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Foreword 

2019 marks the 50th Anniversary of the first Peace Wall in Northern Ireland. Despite the 
2013 ‘Together, Building a United Community’ (TBUC) commitment to have all Peace 
Walls removed by 2023, approximately 100 barriers remain in place as visible symbols of 
community segregation and division in NI.  Many are high, harsh, ugly structures, while 
others are a mix of gates, mesh fencing and solid walls.  Peace Walls are symbolic of division 
in many regions of conflict but, 21 years after the Good Friday/Belfast Peace Agreement, 
visitors to Northern Ireland are often shocked to see such visible segregation still in place. 

The Berlin Wall, a solid 3.6m wall was removed 28 years ago having been in place for that 
same length of time; the iconic 6m high wall on the Palestinian West Bank was erected 19 
years ago and remains in place in an area of overt conflict; the most visited Peace Wall in 
Northern Ireland, Cupar Way in West Belfast, is 14m high and has been in place for 50 years. 

The International Fund for Ireland (the Fund) recognises that considerable work is required 
to deliver significant changes around barriers. Its local Peace Walls Programme continues 
to deliver well-received community engagement work in efforts to build the confidence 
necessary to envisage the physical and security change that would support barrier removal, 
reduction or de-classification. Local change is happening gradually and at a pace often not 
reciprocated by stakeholder agencies.  The Fund is confident that, with appropriate statutory 
resources and commitment to this work, much more can be achieved in the coming period 
to improve the experience of those living in the shadows of Peace Walls. 

By way of context, almost all peace barriers are located between communities that have 
already suffered the worst of our conflict, are continuing to experience conflict-related 
tensions and divisions, often compounded by coercive controls.  Most live with very high 
levels of multiple deprivation in interface areas that lack the significant inward investment 
and regeneration support that they deserve.

The Fund has supported the six Peace Walls groups since 2012 to deliver community 
engagement and confidence building work to enable change at a pace residents are 
comfortable with. We cannot deliver the physical changes needed, that is for those that own 
the barriers, but we will work in partnership with agencies and others to achieve further 
change to benefit the local communities impacted.

In 2017, the Fund completed a Baseline Attitudinal Survey across its six Peace Walls areas. 
This Report reflects the findings of the updated 2019 Attitudinal Survey for the Greater 
Whitewell area. It is significant in that it evidences much positive work ongoing within 
and between interface communities impacted by barriers. Local communities are actively 
working for change.  It gives direction for moving forward and encourages the GWCS PWP 
group to enhance efforts to enable change and regeneration through partnership working 
where the needs of communities come first. The new Aftercare Package will enable change 
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at some sites in the coming period and it is hoped that guidelines on the issue of ‘consent’ 
for moving change forward will be available soon to enable progress at further sites.
 
The Fund would like to thank those 66 local residents from the Greater Whitewell area who 
gave their invaluable time to participate in the Survey process, the PW staff and volunteers 
who helped with the face-to-face interviews and Patricia Mullan for her work in analysing 
the data and compiling this comprehensive Report for the GWCS project. A Composite 
Report across all six Peace Walls areas funded by us is also available from the Fund website.

Paddy Harte
Chairman, International Fund for Ireland.
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Foreword
The Greater Whitewell Community Surgery Peace Walls Programme (GWCS PWP) would like 
to sincerely thank those 66 local residents living in closest proximity to the Peace Walls/fences 
for giving of their time to complete our 2019 Attitudinal Survey. Without their valuable input, 
this Report would not have been possible. The data collected will now help us to plan for our 
work in the coming period.

GWCS has been delivering the PWP in the area since 2012 and carried out a Baseline 
Attitudinal Survey in 2017 which helped us to plan our work over the 2017/19 period. This 
2019 Survey was intended to measure if there has been attitudinal change since 2017 and to 
seek the current views of those most impacted by the barriers to ensure residents continue to 
have a strong voice in decisions relating to the reduction or reimaging of the Peace Walls. 

Residents will have noted the new development in 2019 at the Serpentine Road/Navarra Place 
Peace Fence site with the provision of a new playpark and Multi Use Games Area (MUGA) pitch 
and the replacement of the harsh peace fence with an open-mesh boundary fence. This was 
done through partnership working and with the agreement of local residents. Much more can 
be achieved in the coming period to enhance and improve the environment at our other Peace 
Wall/fence sites. 

GWCS PWP will continue its partnership working with a range of agencies in the coming 
period in efforts to attract inward investment and regeneration opportunities for the area, 
alongside our work to improve the Peace Wall sites, while ensuring that residents feel safe 
and secure in their homes/communities.  Both communities indicated in this 2019 Survey 
that additional employment opportunities and increased community facilities would impact 
positively on attitudinal change to the barriers. 

GWCS PWP has identified the absence of an Aftercare Package as a key barrier to progress at 
some sites and considers it crucial to encouraging residents to agree to removal/reduction of 
peace structures that have provided them with security over many years. The Survey findings 
indicate that the community would particularly welcome the full introduction of the package 
as this could have a substantial impact on attitudinal change.

Since the 2017 Survey, residents have noted particular concerns about the increase in anti social 
behaviour in the area and is strongly in favour of enhanced security for vulnerable properties 
as well as additional and more visible policing for the wider area. One of the most concerning 
findings is the perception that the PSNI lacks adequate resources to deal with any potential 
upsurge in interface violence.

