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Introduction

The Alliance Party has a vision of a cohesive, shared and integrated society, where people are safe and prosperous, have ample opportunities, and are treated fairly and with respect. We want to deliver a normal, civic society underpinned by our shared values of equality, respect for diversity and interdependence. 

The realisation of this vision requires the active de-segregation of Northern Ireland. This should not be viewed as social engineering, but instead the opposite, through addressing the barriers to the overwhelming desire of people to mix, share and integrate.

Alliance rejects the notion of parallel societies, with so-called ‘separate, but equal’ provision. An apartheid Northern Ireland cannot work and must be resisted. There is no such concept as ‘benign apartheid’.
Despite the political progress of recent years, sectarian and racist attitudes, in addition to deeply ingrained patterns of segregation and inequality, remain major problems within our society. They carry considerable social, economic and financial costs and consequences.

Alliance maintains that creating a shared future is the greatest challenge facing this society. At a time of financial and economic difficulties, we would stress the two-way linkage between a shared society and economic progress.
Northern Ireland remains characterised by territory and public space marked out through the use of exclusive communal symbols. While separation is generally not the formal policy of the state, there is substantial duplication in the provision of goods, facilities and services by both the public and private sectors. More ‘peace walls’, built to keep people apart, have been erected since the 1994 cease-fires than before.

However, Alliance recognises many positive trends upon which we must build.  Significant elements of civil society are organised on a cross-community basis.  The workplace, largely through top-down regulation, is integrated.  There is evidence of substantial public support for shared education, housing and leisure pursuits.  But this aspiration for shared provision is often frustrated, sometimes owing to lack of facilities, but mainly owing to fears over security, both physical and cultural.  In terms of identity, more and more people are casting off traditional labels and challenging the notions that Protestant = British = Unionist or Catholic = Irish = Nationalist.  New immigrants continue to come to Northern Ireland to seek work and to contribute to the local economy - an encouraging sign of increasing globalisation.   Nevertheless, their presence poses a further challenge to traditional conceptions of identity.

Alliance is committed to the creation of a comprehensive and cross-cutting strategy for Cohesion, Sharing and Integration. 
The CSI document should reflect best practice in policy development; the current document is deficient in a number of areas.  In restructuring the CSI document we recommended that it follows best practice and includes the following elements: 
· Clear articulation of vision and underlying values that drive actions

· Context and linkage between CSI and other Government policy objectives

· An action plan

· Timetable and targets

· Resourcing commitments

· Clarity around delivery mechanism

· A monitoring and evaluation framework

Alliance believes that core areas for action should include:

· Screening all Government policies for their impact on Good Relations;

· Mainstreaming community relations issues throughout the work of Government and civil society;

· Addressing the costs of division through removing unnecessary duplication of resources and promoting shared services;

· Respecting all forms of individual and collective identity;

· Supporting shared cultural expressions;

· Challenging stereo-types and prejudice;

· Supporting the right to live and learn, work and play free from harassment, intimidation or threat of any kind;

· Protecting, maintaining and developing shared space, which is open to all people and cultures.  This should include tackling the visible manifestations of sectarianism and racism, such as the inappropriate use of flags and other threats to shared space;

· Development and resourcing of an active strategy to engage with communities to commence and support a process to gradually remove so-called ‘peace-walls’ and supporting wider work in and around interfaces to create a better sense of security through sharing;
· Creation of rapid crisis intervention programmes to tackle emerging ‘hot spots’ of sectarianism or racism;
· Greater integration of shared future considerations into planning and urban regeneration;

· Promotion of shared education, including integrated education;

· Development of open, mixed and integrated housing, which is freely available to all;

· Support for mixed workplaces;

· Tackling impediments to labour market mobility; and

· Supporting and funding of a regional community relations body.

We welcome the progress that is now being after a considerable period of time. The following pages are a critical review of the detail of the draft programme.  
General Comments on Draft CSI/Summary of Response
A community relations policy can be devised and implemented independent of the political process. However, any community relations policy will be most effective if developed and owned by the devolved institutions.

Alliance supported the Shared Future policy (2005) and the Shared Future Triennial Action Plan (2006). With the restoration of devolution in 2007, we recognised that the new Executive would wish to have its own policy. However, the time span involved in devising this policy was a source of considerable concern.

We welcomed the initial political agreement between the DUP and Sinn Fein in February within the Office of First Minister and Deputy First Minister. This was the first time that the two lead partners in devolved Government had agreed even on the outline of a "Made in Northern Ireland" policy. That said, there is a need to ensure that policy is not developed or perceived to be top-down but incorporates civil society and individuals.

Alliance supported this document going out for public consultation. While doing so, we also recognised that it remains deficient and flawed in a number of respects. It is important that the people of Northern Ireland have the opportunity to have their say. It will then be incumbent upon the Executive and the Assembly to reflect upon these views and to make the necessary adjustments and improvements to the revised programme. It is vital that a robust policy, fit for purpose is in place. Arguably, CSI should be a ‘strategy’ rather than a ‘programme’.
The draft CSI paper suffers in comparison to a Shared Future (2005) and A Shared Future Triennial Action Plan (2006), even accepting that both were far from perfect. Nevertheless, Alliance accepts the pitfalls of any simplistic comparison especially recognising the particular political context in which CSI is being developed, and acknowledgement of the mandates that the DUP and Sinn Fein have been given at the ballot box. That said, CSI must be more than just reconciliation of the positions of the DUP and Sinn Fein or a tick-box exercise that allows the political management of a difficult topic that does not fundamentally challenge and change the status quo.

Good Aspects

Alliance would highlight a number of broad positive elements with the current strategy:
· Reference is made to issues such as shared education, shared housing, visible manifestations of racism/sectarianism; bonfires/flags; costs of duplication of services; zero tolerance to hate crime; and shared space.   However, reference to shared education is weak. 
· It contains partial resolution of the relationship/tension between Sections 75(1) and 75(2).   Reference is made to equality and good relations being complementary and not being misused to further one or another.  However, there is still a minor hierarchy that privileges equality considerations (this should be further research and analysed, including from a legal perspective). 
· There is a strong emphasis on rights, respect, fairness, and equality as values. 
· Recognition of the benefits of contact between people.  Ironically this is what the Community Relations Council (CRC) has wrongly been stereotyped for focusing upon. 
· Acknowledgement that there needs to be a proper challenge to behaviour, rather than just enforcement of the law. 
· It sets out a commitment to tackling visible manifestations of divisions, including flags.
· There is a commitment to addressing ‘peacewalls’ and other interfaces. 
· Acknowledgement that there is popular support for mixed facilities within the population, evidenced through the Northern Ireland Life and Times Surveys. 
· Makes reference to safe and shared space.
· Reference to respect for cultural diversity (we recognise that managing cultural and identity celebrations while respecting shared space is a key objective).
· There is some acknowledgement of the impediments to labour market mobility.

· Acknowledgement of the role of community planning, the planning system and regional planning in addressing issues of segregation and developing cohesion and integration.
Some elements of phraseology are particular welcome, such as:
· ‘Unnecessary duplication of services should be targeted through the enhanced delivery of shared services on the basis of objective need’ (Page 22);

· ‘Safe and secure shared community spaces should be developed in a culture of fairness, equality, rights, responsibilities and respect’ (Page 22);

· ‘Display of flags and emblems, graffiti or murals, parades or public assemblies or festivals should be held in an environment which respects individual and community rights.’ (Page 23)
Weaker Aspects

Alliance would highlight a number of broad weaker elements to the draft programme. The key weaknesses relate to the vision, delivery structures and the absence of timetables and targets to turn the policy themes into reality. 
The weaknesses that will detract from the impact of the programme include:
· The vision is weak.  There is no affirmation of a shared society and there is no direct rejection of the notion of ‘separate, but equal’ or ‘benign apartheid’.  

· The document contains an underlying assumption of managing a divided society rather than transforming it. 
· Some of the document is self-congratulatory, and simply repeats policies and programmes that are already in place. There is little analysis of gaps or weaknesses or how these policies link together to support the wider objectives of CSI. 
· There is no acknowledgement of the actual economic, financial, human, social or environmental costs of division. 
· The document includes no economic and financial analysis of the benefits of CSI;
· There is an absence of linkage to wider context and Government policy. CSI cannot operate in isolation, its themes must permeate all areas of policy. 
· The focus on equality within CSI could result in a compliance based approach only. 
· There is an explicit hierarchy between Section 75(1) and Section 75(2).
· The balance of interventions are based around dealing with symptoms and manifestations of a divided society (e.g. hate crime, interface actions) rather than interventions to address sectarian, racist and other prejudice attitudes.

· There is a tendency for the document to focus on fire-fighting/late intervention. 
· Contains no reference to the use of the education system to tackle attitudes (at present, the opposite is happening).  The document confirms the notion that the Department of Education is protective of their own community relations policy (weakening as it is) and reluctant to integrate with wider strategies. 
· There is a lack of commitment in terms of the spectrum of options for shared education. This is particularly disappointing in light of the current demographic and financial struggles facing the sector and the strong public desire for sharing. 
· Throughout the document young people are primarily seen in negative terms and as a source of problems. 
· While peace walls are mentioned and the document contains a desire to reach agreement on bringing them down, there is no mention of other barriers and how to overcome the impact of these e.g., roads, rivers etc. For example in Portadown the railway and Northway create a barrier between Garvaghy Road/Obin St and the rest of the town, in Derry the river separates the Waterside and the Cityside.  These natural and man made structures often form a barrier and separate communities.  
· Critically, there is a lack of detail on policy commitments. Including lack of clarity on whether CSI itself would include the policy commitments or whether there would be a parallel Action Plan.  The latter approach was adopted within a Shared Future, which was supported by the Shared Future Triennial Action Plan.  However the Shared Future document itself was more specific on possible policy areas than CSI currently stands. 
· There is a lack of detail on timetables and targets.
· The split between short, medium and long term actions seem arbitrary and contradictory. 
· No policy procedures are cited for screening new policies. 
· There is an absence of an understanding of identity issues, and in particular the full diversity that exists in Northern Ireland.  Our population has cross-cutting and over-lapping identities. 

· There is no acknowledgement of particular problems faced by people trying to mix in difficult contexts, or challenges faced by those in mixed marriages or relationships.
· A lack of clarity regarding the Ministerial Panel; on changing policy within and across Departments; and around District Council level action. 
· There is no understanding of the context for effective local action for delivery, this can only be effective if framed and supported within the wider regional context. 
· There is a lack of clarity regarding a regional support role, and the presence/role of a regional body.  Areas that need to be considered include: delivery of programmes and awarding grants; monitoring community cohesion; providing a challenge function; conducting research; providing space for dialogue; and connecting levels.
· No reference or acknowledgement of the role of the Community Relations Council.
· There is no mention of those who are outside the peace process, on either the republican and loyalist side, and their potential to derail and set back progress. 
· It contains no reference to the issues of victims or dealing with the past. The nature of these issues has been shaped by division and violence, and addressing them is central to building reconciliation and creating a shared future.
Conclusions/Recommendations

Alliance does not believe that the current draft programme for Cohesion, Sharing and Integration is an acceptable basis on which to proceed. We strongly recommend that this draft is significantly reformulated before a final policy can be agreed.
Responses to Sections of Consultation Questionnaire
Relationship between Good Relations and Other Policy Areas
Alliance notes the formulation of the relationship between Section 75(1) and Section 75(2) set out in the draft CSI. Alliance is concerned that Section 75(2) is presented as secondary to Section 75(1).
There is a clear relationship between good relations and equality. An unequal society cannot be a shared society, and a shared society cannot be delivered without equality, and equality cannot be delivered without a shared society. 
Our political institutions are built and depend upon the foundation stones of democracy, human rights, the rule of law and community cohesion. Policies on equality and good relations should be applied to reinforce one another. 
Equality arguments should not be used to undermine good relations and good relations arguments should not be made to undermine equality. Rather than having a hierarchical relationship between the two, they should be viewed as interdependent.

