talked of old houses being bought by ‘new’ people who don’t become part of the community and they see this as bringing a loss of identity, and fracturing the community even more. The group spoke about ‘tensions’ with the new people moving in to the area:  

The problem is, here Protestant communities are not yet [real] communities – it can take anything up to 30 years to build them up. The people here feel displaced – there is a sense of isolation. We don’t associate with Strabane – we don’t feel part of it. The troubles taught Protestants to keep their heads down.  

Donaheady Community Action Group is one of the groups involved in the Villages Together project. The area has an unusual history; it is integrated, Donaheady being on a kind of rural interface between totally Protestant and totally Catholic communities. In the past, Catholic young people attended the youth club in the Presbyterian Church. But the area has also suffered terrorist incidents, many impacting directly on families in the local community. 

A local clergyman became involved with the group when a decision was taken to close the local school, of which he was chair of the Board of Governors. The group hoped to develop the school property as a social economy project. Although the Board decided to sell the property, the church bought a half-acre strip of land, which they hoped to develop as a horticultural project, growing and selling plants. At this stage Groundwork came on board. They brought additional expertise and helped the group to bring in more people from the community with particular skills. This involved setting up a steering group that included people from both main communities. They also helped persuade Strabane District Council to provide money for a feasibility study to develop the project further. 

The local group valued the involvement of Groundwork. They felt that their involvement in the project had achieved a number of things, including: 

· Empowering a sensitive community leader. In this very rural area the minority Protestant community regard the clergyman as one of their important leaders; 

· The Community had galvanised around an issue that was not resolved to their satisfaction, securing their local school and yet Groundwork was able to motivate them to stay with the new project and find a new direction;

· In setting up a steering group the leadership saw the potential to develop new relationships across the historical divide locally, in spite of there being deep hurt within that local community with violent deaths to their membership;

· In rural areas such as this it is still commonplace that people are mutually dependent. The need to access buildings for all to use in rural communities are opportunities for this inter-dependence to be signalled;

· Sometimes this engagement happens in safe spaces and sometimes it is in the signals that an invitation to ‘others’ conveys; or in building a common project. All regional and public organisations need to be open to the possibility that this environmental work could be a platform for gentle engagement to begin again between people who have become estranged from one another

A Community Garden Project

The project with Groundwork started in 1999 when the group wanted to establish a community garden on a small piece of derelict land in the middle of the village. A complication over land ownership meant that the project hit a snag yet this problem highlighted the enthusiasm to do something, and the District Council became interested and began to support the group. The Village in Bloom competition created a lot of interest. 

We realised that when the garden didn’t get off the ground we had to look for an alternative, and this seemed a useful way to get people doing something themselves.

Groundwork helped to design a community audit and the questionnaire was an important turning point for the group – it showed the importance of face-to-face contact with the community, listening to their needs, having an informal conversation that brought them into contact with the group. The audit had proved to be an extremely useful document, not only to give the group information, but also to take to potential funders. The audit also raised the awareness and profile of the group. 

There was a very high response rate, and key issues were clearly identified, in particular the need for good play facilities for children. The group worked with the District Council and raised £15,000 on a successful grant application to Children in Need. This was an important spin off from the audit and all the earlier effort in responding to the needs of the community. 

As confidence began to grow, the group started to lobby, one example was for a footpath along the main road. They wrote to all the councillors and as a result the Roads Services agreed to carry out the work. They have also identified a need for a neutral facility locally, ‘There isn’t a place where people can meet together.’ 

As with many other groups, the commitment of a few volunteers was central to the success, a small number of skilled individuals were crucial to the early achievements. But here the problem of burn out arose, the amount of time and the length of time it takes to keep project going takes its toll on people who tend to be very busy in their lives anyway.

Conclusions and Recommendations
This brief review of a number of projects that Groundwork have been involved within rural communities illustrates something of the broad range of activities that have been developed in recent years and the wide range of groups that have been supported. It also highlights a number of key benefits that Groundwork was able to bring to small groups in relatively isolated communities.

The groups themselves all placed great importance on the professional nature of the support offered by Groundwork, which helped to increase confidence and build capacity. Even relatively small types of practical support proved to be important and meaningful. There was also recognition of the need to ensure there was a balance between support which does something for the group, and support which empowers them to do it themselves. 

Moreover, it was important for the group to be able to develop and retain some kind of vision for the community in the future, but at the same time to have early, visible achievements. Working with Groundwork could give confidence to a group and could increase the credibility of the group with statutory agencies. 

Groundwork acted as a catalyst for creating connections with important statutory agencies such as the District Councils, the Education Boards, and DOE Roads Service. This helps create a ‘hat in the ring’ situation – once one body comes in, they bring others. Support in networking with other groups was important but needed to be carefully co-ordinated, as it can leave newer groups feeling inferior; with a sense that the task is too hard or that they haven’t got the skills to get there. 

People learnt important lobbying skills through working with Groundwork – the relevant people to talk to, and how to go about this – the most effective approaches being ‘we can help make your job easier/how can we help you to do work in this community? /let us show you what we need, rather than what we want.’

12. Groundwork trusts should recognise the important and necessary part that effective and meaningful community consultation plays in facilitating successful projects, and the importance this has in building capacity at a local level to engage with statutory partners. 

13. Groundwork trusts should recognise the role that they can and should play in building and sustaining inclusive networks and partnerships of community and statutory organisations. The quality of such partnerships will be critical elements in building cohesive communities on a wider scale and in generating sustainability. 

Seven

EVALUATING IMPACT

The tender document asks for a quantitative assessment of the impact of the work of Groundwork Northern Ireland on levels of community cohesion where appropriate data is available. This section reviews the current Home Office approach to using hard indicators to measure levels of community cohesion. It then assesses how far these indicators are appropriate to the work of Groundwork and what other indicators might also be used to provide a gauge of community cohesion. Finally it assesses how far the current work of Groundwork can be evaluated through an approach based on hard indicators and whether such an approach would be appropriate and how it might be developed. 

Home Office Indicators 

The Home Office document ‘Building a picture of community cohesion’ (2003) sets out a range of ten primary indicators which they suggest will provide some guidance on levels of community cohesion and will offer some means of assessing changes in such levels over time. The headline outcome is: 

· The percentage of people who feel that their local area is a place were people from different backgrounds can get on well together. 