GWCS PWP will continue to work towards attaining a safer environment where the whole 
community can move freely without fear of intimidation or threat.  We will enhance 
relationships with a wide range of agencies and other stakeholders with the aim of improving 
the quality of life for all in our community. 

Geraldine O’Kane
Peace Walls Project Manager
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Introduction
The Peace Walls Programme (PWP) is an initiative developed in 2011/12 and funded by 
the International Fund for Ireland (IFI) to assist communities impacted by Peace Walls and 
physical barriers. Engagement with the PWP occurs through grassroots programmes aimed 
at developing and delivering a range of confidence and relationship-building interventions 
within and between interface communities. These are facilitated by community 
representatives in collaboration with relevant statutory agencies. In the interface area of 
North Belfast, facilitation of the PWP is undertaken by the Greater Whitewell Community 
Surgery Peace Walls Programme (GWCS PWP).  

Changes to Peace Walls will only proceed with the consent of local residents and this 
requires assurances that appropriate security measures will be in place to enable them to feel 
safe both in their homes and the local area. As such, an essential part of the programme is 
to engage with as many people as possible who live on, or in close proximity to, the Peace 
Walls with the aim of developing an effective, consensual approach towards the removal, 
reduction and/or reimaging of the Peace Walls.

In 2017, the PWP conducted a Baseline Attitudinal Survey to measure the attitudes of those 
living in households closest to the Peace Walls in the Greater Whitewell area towards their 
eventual removal, alteration or de-classification. The findings from this Survey provided 
area-specific information for the GWCS PWP which was then translated into interventions 
that reflected the needs and wants of the local communities. 

Two years on, this process has been repeated. Responses from this second Attitudinal Survey 
(2019) form the basis of this Report. Findings in this Report provide extensive and up-to-
date information on the views of households living in closest proximity to the Peace Walls 
and acts as a valuable insight into attitudes in relation to the future reduction, re-imaging 
or removal of these barriers. It is an important source of information, not only for guiding 
the future development of the PWP in the Greater Whitewell area but also to enable the 
GWCS PWP to assess the extent to which they are meeting key programme objectives and to 
measure impact of the PWP thus far. 
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About this Report
This Report follows the definition given by the Belfast Interface Project that the term 
‘interface barrier’ is “any physical barrier in an interface area that is designed to provide 
protection or security to residents and property.” (BIP, 2017:6) This includes walls, fences 
and gates and other barriers or structures between Protestant/Unionist/Loyalist (PUL) 
areas and Catholic/Nationalist/Republican (CNR) areas. The terms ‘Peace Walls’, ‘barriers’, 
‘structures’ and ‘fences’ will be used interchangeably throughout the Report.

The objectives of the 2019 Survey were to:
• gather and analyse attitudinal positions of residents from both communities within the 

area;
• provide GWCS PWP staff with area-specific information to aid the development of future 

initiatives that reflect community attitudes;
• compare this profile with baseline data gathered in 2017 in order to measure attitudinal 

change in the area between 2017 and 2019; and
• identify potential issues of concern that need to be addressed in order to deliver the 

wider outcomes of the PWP, namely that ‘interface communities have confidence in and a 
positive attitude to barrier reduction and/or removal’. 

The Survey explored community attitudes in relation to the Peace Walls under four main 
themes, namely:
• opinion on the area as a place to live, current issues of concern and how/if these are 

related to the presence of the barriers;
• views on the role of the Peace Walls/barriers including views on their function(s) and 

perceptions of their positives and negative aspects;
• interaction with the ‘other’ community including how often and where people meet and 

opinions on nature of such interaction (positive/negative); and
• preferences for the future status of the Peace Walls and an exploration of what is needed 

in this community to enable progress towards the reduction, re-imaging, re-classification 
or removal of the remaining barriers.

The defined population for the study was residents aged 16 and over who were considered 
most impacted by the barriers due to their proximity to the Peace Walls identified by the 
PWP groups. Sampling was completed by PWP staff using their extensive knowledge from 
working and living in the local areas. Postcodes were assigned to identified barriers and 
the surrounding households. These households then became the Survey target group. PWP 
staff took responsibility for the primary data collection through face-to-face interviews 
with respondents. Residents did not receive any incentive to participate in the fieldwork. 
Data was analysed in relation to the total number of respondents (n=66) and in relation 
to community background. Findings directly comparative with those in the 2017 baseline 
survey are provided to illustrate change (if any) in attitudes.  Findings in the Report are valid 
percentages and presented in whole numbers. 
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Background Context
When the initial IFI Baseline Attitudinal Reports were published in October 2017, the 
Northern Ireland Assembly had not met for just over eight months. Since then the 
political landscape in Northern Ireland has stagnated further. Now Northern Ireland 
holds an unenviable record: the longest peacetime period a democracy has spent without 
a functioning government. Such political dysfunction has impacted on progress towards 
dismantling the Peace Walls across Northern Ireland.

Policy in relation to reducing/removing Peace Walls is built on the commitment in the 
‘Programme for Government’ (2011) to ‘actively seek local agreement to reduce the number 
of Peace Walls’ and is outlined in the ‘Together Building a United Community Strategy’ 
(2013) which addressed the continuing existence of such barriers. This Strategy was 
reiterated in the recently published ‘Interfaces Programme: A Framework Document’ (2019).

