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Abstract

This research examines conflict resolution through the value base of Community Development and in relation to the Community Cohesion agenda.  Community Cohesion proposes to celebrate diversity under a collective sense of national pride and citizenship, to connect communities and give a voice to young people.  However academic literature has exposed the approach to be problematic.  Its nationalistic focus creates a notion of ‘us’ and ‘them’, which when set against a backdrop of war on terror, anti-asylum seeker press and tightening immigration controls can heighten the conflict it purports to quell.  

In light of hostile academic critiques coupled with a sparsity of practice-based evidence this study questions what constitutes an effective approach to conflict resolution?  Using Action Research it evaluates an emerging alternative approach; the ARROW Programme (Art: a Resource for Reconciliation Over the World).  Qualitative data is generated through exploring experiences of young people participating in the Plymouth ARROW youth group context.  ARROW is underpinned by a ‘Lederach’ model, which is based on relationship building.  The arts are used as a tool for engaging people from across the world in creative and innovative solutions to conflict resolution.  The research is viewed from an interpretivist paradigm that views truth as contextual and understanding as subjective according to individual and cultural meanings and interpretations.  

Findings support current literature in terms of benefits of the arts for social gains yet expands the idea that the arts can be beneficial tools for the creative transformation of conflict. It addresses the perceived problems of the community cohesion agenda and makes alternative recommendations arising from the data, offering that the ARROW global approach is an effective alternative to community cohesion and conflict resolution.  

Chapter one – Introduction

This chapter puts forth the research question.  It sets the backdrop to the research by outlining the current national and local contexts in terms of community conflict.  It offers an introduction to the setting in which the research takes place and expresses the inherent tensions between the aims and objectives of the organisation and those of the researchers perspective.  

The need to address community conflict through building more cohesive communities and providing a voice for young people became a national government concern following the ‘race’ Riots of 2001.  The Cantle report (2002:9) highlighted the problem of different communities living parallel lives that do not cross or meet at any point thereby excluding opportunities for meaningful relationship building.  The resultant community cohesion strategy prioritised the need to create opportunities for contact and respect between cultures that could lead to improved cohesion and reduce conflict within communities.  Included was a requirement to establish principles of citizenship that celebrated diversity yet heralded a common national identity.  

In 2004 an independent and alternative approach to conflict resolution emerged.  ARROW (Art: a Resource for Reconciliation Over the World) developed as a social entrepreneurial response to events such as the northern ‘race’ riots, September 11th 2001, the build up to the war in Iraq and increasing racial tensions in Britain.  ARROW has become a global network of people, organisations and institutions with an interest and commitment to exploring, developing and promoting the use of the arts as a resource for the creative transformation of conflict, the promotion of intercultural dialogue and understanding and enhancing awareness of the crucial principle of interdependence (Oddie 2005:22).  

A shortage of evidence exists with regard to the impact of conflict resolution initiatives.  Academic commentary points out the lack of empirical evidence carried out to determine whether community cohesion is working (Green and Pinto 2005:58, Thomas 2006:42).  Criticism of community cohesion is high (Burnett 2004, Worley 2005, Green and pinto 2005) although qualitative research regarding the experiences of youth workers embracing community cohesion strategies in the Oldham context is encouraging (Thomas 2006).  However, quantitative studies have produced statistics that project an alarming rise in race related conflict and attacks both nationally and locally.  

This research endeavours to fuse a blend of knowledge between national community conflict policy and the local ARROW arts for reconciliation initiative.  Through learning from academic critiques and exploring the experiences of young people involved in the Plymouth youth group strand of the ARROW project this study seeks to question whether ARROW provides an effective alternative method for community conflict resolution and peace building.  

A number of approaches could be taken to examine the issue of conflict.  From the researchers perspective, as a Community Work student, the appropriate approach was judged to be an examination of the issue through the community development value framework (www.fcdl.org.uk) and in relation to the national policy response to community conflict; the community cohesion agenda.  However, the ARROW Project positions itself in a community arts arena, influenced by an art in education framework.  It was evident therefore that, although aims were compatible, slight tension existed between the interests and perspectives of the researcher and the focus of the ARROW programme.  Partnership working will inevitably find workers having to negotiate multiple agendas.  A working fusion is necessary that incorporates a blend of interests from all stakeholders.  Conflicts of interest can be perceived as problematic or as a natural and healthy part of a diverse society where people with different experiences, views and agendas are interacting together (Hough 2001:143).  
Acknowledging and working with creative tension can be one of the major achievements of partnership and participation…Conflict, creatively handled, can be about richer, more equal and more dynamic dialogue (Taylor 2003:202). 

Background & Context  

The 2001 Census portrays Plymouth’s Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) population as 2%.  The national BME population is stipulated as 9%.  The true Plymouth estimate is considered to be closer to 5% due to recent migration patterns and the ineligibility of many international residents to complete the forms.  Plymouth’s BME communities are diverse, 63 different languages are spoken amongst its school-aged population (Taylor & Flyn 2004), yet the absence of ‘clusters’ of BME groups in any one region (Magne 2003) has led to Plymouth being dubbed a ‘monoculture’.  However recent migration patterns encouraged by new job opportunities, university places and the building of a medical school coupled with the government’s asylum seeker dispersal programme have led to visible changes in the demographic make up of Plymouth.  

Some people have perceived this as a threat and there has been an alarming rise in the number of reported racist attacks in the region.  Although the rise in reported incidents can be attributed to improved relationships between the police and BME communities and better reporting procedures, the local police diversity unit bear witness to the fact that racism is on the increase.  Despite the government’s attempts to remedy community conflict through the community cohesion strategy, racially motivated conflicts have risen both locally and nationally.  National race hate crime charges rose by 28% last year (www.guardian.co.uk/uklatest/story/0,,-6258144,00.html).  Government statistics cite Devon and Cornwall as the third most likely parts of the UK to become a victim of racial crime (Rayner 2001).  However a prevailing assumption of ‘No problem here’ frequently poses a barrier to implementing anti-racist strategies in the region (Gaine 87,95. Dhalech 1999:2).  This is often due to the naïve assumption that racism is caused by the presence of black people as opposed to the attitudes of racist people.  

The ARROW programme aims and objectives  

The Arrow programme aims to provide opportunities to build local and global relationships, to promote the principle of global interdependence, to dispel myths and break down barriers caused by stereotypes.  This is achieved through human contact and sharing of dialogue created by working together on arts projects and using arts as a language to explore issues of conflict.  This is especially relevant in Plymouths ‘monoculture’ where there exists a lack of opportunity for many people to mix with different cultures to dispel myths and negative stereotypes. Thomas (2006:57) expresses the problem with creating meaningful contact across ethnic boundaries in ‘monoculture’ areas and suggests ‘twinning’ between different local authority youth services.  ARROW takes this a stage further and seeks to create cultural links across the world linking up through cyberspace and through youth group international visits.  The ARROW concept has received positive feedback, reflected in the speed at which the project has grown and attracted interest from a number of individuals, organisations and professions both locally and across the world.  Current research is underway to evaluate whether it is actually working in practice.   
PROPOSED RESEARCH QUESTION 

ARROW (Art a Resource for Reconciliation Over the World): An Emergent and Alternative Approach to conflict resolution and community cohesion?

In light of the hostile academic critique of community cohesion and a sparsity of practice-based evidence, coupled with rising racial unrest, Key questions for reflection have arisen from the literature.

· What constitutes an effective and adequate approach to conflict resolution?

· What impact do national and global issues such as the war on terror, war in Iraq and anti Muslim press have on community cohesions intentions?  For example do they send mixed messages that create a conflict of interests?

· How can we implement effective practices that take heed of some of the critiques of community cohesion, such as the claimed Anglo-centric focus and thereby generate a new understanding of its relevance and prospects?

· What are the alternatives?  Does ARROW’s notion of building global relationships, that transcend national barriers, provide an effective alternative to traditional conflict resolution remedies?  

· What about the role of the arts? Do they provide an effective medium and a new language through which to bring people together to build relationships and transform conflict?  

Such questions have emerged from the literature and critiques of practice as important areas to focus on.  Although this study has more limited aims, its findings may generate some insights into these broader points of inquiry.  

Chapter Two – Literature Review 

This chapter explores literature from a variety of sources that relate to the themes of the research.  It outlines conflict theory and sets the current context by analysing the national policy response to community conflict, including academic critiques of the government strategy.  Alternative theoretical approaches to conflict resolution are proposed.  The ARROW programme, based on alternative methods is described.  ARROW incorporates the use of the arts.  Community arts theory, policy and practice are discussed.    