While the remaining nine indictors aim to provide some insights into one of four broad themes: 

· How far there is a common vision and sense of belonging;

· To what extent the diversity of people’s backgrounds and circumstances are appreciated and positively valued;

· To what extent people from different backgrounds have similar life opportunities; and 

· Whether strong and positive relationships are being developed between people from different backgrounds in the workplace, schools and neighbourhoods.

The Home Office suggests that these indicators should be used by local authorities and their partners to monitor local levels of community cohesion and can also be used to form the basis of comparative work between different areas. The document acknowledges that local authorities may not have the resources to gather new data and suggests that while some indicators of community cohesion can be adapted from existing data, others will be dependent on specific attitudinal surveys or the adaptation of existing or rolling surveys. They suggest that six of the indicators, those relating a sense of identity and belonging, local priorities and engagement, and ethnic relations, should be based on surveys of residents, while those relating to racist incidents, deprivation, unemployment and educational attainment could be gathered from data collected by relevant statutory bodies. 

Using such indicators in evaluating the impact of the work of Groundwork in Northern Ireland is problematic for a number of reasons: 

· The Home Office indicators aim to monitor the work of a range of public bodies and statutory agencies in responding to a key initiative of central government, whereas Groundwork Northern Ireland is developing a programme of work with a limited range of partner organisations.

· The Home Office indicators are designed to assess the impact of community cohesion across relatively large areas (local authority districts) and as part of a continuous or rolling programme of assessment, whereas Groundwork Northern Ireland works in relatively small and discrete areas.

· The Home Office indicators monitor the impact of a broad range of activities by a variable number of public bodies, statutory agencies and voluntary organisations, whereas Groundwork Northern Ireland projects usually involve smaller partnerships often with community-based organisations and with limited objectives. 

· The Home Office indicators monitor the overall impact of a range of activities and initiatives and do not attempt to unpack the relative impact of any single agency or organisations.

Groundwork projects are often one facet of a larger programme of work and take place in conjunction with one or more partner organisations. One could therefore either choose to try to measure the impact of the overall programme of activities, or one could focus on that work initiated by Groundwork Northern Ireland and attempt to quantify the impact of this alone. 

To date there has been little attempt by statutory bodies based in Northern Ireland to adopt the Home Office community cohesion agenda, or to adapt it to the specific and distinctive circumstances of Northern Ireland. For example none of the following recent key documents: A Shared Future (OFMDFM, January 2003), Race Equality Strategy Consultation Document (OFMDFM, 2003), People and Place: A Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal (DSD, June 2003), Creating a Safer Northern Ireland through Partnership (Community Safety Unit, 2003) and Building our Future Together (Belfast City Council, 2004), make any formal reference to the concept of community cohesion, although many of the aims and objectives set out in the documentation fall within the ambit of the Home Office definition of community cohesion. 

Nevertheless, some of these strategies, particularly those for neighbourhood renewal and community safety, set out frameworks for monitoring progress and measuring impact, and may well in the future provide some form of baseline that will be relevant to the work of Groundwork and building community cohesion. Similarly all district council areas have established community safety partnerships and these are in turn conducting local audits, which will provide some baseline data, as will the Belfast Good Relations Audit. However, none of this data is available to assess current or recent Groundwork Northern Ireland projects.

Other more generalised audits of community relations in Northern Ireland are regularly monitored and documented in the Life and Times survey and some similar questions are also included in some surveys run through the Northern Ireland Statistics and Research Agency, but these are carried out on a Northern Ireland wide basis and are not really applicable to the small scale, localised work undertaken by Groundwork. 

Home Office Systematic Review of Community Involvement

The Home Office has recently published a Systematic Review of what works in area based community involvement initiatives (Burton et al, 2004.) This paper is intended to inform the way in which agencies take up the government’s civil renewal agenda, and especially community involvement within it. It specifically addresses Area-Based Initiatives (ABIs).

While the report does not specifically address community cohesion in-depth, we believe that the report identifies some key messages which are consistent with the work which Groundwork Northern Ireland is undertaking on community cohesion and which should be borne in mind when considering development of the work in Northern Ireland and application of the Groundwork Northern Ireland work in the UK. 

The paper identifies ‘that a variety of techniques, methods and support has to be adopted to ensure optimal conditions for community engagement.’ (Burton et al, 2004: 129). They also identify effective practices as those which:

· Identify local circumstances that may present barriers to effective community involvement (e.g. lack of transport infrastructure) and act on these;

· Acknowledge the diversity of local communities and develop both targeted and universal strategies to

· Reach all members of the local community including traditionally ‘hard to reach’ groups such as women, young people, people with a disability and members of minority ethnic groups;

· Publicise and raise awareness of the initiative among all members of the local community;

· Involve local residents in the management of the project;

· Budget and plan for community development, training and capacity building from the start, ideally involving the local residents in the planning process;

· Provide a variety of opportunities for training and support for local people and professionals;

· Use regular evaluation of the initiative as a tool to identify barriers to community involvement and actions to address these;

· Establish effective ways of partnership working between statutory and non-statutory agencies and the local community;

The impact of community involvement on the success of ABIs, Burton et al concluded, was unclear from the available literature. However, emerging evidence on the impact of community involvement in ABIs did suggest “that more positive than negative effects were obtained in improved public services and strategies, in personal and community development and in a greater sense of inclusion, self-respect and self-esteem among members of the local community. A sense of empowerment, a levelling of power between community representatives and other stakeholders, and a sense of inclusion were all reported in many studies.”

Our findings on the work of Groundwork Northern Ireland are consistent with the messages of this report in relation to the area-based work of Groundwork Northern Ireland, such as the community garden etc project. Moreover, they indicate that the community cohesion work undertaken by Groundwork Northern Ireland has a number of elements of what Burton et al characterize as effective practice.

Evaluating the work of Groundwork Northern Ireland

Groundwork Northern Ireland has already developed a series of indicators to help evaluate the effectiveness of their work against the aims and objectives that have been set for the various projects. These indicators have been developed in conjunction with TL Associates, who Groundwork has worked with on a number of projects. The only completed evaluation has been of the Greencare II project in four inner city areas of Belfast, where the project has been assessed in terms of its impact on social capital; cultural capital and environmental regeneration. However, similar evaluations are underway on three other projects: People and Place, Priority Estates II and the Common Paths Network. Under this model, key informants from the local community group, statutory partners and the relevant Groundwork project officers are asked to assess four indicators in each of the three categories at an early stage of the project and towards the end of the project. 