Within the ‘Together Building a United Community’ strategy document (TBUC), key priority 
No.3: ‘Our Safe Community’, identified two objectives linked directly to the Peace Walls. The 
first objective identified the development of a 10 year plan to ‘reduce and remove by 2023, all 
interface barriers’.2  The remit of the Interfaces Programme Board (IPB) established to meet 
this objective has confined its focus to structures under the ownership of the Department of 
Justice (DoJ) and the NI Housing Executive. In number, ‘all’ Peace Walls relates to 59 DoJ-
owned structures and a further 14 NI Housing Executive ‘owned’ structures.3 

This is in contrast to figures reported by the Belfast Interface Project (BIP). In their report 
‘Interface Barriers, Peacelines and Defensive Architecture’ (2017), BIP identified a much 
higher number - 116 barriers – remaining across Northern Ireland, detailing ownership by 
the DOJ, statutory bodies, those under private ownership and in cases where ownership 
remains unknown4

The second objective under key priority No.3 named the intention to ‘create an ‘Interface 
Barrier Support Package’ (Aftercare Package) to enable the meeting of this ambitious target. 
The broad purpose of this support package was to deliver “reassurance and security to 
residents, where there has been broad agreement that the adjacent interface structure can be 
altered or removed”.5

 
The IFI noted in 2018 that despite working tirelessly to build confidence within 
communities towards barrier reduction, re-imaging, re-classification or removal of the 
remaining barriers, the lack of an Aftercare Package had caused difficulties in bringing plans 
to fruition at several sites and communities were becoming frustrated by lack of progress, 
particularly when there was agreement for change.6

The Aftercare Package was recently signed off in June 2019 by the IPB and as of August 2019, 
Service Level Agreements are being negotiated with Delivery Partners including the PSNI 
and the NI Housing Executive. The content of the Aftercare Package is not, as yet, available 
to residents or the PWP groups.
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Political inactivity has also impacted on the delivery of ‘A Fresh Start’ - the Stormont 
Agreement & Implementation Plan (2015) (the Fresh Start Agreement). Within the Fresh Start 
Agreement, an additional £60 million was secured from the British Government to develop 
‘confidence and relationship building measures’ that could create the conditions necessary 
to enable the removal of the Peace Walls and create a shared future.7 Yet in October 2018, 
the First Report from the Independent Reporting Commission (IRC) noted that whilst The 
Executive Office (TEO) had received this particular funding to complement work under the 
TBUC strategy, no new strategies had yet been put in place.8

Beyond the implications of no devolved administration on the implementation of these 
strategies, there is also a wider political context to consider. Not only is practical progress 
being impacted but there is a marked lack of political focus towards the restoration of 
Stormont. Following the murder of journalist Lyra McKee in April 2019, there were public 
calls for local politicians to address the political stalemate more urgently. Although a fresh 
round of all-party negotiations has been ongoing since May 2019, moves towards the 
resolution of issues have been frustratingly slow, with many indicating that they feel there 
will be little progress until the issue of Brexit is resolved.

Such singular focus on Brexit has limited attempts to build a united and shared society 
across Northern Ireland which makes work on barrier removal much more complex and 
difficult. Political differences in the approach to Brexit has contributed to bringing ‘identity’ 
politics to the fore with the reiteration of calls to hold a ‘border poll’ should the UK ‘crash 
out’ of the EU without a deal in October 2019. Tensions within and between communities 
have heightened with reports of ongoing recruitment to disaffected paramilitary groupings. 
This continuing uncertainty about a ‘no-deal’ Brexit and the possibility of a ‘hard border’ 
with the Republic of Ireland is also causing grave concern about the potential impact on 
people’s lives and livelihoods and has raised fears about the longer-term impact on the Peace 
Process and the Good Friday/Belfast Agreement. 

Interface areas have been hugely affected by the ‘Troubles’ and remain typified by high levels 
of social deprivation and a lack of inward investment. Byrne et al. (2017) highlight research 
findings by Hargie et al. (2006, 2011) that illustrate a ‘double penalty’ for those living in 
interface areas – coupling generalised socio-economic deprivation in urban working-class 
areas with the additional segregation and sectarianism present in such neighbourhoods. 
This reality has a corresponding negative impact on both educational attainment and health 
inequalities.9  

The introduction of welfare reform in Northern Ireland is also impacting on already-
disadvantaged communities with the growth of food banks and charity shops acting as 
visible signs of increasing poverty across the areas. Although Welfare Supplementary 
Payments currently exist in NI to mitigate loss of income, it is expected that such payments 
will end in March 2020 in the absence of a sitting Assembly. 

