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Introduction

Individual and collective attempts to deal with past in societies coming out of conflict are interlinked.   For the victims and survivors of political violence, coming to terms with the past has both a psychological and social dimension, i.e. dealing with the past is deeply dependent upon and intrinsically about the psychosocial context.   Individual and community strategies to address the past, such as a process of memorialization, can bolster national attempts to “re-establish” society, and as such can have a healing and restorative dimension.   A public monument, writes Kirk Savage, “represents a collective recognition—in short, legitimacy—for the memory deposited there”.
 

Other attempts to rebuild society (e.g. guaranteeing non-repetition, ensuring socio-economic equality, doing justice, and developing a fair and accountable political system) are also critical components of coming to terms with extreme traumatization.
  This paper is concerned with memorialization is so far as it complements these other approaches.   However, it primarily focuses on what memorialization can contribute to dealing with a legacy of extensive human rights violations with reference to the conflict in and about Northern Ireland.
The Conflict in and about Northern Ireland

Over a thirty-year period, over 3,600 people have died due to the conflict in and about Northern Ireland, and there have been injuries at least ten fold of this in population of about 1.5 million people.  There has been an overall death rate of 2.25 per 1000 population.
  This death rate is higher than Argentina (0.32 per 1000), about the same as South Africa, but substantially lower than El Salvador (20.25 per 1000) or Cambodia (237.02 per 1000).

State responses to dealing with the impact of the conflict have been criticised in the past for being slow and limited.  There was until recently a ‘policy silence’ in the areas of health, social services, education and other provisions for victims of the conflict.
  This has resulted in a legacy of distrust (especially of the statutory service) within many community groups working with victims. 

Many mark the beginning of concerted government involvement in making policy for victims/survivors as beginning—for better or worse—with the Bloomfield Report in May 1998, as well as the Wilson Report in the Republic of Ireland.  These were state sponsored initiatives aimed at making recommendations that could assist victims and recognise their suffering.    

The Bloomfield report recommends further consideration of a central Northern Ireland memorial, i.e. a building that is peacefully located within memorial gardens, and dedicated to the purposes of rest, reflection and care, as well as housing appropriate works of community art that embodies the memories of those who have suffered.  The report recommends that the memorial incorporate inscriptions, but not the names of individuals. 

The Bloomfield Report, however, was met with mixed reactions.  One criticism raised was that the report prioritised victims of paramilitary violence and did not pay sufficient attention to the victims of state violence.
 This point was reiterated recently in the Healing Through Remembering Project Report.
  Nonetheless, since then, the process has gained momentum.

Other notable government initiatives have been the development of a Victims’ Liaison Unit in the Northern Ireland Office in June 1998, and the establishment of a Victims Unit in the Office of the First and Deputy First Minister in July 2000.  To date, the NIO and the Victims’ Unit of OFMDFM claim to have spent (or allocated) over £20 million on victim-related projects. From the EU, £5.8 million has been made available for so-called victims’ work for the period 2002-2004, although spending can continue to 2006.
  Most of this has been orientated towards community groups.

The launch of the Victim Strategy Document by the Victims’ Unit on 6 August 2001, from a policy perspective, is the most notable government developments to date.  This document sets out to develop a “strategy to deliver practical help and services to the surviving physically and psychologically injured of violent, conflict related incidents and those close relatives or partners who care for them, along with those close relatives or partners who mourn their dead”.
  The Victim Strategy also defines victims inclusively as, “the surviving physically and psychologically injured of violent conflict related incidents and those close relatives or partners who care for them, along with those close relatives or partners who mourn their dead”.
 

There is also a range of other policy-orientated initiatives underway.  For example, reviews of the compensation scheme and of counselling were completed.   Victim representatives were nominated to the Civic Forum, the work of the Northern Ireland Memorial Fund
 has continued and developed, the Human Rights Commission explored the possibility of including a specific focus on victims in the Bill of Rights, and victim issues were mentioned in the Northern Ireland Assembly’s Programme for Government. 