The social capital indicators are: 

· General levels of interaction within the community;

· Participation of the wider community in environmental regeneration;

· Level of networking with other communities around regeneration activity; and 

· Level of partnership with statutory bodies in regeneration work.

The cultural capital indicators are:

· Awareness of environmental issues;

· Capacity for project management;

· Increased sense of community and pride in physical locality; and

· Confidence to sustain regeneration work.

The indicators of physical, environmental and economic capital are: 

· Environmental services which contribute to quality of community life;

· Environment contributes to health and well being;

· Community has plans for long term environmental programme;

· Capacity for sourcing further funds.

Each of these twelve broad indicators is sub divided into five ‘levels of development’ for which a general description is provided. The aim of the evaluation is to assess how far the perceptions of those involved in the project believe there has been some degree of development within the engaged community over the duration of the programme. 

There are limitations in this model, as it has been applied so far, in terms of the number of people who might be involved in the assessment, and, as with any assessment based on individual perceptions, whether there is an interest in ‘talking up’ the relative success of the project. However, these can be countered by the nature of the evaluation as a rolling process carried out over the duration of the project, and because a number of different actors are involved at different stages.  

The results of the Greencare II evaluation certainly indicate a range of different opinions, both in terms of whether there has been any development and on the scale of any development in any of the categories. The evaluation clearly indicates differing levels of impact in each of the four communities, and across each of the twelve themes, but it also reveals no clear or common patterns from the various assessors. In some cases there is clear agreement on what the success has been, while on others there is considerable variation in interpretation.   

The model suggests a useful framework for evaluation and one that could be built upon to offer clearer indications of the impact that different projects might have in different communities. However, there are a number of ways in which the evaluation process could be developed and extended and which would offer greater evidence of the overall impact of projects that have been delivered. 

Number of people involved: At present the evaluations involve only a relatively small number of individuals, although these are also people who have a close knowledge of the project and the relevant communities and who therefore have close knowledge of the issue in consideration. It would be beneficial if more members of the local community participated in the evaluation in some way and if more of the partner organisations were also involved. This would both increase the value of the evaluation and might broaden understanding of the aims, objectives and outcomes. It can sometimes be difficult to sustain the interest of a wide range of local residents in a project and encourage them to participate in an evaluation but it is worth exploring ways in which this could be done. However, there should be less difficulty in requesting the involvement of partner agencies. 

Hard indicators: It would also be beneficial if the evaluations were to include some ‘hard’ or quantifiable indicators. The Home Office favours indicators that focus on the local economy or educational attainment, but these are not specific to improved relationships between communities or greater acceptance of diversity. 

The report on the Shared Future consultation (Darby and Knox 2004) listed a number of indicators that would suggest improved relationships, these include:

· A reduction in sectarian incidents (comparable to the Home Office indicator of racist incidents);

· A decrease in flags and emblems in public places;

· An increase in shared facilities and resources;

· An increase in cross community contacts and co-operation; 

· An increase in integrated education; and

· An increase in mixed housing.

Although a number of these would not be specifically applicable to small-scale projects other indicators could be utilised and developed by including indicators of community safety, community participation in activities; cross generational contacts and activities; resources levered into an area etc. Groundwork has already begun to consider how the range of hard indicators might be developed and utilised as part of the process of evaluating the effectiveness of their various projects. 

Extend the Timeframe: Groundwork has already established a model of evaluation that extends over the duration of the project and which monitors outcomes in terms of expectations and perceptions at different stages of the work. However, the evaluation ends at the end of the project. We believe it would be beneficial to incorporate a final review of the project, some time after the completion of the work, perhaps a year later. This would permit some evaluation of the longer-term impact of a project, it would help in measuring the sustainability of the work undertaken with communities and the value of the environmental activities that have been initiated. One might suggest that upon completion of a project most parties will feel positive about their achievements and have high expectations of future activities associated with the work and the use value or impact of the delivered project. 

However, building improved relationships and establishing more cohesive communities is not simply about short term wins (although these may be useful in the initial stages of building relationships), but also about making a long-term difference. It would therefore be useful to review how relationships have been maintained and developed, whether projects have achieved their desired outcomes and whether they have had the hoped for impact on local communities. Groundwork has gone some way to creating the potential for developing long term relationships with communities and groups through the Common Paths Network (see below), but it could be valuable to monitor the ongoing impact on the ground of completed projects. 

The obvious difficulty with extending or developing the evaluation of any projects is the cost involved. At present the evaluations of Groundwork projects are carried out by external consultants and to extend the scale or scope of any evaluation will increase the cost. One alternative is to consider how much of an evaluation could be carried out by Groundwork staff, for example the collection of hard data could be gathered as part of the work of the project officer, but in our experience most Groundwork staff are stretched at current levels of work and might justifiably resist being made responsible for some stages of the evaluation of a project. 

An alternative would be for one of the statutory partners to take responsibility for some aspects of the evaluation. This might be particularly appropriate in terms of gathering and analysing the hard indicators, where the resources of the local authority or a key statutory body might be more able to cope with the extra work.  

Conclusions and Recommendations 

We would argue that it is not possible to effectively evaluate the work being undertaken by Groundwork Northern Ireland in terms of the types of indicators preferred by the Government. Our understanding is that the Government indicators aim to reflect the work of a broad range of agencies working together as part of a common agenda to impact on community cohesion. This does not reflect the situation in Northern Ireland and it is probably impossible to gauge the impact that the work of a relatively small organisation like Groundwork might have in and of itself. 

However, this is not to say that the work of Groundwork cannot be evaluated. But rather we would argue that it is worth developing a more systematic but largely qualitative model of evaluation that builds upon the approach that has already been developed by Groundwork Northern Ireland. 

We believe that the basic framework for evaluating their projects is a useful approach but that there would be a benefit in expanding and developing it. This should be done by: 

· Increasing the number of people who are asked to participate in the evaluation; 

· Including a number of variable, but appropriate, hard indicators; and 

· Extending the time frame of the evaluation so that consideration is given to the sustained impact of any project. 

We believe that such an approach would go along way to creating a relatively objective and comparable system of evaluations that would be applicable to most if not all Groundwork projects in Northern Ireland and would be transferable to any similar projects that might be developed in England and Wales. 

Finally, a note of caution. While evaluations give some level of objective assessment of the impact that projects might have on the ground, they can be expensive. They will thus add costs to the overall programme budget without delivering any concrete output on the ground.