We live in an increasingly fragile state of world peace.  Concepts such as conflict resolution, reconciliation and peace building are gaining currency as necessary issues to address across a range of disciplines including community development work.  However, new and creative measures have been called for to transform and work with the complexities of contemporary conflicts (Lederach 1997).  
Evidence has been mounting of the benefits of arts projects, beyond aesthetic or economic value, and their ability to contribute to social gains (Newman et al 2003) Creative opportunities and experience of local arts have been given credibility as useful tools for both personal developments and community development work (Clinton 1993:2).  However arts still lie at the periphery of the community development process (Kay 2000:414).  Nevertheless, in recent years the arts have grown in their appeal as useful tools for the creative transformation of conflict, reconciliation and peace building.  Liebmann (1999:2) proposes that “the arts can be used to understand the actual processes of conflict, work with it and where possible develop new ways to resolve it”.  However, as arts projects are increasingly being initiated to address areas of conflict in communities, empirical evidence is called for to test their effectiveness as tools for conflict resolution, reconciliation and peace building.  

Trawling though journal databases, academic literature and the Internet found a paucity of research evidence and theory relating specifically to the benefits of arts for conflict resolution, reconciliation and peace building in community contexts.  Drama has a history of tackling difficult community issues and some individual case studies exist in the field.  Practitioners from the profession of art therapy have transferred skills into group settings (Liebmann 1999).  Various models of practice have arisen for analysing and dealing with conflict (Fine and Macbeth 1995, Fisher et al 2005) and numerous literature works have addressed conflict resolution, reconciliation and peace building across the globe.  However empirical studies relating specifically to the arts as a tool for transforming conflict and building peace appears to be a relatively new area.  

The complex nature of conflict
Whilst competing paradigms of conflict exist (Sandole & Van der Merwe 1993) conflicts are generally regarded as a fact of life (Fisher 2004:4).  Conflicts can cause much pain and destruction.  However they can also provide opportunities for transformation or social change (Liebmann 1999:3, Taylor 2003:127).  Fine and Macbeth (1995) use the metaphor of fire to describe conflict, proposing that alongside the properties to create destruction it also has the ability to give light and warmth.  The aim in much conflict resolution work is to find non-violent ways to work with and transform conflict.  

Conflicts exist in all levels of society “from the micro-interpersonal level through to groups, organisations, communities and nations” (Fisher et al 2000:4).  The interactions of these levels can be subtle and complex.  That which happens at structural or cultural levels will also be being enacted out at personal levels.  

Our knowledge, understanding and views of the world are learnt and reinforced from a number of levels, from our personal relationships to the cultures in which we live and the way our societies are structured.  Resolving conflict at personal, interpersonal or community levels can be difficult due to the complex set of factors that contribute such as differences in perspectives, values and belief systems that arise from people or groups having different and unique historical backgrounds, upbringings, experiences and personal characters and so on, and also due to differences in “status, power, wealth, age, the role assigned to our gender, belonging to specific social groups and so on” (Fisher 2000:4).  

Danesh (2006) professes that we must address all interacting levels to reduce conflict. Therefore skills and strategies needed to transform conflict are those that address how “to create peace within ourselves, between us and other individuals, in our families, in our places of work, in our communities and finally in the context of whole nations” (Danesh 2006:75).  
This is similar to the process of creating a state of health rather than trying to deal with the symptoms of disease (Danesh 2006:69).  
Current responses to conflict – community, national, global

The summer of 2001 marked the start of a new era in conflict resolution work.  The Northern ‘Race riots’ (UK), the terrorist bombings of Sept 11th (USA) and a rise in racist incidents across the country (UK) evoked a scurrying of reports, policies and initiatives to address conflict at community, national and global levels.  

The Cantle Report (2001) paved the way for Community Cohesion initiatives to address conflict on a community level.  
The report was framed by a desire to establish how “national policies might be used to promote better community cohesion, based upon shared values and a celebration of diversity” (Denham 2001: Foreword).  The press dubbed the northern disturbances ‘race riots’ however the Cantle report hinted at an alternative discourse, reporting on the extent to which many communities operate on the basis of a series of parallel lives that do not touch or overlap at any point, thereby excluding opportunities for meaningful relationship building (Cantle 2001:9).  Cultural and community segregation was reported to contribute to ignorance of one another’s communities leading to fear, which can be especially prevalent when exploited by extremist groups seeking to undermine community harmony and foster division (Cantle 2001:9).  This segregation was further reflected in many principal agencies, which were not working together and displayed a reluctance to confront the issues and find solutions.  

The report emphasised the need for, improved community cohesion through gaining better knowledge of Britain’s various cultures by creating opportunities for contact and respect between cultures and by cementing more effective links between services providers, employing joined up ways of working.  Central to the community cohesion agenda was the promotion of debate and consultation with young people with the purpose of “engaging young people in the decision making process affecting their communities” (Cantle 2001:49).  Also prominent was the proposal to “establish a greater sense of citizenship based on a few common principles which are shared and observed by all sections of the community” (Cantle 2001:10).  

However this was set against a backdrop of a national and global war on terror, the war in Iraq, anti Muslim and anti-immigration headlines in the press coupled with tightened immigration controls.  Duggan (1999:344) argues that “macro and micro political activity run in parallel”.  Affirming the validity of non-violent conflict resolution strategies can be problematic when mixed messages are being sent out such as when the state are “using violence on the one hand and funding workshops on the other” (Duggan 1999:345).  In the British context this can relate to the government using violence such as bombing Iraq, whilst promoting peace strategies such as community cohesion policies.  Effective conflict resolution and peace building strategies must therefore involve creating a ‘unity-based worldview’, where diversity, equality and justice prevail held together through the application of universal ethical principles operating at all levels of society including government and leadership (Danesh 2006:68).  
Critiques of Community Cohesion 

The concept of citizenship can be perceived as problematic.  Lederach (1997:12/13) states “Cohesion and identity in contemporary conflict tend to form with increasingly narrower lines than those that encompass national citizenship”.  In divided communities “people seek ‘security’ by identifying with something close to their experience and over which they have some control.  In today’s settings that unit of identity may be clan, ethnicity, religion, or geographic/regional affiliation” (Lederach 1997:13).  In a modern globalised world where people’s identities are not necessarily tied to the citizenship of the state new and creative measures of mediation may be called for.  

Burnett (2004) professed inadequacies within the Cantle report, arguing that recommendations to celebrate cultures within a framework that establishes firm loyalty to the Nation “is immediately problematic in that a commitment to shared national loyalty does not in anyway begin to counter pre-existing structures of racial prejudice” (Burnett 2004:10).  Burnett equally objected to Cantle’s identification of the cause of the violent clashes as being rooted in the breakdown of contact between diverse communities. 

To suggest that racist practices are born only out of a lack of cultural understanding is dangerously misleading, for while a programme of citizenship apparently aims at ‘the good of all people’ it may conceal a racism that does not emerge through cultural practice but through a politicised state discourse (Burnett 2004:10).
Worley (2005) concurs, arguing that by suggesting communities settling in the UK must be fostered that aspire to a common set of values within a context of Britishness is to suggest that ‘they’ are inherently different to ‘us’ and negates to recognise the identities, aspirations and values that may actually be already shared.  Worley suggests that community cohesion has replaced the earlier agenda that came out of the Macpherson report (1999).  Thomas (2006:93) agrees “Community Cohesion is now a key pillar of governments race equality strategy”.  This being so leads to a shift away from the understanding of institutional racism to a focus on community racism, with this notion comes a shift away from understanding the problem of structural racism to a deficit model of blaming communities themselves.  

Green & Pinto (2005:49) state “Multiculturalism focused on celebrating differences, community cohesion concentrates on similarities and commonality”.  Advocating for cultural commonality can be seen to arise from the fear generated by events such as September the 11th, leading to a ‘war on terror’ with its anti-difference and anti-Muslim focus.  Worley (2005:489) points to “the increasingly hostile construction of asylum and immigration within the national imaginary”.  This has led to an increasing acceptance that people from Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) groups must adapt to fit with the cultural norms of the dominant society, with all its inequalities (Green and Pinto 2005:50).  

Green and Pinto (2005:49) propose that community cohesion is a ‘flawed concept’.  The Home Office’s usage of ‘community cohesion’ rather that ‘social cohesion’ to address community tensions is misguided.  “Individuals can be excluded from full access to the services and benefits of wider society but connected to and integrated within their neighbourhood/community”.  Green and Pinto (2005:49) point out that the Cantle report negates the need to tie cohesive communities together.  The danger lies in creating a “mosaic of separate communities, each homogenous in their own values and secure in their own identities” (Young 2003:459, cited in Green & Pinto 2005:49).  The Northern Riots therefore may be viewed as the “devastating consequence of micro-communities becoming too cohesive” (Green & Pinto 2005:49).  

Worley (2005) highlights problems occurring due to “slippages in language” from the concept of ‘social cohesion’ to ‘community cohesion’.  Worley (2005:487) argues, “Talking about community negates using racialized language.  It enables practitioners and policy actors to avoid ‘naming’ which communities they are referring to, even when the reference points are clear”.  Conversely it is the perceived problems of racialized language that led Thomas (2006) to conclude that the language of community cohesion has been beneficial for youth workers.  Jousting perspectives exist between the notion that communities and practitioners should learn to accept and use the relevant language and discourse of ‘anti-racism’ or whether it poses a barrier. 