At the same time, over sixty victim groups, drawing from all of the major political perspectives, have continued to actively operate.  Their range of work is extensive and far-reaching, including service-delivery work, as well as lobbying and advocacy.  An initial £3 million Core Funding Scheme was set up, and a further £3 million was allocated for the work in 2003-2005 for these groups.

That said, a debate as to who the “real” victims of the conflict are has raged.  Individuals from different sides of the conflict have alleged that there is a hierarchy of victimhood, i.e. their specific type of victimisation is treated with a lower level of official prioritisation.

Broader transitional justice debates are also now underway.  Developments in this area include, amongst others: 

a) the release of political prisoners as part of the Belfast Agreement; 

b) ongoing court cases focusing on State violence such as those taken to the European Court of Human Rights;
 

c) the recent completion after almost three years of the hearings of the Bloody Sunday Inquiry; 

d) a wide consultation process by the Healing Through Remembering Project
 regarding methods and strategies for dealing with the past,

e) the release of the Steven’s Inquiry into police collusion concerning the murder of Pat Finucane;

f) recently the Chief Constable called for a truth commission, claiming that he did not have the resources to investigate all the unsolved cases, and

g) an official report from an appointed Canadian judge as to whether further inquiries into additional cases is needed is also due for publication soon, more inquiries are expected. 

Memorials to the casualties of conflict 

Memorials and monuments are only one of the ways of looking at how to deal with the past and address the needs of victims. In Northern Ireland the use of memorials and monuments to commemorate the dead has a long history and is extensive.
  In the past, they have also often proved extremely divisive.  There are many different types of memorials and memorialization approaches to those who have been killed in the conflict in Northern Ireland, some include:

1. Memorials to soldiers and police (state built): there are 716 memorials to WWI and WWII in Northern Ireland according to the UK National Inventory of War Memorials.
  Also plaques and dedicated church windows. Some of these now have:

a. Additions for soldiers and police killed in the conflict in and about Northern Ireland specifically, some include names of those from local regiments, e.g. the UDR. Some are part of larger British memorials (e.g. the Ulster Ash Grove to the members of the police, the Armed Forces and other organisations who lost their lives in Northern Ireland is part of the 150-acre site of National Memorial Arboretum in Staffordshire);
b. There are also dedicated memorials to the police killed in the conflict funded by the state.  Most of these are inside barracks and are not displayed in public, and

c. Soldiers, members of local regiments and police are also commemorated inside churches, government buildings and the offices of various unionist/loyalist political parties or groups.

2. Memorials for combatants (community built, formal and permanent): memorials in communities, mainly in republican areas, to republican volunteers, e.g. cemetery plots and statues, memorials to those who died on the hunger strike, etc.  are common.  IRA memorials are largely built at the site of death of IRA volunteers
 and often prove controversial in some local communities. Political groups and parties also often have memorials, pictures or messages about dead combatants in their offices and on their walls.

3. Mural memorials dedicated to combatants (community painted basically permanent): combatants on the republican and loyalist side of the conflict are commemorated in gable wall paintings.  Loyalist memorials often try and link these to WWI memorialization.  Some of the murals now have permanent plaques on them.

4. Memorials to civilians (state and community built): a range of memorials in different forms (sculptures, plaques, cenotaphs, granite slabs with names, etc.) aim to remember those killed in bomb-blasts and gun-attacks.  These are scattered throughout Northern Ireland such as the Memorial Garden for the 1998 Omagh Bomb or the Bloody Sunday Memorial in Derry.  There are also mural memorials to civilians, and some church stained glass panes dedicated to civilians who lost their lives. 