14. We recommend that Groundwork Northern Ireland should develop its current model of evaluating projects activities. This should include ensuring a sizeable number of participants in the evaluation; the identification of appropriate hard indicators and extending the time frame of the evaluation to begin to assess the sustained impact of any project. 
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THE VALUE OF PRACTICE

While we have been cautious about how we might measure the impact of the work undertaken by Groundwork Northern Ireland, we did hear solid support for the work having a positive impact on the ground from conversations and interviews with community groups and statutory bodies. 

This section briefly summarises some of the key elements of the work that has been done, the range of outputs and outcomes, the impact on relationships with public bodies and statutory agencies, and the impact it has had on the general approach to cross community relationships.  

Over the course of the research we saw Groundwork deliver the following strands of work: 
· Supporting people new or relatively new to promoting their own community development programmes;

· Addressing issues of community disadvantage or poverty;

· Working with people and groups feeling at a distance from official bureaucracy and support;

· Working with people and groups who experience themselves on the periphery of mainstream politics;

· Working with a minority tradition in the midst of another majority;

· Offering support to people in a locality with one major tradition;

· Working with people and groups in an area that has had a paramilitary presence;

· Assisting local groups initiate a sensitive community relations project.

The above list moves across an important spectrum. It covers the important work of assisting people come into the new experience of getting involved in committees and local projects around poverty and social inclusion. It moves on to assisting people to engage with sensitive themes around their voice being denied or only one view being expressed in local communities. Groundwork has also assisted some people to cross historic divides and enmities and set up some meetings and new cross tradition activities. There is evidence that some Groundwork practice has assisted different viewpoints to be expressed in some small areas where usually only one view or voice prevailed. Such developments are important for a robust civil society

We identified the following outputs:

· Reducing the levels of fear between the elderly and local young people;

· Environmental clear up;

· Reclaiming a civic space for all age use;

· Emergence of a new local self help group focussed on elderly care;

· Emergence of a new local self help group focussed on youth;

· Wider engagement of local public agencies in serving the needs of the area;

· Community audits established base lines of information for local groups to lobby with statutory agencies;

· Quick win themes established by Groundwork created low level programmes that gained overall buy in;

· Environment clean ups helped create play spaces and reclaim unused space for all age use; 

· Actions to eliminate void homes in area;

· Quality of life agenda items generated. 

The list identifies some important initiatives being progressed within local areas that give local groups a sense that things can change and that they have a part to play in this process.

An additional factor is that Groundwork held to a wider vision for even the smallest project. This wider vision proved to be a broader platform on which local groups and agencies could meet, commit to assist one another and explore this wider vision.

We identified the following outcomes within areas:

· Evidence of more open discussion between people and groups with different views in the local community;

· New activity to tackle sensitive issues concerning the identity of the area, the local economy and the need to be more open to differences in visitors and newcomers to the area;

· More varied community fora developing than existed before;

· More needs and interest groups emerging and being supported than were evident before;

· Evidence of more open rapport between young people and older citizens;

· Establishing central spaces for community meetings and advice giving;

· The community uses surveys to establish needs and achieve a high turnout in audits.
Here we see the emergence of voices that were not normally heard and the development of engagements between age groups and different local people that are new and that secure local progress. We also see the importance of local audits as a means of empowering local groups and equipping them with materials to make their case. In some rural areas also these processes allowed previously unspoken contentious issues to be opened up and explored.

We identified the following outcomes between the areas:

· Some local people/committee members now attend cross community meetings and events outside their areas with the support of their group;

· Single tradition projects are prepared to meet people from other areas and traditions to share and learn about the development and management of environmental projects;

· Groups from diverse traditions and backgrounds agree to develop further joint approaches / programmes of work;

· Support grows for groups representing different traditions to meet and explore cultural differences and similarities

· Groups see the establishment of more open relationships as a necessary step in diluting enmity and fear.

We are not making large claims that there is a massive growth of inter-community meetings because of Groundwork, this we did not see evidence for. However, there have been, for these local areas, some giant steps taken by a few groups within their local history and context.

We identified the following outcomes between the groups and public and statutory bodies with an interest in the work in the areas:

· Local activity with Groundwork drew in other agencies;

· More direct relationships with local politicians;

· More direct relationships with council officials and Local Strategy Partnerships;

· More direct relationships with Northern Ireland Housing Executive; Department of Social Development; Department of Enterprise, Trade and Industry;

· More direct relationships with Department of the Environment and the Roads, Water, Planning departments;

· More direct relationships with Sports Council;

· More direct relationships with local Education and Library Boards; 

· Better relationships with PSNI; NIACRO-Community Safety

The development of shared government locally and shared public institutions will be an important milestone. These same institutions will need to be staffed by people who are prepared to work across lines of difference that this community does not yet have deep experience of. This society needs people who are prepared to develop relationships with those different to them and organisations prepared to work in a more consultative manner. 

The work of Groundwork Northern Ireland provides various examples of this type of work. This includes:

· Evidence of a more comprehensive discussion between project group members about how local projects, the public and civic agencies might work together more closely;

· Relationships were being developed that opened up more structured engagements with the public agencies;

· There was more openness to work with community organisations by organisations such as Northern Ireland Housing Executive Environmental Support;

· Community Organisations saw their work in a wider manner. “We were able to challenge ways of working by public agencies that acknowledged we had relevant experience to offer”;

We evidenced some work that challenged the politeness and avoidance culture:

· Evidence of discussion between members outside the narrow confines of their functions that address issues of a sensitive community nature; 

· Openness to differences of opinion between group members not previously expressed; 

· Openness to the ‘other’, strangers or newcomers, people from different racial backgrounds.

In some places this was acknowledged as an issue that required attention sometime but not now. In others this was seen as a need to be developed by public agency insistence at the point of funding. In some views this was seen as an essential element for maintaining a sustainable long-term vision that projects must have. 

It is important that we note the task of promoting Good Relations and a shared society will require a preparedness by people to embrace difference and be at ease with those they have little contact with and experience of.

It has been our experience that many groups are taking what, for them, feel like giant steps in local terms yet we are still not, as a society, addressing the very deep suspicions of people from different religious beliefs, political opinions and racial groups that the legislation demands and that the wider Europe requires us to build. 

The wider winds of diversity are already blowing strongly in this society. Funders, institutions and political and civic leaders, regionally and locally, must be more explicit about developing a shared future perspective within all forms of work. Unless or until they push and cajole people caught up in the historical enmity to look up and out as well to other wider challenges, the gentle work of organisations such as Groundwork may not be enough.  