Alliance is wary of a hierarchy between equality and good relations being used to create and maintain a de facto ‘separate, but equal’ reality, in which rather than a shared future, there is a shared out future, with the key argument relating to the distribution of resources on a communal basis. This can be mitigated to a considerable extent through a focus on the individual as the key actor rather than communal blocs.

A major issue facing Northern Ireland is how to promote a shared and cohesive society and to preserve shared space (not necessarily neutral space) and the access of every person to it with respect for the rights of individuals and groups of individuals to celebrate cultural and other identities within our increasingly diverse society. This debate must be informed by human rights considerations.
This challenge is replicated across the United Kingdom and in other societies around the world albeit in different contexts.
Alliance believes that the Good Relations duty should extend beyond the categories of Religion/Political Opinion and Race. Doing so would be consistent with the concept of cohesion. The obvious candidate in this regard is Sexual Orientation.
There is a misunderstanding of the relationship between good relations and equality that presents good relations as a potential threat to equality and the exercise of human rights. For Alliance, such arguments are unwarranted, and a situation in which good relations or a shared future are cited as reasons for not doing things are a twisting of the concepts. To expand on this, a situation in which arguments of protecting good relations or community cohesion are cited as reasons to deny persons the opportunity to exercise their culture or engage in freedom of speech are erroneous. To give, a very local example, there is an argument in North Belfast that giving houses to Catholics in areas deemed to be Protestant, in a context of high need from Catholics and falling demand from Protestants, would be a threat to good relations. By contrast, Alliance would argue that objective need must always be addressed and that good relations and cohesion would see people living together irrespective of background or belief, and that territory would not have an implicit communal designation.
Good Relations and the Racial Equality Strategy

Alliance welcomes the incorporation of the existing Racial Equality Strategy. However, this current strategy expires at the end of 2010. Therefore, there is some confusion over whether there will be a revised strategy and its relationship to this document.  It is vital, before incorporation, that the Strategy is updated to reflect the current and future issues facing BME communities in Northern Ireland.  The CSI should be based on up to date and relevant information.  
There is a strong link between sectarianism and racism in Northern Ireland, the link between good relations and equality within CSI is welcome, it is essential to reinforce the mutually dependant and mutually reinforcing nature of equality and good relations.  

The document should recognise the growing diversity of the community in Northern Ireland. In Northern Ireland there is evidence of prejudice and discrimination against ethnic minorities. The CSI and the Race Strategy offer the opportunity to create a new local partnership to tackle these difficult issues on the ground.   Clarity is required on the proposed structures and on the delivery and funding of the Racial Equality Strategy and CSI going forward, in particular the relationship between CSI and existing and future funding available at a local level.  

Alliance has already made the point that sexual orientation issues should come under the cohesion umbrella. While the promised and long-anticipated Sexual Orientation Strategy does not necessarily need to come under the umbrella of CSI, sexual orientation as an issue does. This absence is notable in several references to sectarianism, racism and then generic ‘intolerance’, without any explicit acknowledgement of homophobia. Both crimes motivated by homophobia and hostility towards persons with disabilities are already included within Hate Crime legislation, which is referenced at several points in the draft CSI document.
Political Leadership/Community Engagement

Alliance recognises the importance of both political leadership and community engagement, including leadership from civic society.
We will comment on the proposal for a Ministerial Panel later in this response.
There is a cursory reference in point 2.5 to the use of the existing Good Relations indicators. This needs to be fully developed into a section on monitoring and evaluation.

Goals 

The list of goals set out in Chapter 2 are welcome, but cannot be regarded as inclusive. Compared with the concepts, ideas and commitments scattered throughout the draft CSI programme, this list comes across as rather arbitrary. A proper trawl of the existing document and consideration of issues raised in this and other consultation responses is required to compile a comprehensive list of prioritised goals.
Fire-Fighting v Sustainable Future

Within the goals, there remains an implicit bias towards fire-fighting. This is sometimes necessary, but it cannot be at the expense of a wider policy framework. There needs to be a conscious concern that an over-emphasis on fire-fighting at the expense of more prolonged policy interventions can be counter-productive. Improved relations are central to economic sustainability.
Duplication of Services/Shared Services

It is positive that there is now an acceptance of the duplication of services and the potential for shared services. This needs to be significantly expanded. Alliance has done so in our own research, and we have tabled our proposals in Annex 3 to this consultation response.

In no areas of life is segregation the formal policy of the state. However, segregation is the de facto practice on the ground, with respect to education, housing, and the delivery of services and lifestyles, often with the informal acquiescence of the state. 

In other respects, there is substantial evidence that people use different shopping centres, doctors’ surgeries, hospitals, job centres and leisure facilities. While the nature of the population in certain areas may lead to facilities becoming de facto segregated, this trend is facilitated by Government at all levels through the spatial distribution of services.

This draft programme fails to acknowledge the way in which Government inadvertently entrenches segregation by catering for separate demands in the way it deploys public expenditures, and similarly fails to set out the cost savings that could be found through the promotion of shared facilities with the proceeds being invested in improved public services. 

Main Themes

Similarly, the list of ‘short-term’, ‘medium-term’ and ‘long-term’ actions are not fully reflective of the entire existing document, never mind any final strategy. Furthermore, the allocation of commitments to the different categories is arbitrary. For example, how can the welcome commitment to ‘developing shared space’ as a short-term objective be delivered if barriers to shared space such as flags and bonfires are only to be considered long-term targets for action?
Vision (Lack Thereof)
It is relevant at this stage to comment on the vision associated with CSI or rather the lack of vision. 
There is no clear articulation of the nature of society that the programme is seeking to achieve. Similarly, there is no sense of the common good.
No vision of a cohesive, shared and integrated society is set out. Nor is such a vision contrasted with what could be described as the anti-vision, i.e. the type of future society that Northern Ireland could expect in the absence of a CSI programme. The choices facing the politicians and people of Northern Ireland have not been framed.

Rather, it is implicit within the document that there is an underlying assumption of continued divisions and of conflict management. There is no clearly articulated drive to overcome divisions and de-segregate and transform society.
In contrast to ‘A Shared Future’, there seems to be an assumption that identities are unchanging, and that there are fixed communal blocks. Diversity is only seen in terms of inward migrants.
None of the concepts of ‘Cohesion’, ‘Sharing’ of ‘Integration’ are defined within the document. It seems that ‘Cohesion, Sharing and Integration’ was devised as an alternative title to ‘Shared Future’ reflecting various buzzwords in circulation.

The vision of a shared, integrated and cohesive society needs to be further fleshed out. 

The standard of the document does not do justice to the concepts of cohesion, sharing and integration as widely understood. All three concepts are welcomed by the Alliance Party.
It is disappointing that the draft CSI programme is devised without reference to the wider developments in policy in Great Britain, Europe and globally. Moreover, there is no awareness of how Northern Ireland, given its deep divisions, could inform the development of policy elsewhere.
The concept of cohesion is particularly worthy of consideration. It can encapsulate the totality of relationships, and relates to matters such as citizenship, rights, equality, responsibility and interaction. It can extend to include socio-economic matters.
In theory, it offers a further evolution in how Northern Ireland society deals with difference, progressing from the original concept of ‘community relations’ referring to primarily ethno-nationalist, religious or political differences, through to ‘good relations’ in the legal sense to date covering the above plus racial matters, to finally include cohesion. However, CSI does not actually deliver this evolution in practice. Indeed, the concepts of cohesion and integration are only addressed in the section relating to the non-indigenous population of Northern Ireland.
In broader terms, cohesion can be viewed as a third generation response of how to best manage differences in society, with an evolution from early attempts to force assimilation into a dominant culture, a reaction towards multiculturalism, and a counter-reaction to a new inclusive concept of cohesion. In many respects, the status quo of separate provision better reflects multiculturalism than cohesion.

Sharing essentially refers to a situation where individuals and communities operate within the same space, and use the same facilities, but remain conscious of perceived difference. 

Integration takes this a step further to a situation where difference is no longer a major issue.
There is a notable absence of any reference to the traditional, and still valid, concept of reconciliation.
There are a number of other issues that should normally be addressed at this point in the programme. 

There is no attempt to define, never mind understand sectarian, racism and other forms of prejudice. These are about institutionalising difference and putting people into boxes. However, more often that not, these differences are often imagined or constructed rather than real or substantive. Sectarianism is similar to racism, except that religion or other criteria are used rather than race. 

Sectarianism is not just something that is practised between Catholics and Protestants, but is multidimensional and multidirectional. It exists when preconceived generalisations or assumptions are made about others. Prejudice literally means that people are pre-judged. This includes the pigeon-holing of others into fixed identities, such as when there is a presumption that Northern Ireland is defined by ‘two communities’, while ignoring existing cross-community relationships and the desire of others not to be associated with either of the two main communal identities. Sectarianism embodies the notion that you are born into an essentialist identity and that you are simply defined by the ‘community’ into which you are born.

To a considerable extent, sectarianism has been institutionalised in Northern Ireland society and its public policy. The language of the ‘two communities’ is widespread within public policy, with many policy initiatives based on the premise of a majority and a minority. 

Therefore, another important area is that of conceptions of identity. Alliance does not believe that a methodology grounded on an assumption of ‘two communities’ accurately reflects the current reality in Northern Ireland.  While Alliance accepts that the population of Northern Ireland is deeply divided on grounds of ethno-nationalist identity, and to a lesser extent religion, these differences are largely constructed and exaggerated. This ‘two communities’ or ‘both communities’ language fails to acknowledge that a significant number of people cannot be labelled as unionists or nationalists, Protestants or Catholics.  Some people come from mixed marriages, are part of ethnic minorities, or choose not to be described in such terms, preferring a more multicultural and pluralist self-identification.  It also ignores the reality that many Protestants and Catholics, and unionists and nationalists, have more in common with people across the perceived ‘divide’ than they do with each other. Furthermore, such a dualist mindset does not sufficiently allow for people to redefine their identity. Society stands to benefit from a situation where people can hold open, mixed and multiple identities, can experience different cultures, and express their individual creativity.

The following principles should govern any approach to Good Relations and Cohesion:

· The individual citizen is the foundation stone of society.