Groups involved in the PWP have already noted the negative impact on many residents 
of zero-hour contracts and low-paid employment which have contributed to the rise 
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in numbers of the ‘working poor’. Longer waiting times for receipt of welfare benefit 
payments impacts on household income levels and paying for essential living costs. The 
new requirement to apply and maintain claims for Universal Credit (UC) online creates 
difficulties for many people in terms of access and digital literacy. The introduction of 
Personal Independence Payments (PIP) has also had a punitive impact on many people with 
complex health support needs. As research by Maguire et al. (2016) has indicated, those 
living in close proximity to the barriers are more likely to experience poorer mental health 
than in the general population.10

The NIMDM (2017) provides an overall measure of multiple deprivation and also measures 
deprivation across seven variables at a Super Output Area (SOA) level. The most deprived 
SOA is ranked 1, and the least deprived has a rank of 890. Respondents to this Survey are 
resident across two Super Output Areas – namely Bellevue (2) SOA and Bellevue (3) SOA. 
The Northern Ireland Multiple Deprivation Measure (NIMDM) 2017 ranks Bellevue (2) SOA 
at #123 and Bellevue (3) SOA at #315.11 
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Local Developments in the  
Greater Whitewell Area
The Greater Whitewell Community Surgery (GWCS) has facilitated the PWP in the Greater 
Whitewell area since 2012 and has made strong progress in that time. Since the beginning of 
the Programme, these have included the removal of three barriers and greater accessibility at 
one barrier. The target area for the PWP includes Serpentine Road, White City, Graymount, 
Hazelwood and Longlands and Whitewell Road as shown in the area map below. 

Over many years of the conflict, the Greater Whitewell area experienced interface tension 
and violence resulting in population movement, blighting and devaluation of property. 
In more recent years, the area has become more ‘settled’ with new families moving in 
but visible signs of the conflict remain in the form of several high, harsh peace barriers. 
The target group for the PWP includes communities that had historically disengaged from 
positive cross-community interaction through a combination of fear and lack of opportunity.  
No cross-community meeting space exists in the area. 
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Shopping Centre

WHITEHOUSE

Homebase
Newtownabbey

M2

M2

W
hitewell Road
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Arthur Road
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To counter this, the GWCS PWP has focused its attention on building relationships and 
developing a ‘sense of community’ that is inclusive of all residents in order to forward the 
goals of the PWP. It has facilitated a range of cross-community programmes in its premises 
and through use of various other local facilities where possible. Activities include good 
relations programmes, a mental health programme, counselling and advice/support, projects 
with young people aged 12 to 15 years, a second with young people aged 16+ and a project 
for young people under 11. The GWCS PWP also works with local primary schools to deliver 
cross-community projects, including several large art projects which have been located on 
Peace Fences. There is also an intergenerational group which allows the exchange of views 
between older and younger residents.

This community-based approach concentrates on deepening trust and building the 
confidence of residents to engage in conversations about changes to barriers in a ‘natural’ 
way rather than through more formal methods. They focus on the potential value that 
changes to the barriers can bring to the area and concentrate on considering change that is 
both possible and deliverable. The development of a stronger ‘sense of place’ and pride in 
the locality is viewed as crucial to enhancing attitudinal change. This approach has resulted 
in changes to several barriers in the area since the PWP began.

In February 2019, work began on the re-development of a Belfast City Council-owned play 
park and installation of a MUGA pitch at the Serpentine Road/Navarra Place peace fence 
site. The GWCS PWP was instrumental in developing the concept and seeking funding and 
agency support for this ‘Shared Space’ project through consultation and negotiation with 
residents about changes at the site and the provision of much needed play facilities. Residents 
agreed that a harsh solid peace fence could be removed and replaced with a mesh boundary 
fence around the pitch. The work was completed in July 2019 and the official opening of the 
Park took place in September 2019.

The GWCS PWP are also consulting with residents to gauge interest in replacing/reducing a 
barrier which runs through their back gardens at the Serpentine Gardens/Gunnell Hill site. 
The NI Housing Executive will carry out an economic appraisal to consider the potential to 
either reduce or remove the barrier and replace it with a retaining wall or garden boundary 
fences. The PWP will continue to work with them, and the DoJ, to develop visuals for the 
potential barrier changes.

The GWCS PWP and the NI Housing Executive have also worked successfully together to 
develop social housing for older people (55+) in the area and phased out a barrier/interface 
as it developed. This project was an excellent illustration of a ‘whole community’ approach 
with local primary school children involved in the design of the art mosaic for the foyer. 
The GWCS PWP continues to work with this statutory partner towards re-opening derelict 
housing in the area, dealing with blight and a clean-up of waste ground between the 
Serpentine Road and Merston Gardens. 

To enable conversations about potential alterations to the Hazelwood Integrated School/
Throne Park Peace Fence through replacing it with a school boundary fence, residents will 
require the DoJ Aftercare Package to be agreed and in place for them.  It is hoped that this 
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can be considered in the coming period as the Scheme has now been agreed within the DoJ. 
At present, residents are monitoring the impact of the fence removal at the Serpentine Road/
Navarra Place site to see if it is a success.  Further meetings with Hazelwood Primary School 
and the residents most impacted will take place in the new academic year.

Meetings also continue with DoJ to discuss the potential ‘normalisation’ of the current 
automated security gate at the Graymount Crescent/Whitewell Road site. This is currently 
operated by the PSNI but, in recent consultations, residents reflected that they are keen to see 
change towards normalisation of the gate/area.

As with other PWP areas, the absence of an Aftercare Package to date has been a barrier to 
progress in the GWCS area. Security arrangements for homes are crucial to encouraging 
residents to agree to removal/reduction of peace structures. Residents feel that the absence 
of a functioning Assembly has enabled this slow progress and there is little opportunity for 
them to lobby for change in this context. 

The Greater Whitewell area has also experienced a rise in transient youth anti-social 
behaviour (ASB). This is being monitored and appears to rise seasonally and particularly 
during school holidays. The GWCS PWP maintains a good working relationship with 
the PSNI at local level and has raised their concerns with them about this issue. Cuts to 
neighbourhood policing have reduced the visibility of the police in the area and this has not 
helped to build confidence in the community.