The truth is that Groundwork has a wider challenge within its environmental work, the building of a shared and more open society. The reality is that some local groups and agencies might be content to only see the work as a local project to enhance a local area. 

The bridges that need to be made are not just between agencies and localities but also between agencies and a wider vision of a shared society. Groups now need to move beyond the enmity and distrust that closes spaces down and makes local areas and towns inaccessible for people with different viewpoints and other cultures.

We attach a suggested process diagram to assist funders and groups critically reflect on their own internal practices as proposals and projects develop. 
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A THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Each of the programmes that we have described has a diverse and varied mixture of aims and objectives. Each of them aims to engage widely with the local community and to encourage and support the local community to develop the project that is most appropriate to their needs. In some cases the programmes focus most clearly on intra-community relations, others focus more on relationships between communities. In most cases the work is primarily single identity in focus, but there are a number of cross-community activities.  

The draft strategic plan categorises each of the main projects and programmes within one of the three primary orientations: community empowerment, community safety and community relations. It identifies: 

· Greencare II, Down Priority Estates, Newtownabbey Environmental Initiative and the work of the Creating Common Ground Consortium as primarily about empowering communities;

· Developing work with the Community Safety Unit, Derry City Council and in Lisburn area as the main examples of community safety work; and

· Work in East Belfast and with the Common Paths Network as the main examples of community relations work. 

However, while this categorisation fits neatly within the tripartite division on the organisational goals, it overly (if necessarily) simplifies the complexity of the work that is being undertaken and delivered. 

In our assessment, all of the work undertaken by Groundwork has the potential to impact positively on a cohesion agenda, each has a strong element of community empowerment and most if not all involve elements of community safety in their output (although this aspect is least well developed). Whilst it is more difficult to assess the level of overt community relations work being carried out, many of the projects have a cross-community element to them, even if this is not explicit in all cases. For example, while the Down Priority Estates project is primarily about working with single identity estates, it has also involved bringing the different groups together to create an understanding of the projects being developed in each of the estates and then through that process to develop an understanding of life in the other estates. This is being further developed through the Common Paths Network. 

Another approach is evident in the work in Tigers Bay. There has been no overt cross-community work in developing the Mount Multi-Sports Zone, but the removal of a paramilitary mural and the bonfire site and their replacement with a safe play space, aims to orientate young people away from hanging around the neighbouring interface and focus their energies on less contentious activities. It is hoped that the provision of a structured and safe play space will help to reduce tensions at the nearby interface and thus reduce tensions between the two communities.

The most extensive cross community work is being carried out through the Youth and Environment project in East Belfast and Common Paths Network. Both of these are innovative and experimental projects, and are having some degree of success. Perhaps as significantly both are being developed at a time of political uncertainty and without a broader framework of political stability and without the foundation of a clearly stated policy agenda. 

Below we offer a brief overview of our interpretation of the theoretical model that underpins the work of Groundwork Northern Ireland. It reviews the current focus on work around empowering communities, community safety, and community relations and considers how these three forms of activity inter-connect and also how they relate to the model of community cohesion. Finally it reviews the social capital model and explores how understandings of social capital might be incorporated into the model of building more cohesive communities. 

We do not claim that this model has been worked through in any clear and coherent manner by Groundwork Northern Ireland to date, but we do feel that it is an implicit element of their current approach and our discussions indicate that it resonates with the ongoing practices and expectations within the organisation. This is therefore an abstraction from current practice rather than a cogent framework that serves as a guide to practice. 

The Groundwork Northern Ireland Framework

The earlier review of Groundwork goals and practices indicates that the various types of projects can be divided into different and distinct categories of activity. The corporate goals define these as community empowerment, community safety and community relations, with a fourth element impacting on policy to some extent being a feature of all three. However, it is also clear, both from practical work on the ground and the explicit objectives of the organisation, that these apparently separate areas of activity are never completely distinct, but rather they are always inter-connected through a number of necessary cross cutting and underpinning connections. 

The evidence from our review of project work, given above, indicates how single identity groups are all encouraged to participate in various forms of cross community activities, how the community relations work is built upon a foundation of single identity work and how the community relations forum can lead to a building of both single identity and cross community connections. It can thus be argued that the diversity of projects that have been developed has led to blurring of any effective conceptual boundaries between different types of work carried out with different groups.

Collectively, the diverse range of activities that Groundwork undertakes with community based organisations all contribute to the development of more cohesive communities. This is most evidently done through the various processes of consultation, discussion and debate that are designed to facilitate the active involvement of groups and individuals in collective activity for the betterment of their environment and their community. Such activities should help to increase the confidence and the capacity of those involved in the translation of a process of exploring needs and desires, to the development and implementation of activities that address the identified needs. 

We would argue that the quality of such increased capacity and thus of community cohesion is in part contingent on the scale of the engagement. The more people that are involved in as wide a range of the stages of any process, from initial contact through to finished product, the more likely it is that the product be valued and be maintained and sustained over time. The extensive processes of consultation that Groundwork Northern Ireland favours and encourages, the length of time that the organisation is prepared to work with individual communities and the willingness to return to develop or support further projects, are all important factors in consolidating and broadening capacity and cohesion. 

However, whilst such a process might contribute to a more cohesive community, in diverse societies it is also important to focus on the scale of the community that is made more cohesive. Intensive work with a small community may make it a more cohesive entity, but evidence from extensive community development work in Northern Ireland suggests that it may also make it more inward looking, self focused and closed off. It does not necessarily make them more open to engagement with neighbouring communities or to broadening their boundaries of engagement and expectations.

It is therefore an essential feature of the Groundwork Northern Ireland approach that staff are encouraged to look beyond the processes of empowering local communities through single identity work, to build the opportunity for contact with other communities and to encourage that opportunity to be taken. The inter-connectedness of communities is thus also important, not only from a practical perspective in building more cohesive communities, but also in an operational perspective in providing a sound framework from which to build practice, to share learning and develop understanding. The Down Priority Estates project for example does not require any interaction between the groups on the different estates, but the fact that it does take place and is encourage by Groundwork staff adds to the quality of the project simply by taking people beyond the bounds of the minimum requirement. 

Building Cohesion

If building more cohesive communities is the overarching goal of Groundwork projects, then the various processes of empowering communities, increasing a sense of safety and security and building relations between neighbouring and different communities are all necessary elements. None should be considered as an optional extra. Furthermore, we would argue that such processes should proceed in parallel wherever possible. Rather than saying ‘we need to build our capacity and then think about building our relationships’ groups need to be thinking about how to ensure they do ‘both … and’. 