· All individuals are of equal worth, and should be treated as equal citizens.

· Individuals are also members of religious, ethnic, cultural and regional communities. These are not stable, but open and fluid. People can hold a range of identities, and loyalties to different structures and levels of Government. 

· Citizens have different needs. Equal treatment requires full account to be taken of difference. When equality ignores difference, uniformity of treatment leads to injustice and inequality.

· Society needs to be cohesive as well as respectful of diversity. It should nurture diversity while fostering a common sense of belonging and shared identity among its members.

· In order to be cohesive, individuals within society need to have a shared sense of identity and values, plus a common sense of belonging and destiny.

· In any society with multiple identities these should be fashioned through a fusion of all sub-identities and values, including those of ethnic minorities.

· Values should include respect for freedom and for human rights, a sense of responsibility to the framework that preserves freedom and human rights, an understanding and acceptance of different identities, cultures and traditions, support for democracy and peaceful methods for producing political change, and a respect for the rule of law. 
Overall, given the secondary status of good relations relative to equality, the assumptions of fixed identities and communal blocks, and the limited conception of cohesion, sharing and integration runs the danger that this draft CSI programme could attempt to manage division in Northern Ireland on the basis of ‘separate, but equal’. Experience elsewhere of course confirms that such approaches are unsustainable.
People and Places

This is a broad section and covers a number of themes that in practice would have benefitted from Chapters in their own right. Such sections would include: Shared Education, Shared Housing, the Economy, Shared Space, Shared Services/Duplication of Services.
In a general sense, Alliance welcomes the emphasis upon the importance of interaction between people, and the value placed on inclusion and interdependence. 

In each of the various sections, there is an absence of acknowledgement of the impact that division has on service delivery. The section on health is one such area.

The references to shared and safe places for working, shopping, socialising and playing on page 11 is welcome. Despite housing being mentioned later in this section, it is a glaring omission at this point.
Education

The section on education is rather sparse in the draft CSI programme. There is no reference to, or acknowledgement, of the reality of and problems associated with segregation within the education system.

Alliance proposals in relation to education are developed in detail in Annex 2 of this consultation response. We believe that there is a golden opportunity at present to reform the education system, including in particular the encouragement and facilitation of a range of options for sharing.
The integrated school movement has demonstrated, through its short history, that children can mix through schooling and that the benefit of that experience stays with them in later life. The demand for integrated places far exceeds places available. Polls suggest an overwhelming willingness in the population for shared education. Not only will shared education benefit young people and society as a whole through better integration, understanding and acceptance but there are also financial benefits and educational improvements.
Every expert and sector acknowledges the deficiencies of the current system but decisions continue to be made without consideration of the overall common good.
Sharing in education allows schools to come together and provide a wider breadth of subjects for pupils than they may have been able to study without sharing resources. For example, maintaining two technology or science departments is extremely expensive and sharing facilities will ensure a higher standard.  Sharing could also allow a wider variety of sports and activities to be provided for children, from GAA to rugby and football. 
Progress on shared education would also mean more standardisation of education here which would make it easier to identify and address inequalities and underachievement.  A system of shared education would create a modern education system for the 21st Century. Crucially a system of shared education allows children and young people to experience a wider mix of relationships and friendships, to define their own identity rather than being defined by the education system and addresses the issues associated with a divided society in Northern Ireland in a sustainable way.  Increased sharing and integration in education is fundamental to creating a cohesive and integrated society.  
Economy/Social 
There is a clear mutual relationship between economic growth and development and a shared future. Given the centrality of the economy to the future of Northern Ireland an understanding of how divisions have limited past development and create barriers to potential change is essential. Similarly, the creation of a shared future can open up new opportunities. For example, in his research, the American academic, Richard Florida, has plotted the relationship between a respect for diversity and economic performance.
There are a number of aspects in which divisions impact society.  First of all, divisions hurt us at the human level. They limit people’s opportunities to mix with one another and to develop their full potential.

Second, divisions hurt us socially. It is no accident that there is a high correlation between segregation and deprivation. The wider impact of divisions upon the economy and issues of poverty/exclusion needs to be much more fully developed in the Programme.  

Third, divisions hurt us environmentally. The Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors argue that the divisions in Northern Ireland impact upon our carbon footprint. We have the worst carbon footprint in the United Kingdom.

Fourth, divisions hurt us economically. They hinder labour market mobility. They deter tourism and investment, and limit our ability to attract and maintain the top talent.

Finally and perhaps most critically, divisions cost us financially, this is developed further below.  The Executive must make strong linkages between the eventual CSI programme and economic policies.
Shared Services/Duplication of Services

While the reference (albeit in passing) to this issue is a start, this issue requires a full section of analysis with proposals.

Alliance has regularly talked about the financial costs of division being in the region of £1bn each year. This figure has been substantially validated by the Deloitte Report (2007) which placed an upper estimate of this at potentially £1.5bn per annum.
The costs of a divided society are apparent in four respects.

First, there are the direct costs of policing riots, other civil disturbances and parades, the distortions to policing that arise from the security threat, and the costs to a wide range of agencies in repairing damaged buildings and facilities. 
Second, there are the indirect costs of providing duplicate goods, facilities and services for separate sections of the community, either implicitly or explicitly. This includes: schools, GP surgeries, job centres, community centres, leisure centres, and even bus stops. These costs are borne not just by the public sector, but by the private sector too.
Third, related to the second aspect, there are hidden factors, linked to divisions, which impact upon the cost environment that Departments and agencies have to respond to.
Fourth, there are the opportunity costs of lost inward investment and tourism. While the Northern Ireland economy had been performing better in recent years, it is still performing well below its potential capacity.

Recognition of the costs associated with a failure to implement a robust CSI policy and the financial benefits of implementation of a robust policy must be recognised. Therefore, the CSI document must make consider and report on:  

· Direct costs in responding to negative situations associated with a divided community 

· Less obvious costs from the separate provision of services

· Costs involved in positive responses to community relations problems

· Economic lost opportunities 
Housing
Housing is perhaps the most difficult area in which to promote integration. There is a fundamental relationship between housing preference and security. People will be most private in their living habits.

Segregation in housing is usually associated exclusively with public housing areas. Problems may well be more acute in such settings but are far from exclusive to them. Segregation can often be a feature of private housing developments, albeit with less public manifestations. Nevertheless, there are examples where groups have tried to place a communal identity on certain residential areas.
Alliance welcomes the steps to develop shared housing that have been adopted so far. We maintain that this can be taken much further.

At present, the NI Housing Executive allocates houses on the basis of need and personal choice of potential tenants. The NIHE does not make any value judgement between either mixed/integrated or segregated/single identity housing and is committed to facilitating both those choices.

With people able to choose where they wish to live, they tend to gravitate towards living with those they feel most comfortable with. 

Especially, within atmospheres of terrorism, paramilitarism and intimidation, patterns of segregation become more intense, as some people are driven out of mixed areas. However, historical patterns of segregation also replicate themselves. 

Those who wish to live in integrated public housing are poorly served by this state of affairs. In particular, those who are in mixed marriages or mixed relationships have problems in finding suitable public housing.

Action can be taken at a number of levels to promote more mixed/integrated housing.

First, Alliance believes that the promotion and maintenance of mixed housing should become an explicit objective of the Northern Ireland Housing Executive. 

The current policy which states that people have a right to a free choice between a mixed area and a single identity (i.e. segregated area) is wrong and needs to be changed. This approach regards the two of being of equal worth. The implication of this is that some people will have to be kept out of certain areas in order to preserve it as segregated in order to give people the choice. If this was applied on the basis of race, i.e. that people would have the ‘right’ to live in a mixed race, or all-white area, there would quite rightly be uproar.

Second, action can be taken to protect existing examples of integrated housing. This is fundamentally a security issue, and involves tackling paramilitary and sectarian markings. Too often in the past, the tendency has been to deal with those affected by the problem rather than dealing with the offenders. In Limavady, the NIHE were taken to court over their failure to evict someone who was intimidating neighbours. They only conceded the point when overruled by the Minister at the time. The Housing Executive should be wary of the potential of their relocation policies to facilitate the build up of undesirable elements in certain estates which can change the character of those new areas. 
Third, new build estates can be built and marketed as mixed/integrated. There may be a case for monitoring the communal background of new tenants (taking into account comments elsewhere about not labelling people on a dualistic basis). Security issues also come into play. 

It is possible, but ultimately counterproductive and undesirable, to consider awarding houses on any basis other than that of strict need. While it would not be consistent with human rights standards to force integration, it would be possible, on a purely voluntary basis, to give preferential treatment to applicants from a certain background or to fill quotas in order to create and maintain mixed estates.  This may involve setting a maximum level for persons from any one background (in order to allow a pluralistic approach to monitoring). However, this approach would represent an unacceptable move away from awarding housing on the basis of housing need, and would create an inevitable backlash.
Shared Space
The maintenance and further development of shared space is a critical issue in this strategy. 

Shared space need not be neutralised space, but it is rather a forum for all individuals and groups to exercise culture and traditions without compromising the ability of others to also do so.

Alliance again highlights the need for public bodies to defend existing, and to further develop, common civic spaces, especially in town centres. Facilities should be situated in order to maximise their potential to attract people from all sections of the community in particular localities. Steps should be taken to ensure that there is no ‘chill factor’ for anyone. 

The impact upon community relations should be a material consideration within strategic planning documents, and within Area Plans. 

Best practice should also be developed regarding design of the urban environment to maximise cross-community mixing. The Department of Environment Planning Service should issue a policy planning statement in this regard.
The Regional Development Strategy and Regional Transportation Strategy are both critical documents in relation to shared space.

In developing shared space, removing so-called ‘peace walls’, challenging physical and psychological barriers to sharing, and tackling visible manifestations of sectarianism and racism are all critical issues.
Displays of flags should be regulated in the context of respecting shared space; further detail on this aspect is contained in Annex 4 of this document.  
Empowering the Next Generation

Rather than including reference to steps that could potentially empower the next generation, there is much more in this section that relates to young people being viewed in negative terms, either as victims of attacks or agents of trouble in general and especially in and around interfaces.
There must be a much stronger reference to young people being viewed as positive agents for change in society. Barriers to interaction between young people need to be addressed. It is a shame that too many young people are still growing up without any knowing engagement with their peers from different backgrounds. Not only is there a cost at the individual human level, but society also loses as a consequence from the unfilled potential relationships.

There needs to be a clear linkage made to shared education and community relations work in schools.

Reference can made to the open, mixed and multiple attitudes that are relatively more common in young people as a platform on which to build.
Respecting Cultures

Alliance respects cultural diversity, and the right of all people to celebrate their culture either individually or collectively.
The free enjoyment of varied cultures is only possible in the context of a shared society.

Alliance stresses the importance of the concept of shared space. All persons and organisations from any section of society should have the freedom to move, live and exercise their rights in any part of Northern Ireland. This is the hallmark of equality. This approach is the hallmark of a normal, liberal, civic society.