Thomas (2006:45) argues the community cohesion agenda allows youth workers to engage with race equality issues in a more positive way than the previous ‘anti-racist’ agenda, the “practice formations and assumptions flowing from ‘anti-racism’ have been limited and sometimes counterproductive” (Thomas 2006:45).  In many cases leading to ‘white backlash’ to approaches that appear, to them, to be privileging ethnic minority needs at the expense of their own (ibid).  This in turn has led to incidences where young black people experiencing racism have not reported it for fear of the ‘white backlash’ that might follow.  Therefore although critiques charge community cohesion with avoiding having to deal with the emotionally charged and difficult issue of racism, in a climate where community practitioners lack the skills to challenge racism and are afraid to say so, the language of anti-racism can be viewed as problematic.  The language of community cohesion may therefore to be easier to understand and implement.  It carries connotations of fairness as opposed to the language of anti-racism that can be understood as having “negative spin offs, because it is anti-something” (Thomas 2006:56).  Whilst there is a clear need to identify and challenge racism, Thomas’s work illuminates the importance of workable frameworks.  

Thomas (2006:41) acknowledges the “hostile academic critique” that community cohesion has endured but submits that community cohesion has been “positively understood and supported by youth workers”, highlighting that workers have found that community cohesion enables a focus on wider social and economic issues and conflicts.  Community cohesion also provides a framework for youth workers to create ‘meaningful direct contact’ between communities and also across territorial feuds that divide communities of the same ethnic origin (Thomas 2006:48).  However Green & Pinto (2004:52) express that racism is increasingly featured in everyday lives of young people and this can make the delivery of community cohesion problematic.  It is worth questioning therefore whether community cohesion invites a more holistic approach to conflict resolution or thwarts the process by concealing a drift away from the arduous task of tackling racism.  

Alternative approaches to conflict resolution

Danesh (2006) searches for ‘an integrated theory of peace education’ proposing that peace is “a psychological, social, political, ethical and spiritual state with its expressions in intrapersonal, interpersonal, intergroup, international and interglobal areas of human life (Danesh 2006:55).  Education at all levels is held up as the key in order to create a ‘unity paradigm’ that reflects a culture of peace.  This involves creating an integrated approach that respects the “fundamental oneness and interrelatedness of all humanity” (Danesh 2006:55).  

Lederach (1997:16) argues that “we persist in relying on traditional statist diplomacy’ to resolve conflict.  Yet warns of the inadequacy of this approach in today’s world.  Lederach argues that in divided societies standardised formulas for conflict resolution do not work, what is needed is a paradigm shift in perception “away from a concern with the resolution of issues and towards a frame of reference that focuses on the restoration and rebuilding of relationships” (Lederach 1997:24).  It can be argued that the current community cohesion initiative reflects traditional government approaches to community problems through professing equality whilst tightening control.  

Lederach (2005:160) puts forward the case for the peace builder as artist, theorising that “the artistic process initially breaks beyond what can be rationally understood and then returns to a place of understanding that may analyse, think it through, and attach meaning to it”.  It is potent to consider therefore whether ARROW offers a new approach that reaches out beyond national barriers and pertains to creating a global synergy.  ARROW may offer a fresh perspective and set of creative tools, the use of the arts, from which to transform conflict.   

Community Arts Policy, Theory and Practice
In 1992 The Arts Council report ‘Towards a National Arts and Media Strategy’ led to the HMSO publication ‘A Creative Future’ (1993).  This highlighted the central role of the arts in individual, community and national life and included celebrating cultural diversity and the need to support and strengthen community based arts activity.  This reflected a move away from the traditional notion of favouring ‘high’ art developments, with an emphasis on excellence and economics, to an understanding of the importance of participation, access and involvement (Clinton 1993).  Concurrent to this the Community Development Foundation produced an extensive National inquiry report (1992), which provided evidence of the breadth and source of arts activities that are valued for participation, building up communities and furthering a range of social issues.  The Community Development Foundation (1992:5-7) propose that the arts can have a positive impact on developing the ability for creative thought and action in individuals and communities, examining values and emotions and exploring cultural change and differences.

The arts can be both powerful and persuasive.  This can be harnessed as a beneficial tool for bringing people together to explore issues, resolve problems and develop communities.  However the arts can also be exploited to divide, send messages of propaganda or promote elitism or exclusion.  “Historically, in many cultures the capacity to produce art or to enjoy certain forms of expression has been subtly controlled for political, social or economic reasons” (Clinton 1993:1).  This has taken such forms as political propaganda or sending messages of morality through paintings, television or theatrical plays or through advertising, also promoting elitism such as ‘high arts’ for the wealthy to the exclusion of the poor.  In deeply divided or contested societies the arts have been used to send warnings, mark territories, rally support or make political statements, such as in the Loyalist and Republican murals in the North of Ireland (Rolston 2003).  Boal (1979:ix) expresses that the theatre is a powerful political tool that communities can regain control of for political purposes.  The same can be said for all art forms, 

“Community arts can help challenge inequalities and oppressions such as experienced through ageism, ableism, sexism, homophobia and racism by explicit targeting and positive action through engaging with a variety of communities of interest and identity” (Clinton & Glen 1993: 101).  

“Arts projects have become an important part of community development strategies” (Newman et al 2003:310).   With its colours, sounds and movements the arts can have a profound impact on people’s emotions.  Emotions are important mechanisms, which allow people to get in touch with their deeper feelings about issues of identity, violence and political change.  They can therefore play an important part in helping people to move to new positions (Duggan 1999:339).  “Releasing the creative possibilities in everyone is a necessary step in making changes and formulating new opinions” (ibid).  Matarasso’s extensive report, ‘The Social Impact of Participation in the Arts’ (1997) offered, “the greatest social impacts of participation in the arts arise from their ability to help people think critically about and question their experiences and those of others” (Matarasso 1997:84).  It is also “in the act of creativity that empowerment lies and through sharing creativity that understanding and social inclusiveness are promoted” (ibid).  Liebmann (1999:1) champions the “contribution that can be made by arts approaches both to our understanding of conflict and to its constructive resolution”.  

The ARROW programme

ARROW (Art: a Resource for Reconciliation Over the World) was set up in 2004.  The ARROW programme evolved as a response from within Marjons University to events such as September 11th 2001, the build up to war in Iraq and increasing racial tensions in Britain, including a rise in racial tension and prejudice within the city of Plymouth.  ARROW is an emerging network of people, organisations and institutions with a commitment to exploring, developing and promoting the use of the arts as a resource for conflict resolution and reconciliation.  ARROW is an “arts programme working within the current social, cultural and political framework in order to achieve shifts in perception, understanding and awareness” (Oddie 2005:33).  ARROW is deeply influenced by a ‘Lederach’ approach to conflict resolution, based on the creative transformation of conflict through relationship building and promoting the crucial principle of interdependence through shared dialogue.  
In 2004 The ARROW project gained a significant award from the Department for International Development (DFID) and Arts Council England (ACE) to enable young people in Plymouth, Burnley, Palestine, Kosovo and South Africa to engage together in a creative dialogue using a range of art forms.  This is encouraged and enabled through a specially designed web site (www.art-peace.co.uk).  In 2006 ‘The Desmond Tutu Centre’ was opened at Marjons University as a base for the international ARROW programme.  To date ARROW has initiated and hosted a number of activities and projects, including establishing local and global youth groups, a theatre summer school involving young people from Plymouth and Burnley, an international conference, a specially designed web site, international visits from key speakers involved in conflict situations and youth group visits connecting young people from across the world to work together on arts projects.  An ARROW journal is also emerging for the development of theory and practice regarding the arts, conflict and reconciliation.

Research and evaluation 

Following rapid growth and diverse interest in the ARROW concept there is a need to “clarify key questions and develop a research language appropriate for reflection” (Oddie 2006).  However the process of evaluating the arts has been held up to be problematic.  Dalrymple (2006:201/2) expresses “the claim for the arts is that they provide a unique experience or another way of knowing and understanding that cannot be measured using tools drawn from the social or physical sciences”.  Newman et al (2003:310) propose, “Quantifying the impact of the arts in terms of social gain presents considerable difficulties, arguably greater than in any other field of evaluation”.  On the one hand this is due to the “extreme dissonance that often exists between demands for numerical accuracy and artistic temperaments” and on the other when social gains following arts projects are reported the certainty that it was the arts intervention that led to that gain can be disputed (Newman et al 2003:312).  