There is also a need to recognise that the process of parallel engagement between single identity work and cross community work is a reciprocal process in which building relationships also builds capacity, and vice versa. This is a more difficult argument for many groups to accept, and many groups and their constituencies still favour a slower approach and are cautious of engaging with the Other. One benefit of the current Groundwork practice is that environmental regeneration can be seen as a general good, and is less likely to be seen as threatening or challenging to one’s own identity. It can thus be activity where collaboration is practical and win-win situations are possible.   

The current Groundwork Northern Ireland model emphasises the importance of single identity work, of building relationships and working together with other communities. But this is largely presented in a linear format, beginning with single identity work, which leads on to single identity work with cross community contacts and thence to involvement in a cross community forum (see Figure 1). The three processes are thus separate and distinctive and there is an implicit progression from one to the other. This also implies a sense in that community relations work is better, or more advanced than single identity work, whereas we would argue they are both necessary and important. 
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In contrast the Groundwork Northern Ireland practice is based on a more dynamic and interconnected process in which single identity work, cross community contacts and community relations fora are each linked but without any specific linear trajectory, but rather the ‘processes of empowerment’ flow between each of the three poles (see figure 2). There is thus no sense of hierarchy or progression, instead each are necessary components of an ongoing process. 
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It is this more dynamic approach that has been developed in practice, in which the three primary modes of engagement between Groundwork and community based organisations (community empowerment, safety and relations) that justifies the claim that the work is a contribution to community cohesion. However, at this point it is useful to introduce a further concept, and consider how the framework for building community cohesion relates to another prominent theoretical approach: social capital. 

Social Capital 

Social capital theory has been made prominent through the work of Robert Putnam (in relation to Italy (1993) and the USA (2000)), and has become a widely discussed model in recent years (Forrest and Kearns 2001; National Statistics 2001). For divided societies the work of Ashutosh Varshney (2002) on the management of Hindu-Muslim conflict in India also has some pertinence. It is generally accepted that approaches to social capital focus on the importance of networks, relationships and trust, in which the greater scale and range of connections lead to higher levels of social capital. Furthermore, while social capital is something that is created by individual actions, it is held collectively as a resource for communities. 

There are also various forms of social capital or various components to the overarching concept, each of which is considered to have differing orientations and benefits. Bonding capital is regarded as the primary factor that helps to create cohesion within communities, while bridging capital is a key element in building relationships between communities, and linking capital is the aspect that connects communities to institutions of power and authority. 

In many ways then the model of social capital shadows three of Groundwork Northern Ireland’s corporate goals. Bonding capital is generally conceptualised in terms of single identity work and as a factor of empowering communities. Bridging capital is a feature of cross community contacts and impacts upon community relations. Finally, linking capital is identified with the lobbying and policy processes, which are a part of the goal of shaping and influencing.

Increasing levels of social capital is largely seen as a positive factor for a community, and each of the three forms is an important component of a communities resources. However, without some degree of balance and equity between the various forms, social capital can have less benign impacts. The most frequent caution is expressed towards bonding capital, which in diverse societies can lead to strong but inward looking mono-cultural or mono-ethnic communities. In Northern Ireland this is often expressed as the creation of ‘better informed bigots’. But similarly concerns could be voiced towards an over-reliance on institutional capital, which may foster a culture of dependency, in which communities come to rely on connections with political actors or statutory agencies to achieve anything. Similarly, although perhaps less plausibly under present circumstances, a strong focus on building bridging capital might lead certain groups or organisations to lose their base or credibility within their own community, if they are seen to become too close to groups from the other side. 

Social Capital and Community Cohesion

Social capital is both an outcome of social networks and relationships and a necessary requirement for such networks to continue to function effectively. Social capital can thus be considered as the modalities of activity that links the different strands of work on the ground into a more cohesive social entity. One way of viewing the different forms of capital is therefore as the pillars that sustain community cohesion. The various forms of capital are supported and renewed by the varying types of social activity (single identity work, community relations work etc), but in turn support the broad conceptual umbrella of community cohesion (Figure 3). 
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Community cohesion is thus the totality of the output of the various forms of social activity, which both generates and is sustained by the forms of social capital that they produce. Under such a model equal or similar emphasis needs to be given to building and sustaining each of the three forms of capital, as failure to do so will result in an uneven, unstable and unequal form of cohesive community. 

One can thus begin to formulate a more integrated theoretical framework whereby Community Cohesion serves as the umbrella term for all areas of Groundwork Northern Ireland’s activities, and within which different projects would include more or less emphasis on community empowerment, community safety and community relations work. From another perspective the outputs of the work of Groundwork staff in contributing to the building of more cohesive communities are framed within the concepts of Social Capital, and which may be measured in some part by varying forms of engagement which can be understood in terms of bonding, bridging and linking capital.

Conclusions and Recommendations

This brief outline is designed to indicate how we believe the approach that has been developed by Groundwork in Northern Ireland offers a conceptual link between the various distinct forms of activity (single identity work, cross community contacts and creating a cross community forum) and the objective of building more cohesive local communities. We suggest also that this approach can also easily incorporate and build upon ideas of social capital as elements in building and sustaining cohesive communities. 

We do not suggest that this is a model that has been systematically developed or used by Groundwork Northern Ireland, but rather it seems to provide an approximation of current practice and thus could serve as a stimulus to further thinking within the Groundwork organisation about engaging with the debate about developing effective practice in building more cohesive communities. 

15. We recommend that Groundwork Northern Ireland should review its current theoretical model so that it more adequately reflects the dynamic approach that is evident in practice. 

16. We recommend that Groundwork UK and Groundwork Northern Ireland develop a theoretical model that incorporates theories of social capital into their approach to building community cohesion and sustaining cohesive communities. 
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OVERVIEW: BUILDING COHESION

This report has focused on the work being carried out in Northern Ireland by Groundwork specifically in relation to the impact this might have on improving levels of community cohesion. 

Our research indicates that Groundwork Northern Ireland has been involved in a broad range and variety of projects that have been successful in addressing issues that relate to increasing community cohesion. These include empowering local communities; building capacity among community based organisations; building relationships between communities with different backgrounds; facilitating partnerships between community based groups and statutory bodies; securing funding for projects and areas, among other things.