Shared space need not be neutral space. It should be a forum for all cultural traditions and cross-community and other organisations to access. Those parading, displaying flags or other symbols should do so with an appropriate respect for common space. By contrast, attempts to claim exclusive rights over territory through for example the misuse of national and other flags or kerbstone painting should be rejected.

The exercise of culture in a divided society is a clear area where the interaction between Good Relations/Cohesion and Equality/Human Rights is critical.
There are specific issues in this section relating to the management of parades, flags and bonfires. Alliance has responded to the consultation on the forthcoming Public Assemblies and Parades legislation separately. Alliance views disputes around parades as being a clear manifestation of the divisions in Northern Ireland society. Any resolution of the parades issue cannot be advanced in isolation of the creation of a robust policy for promoting cohesion, sharing and integration. This reinforces the urgency of the Executive and Assembly agreeing a new Strategy for Cohesion, Sharing and Integration.

There are particular aspects of good relations such as regulation of the misuse of national and other flags plus other symbols which touch directly on parades.

Specific comments on flags are set out in Annex 4 of this consultation response.
Reference also needs to be made to the difficult issue of bonfires. Bonfires at present take place outside a formal regulatory system. In the name of cultural tradition, activities occur that would not otherwise be tolerated at other times of the year, for example illegal dumping of waste. There are also issues related to health and safety, and damage to public property. These are besides good relations considerations.
A Secure Community

Community safety is a clear issue and aspect within the context of Cohesion, Sharing and Integration strategy.
Often in the past, segregation was not a reflection of the wishes of people, but a natural response to perceptions of security. Segregation in housing is reinforced by violence, leading residents to seek security in areas where the inhabitants share the same perceived communal background. Flags, murals and graffiti mark out territory, and convey the message that certain areas are the exclusive preserve of one section of the community rather than common civic space, suggesting that others are not welcome.

Security was associated with separation. That model is unjust and unsustainable. The challenge for the state and civic society is to provide and entrench an alternative view of security that is linked with sharing. In essence, security needs to be clearly associated with a shared society.

There is also a need for a general review of how all public sector agencies deal with paramilitarism on the ground. At present, there is a variance in response between and even within agencies. Some try to work around the problem, others work directly with it. There is a need for a better analysis and understanding of the long-term consequences of different approaches.

The policing and justice sector has an important role to play in terms of protecting existing shared space and its further development.
Issues to be addressed include:
· So-called ‘Peacewalls’
· Informal barriers

· Misuse of flags (no reference to Inter-Agency Protocol at this point is strange)
· Bonfires

· Level of enforcement and effectiveness of Hate Crime legislation

· Spectator sports reform
· Sentencing Guidelines Council

Another concern is to ensure that sentencing for crimes related to the divisions within Northern Ireland are robust and appropriate. There is anecdotal evidence for example that public order issues have been treated differently than in other jurisdictions. The divisions in this society should not be viewed as a mitigating factor. Rather, sentencing needs to reflect the even wider impact that such offences can have on society, and recognise the role that strong messages of deterrence play in normalising society.

Similarly, there is a need to tackle a sense of impunity, and the impact on the rule of law, democracy and human rights that builds up when people can engage in sectarian actions, paramilitarism, and/or public order issues are not effectively challenged.

The development of Crime Reduction Partnerships, encompassing the District Policing and Community Safety Partnerships, is an important delivery mechanism. In turn, this should be part of a wider architecture of community planning.
A Cohesive Community

Alliance supports the concept of cohesion. It is strange that in a document that includes this concept in its title that a section on cohesion only comes at Chapter Seven. Furthermore, it is disappointing that cohesion, and also integration, have only been applied in relation to racial matters and the relationship between the indigenous and non-indigenous population.
Further to that, ethnic minorities are only referenced in this section in terms of their perceived vulnerability rather than also acknowledging the benefits from a rich diversity.

Local Solutions 
Alliance acknowledges that there is an important role for District Councils to play in the delivery of community relations within local communities. They are particularly well placed to provide civic leadership.

However, this should not be the primary locus of responsibility for the development of policy-making, and should not become the main locus for delivery of projects and programmes.

Community relations initiatives in Councils have had a mixed record over the past ten years. Certain councils have not realised the full potential of the opportunity provided to them by central funding.

In Councils, action and initiatives have been left largely to the dedicated community relations officers to deliver. Councillors have either taken a back seat or were kept at arms length from the issues lest they overly politicise the issue. Furthermore, there has been a reluctance to see local schemes tackle the hard issues.

Even worse, in some Councils, community relations funds have been regarded as a slush fund to use to fund other community development projects.

The level of political maturity in Northern Ireland District Councils is variable. Some have adopted, either formally or informally, power-sharing. Others have a much more disappointing record.

That said, there is a need for local politicians to face up to the difficult issues and hard choices that are facing their local communities.

Alliance does advocate an enhanced role for District Councils in the delivery of community relations. There is a need to place District Council community relations projects onto a permanent footing, giving staff a firm basis to develop long-term projects.

In addition, community relations issues should be mainstreamed throughout Council policies.

Good Relations considerations need to be central to any future model of community planning for District Councils.

Looking Outward

Alliance believes that there are important lessons that can be learnt from other jurisdictions to inform the Programme for Cohesion, Sharing and Integration. Northern Ireland also has the opportunity to provide examples of the development of successful Cohesion/Good Relations policies in the context of deeply divided societies that could be a model for best practice elsewhere. This is still an underdeveloped area in peacemaking/conflict transformation theory and practice.
Mechanism to Oversee the Implementation of CSI

The key consideration in this section is not so much the precise structures within Government to deliver the CSI Programme but the degree to which commitments are made to mainstream good relations considerations and to develop policies.

It is vital that new thinking permeates all levels of Government and society. The promotion of better good relations needs a strong champion and leadership at the heart of Government to combat the current low profile and fractured nature of policy-making. Greater assurance is required to demonstrate that CSI considerations are to be mainstreamed throughout both Government and the rest of the public sector. Specifically, it needs to be clarified that CSI will be a commitment for the entire Executive, not just OFMDFM.
Therefore, it is important that the debate moves on swiftly from the policy framework to practical changes in actual policy. In terms of policy action, good relations can no longer represent a small niche within public policy, but rather must be mainstreamed throughout the actions of all Departments and public agencies.

Alliance therefore believes that Government, statutory agencies and indeed civic society should actively encourage de-segregation and communal integration, and develop the appropriate policies.

The key challenge in this area lies in the assessment of the scale of the duplication of goods, facilities and services by the public sector, and realising the new potential for shared services. This is particularly critical within the current context with respect to the public finances.

More clarity is required around the potential screening mechanisms to be used to assess the impact of all policies and programmes on promoting sharing and combating segregation. Alliance advocates that all Government Departments and Public Agencies should have a specific duty to promote community relations in all aspects of their work. In particular, Alliance proposes that a new form of policy proofing, entitled Policy Appraisal for Sharing over Separation (PASS) is adopted. At present, all Northern Ireland Office and NI Executive policies are equality-proofed. NI Executive policies are also rural-proofed. PASS would assess the impact of every policy initiative on communal divisions. Those that promote sharing, or are neutral, should be preferred, while those that further separation rejected. The report into the Oldham Race Riots of 2001 suggested that all central and local Government policies in Great Britain go through a process of ‘integration proofing’. It must be stressed that such screening exercises must be more than ‘box-ticking’.
This section also highlights the major absence of a clear set of proposals for delivery in the form of targets and timetables.

Options for the Delivery of Funding and Policy Advice

There is a need for a clear overarching cross-regional (i.e. pan Northern Ireland) approach to CSI. Many of the issues affect society as a whole and such a regional perspective is vital. Local delivery can only be taken forward in this context. It is critical to avoid any Balkanisation in the approach.
There must be a division of functions between those best conducted within Government itself and those that can be delivered at arms-length from Government. Therefore, Alliance is clear that there must be a regional body in place. Attempts to take the functions that would be best provided in such a context direct into Government would make Government itself top-heavy and unwieldy.

Alliance believes that the following functions would be best provided within Government:

· Providing leadership on good relations issues within Government

· Providing funding, oversight, support to the Community Relations Council/regional body, and to District Councils

· Monitoring implementation of a CSI strategy across Departments and public agencies

· Working with other Departments and public agencies in the conduct of Policy Appraisal for Sharing over Separation (PASS)

· Innovation and institutional learning

· Data collection

· Publication of an annual audit of the financial, economic and social costs of segregation

Alliance believes that the following functions would be best provided by a dedicated and standing regional body:

· Funding community and voluntary organisations

· Providing training and development

· Developing and promoting good practice guidance

· Increasing public awareness of, and encouraging debate on community relations

· Providing a challenge function to Government and district councils

· Commissioning and conducting research

· Innovation and institutional learning

Alliance restates its support for the work of the Community Relations Council, and would significantly increase the budget granted to it to expand its support for community relations projects.

Alliance would oppose any merger of the Community Relations Council with the Equality Commission. The two bodies currently conduct clearly distinct, albeit related, functions. The Equality Commission primarily deals with equality differentials between groups, and has a strong compliance culture. Good relations are about the nature of relationships within society, and are better developed by a separate body. Any shift to a wider cohesion agenda, which we support, reinforces this above point.

Of the models set out, Alliance opposes Option 1(Advisory Panel and Direct (Or Contracted) Funding), Option 2 (Services Provided by Organisations), Option 3b (Statutory NDPB without Funding Function). Of the stated models, Option 3(a) (the Community Relations Council as an NDPB with funding) is the least worse. Taking all good relations into a Government department would blur the lines between policy making and service delivery and make any such department top-heavy. The contracting out of services would inhibit continuity and the development of quality and depositary of knowledge and experience.
Arguably, the best model overall, would be another variant of Option 3, with the continuation of the Community Relations Council continuing as an independent body. Independence brings opportunities for maximising relations with civic society and allows for the full potential of the critical friend role to be developed. It would also best facilitate innovation in policy and practice.
With an existing and successful body already in place, Alliance does not see the need to reinvent the wheel in terms of terms of developing a new alternative regional body.
Options for the Future of OFMDFM Funding for Good Relations Work

Credibility of funding is critical to the credibility of a CSI Programme.
Alliance acknowledges the difficult context at present for the public finances. While there is a need to increase the funding for good relations work in the short-term, it is worth stressing that such investments stand to deliver significant savings for Northern Ireland, through addressing the different aspects of the costs of a divided society (See Annex 3). Good relations is an example of investing to save.

It is worth noting at present that the level of funding given to the Community Relations Council is by the standards of other public bodies very small.

Furthermore, it is worth acknowledging that much more community relations investments are provided from sources outside of Northern Ireland rather than through local budgets. There is no fundamental problem with external funding, indeed it is welcome. However, the balance is wrong and indicates a lack of commitment from the local administration relative to others.
Alliance believes that community investment funds should be increasingly concentrated on projects with a cross-community element. Some care and consideration needs to be given to how monies are invested and the side-effects that flow from that.
There is an understandable desire to concentrate funding in particular areas characterised by polarisation and disengagement. However, this must occur within a rigorous pan Northern Ireland framework of policy. The danger of Northern Ireland being divided into perceived good and bad areas needs to be avoided, as does any sense of the ghettoisation of problems.
It is also important that the investment of resources is not perceived as a ‘reward’ for violence/public order problems.