Despite challenges, the GWCS PWP believes that the Programme is now well-embedded in 
the area and that their community-based approach will continue to enable them to move 
in a positive direction towards meeting the goals of the PWP. They envisage that the full 
implementation of the Aftercare Package, with delivery budget, will have a significant 
impact on delivering change at their remaining sites. 

Longlands/  
Valley
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Key Findings
The purpose of this Survey was to provide the GWCS PWP with an updated overview of 
attitudes towards the Peace Walls from the perspective of those most impacted as a result 
of living in close proximity to it. Data was analysed in relation to the total number of 
respondents (n=66) and in relation to community background. Where applicable, findings 
are compared with those from 2017 in order to measure attitudinal change. These findings 
indicate the opportunities for the GWCS PWP to make further progress towards meeting the 
overall aims of the PWP in this area and identify the challenges they will face in doing so.

Community Safety & Local Concerns

Key Finding 1: Feelings of safety were reported at high levels and local issues of concern were 
primarily related to ASB and the misuse of drugs.

86% of all respondents either felt ‘very safe’ or ‘fairly safe’ in comparison to 89% in 2017

61% of all respondents stated that their feelings of safety were not linked to the barriers

28% of all respondents reported that they currently had no ‘issues of concern’ about the local area

30% of all respondents reported anti-social behaviour and 25% reported misuse of drug as issues 
of concern

31% of all respondents stated that concerns about the local area were linked to the presence of the 
barriers

No respondents named the barriers being removed as a local concern

84% of PUL respondents reported that they felt ‘fairly safe’ or ‘very safe’ living in the area, in 
comparison to 87% of CNR respondents

30% of CNR respondents reported ASB and 32% reported misuse of drugs as the main issue of 
local concern as did PUL respondents (31% and 15% respectively)

77% of respondents from the PUL community identified that ‘additional community policing (to 
tackle ASB)’ would have an impact on attitudinal change to the removal of the Peace Walls as did 
71% of CNR respondents

32% of respondents from the CNR community identified that ‘improved security for property’ 
would have an impact on attitudinal change to the removal of the Peace Walls as did 16% of PUL 
respondents

26% of respondents from the PUL community identified that ‘improved security for the area’ 
would have an impact on attitudinal change to the removal of the Peace Walls as did 24% of CNR 
respondents.

Overall respondents feel ‘safe’ living in this area with 86% reporting feeling ‘fairly safe’ 
or ‘very safe’. This was similar to a high baseline figure of 89% in 2017. No respondents 
reported feeling ‘fairly unsafe’ or ‘very unsafe’ living in the area. Six-in-ten (61%) of all 
respondents reported that the presence of the walls did not affect their feelings of safety. 

The GWCS PWP has noted that there are concerns relating to the rise in ‘transient’ anti-
social behavior (ASB) in the Greater Whitewell area and this is reflected in the Survey 
findings. ASB is a pronounced issue of concern within both communities with 30% of 
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CNR respondents identifying it and 31% of PUL respondents doing likewise. A further 
32% of CNR respondents identified misuse of drugs as an issue as did 15% of PUL 
respondents. Such high levels of reporting explain why over three-quarters (77%) of PUL 
respondents identified that ‘greater community policing (to tackle ASB)’ would have an 
impact on attitudinal change to the removal of the Peace Walls as did a similar 71% of CNR 
respondents. The GWCS PWP continues to work with the PSNI to mitigate the effects of 
these issues.

As of August 2019, GWCS PWP were still awaiting confirmation as to when they will be 
given details of the approved Aftercare Scheme so that they can share it with residents at 
all sites. This slow progress by the DoJ has led to mistrust in the process amongst residents. 
This can explain findings that over one-quarter (26%) of PUL respondents identified that 
‘improved security for the area’ would have an impact on attitudinal change to the removal 
of the Peace Walls as did similar percentages of CNR respondents (24%). Additionally, almost 
one-third (32%) of CNR respondents identified that ‘improved security for property’ would 
have an impact on attitudinal change to the removal of the Peace Walls as did 16% of PUL 
respondents. 

Many residents have already voiced a growing disillusionment that statutory bodies are  
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not moving at the same pace as they are willing to and are anxious about the capacity of the 
DoJ to deliver on verbal commitments relating to the Aftercare Package. For residents, this is 
linked to the absence of a functioning Assembly that could be lobbied to challenge the slow 
progress on the delivery of commitments made in the TBUC strategy document.  The GWCS 
PWP has ongoing access to local political representatives who are supportive of their work 
on the Peace Walls.  

Current Views of the Peace Walls

Key Finding 2: Respondents indicated that the main function of the barriers was the same as 
when they were originally constructed. There is growing ambivalence towards the barriers in both 
communities but the CNR community value their presence more strongly.