Nevertheless various intensive reports have endeavoured to categorise the benefits.  Matorasso (1998) divided the social impact of the arts into six themes, personal development, social cohesion, community empowerment and self-determination, local image and identity, imagination and vision, health and well-being.  Also highlighted were economic impacts and the ability for the arts to affect social policy.  Newman et al (2003) produced an extensive literature review exploring the extent to which community-based arts projects have achieved identifiable evidence, through evaluation of social gains.  Newman et al (2000:318) reduced categories to four reoccurring themes within arts evaluation literature, personal change, social change, economic change and educational change.  Kay (2000) researched the role of the arts in regenerating communities, agreeing on beneficial areas of personal and social development and including benefits in changing the culture of an area by creating positive local image and promoting health and well being.  

In community development projects it is good practice to implement monitoring and evaluation strategies from the start.  This involves working to agreed sets of values that meet the needs of target groups.  However, Kay (2000:421) exposes the limitations of evaluation methods that “often relate to the funders criteria and not back to the original objectives of the project”.   Hence the benefits of action research within a project, where community groups can assess the value and benefits of their own projects, and include what they want and expect from the project, in order to bring about improvements.   

Chapter Three – Methodology 

This chapter explores competing paradigms of research and offers that interpretivism is suited to this study.  It examines the role of the reflective practitioner and highlights the researchers personal influence on the process and interpretation of the data.  An action research strategy is employed.  This is discussed and justified along with an explanation of the research method and ethical considerations.   

It is argued that the “longstanding positivistic hegemony in sociology” (Marshall 1998:412) has crumbled following the uprising of alternative paradigms.  A new “methodological pluralism” (ibid) has emerged where a number of research paradigms compete for recognition.  Two key perspectives stand out, namely positivism and interpretivism.  They are characterised by different standpoints and belief systems regarding the purpose and focus of research along with conflicting opinions on what is reality, knowledge and truth (Carr and Kemmis 1986).  

Positivism is an approach to social research that seeks to apply the natural science model of research to investigations of the social world.  “It is based on the assumption that there are patterns and regularities, causes and consequences in the social world just as there are in the natural world” (Denscoombe 1998:239).  Positivism posits that social and scientific ‘truths’ can be gleaned through research, however authors inspired by Postmodernism illuminate that knowledge and truth are contested concepts.  Knowledge is linked to language, our understanding is constrained by the words we know and the meanings we attach to those words.  We have no understanding beyond words to explain our relationship with the social and material world.  “Knowledge is always local and particular rather than universal” (Fitzpatrick 2003:127).  Truth is contextual and understanding can only be subjective according to individual or cultural meanings and interpretations.  Therefore perspectives that may be appropriate for examining the natural, biological or scientific world are arguably not for the social world because reality is subjective and in individual interpretations.  

When conducting research grounded in community development values it is not beneficial to claim truths on the basis of research conducted ‘on’ people and from privileged perspectives.  Ledwith warns, 

Western thinking, despite the advent of postmodernism, still clings to a positivist tradition, which limits and fragments our consciousness, limiting the capacity to make critical connections (Ledwith 1997:3).  

Newman et al (2003:319) draw attention to reoccurring critiques of positivism within literature relating to community arts and evaluation.  Then warn of an irony existing between current moves in research to expose the limitation of scientific models of evaluation and lean towards narrative and metaphor, meanwhile artists are increasingly being called to account using numerical data.  Moriarty (1997:11) states, “Shared learning can be rooted in emotions and passions as well as fact and figures, in visions and dreams as well as historical experience”.
Interpretivism rejects the notion of human behaviour as mechanical process of biological, psychological, social, structural and cultural causes (Becker and Bryman 2004:396).  Human action is interlinked with the meanings and “process of interpretation which actors make sense of the situations they face” (ibid).  Consequently the researchers ability to fully understand the contextual and culturally specific experiences of participants will impact on the analysis and subsequent interpretation of data.  In order to produce a credible study the researcher must engage in a systematic investigation of her own actions, motives and values, and critically examine personal interpretations against alternative viewpoints in order to reduce personal biases.  However because it is impossible to totally eliminate all bias it is necessary for the researcher to make personal standpoints explicit (Mcniff et al 1996:17).   

This study nests with an interpretivist paradigm and heralds the researchers perspective as an integral part of the process as influencer and change maker.  Being a community development student, the researcher’s value base embraces the professions national occupational standards of working in bottom up ways that promote equality and encourage social change through Social Justice, Self Determination, Working and Learning Together, Sustainable Communities, Participation and Reflective Practice (www.fcdl.org.uk).  

Reflective Practice 

The researcher’s epistemological standpoint will be shaped by personal life experiences.  Understanding these experiences can provide insight and relevance to the focus of the research topic.  The role of the reflective practitioner plays a significant role in creating links between “personal struggles with meaning-making” (Hunt 2006) and professional practice.  

Brookfield (1995:29 cited in Hunt 2006) proposed a model of four ‘lenses’ through which to reflect on practice.  These can be narrowed down to autobiographies (personal perspectives), service users perspectives, colleagues or organisational perspectives and theoretical perspectives.  Together these can provide more holistic reflections on specific issues.  Wellington and Austin (1996) delineate five orientations to reflective practice, the immediate, the technical, the deliberative, the dialectic and the transpersonal.  Each orientation emerges from specific social science paradigms and also from fundamental beliefs about values and their application to learning (Wellington and Austin 1996:307).  Understanding different orientations “facilitates our understanding of various points of view and also helps to direct our use and investigation of reflective practice” (Wellington and Austin 1996:314).  Understanding my preference for a transpersonal orientation to reflective practice generated greater clarity regarding the personal importance of my reflections and the spiritual meanings and connections that were being generated through blending personal meanings with practice.  
Connecting autobiographical accounts with the process of action research provides an opportunity for a personal growth, which in turn can impact on practice.  As researcher and reflective practitioner, delving into my own autobiography uncovered a deeper relevance to my chosen research topic than what I had at first assumed to be simply personal interest.  I embarked on a journey of self-discovery that endeavoured to make sense of my inner conflicts and how these interacted with and were affected by outer conflicts such as cultural and structural conflicts.  

Having been raised in an ‘unconventional’ family environment.  The most significant conflict, in my life, occurred at the interface with community life and was most prominent around issues of difference.  My understanding of ‘normality’ differed from the majority of people that I encountered and fed into a context from which my current understanding of community conflict developed.  Contrary to common understandings of the term ‘community’ as a positive term that carries with it a sentiment of warmth, bonding and belonging, my experiences led to a constant wrestling with the perception that communities are cruel and dangerous places, where difference is not welcomed and different ways of knowing and understanding are not accepted as valid.  Further to this, as a mother with ‘black’ children, I have developed a commitment to anti-racist practice and have a vested interest in promoting strategies that seek to reduce racial conflict and celebrate diversity. Inevitably therefore I seek to influence others.  Although measures are taken to reduce bias, my experiences, belief system and value base will impact on my research and on the research participants.  (For discussion on reflective practice and reflexivity see appendix).  

Action research 

The action researcher is a reflective practitioner using research techniques to enhance and systemize that reflection (Denscombe 1998:60).  In this case the process of research has promoted cycles of learning for the practitioner, through constant and deep reflection, keeping reflective diaries and discussing problematic areas with colleagues and tutors to promote growth and clarity in knowledge and understanding leading to enhanced skills and abilities as a practitioner.  

The origins of Action research practice are credited to the work of Kurt Lewin in the 1940’s.  Action Research is influenced by fields such as critical thinking, liberation thought and feminism (Becker and Bryman 2004:115), it is conducted, by, with and for people rather than as research on people (ibid).  Contrary to most forms of social science research, which are non-interventionist by definition, action research has an explicit value basis.  The intention as an action researcher is to bring about a situation that is corresponds with ones value position (Mcniff et al 1996:12).  

[Action Research is] a participatory, democratic process concerned with developing practical knowledge in the pursuit of worthwhile human purposes… in the pursuit of practical solutions to issues of pressing concern to people, and more generally the flourishing of individuals and their communities (Reason & Bradbury cited in Becker & Bryman 2004:115).    

In action research action drives the research and is the motivating force.  The research forms part of a continuous cycle of development.  This style of research typically involves “creating spaces in which participants engage together in cycles of action and critical reflection” (Becker and Bryman 2004:115).  

Action research has been criticised for its inability to detach from the participants or provide adequate identification of variables (Swetnam 2004:33).  However, employing an action research strategy is especially appropriate in this research.  The research can be described as both ‘practical’ and ‘emancipatory’ action research (Denscoombe 1998:62) in that it aims to promote the professional development of the practitioner along with creating better understanding amongst participants of their ability to assist in transformation and change.  The research forms part of a strategic attempt to empower young people participating in an ‘arts for reconciliation’ project, to increase their knowledge of issues of conflict and their individual and collective ability to use the arts to transform conflict and contribute to building a “culture of peace” (Danesh 2006, Unesco 2006).  