The work on the ground has involved engaging with diverse groups and organisations across Northern Ireland, in inner city areas, small towns and villages. It has involved working with all sections of the community, from church based groups to individuals with connections to paramilitary organisations. 

Among other things the various Groundwork projects have included work with young people; on mental health issues; has involved removing the visible presence of paramilitary organisations; reduced young people’s participation in violence and anti-social behaviour; reclaimed unused spaces and provided community gardens. It has addressed issues of community safety through reducing potential for violence, limiting scope for ‘joy-riding’, and providing safe play spaces.

All of such activities fit within the broad agenda for action within the framework of building more cohesive communities and are thus appropriate approaches for organisations involved in regeneration working England and Wales. 

17. We recommended that the overall approach that has been developed by Groundwork in Northern Ireland should be considered as relevant and applicable for Groundwork trusts in England and Wales. 

However we would offer a number of caveats with this recommendation that pertain to its implementation in England and Wales.

· The Groundwork Northern Ireland approach has been developed in response to the situation in Northern Ireland and whilst there are many similarities with the situation in England and Wales, they are different in social, political and policy contexts. These differences may require some consideration by Groundwork trusts before they decide how they might develop their work. 

· In Northern Ireland the main area of fracture is between the two majority White communities, while Groundwork Northern Ireland has little experience in engaging with minority ethnic communities. It is not clear that there are any obvious obstacles to translating activity from the context of sectarian division to a context of a division based on race, but potential problems should be considered.

· Groundwork Northern Ireland draws its staff and Board evenly from both White communities and this has been an important factor in being able to develop and sustain working practices with both communities. This balance is an important element in the development of its work profile. It is not clear how far the staff and board of each or any of the Groundwork trusts in England and Wales are similarly representative of the diverse communities they might aspire to operate in, and therefore how far this might restrict or limit their ability and capacity to develop work in some areas or with some communities.  

· Groundwork Northern Ireland has been developing practice and operating in a relatively poorly defined policy environment, in which the regeneration agenda has followed a largely conservative path. This has created opportunities for entrepreneurial initiatives and risk taking. There have also been few competitors in its field. Groundwork UK has closer links to Government and more secure financial support. This may have implications for the capacity of Groundwork trusts in England and Wales to exploit or develop opportunities in the way that has been possible in Northern Ireland. 

· We would also note that the development of the Groundwork Northern Ireland approach has not simply been a matter of responding to policy initiatives and funding opportunities. Rather it has been based on an integrated approach that involves organisational and staff development; building a representative Board membership; the adoption of a set of core values and organisational goals and development of a theoretical rational for its work. 

We would therefore re-emphasise the points made in recommendations 6-8 above that any Groundwork trusts wishing to develop community cohesion work should: 

1. Take cognisance of the organisational developments that have been implemented by Groundwork Northern Ireland as part of this process; and 

2. Should be prepared to adapt the approach to suit their local context.

It is also important to acknowledge the different orientations of focus that were referred to above, in the caveat following recommendation 17. In England and Wales the emphasis of the cohesion agenda is on issues of race, while in Northern Ireland the focus has been on sectarian difference. However, race has become an increasingly prominent issue in Northern Ireland in recent months and this suggests the benefits of developing a mutually instructive dialogue, whereby Northern Ireland can also learn from the experiences and practice of England and Wales. 

18.
We therefore believe that Groundwork Northern Ireland can usefully learn from the developing experience of Groundwork trusts in England and Wales in relation to engaging with issues of race and working with minority ethnic communities. 

It is also worth acknowledging that the End of Parallel Lives report includes a section reviewing the impact that the community cohesion agenda has had on the issue of regeneration (Community Cohesion Panel 2004: 47). This noted that the Cantle report (2001) had highlighted the important role of regeneration in relation to the issue of cohesion but also noted the problem of competition for resources between different areas. 

In Northern Ireland Groundwork operates both at a province-wide level and with local communities. To some extent it thus has the capacity to monitor the potential for problems of imbalance in the delivery of projects. 

19.
If Groundwork UK adopts a similar approach to that developed in Northern Ireland, its relationship to Government and to policy development may well enable it to develop an overarching role with regard to building a more coherent and integrated strategy for regeneration through environmental work.  

The End of Parallel Lives report noted that some government departments and agencies had failed to fully integrate and consolidate the regeneration and community cohesion agendas and recommended that ‘community cohesion must be embedded in all regeneration and renewal programmes’ and that ‘opportunities must be provided for all resident and community groups to understand cohesion … in … addressing tensions in fragmented communities’ (Community Cohesion Panel 2004:49). 

20.
The End of Parallel Lives report indicates an opportunity for Groundwork UK to promote the work that the organisation has been developing in Northern Ireland as a significant and appropriate element of the practical implementation of the cohesion agenda.

Finally, we would note that this is an initial attempt to assess and evaluate a developing approach to building more cohesive communities through ethically framed practical activity. The work of Groundwork Northern Ireland is still work in progress. The theoretical framework continues to be developed and revised, while practice is constantly under review. There is thus a need for further exploration of the practical implementation of the community cohesion agenda, a need for further evaluations of works in progress and also a need for more effective engagement between practitioners, policy makers and funders to consolidate and extend the learning process. 

Appendix

SOME EVALUATION MEASURES

Categories that Draw on Home Office Guidance

1. The percentage of people who feel that their local area is a place were people from different backgrounds can get on well together;

2. How far there is a common vision and sense of belonging;

3. To what extent the diversity of people’s backgrounds and circumstances are appreciated and positively valued;

4. To what extent people from different backgrounds have similar life opportunities; 

5. Whether strong and positive relationships are being developed between people from different backgrounds in the workplace, schools and neighbourhoods.

Work that Challenges the Politeness and Avoidance Culture (See Text)

1. Evidence of discussion between members outside the narrow confines of their functions that address issues of a sensitive community nature; 

2. A growth in openness to differences of opinion being expressed between group members that have not been previously voiced; 

3. A new openness to the ‘other’, strangers or newcomers, people from different racial backgrounds;

4. Experiences of meeting and engagement across lines of prejudgement, fear, tradition, hostility or threat where new understandings have become a reality;

5. Evidence of people from these different groups committing themselves to patterns of further meetings, activities and engagement.