67% of all respondents reported that the main function of the barriers remains as when they were 
originally constructed – namely that they acted as security/protection for people and property

41% of all respondents felt that the main positive aspects of the barriers were that they acted as 
security/protection for people and property, 17% that they made people ‘feel safer’ and 12% that 
they acted to ‘prevent trouble/keep the peace’

34% of all respondents stated that the main negative aspects of the barriers were that they ‘kept 
the two communities apart’ and ‘prevented ‘normalisation’

94% of all respondents stated that retention of the barriers would have a negative impact on 
perception of the area

87% of all respondents reported that retention of the barriers would have a negative impact on 
community relations

59% of CNR respondents viewed the main function of the barriers as when they were originally 
constructed as did 43% of PUL respondents

50% of CNR respondents viewed the main positive of the barriers as acting as ‘security/protection 
for people and property’ as did 27% of PUL respondents

20% of CNR respondents reported that a further positive aspect of the barriers were that they 
‘made people feel safer’ in comparison to 14% of PUL respondents

32% of all PUL respondents stated that the barriers had ‘no function’ which was not reported by any 
respondents in 2017 Survey findings. 15% of CNR respondents reported the same in comparison to 
6% in 2017 Survey findings

36% of all PUL respondents stated that the barriers had no positives in comparison to 5% in 2017 
Survey findings. 23% of CNR respondents reported the same in comparison to in 8% 2017 Survey 
findings

44% of CNR respondents stated that the main negative aspects of the barriers were that they ‘kept 
the two communities apart’ and ‘prevented normalisation’ as did 21% of PUL respondents

Both communities reported that retention of the barriers would have a high negative impact on 
external perceptions of the area and community relations.

67% of all respondents regarded the main ‘function’ of the barriers as being for the purpose 
that they were originally constructed - ‘security/protection for people and property’.  41% 
of all respondents felt that the main positive aspects of the barriers were that they acted as 
security/protection for people and property, 17% that they made people ‘feel safer’ and 12% 
that they acted to ‘prevent trouble/keep the peace’. Again, this underlines that attitudinal 
change is dependent on much greater progress in relation to commitments on the Aftercare 
Package than to date. 
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However, 23% of all respondents noted that barriers had ‘no function’, which was 
reported by only 4% in 2017 and a further 29% stated they ‘did not have any positives’ 
which was reported at a much lower 7% in the 2017 Survey. These findings are linked to 
57% of all respondents being aware of changes at the barriers and suggest that respondents 
recognise that such changes have brought wider community benefits to the area.

Respondents across both communities continued to view the main ‘function’ of the Peace 
Walls in relation to their initial construction purpose with 59% of CNR respondents 
reporting this as did 43% of PUL respondents. There was agreement in both communities 
that the main positive characteristic of the barriers was that they acted as ‘security/
protection for people and property’ but there were differences in relation to the strength 
of this feeling. Half (50%) of respondents from the CNR community identified this as a 
‘positive’ but a lower 27% of PUL respondents did likewise. 

Almost one-third (32%) of PUL respondents also reported that the barriers had ‘no 
function’ which was not reported in 2017. Additionally, over one-third (36%) of PUL 
respondents reported that the barriers had no positive aspects in comparison to only 
5% in 2017 Survey findings. Almost all respondents from the PUL community reported 
that retention of the barriers would have a negative impact on perceptions of the area 
(95%) and 85% reported that such retention would have a negative impact on community 
relations. Taken together, these findings indicate that while respondents from the PUL 
community still identify the functions and positives of the barriers as those that they were 
first constructed for, there is a growing ambivalence towards them. 

These viewpoints were expressed less strongly within the CNR community but 15% 
reported that the barriers had ‘no function’ in comparison to 6% in 2017 Survey findings 
and a higher 23% that they had no ‘positives’ in comparison to the 8% reported in 2017. 
44% of the CNR community reported that the main negative of the barriers that they ‘kept 
the two communities apart’ and/or ‘prevented ‘normalisation’ in the area and 88% noted 
that retention of the barriers would have a negative impact on community relations. 

Additionally, almost all (94%) CNR respondents noted that retention of the Peace Walls 
would have a negative impact on property values, cost of insurance and health and 
well-being. This was echoed by almost all PUL respondents who reported that retention 
of the Peace Walls would have a negative impact on property values (92%), cost of 
insurance (96%) and health and well-being (96%). These findings suggest that there 
both communities are aware that the presence of the barriers bring ‘negatives’ as well as 
‘positives’. This suggestion of a growing ambivalence towards the barriers provides the 
GWCS PWP with an opportunity to highlight the personal and wider community benefits 
of barrier removal which should have a corresponding positive impact on attitudes 
towards further change. 
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Interaction & Community Relations

Key Finding 3: Quantity and quality of interaction with the ‘other’ community and those on the 
‘other side of the Peace Walls’ has grown since 2017. Quality of interaction has remained static.

77% of all respondents stated that interaction with the ‘other’ community occurred ‘very often’ or 
‘fairly often’ in comparison to 68% in 2017 Survey findings

55% of all respondents reported they had regular contact with the community on the ‘other side of 
the Peace Wall’ in comparison to only 25% in 2017 Survey findings

85% of all respondents reported that interaction with the ‘other’ community was ‘always’ or 
‘mostly’ positive in comparison to 83% in 2017 Survey findings

66% of all respondents reported that interaction with the community on the ‘other side of the 
Peace Wall’ was ‘always’ or ‘mostly’ positive

59% of respondents met with the ‘other’ community at community events and 38% at PWP-
facilitated events

87% agreed that retention of the barriers would have a negative impact on community relations

34% of all respondents reported that the main negatives of the Peace Walls were that they ‘kept 
the two communities apart’ and ‘prevented normalisation’ 

66% of PUL respondents reported regular interaction with the ‘other’ community as they in 2017 
Survey findings. 