5. Dynamic forms of memorialization largely but not exclusively to civilians (community developed): such as quilts and locally built stained-glass panes are becoming increasingly common.  Memorialization also takes place in rolls of honour; on Orange Marching Band banners (e.g. commemorating the death of civilians) or naming a band after someone who was killed, as well as on the inside of buildings and churches, and on plaques, e.g. in schools that remember past pupils who may have been killed in the conflict.

6. Memorialization through documentation (community or externally funded):  a range of projects have tried to document and name all of those killed in the conflict, with details about the circumstances of individual deaths.  This has been relatively successful and produced at least two extensive published volumes (although some victims have criticised some of these reports).  There have also been localised and community driven projects aiming at documenting individual stories and circumstances of death.

Although some memorials make reference to ‘all the victims of the Troubles’, there is no single memorial to the victims of the conflict from all sides.  No national project aimed at memorializing the conflict has taken place.

A recent survey
 found that 64% of people in Northern Ireland felt that there was a need for a special memorial to the victims of the ‘Troubles’ in Northern Ireland.  In the Healing Through Remembering Project
 a wide range of memorials were suggested by those consulted, ranging from permanent monuments to living, organic memorials (e.g. peace parks, tree planting).  Few were in favour of memorials similar to those erected for WWI and WWII.  The project recommended a Living Memorial Museum to all those affected by the conflict.  

One of the major concerns expressed to the Healing Through Remembering Project was the possibility of any future memorial being vandalised.  This has a long history in Northern Ireland.  Memorials from all sides are regularly vandalised and have also been the target of bombs.  There are ongoing disputes about the erection of memorials, especially those erected by combatant groups with several recent high profile disputes in local councils.  

A further issue is the question of whether names should be on any future collective memorial.  In the Life and Times Survey
 although 64% of people thought a unified memorial was a good idea, only 49% felt that the memorial should be for everyone, whether they were paramilitaries, police or members of the public.  Catholics (79%) seemed more willing than Protestant (35%) to support a memorial for everyone. Of those who felt that the memorial should only be for some groups, paramilitaries (82%), police (19%), and soldiers (19%) were the most common groupings they did not want on any future memorial.

That said, overall there seems to be a trend towards some sort of collective memorial process—although the favoured approach seems to be one that focuses on a practical, dynamic and so-called living memorial rather than some sort of traditional monument. 
Memorialization and Reparation

In the transitional justice field more broadly, the building and conceptualisation of memorials (whether dynamic, as memorial museums, or in a more traditional sense) can be considered within the context of debates about reparation debate following political conflict.
To this end, a distinction can be made between the term reparation (the singular) and the plural reparations.  Reparations can be defined as the acts associated with making repair or amends, e.g. building a memorial or compensation payments.  Reparations are the physical acts associated with making repair. Reparations can also be representational in form or intent, such as the physical act of stating an apology.  
Reparations acts or objects (in this case the building of memorials) can, at least technically and theoretically, exist outside of the symbolic—they can simply be an object.  But almost all objects or acts of reparations have a symbolic meaning.  This can operate at two levels:

a) Acts or objects of reparations generally symbolise something to individuals, i.e. in form, quality, shape or image they represent or indirectly express something abstract or invisible such as the memory of a loved one, and

b) All objects and acts of reparations exist within the social and political realm.  They have a wider meaning and generally come to take on a social and individual significance, and communicate something socially, i.e. they represent or indirectly express something abstract or invisible about those giving or granting the reparations, for example an admission of guilt, benevolence, care for citizens by society, and/or a willingness to pay back what has been lost and/or a willingness to remember and honour those who were killed. 

But acts and objects of reparations can also (and particularly in societies in transition which are trying to develop a new social and political culture) be concerned with or explicitly targeted at making reparation in a much broader sense.  Reparation is deeply intertwined with changes in the social and political context, particularly in societies undergoing major social and political change.  Reparation can be defined as the overarching process of trying to appease, acknowledge or assist in setting right past wrongs or perceived injustices. 