Method including limitations and constraints

In keeping with ARROW ethos, the decision was cast to incorporate the arts into the research process.  The arts have been heralded as being a unique language, the importance of which is much neglected, 

“More than any other human activity, culture and art…is concerned with values and meanings…art as activity, process and object, is central to how people experience, understand and then shape the world” (Matorasso 1997:84).  

A workshop focus group session was proposed that formed a blend between producing drawings of experiences of involvement in the ARROW project along with discussions about the images and what they represent in order to generate qualitative data.  Focus groups are “discussions that are organised to explore a specific set of issues and involve some kind of collective activity.  They are appropriate when the researcher wishes to explore peoples experiences, opinions and concerns” (Becker and Bryman 2004:284).  Important is the dynamic and interactive aspects of the group. Conversations between participants can be heuristic helping them to clarify their own understanding and beliefs (ibid).  

A fundamental factor of the research design was the desire to provide a safe space to explore issues in a familiar context.  Research sessions were therefore held at the regular venue, place and times of the standard ARROW youth group sessions to ensure continuity and a ‘natural’ and familiar environment.  The sessions were semi structured in order to generate rich, in depth material to provide a fuller understanding of the participants’ experiences (Arksey, in Becker and Bryman 2004:268).  

Focus groups have been criticised for the fact that some members may not disclose information in a group that they might otherwise have done in independent interviews or people may feel cajoled in to going along with dominate views.  However the justification of this method arises from a standpoint that seeks to promote learning, growth and reflection within the group.  Creating an environment where young people can discuss, explore and participate in a process of critical learning that can enhance collective action is revered over collecting specific responses of participants in the moment.  Equally, it is understood that “the same person may present different views on different occasions” (Becker and Bryman 2004:255).  This is not to assume people are unreliable but rather that human understanding is not fixed it grows, adapts and changes.  Therefore this research seeks not to ‘test’ peoples responses to set questions but on the contrary to promote growth and raise levels of understanding.  

Denscombe (1998:116) notes that, “The sex, age and ethnicity of the interviewer is likely to influence the nature of the data that emerges”.  As a community work student involved with the project, the researchers identity and collection of values, beliefs and approaches will also have a pronounced impact on the types of data and experiences that are revealed.  Participants might “supply answers that they feel fit in with what the researcher expects from them” (Denscombe 1998:116).  The focus group session was therefore recorded with consent, in order to play back and observe possible bias in interpretation.  

The answers will be understood and interpreted by the researcher according to her worldviews.  ‘Insider’ knowledge and personal agendas of the research team, whilst having positive attributes in providing added understanding and continued observation of growth and positive changes amongst participants, could bias the research through difficulties in being able to remain detached or impartial or be aware of negative issues arising.  “The practitioner cannot escape the web of meanings that the ‘insider’ knows, he or she is constrained by the web of meanings”.  Although this leaves action research vulnerable to criticism about its generalisation ability (Denscombe 1998:64) the strategy employed is nevertheless defended as appropriate to the purpose for which it is designed – to educate and empower group members, provide an opportunity for professional self-development of the practitioner, and bring about actual improvements in practice and within the organisation.  
Sampling 

Participants consisted of members of the Plymouth ARROW youth group who decided they wanted to be involved.  This turned out to be all members of the group!  Membership at the time consisted of thirteen young people.  Membership cuts across class divisions, benefiting from the involvement of both working class and middle class young people.  However, the group currently consists of predominantly white young women aged between 14 and 19 although there are two ‘black’ members, two young men, and at least one white young person with a ‘black’ stepparent.  It is recognised that the research sample is not representative of young people or of young people in Plymouth, but rather is specific to ARROW youth group members.  Questions might be asked as to whether the demographic make up of the group might in itself be indicative of wider racial conflict both locally and nationally.  Dhalech (1999:8) reported that in the Southwest there is an under use of services by BME people and that this was “often influenced by some previous negative experience with agencies”.  However it can also be argued that although the group may not represent Plymouth’s diversity, it does reflect the black/white ratio of young people in the region.  

Ethical considerations

For the purpose of this research discussions were initially held between the researcher and the director of the ARROW programme regarding the nature of research intended and the benefits this would bring to the project overall.  The intention being to fuse a blend between the projects desire to inquire whether its methods were working and the researchers choice to complete her dissertation in an area that was both purposeful and would promote learning and practitioner development in an area of great personal interest.  Important reflections arose regarding implications for the youth group members and their role as active participants as opposed to subjects being researched ‘on’.  There needs to be a balance between the researchers agenda and that of the participants (Becker and Bryman 2004:286).  

Youth group members were informed about the intended research, during a weekly workshop session.  The week before the research commenced an information sheet explaining the nature and purpose of the research was given to participants iterating that confidentiality would be preserved along with requesting signed consent.  Names have been changed to preserve confidentiality of the participants.  

Chapter Four – Data collection & Analysis 

The research generated both pictorial and qualitative data.  This chapter presents and analyses the data in terms of themes emerging and in relation to the broader themes of the research, including young peoples experiences of the ARROW programme, local conflict resolution strategies, the notion of global interdependence, and the use of the arts for the creative transformation of conflict.  Interpretations are personal and therefore others may interpret the data differently.  However interpretations and features may also be found to be applicable to others and raise points of interest or areas for debate.   

The focus group session incorporated two activities.  Following warm up drama games, the group were given ARROW time line sheets (see appendix) and offered the choice to either write or draw their experiences of being involved with the ARROW programme, including why they joined, what they like about being involved, key moments and memories and why they were important and finally if they feel they have developed in any ways, the purpose being to understand key experiences and junction points that act as moments of growth or change.  Participants were then invited to feed back to the whole group and discuss their writing or images and what they represent in order to generate qualitative data, which was recorded.  Duggan (1999:341) states 
“When people start talking through their painted images they are more in touch with their inner feelings because they produced the images”.  

The second task involved the use of drama games.  In two separate groups participants were asked to design a project that shows what the arts can do to help resolve conflict.  These were then presented to a ‘panel’ (the researcher and the rest of the group) that could all ask questions about the project.  The motivation was to understand how the group had progressed with understanding arts and conflict resolution work and also to sew the seeds of creative thinking to initiate an active community project.  For the purpose of generating data this activity was less effective.  Discussion and planning for this task was not recorded although ‘presentations’ were.  One young participant concluded that the planning stage actually generated more useful and effective data that was ‘lost’ because it was not recorded.  However the task was a useful group exercise to work through and clarify aims, objectives, future directions and action.  

When transcribing data it was recognised that more depth was needed to clarify responses and ensure that the researcher was not jumping to invalid conclusions.  It was also important to expand on some of the themes that had arisen during the research.  Due to time constraints and group availability, follow up took the form of an informal gathering at the end of a workshop session to talk to the group and gain more insight, depth and clarity on certain issues.  

An initial surprise that occurred during data collection was the enthusiastic desire expressed by the majority of participants to want to share their opinions and experiences.  The session took place with full participation of all members of the youth group.  This stood out in contrast to normal weekly workshop sessions, where absence of a couple of different members each week is the norm.  A key theme that emerged was belonging to ARROW made members feel important.   

“I felt important…I feel really involved and integral” (Riana).  

Feeling important arose from a collection of aspects.  Including being involved in a project where individuals were listened to and valued.  Providing a safe space where young people can explore issues and be given a voice set the backdrop for participation in ARROW.  This involved bringing young people together from a variety of backgrounds, where they can be listened to and have a respected part to play in initiating and carrying our resolution strategies in their communities.  

“I find myself really interested in everyone and everything they say.  I usually don’t like to speak out in front of people.  Here I know I’ll get respect and I will be listened to when I say my thoughts” (Abi).  

“At ARROW it is like a safe place where you can be yourself and say things that you would not normally be able to say because people here will understand you” (Hazel). 

For some, having a voice was coupled with understanding the greater purpose of the project.  Feeling important arose from experiences of feeling they belonged to a prestigious community project.  

“It’s just getting to know other people that share your opinions as well and being part of something bigger” (Sarah). 

“It was quite cool walking around in your ARROW shirt because people would come to the ARROW stall. Kind of like recognised you in a way …when I was walking around with some of my friends who weren’t in ARROW it just kinda felt quite good cos I was apart of it” (Speaking about involvement with the Respect Festival community banner project) (Sarah). 

“It was just the whole cultural thing it just felt really nice being there that you knew you were part of something that was about to take off.  It was really nice just seeing everyone coming up and finding out more about ARROW” (Speaking about involvement with the Respect Festival community banner project) (Charlotte). 

Along with making a difference in their communities the perceived size of the ARROW project, in particular the global structure was a prominent factor in making people feel important to belong.  Creating ‘global vision’ and building the idea of global interdependence creates a shift in focus from ‘ourselves’ in our small-scale communities to how our communities and ourselves fit into the bigger picture.  This supports the concept of ‘unity paradigm’ that respects the “fundamental oneness and interrelatedness of all humanity” (Danesh 2006:55).  Global contact also helps to beak down fear of other cultures created by media scares, which is especially relevant in predominantly ‘white’ or monoculture areas such as the Southwest.  