88% of CNR respondents reported regular interaction with the ‘other’ community in comparison to 
71% in 2017

63% of PUL respondents reported regular interaction with the community on the ‘other side’ of the 
barrier in comparison to 45% in 2017 Survey findings

50% of CNR respondents reported regular interaction with the community on the ‘other side’ of 
the barrier in comparison to 16% in 2017 Survey findings

81% of PUL respondents reported positive interaction with the ‘other’ community in comparison to 
83% in 2017 Survey findings

88% of CNR respondents reported positive interaction with the ‘other’ community in comparison 
to 82% in 2017 Survey findings

88% of CNR respondents reported that retention of the barriers would have a negative impact on 
community relations as did 85% of PUL respondents.

These findings are extremely positive for the GWCS PWP in that they illustrate an increase in 
interaction levels over the past two years both with the ‘other ‘community as a whole and a 
substantial increase between people living on either side of the Peace Walls. Moreover, such 
increases have happened across both communities and quality of interaction has remained 
similar to the already high baseline findings in 2017.

Reported levels of regular interaction with the ‘other community’ (very often/fairly often) 
have risen from 68% to 77% over the past two years. Levels of regular interaction with the 
community on the ‘other side of the Peace Walls’ have increased substantially from one-
quarter (25%) in 2017 to over half of all respondents (55%) in 2019. Furthermore, reporting 
of ‘irregular’ interaction with the community on the ‘other side of the Peace Walls’ has 
declined from 56% in 2017 to 36% in 2019.
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Additionally, reported levels of regular interaction with the ‘other’ community have 
increased in the CNR community from 71% to 88% and levels have remained at a high 
baseline figure of 66% of PUL respondents. Interaction with those on the ‘other side of 
the Peace Wall’ has increased across both communities since 2017. Half (50%) of CNR 
respondents report more regular interaction in comparison to a much lower 16% in 2017 
Survey findings. Almost two-thirds (63%) of PUL respondents reported the same, albeit from 
a higher baseline figure of 45% in 2017. This growth in interaction levels is important as it 
illustrates that both communities in the area are open to such interaction. 

Moreover, when interaction does happen with the ‘other’ community, respondents 
expressed the opinion that it was an overwhelmingly positive experience with only 2% of 
all respondents reporting that interaction was ‘always negative’. Starting from an already 
high baseline in 2017, with 83% of all respondents reporting that interaction was ‘always’ 
or ‘mostly’ positive, these figures have increased slightly to 85%. There was reporting of 
positive experiences across both communities with 88% of respondents from the CNR 
community reporting this and 81% of PUL respondents doing the same.

Interaction was common at community events (59%) and such high engagement at a place 
of ‘choice’ that specifically encourages cross-community interaction is a positive finding for 
the GWCS PWP. Two-thirds (66%) of PUL respondents identified community events as the 
places they most often meet people from the ‘other’ community as did over half (53%) of 
CNR respondents. It is clear that work undertaken by GWCS PWP to encourage greater CNR 
participation at such events over the last two years has been an effective way of ensuring 
that both communities come together in informal ways. 

Over one-third (34%) of all respondents viewed the ‘negatives’ of the Peace Walls as 
maintaining division and preventing normalisation. Additionally, there was an acceptance 
in the area that the retention of these structures would have negative impacts on perceptions 
of the area (94%) and community relations (87%). These viewpoints were shared by 
both communities with near-identical rates identifying both the former (PUL=95% and 
CNR=94%) and the latter (CNR=88% and PUL=85%).

It should be noted that this area includes residents that have historically disengaged from 
positive cross-community interaction, and no cross-community meeting space exists in 
the area, which further underscores the success of the work undertaken by GWCS PWP 
to increase such engagement in such circumstances. These findings clearly demonstrate 
the value of the approach taken by GWCS PWP with their focus on developing a ‘sense of 
community’ that is inclusive of all residents in order to forward the goals of the PWP over 
the past two years. This community-based approach concentrates on deepening trust and 
building the confidence of residents to engage in conversations about changes to the barriers 
in a ‘natural’ way and such conversations focus on the potential value that changes to the 
barriers can bring to the area. 
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Looking to the Future

Key Finding 4: There is evidence of attitudinal change towards the removal of the barriers across 
both communities since 2017 although those from the PUL community favour change at a faster 
pace.

18% of all respondents reported that they want the barriers to be removed ‘now’ in comparison to 
12% in 2017 Survey findings 

8% of all respondents reported that they want ‘no change’ in comparison to 18% in 2017 Survey 
findings

44% of all respondents reported that they want to see changes to the barriers (reimaging/
declassification) in comparison to 31% in 2017 Survey findings

49% of all respondents could envisage a time when there were no barriers in the area, the same as 
reported in 2017 Survey findings 

90% of all respondents were strongly in favour of the barriers being removed within the lifetime of 
their children or grandchildren in comparison to 87% in 2017 Survey findings

49% of all respondents noted that ‘greater trust’ and ‘more respect’ would have positive impact on 
attitudinal change towards barrier removal

9% of CNR respondents wanted to retain the status quo in comparison to 20% in 2017 Survey 
findings

6% of PUL respondents wanted to retain the status quo in comparison to 11% in 2017 Survey 
findings

50% of PUL respondents wanted to see the barriers come down ‘now’ or at ‘sometime in the future’ 
in comparison to 44% in 2017 Survey findings

50% of CNR respondents wanted to see incremental changes rather than barrier removal at this 
time

91% of CNR respondents were in favour of the barriers being removed within the lifetime of their 
children or grandchildren in comparison to 89% in 2017 Survey findings

89% of PUL respondents were in favour of the barriers being removed within the lifetime of their 
children or grandchildren in comparison to 83% in 2017 Survey findings

CNR respondents noted that additional community facilities (77%), additional employment 
opportunities (41%) and ‘greater trust and respect’ (45%) would impact positively on attitudinal 
change to the barriers

PUL respondents noted identical factors - additional community facilities (55%), additional 
employment opportunities (36%) and ‘greater trust and respect’ (55%) would impact positively on 
attitudinal change to the barriers.