Further Comments

There are a number of notable areas that are ignored or neglected in the draft CSI Programme.

Political Issues

Right from the top-down, signals are given out by the political establishment that people should see society in terms of ‘them’ and ‘us’, part of separate communities in competition with each other rather than a single community, albeit diverse, working towards common goals. Unless society is prepared to acknowledge these negative signals are given out by the political establishment, and affect real change, then good community relations policies lower down the line will only have limited effect.

In the absence of any sense of common interests or allegiance to a common framework for interaction (and furthermore, the mechanisms for creating them), the mindset of ‘them’ versus ‘us’ is a recipe for conflict over territory and for resources. Unionist and Nationalist politicians seek to serve the unionist and nationalist interests rather than the common good. This is a large contributory factor to territorial battles.

These signals are present in the institutionalised sectarianism that emanates from the Agreement, and other areas of public policy. The most obvious manifestation of this lies in the Assembly’s communal designations and associated voting system. 

Bill of Rights

In the field of human rights, there are vested interests that place too much emphasis on Unionist and Nationalist group rights, and a still undefined concept of ‘parity of esteem’. Alliance has outlined these concerns in greater detail in our response to the draft Bill of Rights produced by the NI Human Rights Commission. In the field of equality, monitoring requirements continue to be based around a simplistic view of ‘two communities’ in defiance of the greater diversity emerging in Northern Ireland society. 
Victims/Dealing with the Past

This is a major area which is completely absent from this draft programme. 

Dealing with the past and its legacy is a very complicated and multifaceted issue. There remains deep individual and collective hurt within the wider community, in particular from those who directly suffered. Competing demands for truth, justice and accountability remain unaddressed.

Some may argue that focusing in on the past is counterproductive, keeps wounds open, and that society should move on. Alliance disagrees with this view. We believe that addressing the past and its legacy is fundamental to the process of reconciliation and building a shared future. The failure to do this in a comprehensive and holistic manner is a barrier to political progress. 

Furthermore, the past of this society has shaped the nature of the divisions on the ground including their social, economic and environmental dimensions, and an understanding of such issues is surely critical towards the provision of solutions.

Equality Statement
Alliance does not believe that there are any issues in this regard. The Programme for Cohesion, Sharing and Integration will benefit all sections of the community.

Annex 1: Identity Issues
The CSI Programme is particularly poor with respect to identity issues. While there is some limited recognition that Northern Ireland is no longer a bipolar society (not that it ever was), this change is only expressed in terms of a growing ethnic minority population. Although there is an acknowledgement that individuals do have a choice over their identity, and that identities can change, the dominant conceptualisation of identity remains that of separate Unionist/Protestant and Nationalist/Catholic communities.

The way that that identity is conceptualised does have a major impact upon the creation of a shared future. The notion of ‘two communities’ actively works against the task of building a shared identity. It contributes to ‘us’ versus ‘them’ zero-sum contest for control of territory, resources and power, rather than working together for the common good. Within the political system, it prevents the creation of a single Northern Ireland polity, and condemns this region to have two separate political systems – a battle within Unionism and a battle within Nationalism. The result is that there is not a real desire to work for the benefit of Northern Ireland as a region, but rather separate communities. 

Any strategy aimed at addressing the divisions in this society must understand and appreciate how divisions have come to be constructed, and how to try to shape identities in order to make a more peaceful, stable and cohesive society.

These issues are not unique to Northern Ireland. Any community relations strategy for Northern Ireland would benefit from learning from other examples.

Ireland, both north and south, has a long history of immigration and intermixing. The people of Ireland reflect many aspects of a shared heritage, and hold more in common than what divides them. Most families have some experience of religious mixing at some stage within their history. There are a large number of surnames that cross the traditional community divide.

Despite these common roots and the diversity created from new residents in Northern Ireland, most people are being conditioned into seeing themselves as part of two ethno-nationalist blocs, the Unionist and Nationalist communities. The underlying assumption is that Northern Ireland is fundamentally divided into two separate communities, and that they should be treated as equals in the hope that they can live in peaceful co-existence. Predominately, British and Irish identities are perceived in mutually exclusive terms. The terms British/Unionist/Protestant and Irish/Nationalist/Catholic are regarded as being essentially interchangeable. This exclusive, ‘either-or’ approach to identity is similar to other deeply divided societies, such as Israel/Palestine and Cyprus, and contrasts with other situations such as Scotland or Catalonia, where people can hold multiple identities, seeing themselves as Scottish, British and European and Catalan, Spanish and European respectively.

The underlying orthodoxy is that people are either 100% of ‘x’ or 100% of ‘y’. There is little scope for being a little bit of ‘x’ and a little bit of ‘y’, or in fact 100% of ‘z’. Those who come from other cultural backgrounds are either marginalised or ignored, as they don’t fit into the dominant orthodoxy. The possibility of multiple identities is squeezed out in these terms.
At the same time, there is increasing evidence of people who do not regard themselves as Unionist or Nationalist through the Northern Ireland Life and Times Surveys. This manifestation is particularly strong among young people. Furthermore, the 2001 Census showed that 14% of the population do not describe themselves as either Protestant or Catholic. This amounts to c250,000 people – a not inconsiderable figure.

Furthermore, the ‘two communities’ approach denies the reality of cross-cutting relationships across perceived communal boundaries, and diversity within these perceived communities. In practice, people can form a number of relationships, a complex web of interaction, in which they engage with different sets of people.

The debate regarding whether or not Northern Ireland is best conceptualised as two separate communities is not a tedious theoretical argument, but a practical one with very real consequences. 

In seeking to move away from ‘the two communities’ notion, there are two broad approaches available - one maximalist and one minimalist. In any event, efforts to redefine identity will involve some element of the promotion of Northern Ireland as a region, and the creation of some overarching loyalties.

The minimalist approach involves creating the space for a range of identities, including new mixed identities to interact. Essentially, it entails recasting Northern Ireland as a multicultural rather than a bicultural society – a community of communities. The institutions of the state would be required to be ethnically neutral and would be tasked to maintain this space. However, there would be little sense of common interests and values. The sense of ‘otherness’ could be better and even positively defined. Closely related to this approach, there is another option of portraying Northern Ireland as a ‘mosaic’. This is language most frequently used in Canada. This version of the above approach recognises the multicultural nature of society, and places greater stress on the importance of common bonds.

The maximalist approach involves the promotion of a common, umbrella identity for the people of Northern Ireland. This would be civic in nature, and based around shared values and interdependence. Underneath, a multitude of sub-identities could co-exist and interact. In this context, it would be easier to fashion a common sense of interest. It would be most consistent with the ideals of equal citizenship and universalism, in that identity would be essentially privatised, with the group dynamic removed. This approach would involve some type of ‘melting-pot’ transformation, and may be difficult to achieve. However, it would transform Northern Ireland into a liberal democracy and an open society with equality of citizenship. Such a Northern Ireland would be much more peaceful and stable.

Any community relations strategy must take into account the nature of identity as the basis of divisions in society, and adopt policies to address identity issues. Alliance believes that a number of steps can be taken.

It should be stressed that people should be able to hold open, mixed and multiple identities, and can have loyalties to a range of political structures at different levels.

Alliance stresses that all residents within Northern Ireland should be equal citizens within a liberal, democratic polity. Citizenship should be linked to a shared civic identity, and a sense of belonging. Citizenship education should be promoted within schools. Such education should include lessons regarding our common humanity, shared values, and an understanding of diverse religions and cultures. It should emphasise that rights come with responsibilities.

Any of the above approaches to identity should be grounded in the concept of promoting Northern Ireland as a region. This would give some cohesion to any shared identity, or simply define the framework in which a range of single and mixed identities interacts. In the 21st Century, neither the state nor sovereignty is absolute. Especially in modern Europe, people and organisations are creating a range of transnational relationships and networks. Regional Government is increasingly the norm. Alliance believes that Northern Ireland should be promoted as a distinct region within a decentralising British Isles and emerging Europe of the Regions.

Projects need to be developed to give some tangible expression of a shared vision and a united community. Funding can be distributed to projects, such as festivals or community art, which are either cross-community in nature or promote cultural diversity and pluralism. Imaginative use of arts and culture has the potential to challenge sectarianism and segregation and to promote good relations.

New symbols can be devised to give expression to Northern Ireland as a region, including a new flag. Any new flag should not be a marriage of the symbols of the two dominant traditions but reflect the real diversity to be found in Northern Ireland. Greater use should also be made of the European Flag.

There are a number of public policy areas where the approach to identity needs to be liberalised.

1. The use of Assembly designations needs to be ended. Cross-community power-sharing can be more effectively maintained through the use of a weighted-majority vote in the Assembly.

2. People should not be categorised into two communal blocs within the NI Census. This does not reflect the reality with respect to how people regard themselves. Therefore, it actually paints a wrong position of the situation in Northern Ireland. The Northern Ireland Statistical Research Agency should be forbidden from using this approach within their next census.

3. Fair Employment Monitoring Regulations should be amended to stop people being assigned as either ‘Protestant’ or ‘Catholic’ against their will, which is the case at present. There is a lazy conservatism that assumes that monitoring can only be conducted on the basis of two communities, or rather juxtaposing a Catholic/Nationalist community against the rest of society. This is simply outmoded in a diverse society. 
Annex 2: Shared Education
Education issues are pretty marginal within the draft CSI Programme. There are little specific policy proposals on education as a whole, and nothing on integrated education or shared education other than a restatement of current policy.

A Shared Future contained a very positive acknowledgement of the costs of maintaining a divided education system, but it is unclear if there is any meaningful strategy to follow-up upon its implications.

‘The exercise of potential choice is central and both integrated and denominational schools have important roles to play in preparing children for their role as adults in a shared society.’
‘There is a balance to be struck…between the exercise of this choice and the significant additional costs and potential diseconomies that this diversity of provision generates, particularly in a period of demographic downturn and the falling rolls…

‘It is recognised that major investment is required across much of the school stock and in rural areas, especially where pupil numbers are falling. In this regard, the work ongoing to review educational estate delivery mechanisms which it is proposed should be across all sectors is extremely important.’
‘Greater sharing in education means exploring new and innovative ways of sharing these scarce resources responsibly into the future.’
Across the education sector, there is a slow awakening of the problems of over provision of facilities and massive surplus of school places, especially with falling rolls.  Current issues include:
· There are currently almost 70,000 empty school places. 
· Falling school enrolment, notwithstanding the short term demographic blip.
· Inefficiencies in school estate leading to excessive maintenance and running costs. 

· Inefficiencies in school support services e.g., school transport, catering and cleaning.  

As a result of these problems and a failure to move toward a shared system, Northern Ireland has the highest level of spending on education per capita of any part of the UK. However, less is actually spent per pupil than anywhere else.  Too much money is being eaten up through over-administration, and the over provision of partially empty buildings. Budgets are becoming skewed, and with too much money locked up in capital, the pressure for cuts falls on teachers, pupils, transport, support and special needs.