 “Being part of a bigger group.  It’s a worldwide group so I feel like I’m part of something greater than just my little community; it’s the world community.  It helps me get in touch…we have our small community in Plymouth and there is also the wider community that is the world” (Joe).

However initial reasons for participation in the project heralded mixed responses and levels of understanding about the nature of the project and commitment to conflict resolution work.  Some were interested by what they had heard about ARROW, others joined simply because they had been asked to join by a friend, relative or teacher.  

“I joined ARROW because my teachers and friends at school told me about it and I felt it is something I would be interested in” (Gully). 
“I joined because ‘Sahara’ told me about it so we joined together.  It looked good” (Tamara).

“Because my friend dragged me to the adventure day” (Emma).

“Because my sister asked me to” (Leanne).

“I joined ARROW because I was told about the project and thought it would be interesting” (Hazel).

Others reported an understanding of the importance of community involvement and opportunities to get involved and help make a difference.  

“Big things were beginning and I felt important and I could really sense the whole ‘lets do it vibe” (Riana).

“I thought ok this is for the greater good.  This is quite a cool thing so I joined” (Joe).

“I joined ARROW cos Miss G asked me too like way back like a year ago and I thought year alright cos we were already doing ARROW stuff in drama lessons and she said something about the Plymouth group that would talk to school groups so I thought yeah I was really interested in that so I joined” (Roshelle). 

There was a surge in interest in ARROW membership following a visit from the South African ARROW youth group.  Along with the Plymouth group and a group from a local Secondary School young people worked together over a few days on a range of arts and drama workshops and also took part in social events together.  

“My teacher got me involved when the South Africans came and then I wanted to join” (Sahara). 

“This is when I joined and this is the South African people.  That is them with the question marks and things cos I don’t remember what they look like and there’s me kind of bit like hmmm ok.  And I talked to David about joining and I joined” (explaining drawings done in the focus group activity) (Sarah). 

“I drew the South African kids, a saxophone and some drinks to represent the Jazz night we went to with the South African kids That’s kind of the reason I joined cos I really enjoyed that” (explaining drawings done in the focus group activity) (Joe).

Remembering and sharing key moments can promote and support learning from practise and experience.  “People in communities need opportunities to reflect on and share their experiences and practice” (Paulo 2003:30).  Reflecting on experiences of ARROW involvement generated enthusiasm.  Large-scale community events appeared to have had a big impact on the lives of participants.  Events included taking part in a team building adventure day, organising and running a community arts banner project at a local multi-cultural festival (the Respect festival), working on arts and drama projects together during a visit from the Arrow South Africa youth group, the opening of the ‘Desmond Tutu’ centre; a prestigious promotion event.  Responses began to reflect the importance of participation that extended beyond the weekly youth group art and drama actives and workshop sessions, including putting acquired skills and learning into practice.   

“Respect (Festival) was a good one cos we did actually work with communities at respect.  Respect is a really big festival what draws loads of different people from different areas of the community together for this one event” (Joe).

“Experiences that I remember were the adventure day and Respect festival and meeting the South Africans which was amazing and the conflict training…It was really good for bonding and then when the South Africa group came I felt the whole world was getting the arrow vibe” (Riana).  

“The key moment was when I did the Desmond Tutu centre thingy…that was pretty good.  I remember it because it is pretty hard to forget to be honest” (young person who represented the ARROW youth group addressing a full lecture theatre of invited people, community workers, university lecturers, politicians, global reps, etc)(Sarah).  

“The adventure day cos everyone bonded and it was really good cos you got to know who were the people in the group like who were the ‘right this is how we are gonna do it’ or this is the people that are like ‘yeah but that might happen’ sort of thing” (Roshelle).   

“Some key moments are Respect festival and when the Desmond Tutu centre opened.  And I feel like really happy about arrow now, being involved in it” (Sahara). 

“Desmond Tutu centre opening.  Everybody all stood up crying.  Just that moment meant so much to me.  Everyone was joined by the same emotion.  This showed me what ARROW really meant to people” (Abi).  

When asked about working with local communities and how ARROW could help, responses reflected an understanding of the specific issues of racism and stereotyping that present themselves in Plymouth.  Jay’s (1992) report ‘Keep them in Birmingham’, did much to highlight the nature and extent of rural racism, including 

Unintentional racism and patronising and stereotyped ideas about ethnic minority groups, combined with an appalling ignorance of their cultural background and lifestyles and of the facts of race and immigration, to extremes of overt racial hatred and National Front style attitudes. 

(Jay 1992:10) 

“As my family comes mainly from Birmingham, Plymouth is a lot less diverse in different minorities and culture and my parents felt that there was quite a lot of racism, there still is but ARROW helps to kind of break down the barriers slightly to ethnic minority groups, cos if we get into schools and do talks…it will be better cos we can break down some of the racist issues young people have”  (Riana).

 “Plymouth quite a lot of people here from a navy port, quite a lot of the people that are racist come from different parts of Britain, so if they are racist they are like oh people should stay where they come from, my Dad is like that he is like every one should stay where they come from” (speaking about the irony of people who come from other parts of the country yet maintain that other people should stay put) (Roshelle). 

ARROW provided a platform from which young people believed they could help make a difference to other young people and adults.  It also gave young people an opportunity to show that they can be important agents for change within their communities.  

“You could say, although it is stereotypical for me to say so, we do run on stereotypes, especially our age groups, we really do and this goes to show every other teenager in Plymouth, as well as adults, who we are, and why we are here and what can be done about how we feel” (Abi).

Young people with such vision can be ambassadors for change within their communities.  The National Occupational Standards for community development work state that “people are the most valuable resources available to communities and people with the right skills and knowledge are needed to achieve the communities aims” (Paulo 2003:102).  

There appeared to have been a shift in thinking about community conflict and in particular racial conflict.  The researcher had wondered whether the global aspects of ARROW had impacted on the group and contributed to their development and understanding.  In the early stages of concepts such as Apartheid and segregation had been unheard of, by some members, due to lack of news exposure for this generation.  There had also been a lack of understanding as to how participating in a Plymouth project could have any impact on global conflict.  The global aspects of ARROW are key to promoting a sense of interdependence, breaking down barriers and stereotypes and building bridges between different members of local and global communities.  The group were asked whether they felt they had developed learning or understanding about other cultures or about the lives of people in different communities across the world?
“At the Desmond Tutu opening when the parents talked about their son, such a shock, you just think its such a tragedy but the fact that they were so humble about it.  It was so surprising to see how they have to cope with it…“It gives you a huge insight into what they were feeling” (Abi) (speaking about a family from Palestine who’s son had been shot dead by Israeli soldiers.  In an act of humanitarian compassion the parents had requested their son’s organs be donated without prejudice to save the lives of other children. Four Israeli children befitted).  

When asked about whether meeting the South African ARROW youth group had helped develop understanding about different cultures, responses were animated and enthusiastic.  Experiences was expressed as being very different to how they had perceived it would be, due to pre held stereotypes and media representations about ‘Africans’.  Having the opportunity to spend time with each other taking part in various arts and drama activities had allowed barriers to be broken down, stereotypes to be challenged and relationships to be forged.  This mirrored Lederach’s theory of relationship building (for discussion see chapter two).  Lederach discusses building relationships between those living in close proximity engaged in conflict.  However the principle can be applied across geographical distance,  “reconciliation must envision the future in a way that enhances interdependence… opportunity must be give for people to look forward and envision their shared future (Lederach 1997:27).  Creating visions of shared global futures amongst different peoples across the world can impact on shared local relationships between people from different heritage and backgrounds.  

 “It was completely different to how I thought it would be, I thought they would not be able to speak English well, but that was their first language” (Roshelle).  

“They were so similar to us but they had a different life to us” (Charlotte).  

“They read all the same magazines as us, they knew all the same bands as us, it was like oh!!” (Sarah).  

“That day I made lots of friends.  Before that day I was like apprehensive because I thought oh I hope we don’t have segregation, not me because I would just go and talk to anyone…but it was like so friendly as soon as we were there we were like talking and it was like whoosh!  At lunch there was no majority in the groups of the tables because everyone wanted to talk to all the different people and were really interested.  I have still actually kept in touch with ‘N’ to find out what’s going on and everything.” (Joe).

The positive experiences of building global friendships began to develop further with other members connecting though the ARROW website and understanding the benefits, including education and learning, that comes through interdependence.  

“I have a pen pal who lives in Kosovo.  I met through ARROW.  I still talk to her and every time she talks to me I feel really amazed by everything she says” (Abi).  

“We could actually ask people in other ARROW groups.  Like we were saying about the whole global thing.  We could ask them for ideas and stuff” (Charlotte).   

