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From the desk of the Chairperson
The Vienna NGO Committee on the Family organised its 11th International Seminar from December 12th to December 13th 2006 at the Vienna International Centre of the United Nations in Vienna, with the co-operation and support of the Austrian Federal Ministry for Social Security, Generations and Consumer Protection, entitled:

Families – Agents of Social Change
to observe 20 years of the Vienna NGO Committee on the Family. 

This special issue of Families International is a Report on the Proceedings of the International Seminar.  The programme of the seminar is also enclosed to guide you through the proceedings. We hope to publish more proceedings in our next issue.
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We hope that this report, with the input of professionals from academia, international organisations, representatives of government and civil society organisations, will increase the awareness of the importance the existence and well-being of Families has for social development all over the world, and will welcome your comments and feed-back.

Part of these proceedings are reports and addresses from former chairpersons, and also an address by Mr. Eric A. Olson, Focal Point on the Family, United nations, New York to highlight the important contact and good relationship with the United Nations, here in Vienna and beyond.

Sincerely,

Michael Schwarz, Chairperson
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Greeting Message from Ingrid Gelinek, Chairperson from 1983-1992

Dear Dr. Schwarz, 

Herewith I want to thank you very much for the very kind invitation to participate at the seminar of the Vienna NGO Committee on the Family on December 12th-13th. I regret profoundly - as I told you already on the phone not to be able to join you at this special occasion for health reasons. I am indeed sorry not to participate, because I would have enjoyed meeting all the old friends and learn about new developments within the committee. It would have also been a great pleasure to meet you. Ever since its foundation the NGO Committee on the Family was always of special concern to me and therefore I would like you to transmit to all the new colleagues following greetings:

The NGO Committee on the Family was founded in many late night sessions entirely by volunteers. They came from different professions, from different jobs; they had different backgrounds, but were united in the wish to be advocats for families.


 It seemed important to us that the strength of the family found adequate recognition. The security and solidarity which family can provide for its members is valued also in today's rapidly changing society. The volunteer's spirit, which in various aspects plays also a role in family life, guided the foundation and the growth of the NGO Committee on the Family. It was indeed a great experience to work for many years for this committee and to receive the widespread assistance of numerous volunteers in many global organisations. The NGO Committee benefited from the visions and the hard work of volunteers and on the whole we succeeded in many of our projects. I am still grateful for having taken part in this experience. My warmest regards to everyone and all best wishes to the newcomers.

Dear Dr. Schwarz, I wish you a successful 11th International Seminar and am looking forward to keep in touch with you! 

Many greetings

Ingrid Gelinek

Families – Agents of Social Development

Statement of Mr. Eric Olson 

Focal Point for the Programme on the Family

Division for Social Policy and Development

United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs, New York

Ladies and Gentlemen,

On behalf of Mr. Johan Schölvinck, Director of the Division for Social Policy and Development of the United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs, it is a pleasure for me to be here to take part in the opening of this 11th International Seminar of the Vienna NGO Committee on the Family.  

We wish to congratulate the Committee on its 20 year anniversary, and to express our thanks and appreciation to the Committee for their collaboration and support throughout these 20 years and for inviting the United Nations Programme on the Family to participate in this commemoration.

It is also a pleasure for me to take part in this event in my role as the United Nations Focal Point on the Family.  I began working in this position just over one year ago, and this is the first time that I am taking part directly in a Committee event.  This is also my first trip to Vienna, and since my arrival I have been doing my best to take in the many splendours of this city, though I see that my time here is very short compared to all that there is to see and do. 

In my remarks today, I would like to first make a few reflections relating to the 20 years of the Vienna NGO Committee on the Family, then address the issue of families as agents of social change and conclude with the role of the United Nations as it pertains to the family.

20 Years Vienna NGO Committee on the Family

A twenty year anniversary is a significant achievement.  It is a tribute to the Committee and to the dedication of its members that after 20 years the Committee continues to take an active role as a civil society partner of the United Nations.  