There needs to be a very clear commitment to shared education. The opportunity to move in this direction is provided by the emerging policy framework around Area Planning and Sustainable Schools.

For the foreseeable future, there will remain a number of different education sectors. Alliance is not proposing that these are abolished. 

Rather, Alliance sees a menu of options for developing shared education. Integrated Education in the pure sense is only one aspect of a range of options including shared schools and shared campuses.

The benefits of shared education are twofold; it can deliver both economic/financial benefits and social/moral benefits. 

Financial/economic benefits include:

· Addressing the cost of maintaining around 70,000 empty school places.  

· Enables funding to be directed toward pupils rather than sustaining a divided estate.  

· Makes schools more sustainable and makes it easier to justify capital in modernising the school estate. 
· Savings from the mainstreaming of community relations work in schools. 
· In the medium to long term reduces the wider costs of division and managing a divided society.  

· Creates a modern education system fit for the 21st century. 
· An Education and Skills Authority would be part of shared education. This creates substantial savings in term of administration and management. 

Social/moral benefits include:

· Better opportunities for local interaction with the community and business.  

· Reflects our society: 

· more and more people are defining themselves differently 
· growing number of ethnic minority families in Northern Ireland 

· growing number of mixed marriages and mixed relationships and children thereof 

· strong evidence of support for change/mixed education from opinion surveys – both parents and young people 

· Allows for children and young people to experience a wider mix of relationships and friendships to develop both inside and outside school that benefits society as a whole. 
· Allows children to develop their own identity as opposed to developing an identity as a result of their schooling.  

· Wider benefits to society, through maximising contact between children from different backgrounds.  This helps to address the wider pressures of a divided society e.g., rioting.  

· Makes it easier to standardise the quality of education and therefore to address inequalities.  

· Would create an incentive to consolidate teaching training and make teacher training shared. 

Shared education would also result in a modern education system fit for the 21st century.  Benefits to education include:

· Protects local provision, especially where separate schools are under pressure. 
· Allows for stabilisation of enrolment numbers. 
· Makes it easier for a wider choice of subjects to be sustained / makes it easier for the delivery of the entitlement framework. 
· Wider choice for pupils in terms of leisure, cultural and sporting activities.  

With reference to integrated education, Alliance is concerned that the Department of Education treats integrated education as part of the problem rather than part of the solution. Rather integrated schools can be considered as the most sustainable form of education, economically, financially, socially and in terms of education.
Feeling the pressure to draw in the wagons to protect schools with falling enrolments, the introduction of integrated schools is seen as a further threat or at best a distraction. 

Every year, many children are turned away from over subscribed integrated schools and forced to attend segregated schools.

The provision of integrated education is linked to efforts to develop and maintain shared space. The building of new integrated schools to service new housing developments can help to anchor a mixed local population.

Alliance would recommend the adoption of the following plan to expand the provision of integrated education in Northern Ireland, in line with demand:

1. Government should continue to support the creation and maintenance of new-build integrated schools.
2. Government should set a minimum target of 20% of children being educated in integrated schools by 2020.
3. The duty on the DENI to encourage, not merely to facilitate, the development of integrated education should be extended to Education and Library Boards (and eventually the Education and Skills Authority).
4. Where new schools are being built in Northern Ireland, for example to service new housing developments, the Department should survey local residents regarding a presumption that they will be integrated or inter-church; as far as possible, new schools should be sited to service mixed catchment areas.
5. Government should encourage the transformation of existing schools to integrated status and review the current procedures to make this easier.
6. Government must reform and relax the criteria for the creation and maintenance of integrated schools, giving recognition to those children of mixed, other or no religious background.
7. Government should give formal recognition to the contribution being made to the process of reconciliation by ‘mixed’ schools, those with a mixed enrolment but no formal integrated status.
8. Government should advocate the de-segregation of teacher training courses and facilities, and the familiarisation of integrated education policies and practices in such institutions

Annex 3: Alliance Proposals for Addressing the Cost of Division

Building a Shared and Prosperous Northern Ireland 

Through Tackling the Cost of Division

Modified Paper from June 2009
Introduction

The Alliance Party is committed to creating a united community and building a shared future in Northern Ireland.

These goals are important in their own right to underpin peace and stability. In addition, they are critical for creating a society based on democracy, human rights and the rule of law. Furthermore, there is a firm link between a shared future and economic growth. Economic prosperity cannot be delivered without a shared future, and it is hard to sustain a shared future without economic development. Ultimately, a united community and a shared future are critical to building a normal, modern society.

Sharing Works, segregation costs

Until very recently, the divisions in Northern Ireland have not been addressed in any serious manner. They were at best marginal within the Good Friday Agreement. Nor were they a major feature in subsequent initiatives to revitalise the peace process. The previous devolved Executive failed to issue a revised policy on community relations, and progress has only occurred under Direct Rule. It is critical that the elected representatives of Northern Ireland now take direct ownership of building a shared future.

Despite, or perhaps in some respects because of, the Agreement, Northern Ireland remains a deeply divided society. Strong sectarian and racist attitudes remain prevalent, and there is a deeply ingrained pattern of segregation. Often territory and public space are marked out through the use of exclusive communal symbols. While separation is generally not the formal policy of the state, there is substantial duplication in the provision of goods, facilities, and services by both the public and private sectors. In the field of education, 95 percent of Northern Ireland’s schoolchildren attend what is in effect a segregated school system. More and more “peace walls,” built to keep people apart, have been erected since the 1994 cease-fires.

However, there are also many positive trends. Significant elements of civil society are organised on a cross-community basis. The workplace, largely through top-down regulation, is integrated. There is evidence of substantial public support for shared education, housing, and leisure pursuits. But this aspiration for shared provision is often frustrated, sometimes owing to lack of facilities, but mainly owing to fears over security, both physical and cultural. In terms of identity, more and more people are casting off traditional labels and challenging the notions that Protestant = British = unionist or Catholic = Irish = nationalist. A growing number of new immigrants are coming to Northern Ireland to work - an encouraging sign of a globalising economy. Their presence poses a further challenge to traditional conceptions of identity.

It is increasingly recognised that the economic, financial, and personal costs of managing a divided society are unsustainable. The “them” versus “us” competition for control over resources and territory is a continued source of communal tensions that can sometimes flare into violence or mass public disorder. 

Alliance firmly rejects the notion of a parallel society of separate but equal. An Apartheid Northern Ireland cannot work and must be resisted.

The alternative to a divided society is a shared society. Alliance has been instrumental in pushing Government to embrace the vision of a shared future where people can live and learn, work and play together in safety. 

Alliance welcomed the publication, A Shared Future — Policy and Strategic Framework for Good Relations in Northern Ireland, by the Government in March 2005, and the first of the triennial Shared Future Action Plans in April 2006. It is now the responsibility of the NI Executive to develop a robust and challenging replacement via the CSI Programme.  
How the Legacy of Division costs 

A divided society costs us in so many ways.

First of all, divisions hurt us at the human level. They limit people’s opportunities to mix with one another and to develop their full potential.

Second, divisions hurt us socially. It is no accident that there is a high correlation between segregation and deprivation.

Third, divisions hurt us environmentally. The Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors argue that the divisions in Northern Ireland impact upon our carbon footprint. We have the worst carbon footprint in the United Kingdom.

Fourth, divisions hurt us economically. They hinder labour market mobility. They deter tourism and investment, and limit our ability to attract and maintain the top talent.

Finally and perhaps most critically, divisions cost us financially. This paper focuses on the financial costs of division.

The Financial Costs of Division

Alliance has regularly talked about the financial costs of division being in the region of £1bn each year. This figure has been substantially validated by the Deloitte Report (2007) which placed an upper estimate of this at potentially £1.5bn per annum.

The costs of a divided society are apparent in four respects.

First, there are the direct costs of policing riots, other civil disturbances and parades, the distortions to policing that arise from the security threat, and the costs to a wide range of agencies in repairing damaged buildings and facilities. 

Second, there are the indirect costs of providing duplicate goods, facilities and services for separate sections of the community, either implicitly or explicitly. This includes: schools, GP surgeries, job centres, community centres, leisure centres, and even bus stops. These costs are borne not just by the public sector, but by the private sector too.

Third, related to the second aspect, there are hidden factors, linked to divisions, which impact upon the cost environment that Departments and agencies have to respond to.

Fourth, there are the opportunity costs of lost inward investment and tourism. While the Northern Ireland economy has performed better in recent years, it is still performing well below its potential capacity.

The theme of the cost of division is not something that the Alliance Party has made up. It is a major structural problem that has been recognised by academics and other commentators. Furthermore, it has been formally recognised within Government circles.

The theme was arguably first explored by Jeremy Harbison in the background paper provided to OFMDFM in January 2002 which was intended to be the precursor for a new policy on community relations – what eventually became ‘A Shared Future’.

When ‘A Shared Future’ was finally published in March 2005, under Direct Rule, it recognised that there was a strong financial and economic imperative to build a shared future. Indeed, it declared that the concept of separate but equal was unsustainable.

‘A Shared Future’ argued that:

· Separate but equal is not an option

· Parallel living and the provision of parallel services are unsustainable, morally and economically

· Policy that simply adapts to segregation, rather than challenging it, results in inefficient resource allocations

Within the first triennial Shared Future Action Plan, launched in April 2006, OFMDFM was committed to commissioning some detailed research into the cost of the divide. This led to the Deloitte Report which was finalised in April 2007, just before the restoration of devolution. Its terms of reference were to:

· Identify and quantify the broad range of costs arising from/attributable to the divisions in NI

· Examine the pattern and scale of public expenditure in NI in response to this division

· Assess the efficiency or otherwise of the current system of service delivery

Despite indicating some potentially significant savings, the Deloitte report was effectively suppressed by OFMDFM after devolution, and it was stressed that it would not form a basis for policy. The report only became public as a result of a Freedom of Information request. Currently, addressing the costs of division is not an aspect of either the current Programme for Government or the current Budget. Furthermore, it is not a feature of any of the Departmental Efficiency Delivery Plans. 

Indeed, in response to ministerial questions, most ministers do not seem to acknowledge either the potential for savings within their respective portfolios or their responsibility to search for them.

At best, there was a commitment from the then Finance Minister, Peter Robinson, that the new Performance and Efficiency Delivery Unit (PEDU) would examine the issue.

Wider Financial Context

The scale of the cuts announced at Westminster on 20th October 2010 will be very challenging for Northern Ireland.  We must find significant savings, while at the same time ensuring that we have the resources to protect the most vulnerable in our society and support families while at the same time investing in our economic future. Northern Ireland is already struggling to meet its various financial commitments. Our infrastructure has suffered from years of neglect, our health service has fallen behind the rest of the UK in the level of spending, we are not sufficiently competitive within the global economy, and are performing poorly on addressing climate change. The Executive also has the responsibility of both mitigating the effect of the current economic downturn upon Northern Ireland, and of making the necessary investments to ensure that our region is best placed to take advantage of the opportunities arising from economy recovery.