Providing opportunities for relationship building is a core feature within the ARROW programme and constitutes an alternative approach to conflict resolution (for discussion see chapter two).  It removes the emphasis from ‘communities in deficit’ and rather starts with young people and where they are at.  The method promotes creating a culture of peace through relationship building and shared dialogue.  Arts and drama activities are used as tools to engage young people in a variety of forms of communication.  “Communication is fundamental to any form of conflict resolution and non-verbal approaches to communication have a vital role to play” (Duggan 1999:339).  Comments reflected positive progress and development within the relationship building aspect of ARROW.  
“Everyone is friendly and easygoing” (charlotte). 
“Fantastic people” (Abi).

“I like coming to ARROW because I’ve made new friends and can get involved in things I believe in” (Roshelle).  

However relationship building was an achievement that had taken some time.  Forming the Plymouth ARROW youth group had been a slow process.  Membership and attendance fluctuated for the first few months.  Individuals commented on how they felt fragmented, did not know each and theory found it difficult to work together as a team.  In order to help build relationships and trust within the group a team building adventure day was held.  It was evident that transformation took place on that day. The group began to form friendships and develop team-working skills.

“That day was interesting if we look at you now together and you look at everybody then in their small little friendship groups” (John.)

“I was too scarred to speak to ‘Riana” (Charlotte). 

“The adventure day, we all bonded” (Roshelle).

“I have drawn the adventure day… and put words around it…wicked, I got to know everyone on that day.  It was great fun and it was like the best day I think we have had as a group” (Charlotte) (explaining drawings done in the focus group activity.) 

Along with developing relationships, many members described positive personal developments.  Being involved with ARROW provided a ‘safe space’ to explore issues, thoughts and opinions.  ARROW conflict resolution training workshops included techniques such as story telling, opinion debate lines, role-play and forum theatre - rehearsing difficult situations and practicing for life in a supported group context.  The degree of positive reporting of personal developments within the group supported claims that such techniques can be used to develop skills including listening, communication, co-operation, understanding others, what it feels to be left out, problem solving and confidence building.  “Developing self-esteem, learning how to express needs and feelings confidently and working cooperatively are transforming experiences…without such skills people cannot look at conflict in a creative way” (Hopkins 1999:295).  

“I feel like really happy about ARROW now, being involved in it and I think I’ve become more confident because of it” (Sahara). 

“I’m a better listener now” (Riana).

“Started sharing my opinions and more confidence” (Gully).  

“Speaking out in confidence” (Tamara) 

“My confidence has grown in difficult ‘conficty’ situations.  Makes me happy” (Emma).  

“ARROW has made me think more about conflict within my own life and in ways of dealing with conflict in the future” (Hazel).   

One member also spoke of the collective development of the group as a whole.  

“ARROW has developed in many ways we have now many members of different cultures and races where as before we were very small [group size]… its got loads of different back grounds of different people and we’ve got a lot more opinions so we can get more to grips with what we want to do with a project” (Roshelle).  
It was evident that members had expanded their knowledge and understanding and began journeys of personal and group development.  The arts and drama had been used as tools to work with emotions thereby generating internal changes along with developing critical thinking ability.  Liebmann (1999:2) proposes that “the arts can be used to understand the actual processes of conflict, work with it and where possible develop new ways to resolve it”.  When reflecting on arts for conflict resolution, members spoke about how techniques such as drama and forum theatre can provide a space for critical reflection and be a non-confrontational method to bring about transformation Liebmann (1999:5) offers, the arts can help “develop strategies for handling external conflicts, this is intimately connected with internal conflict…much of the work undertaken is to resolve inner conflicts and thus influence external events”. 

“Drama is really good at engaging everyone” (Riana).  

“I think the role play helps.  There is nothing that can change your opinion more than being the person that your against” (Sarah).   

“It helps you think outside the box about what’s going on outside, not just in your little box but in the entire world” (Charlotte). 

“It doest put the audience on the spot because they can just sit there and watch and think in their own minds, and with the forum theatre instead of just standing there saying what do you guys think, rather say how would you like to have changed what you just saw” (Roshelle).  

“[The arts are] things that they are gonna actually be interested in, not just people standing up at the front of an assembly talking to them about how they shouldn’t be racist … we should do something that is going to really get their attention” (Roshelle).

The positive image of ARROW and its methods, as described by participants, surpassed even the researchers expectations.  It was evident through observations that significant changes and developments within the group had occurred since its birth.  Quiet members, who rarely spoke in the early days, now expressed enthusiasm and played more prominent role in debates and activities.  During recent sessions and workshops the group showed a more sophisticated understanding of conflict and conflict resolution methods and in particular of anti-racism and global concepts compared to earlier sessions.  Although some change in membership may account for a more socially aware group, and these members will have influenced others, data suggested that ARROW methods had significantly contributed to development knowledge and understanding of participants.  

Satisfaction levels with ARROW are high.  Nine out of thirteen participants included an image of a ‘happy face’ within their pictorial data and the words ‘great’, ‘happy’, ‘very happy’ and ‘makes me happy’.  When questioned about negative aspects of ARROW or any changes or improvements that could be made responses reflected a desire to get more involved in the community.  

“I think there should be more events…Things like the Respect festival and meeting the South Africans” (Joe).

“We already know about perceptions and stereotypes maybe better to go a bit deeper into actual practical ways of resolving conflicts… do more big projects and make some actual changes in the community” (Hazel).  

The latter comment made reference to the conflict resolution course that is currently taking place each week and suggested a preference for wanting to be more engaged with work in the community.  Following conflict resolution training a large-scale community project is due to be initiated and planned by the group, which will involve working with various local secondary schools.  

The data showed overwhelming positive experiences from being involved with ARROW; group members issued little criticism.  However it is probable that the interviewer and her value base influenced some participants’ responses.  It is also important to recognise that ARROW is a voluntary youth project.  When a positive environment is created that young people chose to participate in we must expect positive remarks will follow.  Data did not include interviewing those members who had been involved with the project and left.  Using multiple methods of data collection may have highlighted alternative issues or concerns. Nevertheless the fact that a positive environment has been collectively created, where young people feel engaged and optimistic about creating transformation within their communities suggests that ARROW is potentially an effective working model for conflict resolution.  

Chapter 5 – Discussion and Conclusion 

The research set out to examine community conflict resolution strategies through the value base of community development work and in relation to the national community cohesion agenda.  Community cohesion proposes to celebrate diversity under a collective sense of national pride and citizenship, to connect communities and give a voice to young people.  However academic literature has exposed the community cohesion approach to be problematic.  Its nationalistic focus creates a notion of ‘us’ and ‘them’, which when set against a backdrop of war on terror, anti-asylum seeker agenda and tightening immigration controls can heighten the conflict it purports to quell.  In addition mixed messages are being sent out by a government that advocates for conflict resolution within our boarders yet initiates conflict by declaring international warfare to resolve problems.  

Danesh (2006:55) highlights the importance of creating a unity ‘world view’ of peace, interacting at all levels of society, intrapersonal, interpersonal, intergroup, international and interglobal.  Lederach (1997) advances the importance of building relationships and developing a sense of interdependence through shared dialogue.  Both theorists can be said to adhere to a principle of building a culture of peace as opposed to treating communities in deficit.  ARROW, based on a ‘Lederach’ model, transcends the nationalistic notion of conflict resolution and instead aims to build a network of global relationships.  Using the arts to find creative ways to resolve conflicts that impact on different levels - personal, community, national and global.  

How do ARROW young people experience ARROW?

Creating an environment where young people felt safe respected and listened to contributed to members feeling important and valued.  From this, relationships were forged and a collective desire to become more involved in both local community and global issues developed.  Although understanding of certain global issues was initially low, having the opportunity to engage with global communities sparked an interest in wanting to engage more with other communities and wanting to help make a difference.  The on going process of development is key here.  Heuristic benefits have occurred as participants both locally and globally have learned from one another’s knowledge and experiences, thus breaking down barriers and building a network of local and global friendships.   

Do young peoples experiences fit with current debates and theories?

The research shows that the experiences of participants back up previous research into the benefits of the arts for social gains.  Evidence suggests that the arts are indeed efficient tools for creating personal and group transformation and developing skills that are necessary for the transformation of conflict.  Whilst it may not be possible to separate the two, the use of the arts coupled with participation in ARROW’s conflict resolution workshops provide a creative environment where young people can feel empowered to participate in community issues in enjoyable, non-threatening and creative ways.  

Although it is early days in terms of evaluating ARROW’s conflict resolution strategies in the wider community, by starting where people are at ARROW’s methods have had an influence on creating personal changes from within that ripple out and impact on the wider community.  Along with personal development and collective empowerment within the group, arts activities have promoted imagination and the conception of a collective creative vision amongst participants, including new innovative ways to address issues of concern within their communities.  Further lessons can be learnt regarding the perceived problem of ‘anti-racist’ language (Thomas 2006:45).  The artistic methods employed by ARROW serve to provide an alternative language and non-threatening approach that promotes opportunities for critical thinking and prevention. 