This is an extremely important finding for the GWCS PWP in that it illustrates clear and 
positive attitudinal change towards the removal of the barriers since 2017 across both 
communities. 92% of all respondents wanted to see some change to the barriers be that 
reimaging, reclassification or removal in comparison to 82% in 2017. 

The PUL community favours change at a faster pace than those within the CNR community 
with half (50%) wanting to see the barriers coming down ‘now’ or at ‘sometime in the 
future’ in comparison to a lower 27% of CNR respondents. The data suggests that whilst the 
CNR community is more cautious about embracing immediate change to the Peace Walls, it 
is more open to considering this than in 2017, with 8% now stating they wanted ‘no change’ 
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to the barriers in comparison to 20% in 2017. Additionally, CNR respondents were more 
open to incremental changes (50%) including re-imaging, and declassification than they 
were in 2017 (24%). 

As noted above, the CNR community has particular concerns about ASB in the area and is 
strongly in favour of additional security for both property and the wider area. GWCS has 
identified the absence of the Aftercare Package as a key barrier to progress and considers 
it crucial to encouraging residents to agree to removal/reduction of peace structures that 
have provided them with security over many years. These findings suggest that the CNR 
community would particularly welcome the full introduction of this Package and this could 
have a substantial impact on future attitudinal change.   

The findings also indicate that hope for change exists within the area particularly in 
reference to future generations. Nine in every ten respondents (90%) reported that 
they wished to see the barriers being removed in the lifetimes of their children and/or 
grandchildren and this desire was expressed strongly across both communities (PUL=89% 
and CNR=91%) and has grown slightly since from an already high 2017 baseline figure 
(PUL=83% and CNR=89%).

Both communities indicated that additional employment opportunities and increased 
community facilities would impact positively on attitudinal change to the barriers. This 
is linked to strong reporting that retention of the barriers would have a negative impact 
on external perceptions of the area with no differentiation between the two communities 
(PUL=95% and CNR=94%). This finding suggests that awareness already exists within 
both communities that change to the barriers could bring greater investment and wider 
community benefits. GWCS PWP should continue its partnership working with a range of 
agencies to attract inward investment to the area. However, this is tempered with the reality 
that this cannot be delivered in isolation and any such changes will require greater inter-
agency support and collaboration and continued cross-party political support.
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Conclusion
The Survey data provides clear evidence of positive attitudinal change across both 
communities towards the removal of the barriers in the Greater Whitewell area since 
the initial Baseline Survey was carried out in 2017. Both communities are less interested 
in retaining the ‘status quo’ than they were in 2017 Survey findings. There is also strong 
evidence in the data that both communities are more open to change happening in the 
future and both communities also express very strong hopes for change regarding future 
generations. 

There has been measurable change in interaction levels between people living on ‘the other 
side of the Peace Wall’ since 2017, particularly by those from a CNR background. This 
underlines the value of developing a ‘sense of community’ that is inclusive of all residents 
which the GWCS PWP has continued to build over the past two years. Moving forward, the 
data suggests that GWCS PWP should continue this focus on relationship-building between 
the two communities and build upon the already strong belief that the barriers are not 
conducive to good community relations to progress the aims of the PWP.

Respondents from both communities continue to identify the main functions of the 
barriers in relation to safety and security and those from the CNR community continue 
to value their presence more strongly. Respondents from the PUL community indicate a 
growing ambivalence towards the barriers and favour change at a faster pace than their CNR 
counterparts. However, CNR respondents strongly favoured continuing incremental changes 
to the barriers and this indicates a pathway towards future change within this community. 

Further confidence-building is necessary within both communities that any future changes 
to the barriers will not impact negatively on levels of community safety and that alternative 
security arrangements will be put in place. Caution expressed suggests that this is reliant 
on tackling ASB and drug misuse in the area and both communities expressed beliefs that 
greater security for property and the wider area and increased community policing is 
necessary if attitudes towards barrier removal are to change. This mirrors the belief voiced 
by the GWCS PWP that that the immediate implementation of the Aftercare Package is 
crucial to progress in the area. While they can continue to advocate for this, implementation 
is dependent on greater inter-agency collaboration than there has been to date. It is 
envisaged that the forthcoming introduction of this Package will have a corresponding 
positive impact on attitudinal change towards removal of the barriers in the longer-term.

The data in 2019 also suggests that both communities strongly recognise that the barriers 
impact negatively on external perceptions of the area and that change to the Peace Walls 
could attract greater inward investment and bring wider community benefits. The data 
suggests that the GWCS PWP has a role to play in attracting inward investment but this 
cannot happen in isolation and will require greater inter-agency working, political 
leadership and external resource support.
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