Looming on the horizon is the prospect of reform of the Barnett Formula. This formula gives Northern Ireland a proportionate share of changes in eligible expenditure at a UK-wide level. At present, per capita expenditure here is around 126% of the UK average. By accident rather than design, this reflects the much higher needs of our society such as higher health morbidity and a greater rural character. However, any new ‘needs’ assessment across the UK regions would be a source of great uncertainty.

Maintaining the costs of division is not sustainable at the best of times, and is more so in the worst of times.  
Analysis of the Deloitte Report - Research into the financial cost of the Northern Ireland divide’ (April 2007) - what was missed?

The big headline coming out of the Deloitte Report was the potential for the cost of division to be as much as £1.5bn each year.

Whether it is £1bn or £1.5bn, or something smaller, this is clearly a major distortion within an annual budget for Northern Ireland, in terms of DEL, of around £10bn. 
Alliance agrees that the Deloitte Report is not perfect, but at the very least it should be used to inform a conversation, and to signpost further work on the road ahead.

Deloitte reached the figure of £1.5bn on a crude comparison between Northern Ireland and Wales in terms of what would otherwise be the level of public expenditure based around social and economic needs. On a policy by policy area, their individual analysis did not add up to £1.5bn.

The Deloitte Report broke down the various costs into:

· Direct costs in responding to negative situations

· Less obvious costs from the separate provision of services

· Costs involved in positive responses to community relations problems

The Deloitte Report sought to identify:

· Quantified costs

· Cost identified but not quantified

· Economic lost opportunities

The report was good at identifying the direct costs of dealing with a divided society and also the opportunity costs in terms of lost investment and tourism. However, it was weaker in terms of calculating the costs associated with the duplication of goods, facilities and services, and also the cost pressures that build up from divisions.

The report also highlighted a number of difficulties with data collection:

· Problems with disaggregation

· Public expenditure allocations attributable to service duplication are neither readily identifiable nor tracked from an accounting point of view

· Valid comparators have not always been available to test

· Government Departments were not as helpful as they could have been.

Lost Opportunities

Foreign Direct Investment

The report is clear in that the divisions and violence within Northern Ireland have had an effect in this regard. Investment packages offered have not been sufficient to attract higher levels of FDI than neighbouring regions. Export-led development is especially important for small economies given the relatively small size of the domestic market. Further research is required to assess the precise impact of social cohesion and political stability on investment decisions.

Public Expenditure Statistical Analyses (PESA) by the Treasury indicates that Northern Ireland is paying a much higher premium than other regions to attract investment and to account for its disadvantages. This cost could be as much as £144m per annum.

Impact on Tourism

There is a relationship between tourist numbers and divisions and violence. The report indicates that tourism revenue in Northern Ireland has flat-lined since 1976, but grown rapidly in the Republic of Ireland by comparison. A comparison with Scotland should produce similar conclusions. There are similar conditions and potential opportunities in any comparison between both parts of the island of Ireland, and indeed from greater synergies in the all-island tourism product. Divisions and violence have been the main difference, and must account for a large part of the divergent development.

Labour Market Outcomes

The report is much less clear on the impact of divisions and violence on the labour market mobility. Fair Employment legislation has led to a mixed/integrated workforce. However, there are still some problems related to segmentation and a lack of mobility within the market. Especially for people from a Catholic background, there is evidence of a reluctance to work in certain parts of Greater Belfast and Northern Ireland which is linked to perceptions of threat. Labour market problems are therefore more shaped by a negative sense of place rather than discrimination. Equality monitoring figures are provided at a company/organisation wide level and may mask considerable segregation in the workforce at different service sectors. They also do not provide a picture of the situation within many small businesses.

Northern Ireland also has the highest level of economically inactive persons. This cannot be fully put down to social and economic factors, especially in comparison with other regions of the UK which have similar conditions but lower rates of inactivity.

Service Areas

Agriculture and Rural Development

The Deloitte Report does suggest an element of distortion within the provision of rural development programmes due to segregation. It does not disaggregate this. There is a much wider issue of the opportunity costs that comes from the often hidden community relations problems and segregation at a rural level. This has been the subject of recent research.

Education

There are very substantial distortions in the delivery of education in Northern Ireland due to a divided society. The vast majority of schools serve only one side of the community, often on an exclusive basis. There are a number of different educational sectors: controlled; voluntary; Catholic-maintained; Irish-medium; and integrated. As demonstrated by the Public Expenditure Statistical Analyses (PESA), expenditure per capita on education in Northern Ireland is significantly ahead of the UK average and all other UK regions.

While this reflects to an extent a higher number of single-sex schools, a more rural character, and a higher school age population, these are also factors in places such as Scotland and Wales with lower levels of expenditure. Therefore, it also reflects the segregated nature of the education system.

Northern Ireland has a greater number of small schools. Small schools cost disproportionately more to maintain per pupil. Budget allocations are inevitably skewed towards buildings at the expense of investment in pupils and teachers.

The inefficiencies in the system are magnified by the fact that there are around 70,000 empty school places, potentially rising to around 80,000 places.

The inefficiencies in the system could amount to around £300m per annum. In the immediate term, the potential for collaboration between schools and across sectors could realise between £16m and £80m.

The Deloitte Report did not adequately explore these issues and focused on the much more limited potential for savings from rationalisation within teacher training.

Environment

This was not a theme explored by the Deloitte Report. However, the Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors argues that divisions contribute to the size of the carbon footprint in Northern Ireland. This is the largest in the United Kingdom. This may be due in part to barriers to efficient mobility.

Health

The Deloitte Report argues that it is very hard to disaggregate the effects of segregation from other factors such as deprivation and poverty and morbidity in explaining higher health costs per capita in Northern Ireland.

However, there are likely to be considerable inefficiencies within the service delivery model due to implicit duplication of facilities. North and West Belfast Trust research has indicated that some facilities are disproportionately accessed on the basis of religious background. This is reinforced by the research of Peter Shirlow and Brendan Murtagh.

Housing

The Deloitte Report mainly focuses on the direct costs of dealing with homelessness pressures and demands for security.

However, residential segregation creates significant cost pressures for the housing sector. Demographic imbalances and senses of territoriality create considerable inefficiencies. This comes on top of the direct costs of interfaces, buffer zones and security adaption of properties. There are also opportunity costs from the underdevelopment of blighted or segregated land.

Social Security and Employment

The Deloitte Report did not explore distortions in this area. However, there are likely to be considerable inefficiencies within the service delivery model due to implicit duplication of facilities in both these respects.

Transport and Infrastructure

Transport and infrastructure are actually underfunded in Northern Ireland compared to the rest of the United Kingdom. Superficially, this suggests that rather than paying a premium due to segregation these aspects of expenditure have suffered as a consequence of cost pressures elsewhere. This is true to a considerable extent. However, there is a danger of losing sight of distortions that exist in this area. 

The Deloitte Report mainly focused on the direct costs of damage at around up to £1m per annum, and potential duplication costs involved in managing school transport. 

It did not explore the potential costs of wider duplication and inefficiencies within public transport provision due to segregation, particularly within Greater Belfast.

Deprivation/Poverty

Deloitte did not fully explore of the impact of segregation on deprivation and poverty. However there is a clear correlation between these on a geographic basis. At present, there is a danger of a two-speed Northern Ireland and Belfast, with one group of people reasonably affluent, mobile and plugged into the global economy, and another group of people marginalised, segregated and missing out on opportunities. There are economic and financial costs from this situation, and society as a whole misses out. The successful shared and socially mixed neighbourhood of Ballynafeigh in south Belfast is an example of what can be achieved.

Policing and Justice

The Deloitte Report was most clear in quantifying the direct costs involved in addressing a current terrorist threat, policing a divided society and dealing with the legacy of the past. The distortions based upon the costs in comparable regions could be as much as £500m per annum. While these cost differentials may be hard to maintain in the longer-term, in the short-term such distortions are likely to continue given the policing and security situation and with other pressures within the system.

The Way Forward: Alliance Recommendations

Financial costs and distortions are in many respects a symptom of a divided society. In the longer-term, they can be addressed through tackling the underlying causes of divisions. However, there is also a financial imperative to addressing the symptoms of a divided society directly, and furthermore ensuring that the provision of goods, facilities and services at least reflects the changing attitudes to and preferences for sharing and integration.

It is difficult to give precise figures of savings at this stage. This document points to the opportunities for efficiencies to be made, identifies the cross-Departmental nature of those savings, and indicates whether further work is required.

Recommendation 1
The NI Executive and Assembly should acknowledge the financial and other cost implications of divisions in Northern Ireland, and commit themselves to addressing such matters within both a revised Programme for Government and Budget and in particular subsequent successor policy and spending frameworks. 

Recommendation 2
The CSR announced on 20th October has resulted in a 8% cut in expenditure by 2014/15 and a 40% cut in capital expenditure over the four year period.  It is vital that the necessity of addressing the costs of division is recognised, and a start is made. 
Recommendation 3
There should be accompanied a commitment by the NI Executive and Assembly to an overarching meaningful regional good relations strategy. This could either be ‘A Shared Future’ or a successor document, such as ‘A Strategy for Cohesion, Sharing and Integration’. The key requirements include an acknowledgement of the need for a Northern Ireland–wide strategy, and an action plan covering all Government Departments, Agencies and Public Bodies, including targets, timetables and resourcing.
Recommendation 4
The Executive should begin to act upon the conclusions of the Deloitte Report ‘Research into the financial cost of the Northern Ireland divide’. This report should inform the initial steps to tackle the cost of division. 
Recommendation 5
Given the limited scope of the Deloitte Report, OFMDFM and/or DFP should commission further research in this area. The Executive should ensure that there is cross-Departmental audit of patterns of use based on communal background of goods, facilities and services provided through public money.

Recommendation 6

All Departments should have an obligation to actively encourage de-segregation and to promote cohesion, sharing and integration, within their policies and spending plans. Proposals which are communally confined should undergo a cost benefit analysis alongside an integrated alternative. A new form of policy proofing, called Policy Appraisal for Sharing over Separation (PASS) should be introduced. This would ensure that the impact of any new policy upon community divisions would be assessed and taken into account. This could be a ready extension of the current requirement for Equality Impact Assessments.

Recommendation 7
There should be an acceptance across Government that there may need to be further investments in resources to support sharing, either through the provision of shared goods, facilities and services to meet demand or provide support and security for those making the choice to mix, share or integrate.

Recommendation 8
PEDU could play a central role in encouraging Departments to assess the costs related to managing a divided society and to identity the opportunities to be found for savings from investing in a shared future.

Recommendation 9

The Executive should ensure that public sector agencies build new leisure, educational, health, social and community facilities with an explicit objective to encourage mixing. Best practice should also be developed, regarding the design of the urban environment, in order to maximise cross-community integration.

Recommendation 10

The Office of First Minister and Deputy First Minister should ensure the production of an over-arching regional community relations policy for Northern Ireland, and monitor the delivery of commitments from other Departments and agencies as part of an action plan. Within specific Departmental responsibilities, it should fully integrate good relations considerations into anti-poverty strategies.  
Recommendation 11

The Department of Agriculture and Rural Development should fully research the extent and consequences for service provision of segregation and isolation within the countryside.