ARROW originally called itself the ARROW ‘project’ but subsequently emerged as the ARROW programme, which pertained to the necessity of a long-term ongoing initiative rather than a time constrained project.  Building relationships and developing a culture of peace take time.  It involves a shift in perception or development of new concepts, ideologies and value bases in the minds of people; a process that may take months even years to germinate or mature and then need to be maintained.  A criticism of government strategies is the ‘quick-fix’ solutions that are so often advocated that may see funding expire and resources withdrawn just as key concepts are beginning to be fostered.  

However ARROW and the community cohesion agenda share common threads and seek similar outcomes in terms of generating peace within our communities.  Similar principles are proposed such as “engaging with young people in the decision making processes affecting their communities” (Cantle 2001:49).  Also common to both strategies is providing opportunities where young people can mix with and break down barriers in and between different community groups.  However the two initiatives differ in terms of vision.  From a community work perspective the core difference is a fundamental question of identity.  What type of identity do we want to encourage or create amongst our young?  The community cohesion agenda pursues a strand of ideology that strives to reclaim a sense of pride in Britishness – a recent discourse being emitted through political debate and subsuming its way into the social arena and into the nations psyche.  Whilst this may disguise it self as a recall to notions of respect and unity amongst citizens it also implies an era of halcyon days that have been somehow disrupted and need to be regenerated.  Further, the practice of multiculturalism has come to be blamed for the degeneration of so-called British values.  

This can be viewed as a potentially dangerous strategy.  Aside from the fact that it emits overtones of returning to the idea of white superiority and imperialist nation, it also insinuates that ‘we British’ hold a set of values that are superior and that are not shared by the rest of the world (see also chapter two for further discussion).  It is therefore narrow and divisive.  It limits the imagination to a closed understanding about ‘our’ identity and sense of self-importance.  Despite the fact that we live in an increasingly globalized world, where identities are fluid and may be linked to a number of aspects other than state citizenship (Lederach 1997:12/13, see Chapter two).  It also negates to view the world in terms of global citizenship where we are all interdependent.  It is worth questioning whether a nation that professes to be multicultural yet at the same time calls for a return to ‘British’ values (as opposed to promoting good values) is sending out mixed messages.  

The ARROW programme is a global project.  It endeavours to reach out beyond a notion of Britishness and promote an understanding of global interdependence, global humanity where we can learn from each other and share in each other’s lives, where different peoples of the world can have a voice and feel respected.  Where young minds can expand their understanding of being part of something bigger and expand their notion of identity as opposed to narrowing down their identity to a divisive sense of ‘us’ and ‘them’.  ARROW also supply’s an opportunity for collective action, where coupled with finding spaces for creating cohesive communities, young people can take an part in actively working to dismantle racist attitudes within their local communities and share their experiences nationally and globally via the ARROW web site.  

This research is specific to the Plymouth ARROW youth group context.  Further study would be needed to understand the effect of its methods in other contexts.  However in terms of raising awareness of issues, developing knowledge and understanding and increasing skills the data concludes that the ARROW approach is beneficial in the context studied.  This potentially means that providing opportunities for young people to conceptualise their relevance and place in a united global world and build relationships across nations as well as within them is a crucial and fundamental requirement for community conflict resolution.  The use of the arts as a tool for working at the deep emotional level to create changes and develop individuals, groups and communities shows much potential. This research offers up for debate that the ARROW concept is an emergent effective alternative approach to conflict resolution and community cohesion.  

Recommendations and action to be taken

For ARROW 
· The research discovered much energy and excitement amongst young people involved with ARROW.  Whilst this may be Indicative of early stages of being involved with a new and exciting project, young people can be a valuable resource within the community.  Continue to recognise the value of young people, to harness enthusiasm and provide opportunities for the creative energies of young people in the community.  
· Take up young peoples suggestions regarding developing a large-scale community project that uses the arts as a tool, to bring about changes in schools and communities both locally and nationally.  Evaluate the impact of this work.  
· Within workshop sessions expand on the understanding of different interacting levels of conflict (personal, interpersonal, community, national, global).  Explore how this knowledge can be used to promote peace at a variety of levels and contribute to a ‘Unity Paradigm’ (Danesh 2006:55).  
· Understand specific barriers to access such as race or class that may prevent some young people from getting involved.  In the UK Arts projects traditionally attract white middle class females, yet are often underrepresented by other community groups.  In order to maximise the projects impact and make it accessible to a wide a variety of participants specific measures maybe needed to reach more marginalized community groups.   

For policy

· Conflict resolution, reconciliation and peace building are not time-constrained activities but are continuous processes that need to be maintained.  Due to the levels of conflict in society and the rise in race related conflict this has implications for both funders and policy makers.  Explore whether resources for peace building initiatives, such as ARROW, can be built into statutory educational provision.  

· Successful conflict resolution initiatives need to work not only on a personal level but also on cultural and structural levels that may be reinforcing or legitimising conflict.  Consider the implications of conflicting policies and violent actions endorsed by government that send mixed messages, which may impact on the ability to maintain peace within and between communities.  

· Promote the value of global links as a means of expanding the minds of young people in order to break down barriers and build bridges between diverse community groups and cultures.  

· ARROW is currently flourishing following the hard work and creative imagination of its artistic director.  Recognise the unique qualities of strong creative leaders and artists within communities and their potential to initiate and contribute to positive social change.  

For research

· Further study is recommended (and is currently being planned) to explore experiences of young people involved in other ARROW groups and contexts across the world.   

· Various arts projects exist, in the UK, that seek to address conflict resolution.  However projects are not always documented; a paucity of research evidence exists in this area.  Further study is needed to evaluate the specific use of arts as a tool for conflict resolution in a variety of community contexts.  

· Academic criticism of community cohesion is high, yet little research has been carried out on the impact of community cohesion from the perspectives of young people.  Further research would be useful to understand how young people experience community cohesion initiatives.  

· Explore ways to disseminate the findings of this research, including possibilities of publishing the work in an academic journal in order to contribute to current national debates about community cohesion, citizenship and Britishness.       
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Appendix 

· Reflective practice and reflexivity.  

· Confidentiality statement sheet  

· Examples of ARROW Timeline sheets

Reflective Practice and Reflexivity  

ARROW is an art in education programme.  Initially as a community worker I had questioned whether a workable framework could exist between the values of an education-based project and those of community development work.  Whether it would be possible to create a shift from educations traditional ‘top down’ remit to a more ‘bottom up’ approach that sought to empower and give voice to young people whilst promoting collective action and transformation.  A journal was kept to reflect on and work though such problematic areas and personal concerns.  Hunt (2006) explains that reflective practice enables practitioners “to have twenty years experience instead of one years experience twenty times over”.  Wrestling with complex issues that arose including reflecting on ways of reflecting! such as  ‘orientations to reflective practice’ (Wellington and Austin 1996) enabled the conceptualisation of the difference between educational practises that serve to liberate and those that aim to domesticate.  It is here that I was able to locate a synergetic blend of values between community development work and ARROW’s desire to work with young people from across the world to assist in personal and social change.  

The research led to a journey of self-development, leading to an enhancement of knowledge and understanding absorbed through engaging with empirical study.  Understanding experiences from the perspective of group members challenged some personal views and assumptions previously made about the extent to which the project could bring about social changes.  Preconceived barriers in the mind of the researcher were not necessarily problematic for the group and vice versa.  This highlighted the importance of shared dialogue and listening to alternative voices and experiences to bring about effective collective action for change and to improve practice.  Understanding how individual personal development contributes to community conflict resolution through collective action also has important implications for practice, the emphasis being on conflict resolution as a process of transformation, rather than being based solely on a deficit model that seeks to resolve conflict issues that arise.  

Research into the experiences of young people involved with ARROW (Arts: a Resource for Reconciliation Over the World).

On 26th February we are holding an ARROW youth group session to discuss experiences of being involved with ARROW.  This will be similar to normal weekly ARROW sessions, using art, drama games and activities.  The difference will be that we need to record the session with the use of a tape recorder.

We would like to find out about your experiences of being involved with a global project that uses the arts for conflict resolution and peace building.  Your opinions will be presented as part of a dissertation research project and may also contribute to a wider evaluation report for the ARROW project.  All information will be treated as confidential and all names will be changed in the final report so as not to identify anyone taking part.  

If you would like to take part and are happy to have your thoughts and opinions included would you sign the form and return it to either Heather or David at ARROW.  

For further information telephone: Heather on 07*********.  

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

I would like to take part in the ARROW research session and agree that information and opinions discussed can be recorded and used in the final research report.  My name will remain confidential and will not be mentioned in the final document.  

Name…………………………………………………………………

Age……………………………………………………………………

Signed………………………………………………………………
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