Northern Ireland Elements (adapted from Knox and Darby ‘A Shared Future’ Responses)

1. A reduction in sectarian or racist incidents; 

2. A decrease in flags and emblems in public places;

3. An increase in shared facilities and resources;

4. An increase in cross community contacts and co-operation; 

5. An increase in integrated education or shared activity between local schools;

6. An increase in mixed housing.

Capital Indicators Drawing From The Work Of Putnam

The social capital indicators are: 

1. General levels of interaction within the community;

2. Participation of the wider community in environmental regeneration;

3. Level of networking with other communities around regeneration activity; and 

4. Level of partnership with statutory bodies in regeneration work.

The cultural capital indicators are:

1. Awareness of environmental issues;

2. Capacity for project management;

3. Increased sense of community and pride in physical locality; and

4. Confidence to sustain regeneration work.

The indicators of physical, environmental and economic capital are: 

1. Environmental services which contribute to quality of community life;

2. Environment contributes to health and well-being;

3. Community has plans for long-term environmental programme;

4. Capacity for sourcing further funds.

Practitioner Elements

Strands of work being developed within localities or communities moving from:

Dealing with ‘Beginning Issues’ in Community Development around which there can be broad Local Agreement


· Supporting people new or relatively new to promoting their own community development programmes,

· Addressing issues of community disadvantage or poverty,

· Working with people and groups feeling at a distance from official bureaucracy and support,

· Working with people and groups who experience themselves on the periphery of mainstream politics,

· Working with a minority tradition in the midst of another majority,

· Offering support to people in a locality with one major tradition,

· Working with people and groups in an area that have had a paramilitary presence,

· Acknowledging that there may be some support for separate, sectarian or racist positions and inviting local engagement with these themes,

· Assisting local groups initiate a sensitive community relations project.

To Dealing With Sensitive And Complex Issues Of Trust Building Around Which There May Be Tension And Disagreement

An Output Approach That Is About Themes Such As:

1. Reducing the levels of fear between the elderly and local young people;

2. Environmental clear ups;

3. Reclaiming a civic space for all age use;

4. Emergence of a new local self help group focussed on elderly care;

5. Emergence of a new local self help group focussed on youth;

6. Wider engagement of local public agencies in serving the needs of the area;

7. Community audits established base lines of information for local groups to lobby with statutory agencies;

8. Quick win low-level programmes that gain overall local buy in;

9. Environmental clean ups that create play spaces;

10. Reclaiming unused space for all age use;

11. Actions to eliminate void homes in an area; and

12. Quality of life agenda items generated. 

An Outcome Approach Specifically Linked To Improved Relationships

Within an area that is one tradition:

1. Evidence of more open discussion between people and groups with different views in the local community;

2. New activity to tackle sensitive issues concerning the identity of the area, the local economy and the need to be more open to differences in visitors and newcomers to the area;

3. More varied community fora developing than existed before;

4. More needs and interest groups emerging and being supported than were evident before;

5. Evidence of more open rapport between young people and older citizens;

6. Establishing central spaces for community meetings and advice giving; and

7. Community uses surveys to establish needs and achieve a high turnout in audits.

Between areas associated with different traditions and histories

1. Some local people/committee members now attend cross community meetings or race relations events outside their areas with the support of their group;

2. Single tradition projects are prepared to meet people from other areas and traditions to share and learn about the development and management of environmental projects;

3. Groups from diverse traditions and backgrounds agree to develop further joint approaches / programmes of work;

4. Support grows for groups representing different traditions to meet and explore cultural differences and similarities; and

5. Groups see the establishment of more open relationships as a necessary step in diluting enmity and fear.

Outcomes between local groups and public and statutory bodies with an interest in the work in the areas:

1. Local activity drawing in other agencies;

2. More direct relationships with diverse local politicians being established;

3. More direct relationships with council officials and Local Strategy Partnerships,

4. More direct relationships with Central Government Departments;

5. More direct relationships with Sports Council offices and Arts Council staff; 

6. Better relationships with Police and local Community Safety programmes; 

7. Evidence of a more comprehensive discussion between project group members about how local projects, the public and civic agencies might work together more closely; 

8. Relationships were being developed that opened up more structured engagements with the public agencies; and 

9. Community Organisations seeing their work in a wider manner and contribute to more challenging relationships with public agencies. 
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1.    Is the funder clear that Community Cohesion work is aimed at promoting and sustaining an integrated multi-racial society?





YES








2.  Does the governance structure of the organisation model this diversity and breadth of participation / interests?





YES





YES





NO





What are the conceptual difficulties, historical difficulties, and organisational resistances to this?





What new understandings need established?





3. Are the staff empowered to work jointly and individually in pursuit of this vision with people and groups?





4. Do staff have the confidence that the local group shares in this wider view of an integrated, diverse, multi-cultural and interdependent society?





Can the existing Board agree this?





What steps can be taken in 1, 2 and 3 years to grow this breadth?





What, if any, are the blockages to a more diverse structure?





NO





What, if any, are the structural or policy guidelines that need changed?





What group / official is needed to give this mandate to staff or to train them? 





NO





What measures or pre-application approval conditions can the funder propose to keep lines open, if desired?





How open is the group to addressing this issue and reconsidering their position?





YES





What is the evidence for this? Does it come out of a history of threat or violence or is it purely a pre-judgement or prejudicial perspective?





NO





DIAGRAM of PROCESS


















































SID + CCC + CCF








5.      If yes, what is the evidence?





What extra evidence was brought to the group’s attention by funder?





What local work does the group want supported?


Does this build on or build towards greater understanding and religious  /cultural / racial interdependence?





YES





6.Can the funder and group establish and agree minimum structures for the projects, levels of activity expected and quality of relationship building


with ‘others’ for the project?





YES





YES





NO





What forms of engagement / learning about this theme can the group engage with to deepen their understanding?





What scale of support does the group need?


What finance resources can be used?


What learning resources can be used?


What time scale / evidence / indicators will the funder look for?





7.   Can the group and funder jointly agree to a range of achievable and practically useful 


measures that will assist the group’s practice and meet the funder’s criteria?





8.   Can some or all of the framework attached-see “Some Evaluation Measures…” be used and agreed?





What actions can address these difficulties?





What are the obstacles to such agreements being made?





NO





YES





9.   Can an agreed framework for practice and the documentation of that practice be established? 





YES





We have gathered together the different evaluation frameworks referred to in the body of the text in the appendix. Funders, groups and practitioners might find them useful to draw on when establishing baselines of engagement, agreeing local activities or identifying the relationships they wish to address. 








PAGE  
2
ICR – December 2004