Recommendation 12

The Department of Culture, Arts and Leisure should explore the costs involved in providing elements of its services on a differentiated basis to different sections of the community, and explore the potential for promoting greater sharing in culture.

Recommendation 13

The Department of Employment and Learning should launch a comprehensive study into the effects of segregation on the structure and mobility of the labour market.

Furthermore, the Department should audit the use of its job centres for different relative uses by different sections of the community, and explore the options for increased sharing.

Also, the Department should examine the potential for greater rationalisation within teacher training. An integrated approach to teacher training would be more in keeping with the demands of a diverse society.

Recommendation 14

The Department of Education should more aggressively pursue its policies on area planning and sustainable schools. These two aspects of policy should be better linked. Inevitably, there will be a greater level of rationalisation within the school estate.

Recommendation 15
While it should be accepted that different sectors will continue for the foreseeable future, opportunities for sharing and collaboration between and within schools should be progressively pursued. Integrated education should be actively promoted as the most sustainable form socially, educationally and financially. It should be regarded as at the top of a pyramid of options for sharing.

The development of integrated schools, usually by transformation, should not be regarded as a further fragmentation of an already fragmented education system but a solution. Particularly when two schools, from different sectors, in a particular locality are under threat, a movement to an integrated school or an alternative form of sharing may provide the most sustainable and most local solution.

In particular, the Department should (a.) set targets for the development of integrated education; (b.) replicate the existing duty on the Department to promote and facilitate integrated schools under the Education and Skills Authority; (c.) run community audits to explore prospects for new integrated schools; and (d.) relax the current viability criteria for the creation and the maintenance of integrated schools.

Recommendation 16

The Department of Enterprise, Trade and Investment should ensure that the effect of division upon tourism, investment and labour mobility is fully factored into the current review of economic development policy.

Recommendation 17
The Department of the Environment should ensure that the scope for shared space is fully reflected within its planning policy statements. 

It also has an incentive to ensure that any aspect of segregation that contributes to Northern Ireland’s carbon footprint is addressed as part of efforts to meet carbon reduction targets.

Recommendation 18

The Department of Finance and Personnel should use its overall responsibility for co-ordinating public expenditure to drive the agenda of achieving efficiency savings in relation to addressing the costs of delivery. PEDU (Performance and Efficiency Delivery Unit) should be made available to Departments in this regard.

Recommendation 19

The Department of Health, Social Services, and Public Safety should audit the use of its health and social services facilities for different relative uses by different sections of the community, and explore the options for increased sharing.

Recommendation 20

The Department for Regional Development should further explore the costs involved in providing public transport within the context of residential segregation. It also has responsibilities through its strategic planning function to ensure that opportunities for sharing are fully realised in regional planning documents, including the current revision of the Regional Development Strategy.

Recommendation 21

The Department of Social Development should more aggressively promote and develop mixed housing. Indeed, it should be viewed as the default model for the provision of social housing. People should have a real choice over where to live, irrespective of their religious, political or racial background. Social Development also has an important role in promoting, in developing and in maintaining shared space as part of its urban regeneration responsibilities. Shared space provides an environment for maximising positive interactions and also minimises the opportunity costs from blighted or segregated land.

Furthermore, the Department should audit the use of its social security offices for different relative uses by different sections of the community, and explore the options for increased sharing.

Recommendation 22

The Department of Justice should ensure that shared future considerations are fully taken into account within community safety strategies, offender management programmes, and community engagement structures, in addition to future hi-level policing plans. Justice has an important role in ensuring that opportunities to create and maintain shared space are properly supported and protected through the upholding of the rule of law. 
Recommendation 23

While this paper focuses largely on actions to be taken by the public sector, ultimately building good relations in this society cannot just be a matter for Government, it is a responsibility for civil society and indeed every person in society. This wider theme should be addressed by an overarching community relations policy for Northern Ireland.

Implementation of the above recommendations would significantly address the cost pressures faced by government. 
Annex 4: Regulation of Flags
Disputed symbols and the misuse of flags are a symptom of a much wider problem of sectarianism and paramilitarism, but they remain a discrete problem requiring the attention of the authorities.
There is a sense of impunity in terms of the manner of how flags are imposed upon communities without an effective response. This abuse of symbols is a departure from normal civic society. Furthermore, disputes over unregulated flags can be a source of strife/violence.

Flags are often imposed upon communities without demonstrable support. Sometimes support is given by some grudgingly in response to actual or perceived intimidation. It is often easier to go along than to speak out. People often feel disempowered and intimidated from speaking out (though this is beginning to change). Self-appointed community leaders are seldom representative. It is not just people from a different communal background to that associated with the flag who have difficulties, but indeed people from the same perceived background. The latter may be confident in their identity without flags, or object to what is nominally being done in their name

There are two types of flags, which may require different solutions: 1. the erection of paramilitary flags; and 2. the inappropriate use of national flags, which are often themselves illegally erected (although the flags themselves may not be illegal).

With respect to the former, there should be zero-tolerance. There must be no place in any normal society for the celebration of a culture of violence and intimidation.

While the authorities may wish to engage in dialogue to remove these symbols in the first instance, in order to minimise the dangers to public order, there are risks to this approach. Although short-term relief of the immediate problem can be achieved, the status of certain individuals may be built up, at the expense of more legitimate community and political voices who do not associate with violence. There is a problem relating to self-appointed community gate-keepers.
When dialogue fails, there must be an expectation of enforcement. While it is not realistic to expect every paramilitary symbol to be removed at once, there is an expectation that paramilitary symbols will be tackled in a strategic manner, starting with defending neutral town centres, areas traditionally free from flags and arterial routes, before moving to tackle the harder situations.

It is now clearly established that the public display of paramilitary flags is a criminal offence under the Terrorism Act (2000).

To date, the authorities have had an inconsistent approach to (a.) the removal of paramilitary flags; and (b.) the prosecution of those displaying them.

It has fallen largely to the police to take action to remove flags. The decentralisation of decision-making within the police has allowed some areas such as North Down and East Belfast to take strong precedents in this regard. While best practice has been passed on within the police, the level of action in other DCUs has been disappointing. There is a need for greater accountability to ensure a more consistent outcome within the police.

This police action needs to be further expanded. There are houses that are openly flying paramilitary flags in clear breach of the Terrorism Act (2000). Similarly, there are shops selling paramilitary regalia. There are also pubs that are openly paramilitary in nature. If these cannot be addressed through the criminal law, then they could be addressed through the licensing regimes. 

The approach of the Roads Service and Housing Executive – the agencies whose property is most frequently targeted – has not been proactive. Outside the context of negotiation (which in itself implies having to cede something in return), they have not taken action, using the fears of attacks upon their workers as a reason for inaction.

With respect to prosecution, there have been only isolated cases of arrests being made and prosecutions taken forward. Again, this now needs to be seen to happen over a broad front. 

Other flags, such as the inappropriate use of national symbols, are a problem. People are perfectly entitled to display any legal symbol from their own private property. However, the street furniture in Northern Ireland is not available as a free for all. The use of such symbols in certain contexts is not a celebration of culture, but of sectarian territorial control. The message behind such symbols then becomes not one of unity and inclusivity but one of exclusion, and intimidation.

There is a need for the public sector to more adequately deal with such displays. A solution through direct use of the criminal law may not be readily available.

But there are a number of approaches that could be taken through the civil law to deal with the problem more effectively.

As in relation to paramilitary flags, there is arguably a case that agencies, such as the Roads Service and the Housing Executive have a duty under existing equality law, (specifically the Fair Employment and Treatment Order) to ensure that they deliver their goods, facilities and services in a neutral, non-discriminatory manner. Allowing their property to carry sectarian symbols would be a breach of this commitment. This is simply an extension of the principles that an employer has a responsibility to ensure that the workplace is kept free from such symbols. The enforcement of this responsibility has contributed to the creation of a shared workplace. The same logic extends to the, albeit, more difficult area of shared public space. 

Alliance welcomes the development of the inter-agency protocol on dealing with flags, and the progress to date. However, the document is deficient in a number of respects. 

1. The legal situation regarding the use of flags related to proscribed organisations is understated. The protocol refers to the offence of breach of the peace, but fails to mention breaches of Terrorism Act (2000) where it has been clearly established that displaying paramilitary flags in public is a criminal offence.

2. The use of breach of the peace offences is only a limited use of the criminal law, and can also throw up some perverse and unbalanced results. Within the use of that law, no value judgement is made between actions to erect flags and actions to remove flags. In fact, depending upon the communal composition of the area in question, the police could view either actions to erect or actions to remove particular flags as actions liable to lead to the breach of the peace. Arising from this, actions to remove certain flags but not others will lead to perceptions of unfair and unequal treatment.

3. There is no acknowledgement that there is no right or entitlement for any individual or citizen to erect any flag, emblem or sign on any piece of public property, without planning permission.

4. The Protocol sets out a framework for the regulation of paramilitary and the inappropriate use of other flags, setting out the priorities for action. But there is no indication of how this can be taken forward.

5. There is an extensive list of rights set out in the protocols that are presumably presented in order to act as a caution against heavy-handed action being taken by statutory bodies. There is no acknowledgement that the display of flags affects the human rights of those having them imposed. The European Convention on Human Rights does recognise the need for Governments to take actions to protect security and public order, and that accordingly there are limitations on an absolute interpretation and application of other convention rights. It is further worth noting that it is not just the perceived ‘minority’ in certain communities that feels threatened and finds illegal and illegally erected flags unacceptable, but that many people from the perceived ‘majority’ find the abuse of flags and what is supposedly done in their name to be offensive. 

6. Both the Roads Service and the Housing Executive are still not prepared to remove flags from their own property without the consent of the local ‘community representatives’. This is often a euphemism for the local paramilitaries. These are often the same people who actually put them up. To date, the PSNI remain the only agency to have removed flags without first seeking local ‘permission’.

7. Neither the Roads Service nor the Housing Executive are prepared to accept that they have duties and responsibilities under Equality legislation to ensure that their goods, facilities and services are provided in a neutral, non-discriminatory manner, through not allowing their property to be abused. This extends to lampposts and housing estates. This principle is only the logical extension of the duties of an employer to provide a neutral workplace. 

Alliance would request that the agencies involved revise the protocols on dealing with flags in line with the points made above. It is a matter of concern that the now accepted need for a review of the Flags Protocol has been made subservient to the finalisation of the Programme for Cohesion, Sharing and Integration.
There is a strong case for an audit of the use and abuse of public money redirected from DSD Neighbourhood Renewal, Councils, and Peace III in terms of funding or facilitating inappropriate displays.
Alliance would consider the introduction of some form of regulation of displays of national flags in public. Technically, planning permission is already required. Already, there are exemptions for political parties with respect to posters either side of elections. This approach could be developed further. This would be consistent with the concept of shared (borrowed space) that is not claimed permanently and exclusively.
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