A process of reparation aims (often as a package of several acts of reparations of which memorialization can be one) to symbolise or abstractly represent something much more expansive than objects or acts of reparations can communicate in and of themselves. Reparation symbolises or abstractly represents, for example, doing justice, showing contrition, historically moving forward as a society, or recognising and restoring human and civil dignity. 
Reparation is primarily about restoring relationships and acknowledgement at a social and political level, and as such demands a concern with: 

a. the process of granting reparations (in this case building memorials);
b. the context in which they are made, and 
c. the discourses surrounding the process of the delivery of the memorial/s.
Victims and survivors will be concerned with the process of memorialization because it may have personal meaning to them, but from a psychosocial perspective it is the process in and around how the memorial is conceive and developed that will psychologically communicate to them how there plight is understood in the wider social context.  This is critical insofar as a victim or survivor can move towards feeling adequate reparation has taken place, i.e. a psychological state is achieved in which it is subjectively felt by the victim or survivor that sufficient actions have been taken to symbolically satisfy them that adequate repair or amends have been made.    Put another way, adequate reparation takes place when reparations are seen by the victim or survivor as being “good enough”.
  
Conclusion

In order for memorials and monuments to have a powerful impact, a broader conducive reparation context needs to be fostered, i.e. an environment where attempts to address the needs of those harmed are acted upon in a timely fashion, reparations are in some objective sense judged to be substantial, are considered to be sincere and contrite, and are made within in a context where those making the reparations are seen to be trying by all means to set the past wrongs right, acknowledge past injustices in their entirety, and  ensure responsibility and blame are  appropriately apportioned and recognised.

Reparations acts and objects (such as memorials and monuments) have a greater likelihood of being judged meaningful and of being of value to recipients if they have a direct and personalised reference to the issue or form of suffering being dealt with. Reparations objects too need to embody a good mix of individual, political and social symbolism.  


But acts and objects of reparations such as memorials and monuments, are fraught with complexity.  Psychologically, the victims and survivors have to deal with the inner reality of what they have lost and the impossibility of it being externally replaced.  They have to confront attempts to “symbolically” represent their loss in social reality (the outer world), which is inevitably fraught with conflict over identity, nation, politics and power in the transitional context.  The inner world inescapably gets drawn into the political and public realm, e.g. the perceived personal motivations of those demanding a memorial being publicly discussed by the society and politicians.  A political sensitivity to this is required.  

The individual (psychological) and the collective (political) always stand in relationship, and often in tension, to another in a reparation process.  For this reason, an acceptance of the inherent conflict in a reparations programme and the delivery of reparations is crucial.  

Genuine reparation, and the process of healing, does not occur through the delivery of an object (e.g. a monument, etc.), or acts of reparations (e.g. an apology), but through the process that takes place around the object or act.   As such the context, nature, relationships and processes surrounding their delivery is vitally important. 

Currently in Northern Ireland the debate about how to acknowledge and deal with the past is still unfolding.  A more favourable context to engage in the debate constructively is developing, but public debate is still precarious poised and negative discourse still dominates.  

The political process remains unstable and volatile—this undercuts the potential for creating a conducive reparation context.  Haphazard and fraught political negotiations are still dictating and hampering a more consensus driven approach to memorialization.  

There is a plethora of community work and a range of localised projects dealing with memorialization.  However, these often act in isolation and in political opposition to one other.  A greater level of co-operation and attempts to find common ground is needed to drive the process forward.  Civil society engagement with a more holistic and productive debate about memorials is critical to the way forward. 

The debate about memorialization cannot be used as a peacemaking strategy, but rather needs to be seen as a component of the peacebuilding process.  Political engagement with the debate about dealing with the past, and a more open discussion about truth and justice issues from all sides and including the state, still needs to mature.  This is one of the prerequisites to implementing a more concerted and consensus driven memorialization process that is concerned with the broader goal of reparation that can adequately link individual healing into the social context.
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