Civil society organizations such as the Committee have made a significant positive contribution to the workings of international organizations, including the United Nations.  They have brought transparency and accountability to the international arena.  They have also brought a passion for the issues that has breathed new life into the international system, rendering the policy-making process more dynamic, and also more demanding -- and therefore more invigorating -- to their governmental and organizational counterparts.  They have also brought a more human dimension and emphasis, bringing to the attention of policy-makers negative human consequences resulting from policies that previously had been either overlooked or had not been given sufficient importance.

Many years ago governments and international organizations once looked at civil society organizations with apprehension and suspicion.  Now, however, they are seen and accepted as positive contributors to policy-making and implementation, as well as monitoring and evaluation.  During the past several years, their role has also been evolving further, from that of being accepted as active participants to now one of being active and desired partners. 

The United Nations takes the notion of partnership with civil society very seriously.  About two decades ago there was a different and more one-sided relationship, between the United Nations and NGOs. At that time NGOs were essentially invited to conferences, but on a limited basis and mainly to spread the message of the United Nations. This has evolved greatly over the years into a two-way partnership with civil society, propelled particularly by the international conferences and summits of the last decade, making civil society a major contributing factor to the international debates, as well as helping to increase the understanding of governments and the United Nations system. This has been a tremendous advance. 

In the area of the family and family policy, the Vienna NGO Committee on the Family and the United Nations Programme on the Family have enjoyed excellent relations over the past 20 years.  The Programme on the Family looks forward to continuing these good relations for many years to come and to furthering and deepening a partnership that began 20 years ago.  We wish to continue to build and strengthen a two-way partnership, to listen to your opinions and inputs, and to actively explore and implement ideas for future collaboration.

Families – Agents of Social Development

I would now like to make a few remarks relating to families as agents of social change, including international challenges and family policy.

The family is recognized by the Universal Declaration of Human Rights as the natural and fundamental group unit of society.  Societies continue to recognize the family as its basic unit and the primary means for people to live together and to provide mutual nurturing and support.  Families continue to make important contributions to social and economic well-being – that is, they continue to act as agents of social development.  

Families have major, but often untapped, potential to contribute to national development and to the achievement of major objectives of society and to those agreed upon internationally by Members States of the United Nations.  These include increasing levels of education and health, reducing gender disparities and inequalities, eradicating poverty and disease, and creating socially integrated, just, stable and secure societies. Yet, the contribution of families in achieving these objectives, including those established in the United Nations Millennium Declaration, has generally either been taken for granted or overlooked.  

The changing circumstances of families: international challenges

There are also a number of international challenges that are expected to continue to have major impacts on families in the years ahead, and which families, in turn, will also have the potential to influence.  One of these challenges is the evolving changes in family structure, particularly the tendency to have smaller families with fewer children, with a weakening of extended family relationships based on mutual obligation and shared responsibility.  

Other challenges include demographic ageing and retirement; migration; the HIV/AIDS pandemic; and globalization.  Each of these issues is affecting families to a greater or lesser extent in virtually every country of the world.  And with each of these issues, the potential of families themselves to contribute  as agents of social development to solutions to problems arising from these challenges should be fully taken into account.  

A comprehensive approach to family policy

In Response to the challenges to families and the importance of families and family bonds to social development, many Governments have been giving attention and emphasis to strengthening and empowering families through family policies.  There is also a growing awareness that a more comprehensive approach should be taken to harmonize actions on behalf of the family. Family concerns are cross-cutting and multisectoral: they often cannot be addressed fully or adequately by a single sectoral ministry.  
Many existing social policies and programmes focus on individuals, often simultaneously, with few adjustments made in design and implementation to account for family structure, internal family dynamics, and local cultures. It is therefore important for Governments to develop an integrated family policy that effectively and visibly takes into account the family dimension and complements existing sectoral policies. The objective is for policies to meet the needs of individuals while recognizing that they are also members of families, rendering them consistent with the specific needs of families.  

In addition to family policies and those focussed on individuals, there are also policies affecting families that are developed and implemented by a range of governmental and non-governmental institutions, which may be economic, fiscal, environmental or infrastructure. The effects of these policies on families may be unintentional, or they may be invisible to the institutions responsible for implementing them. These policies may therefore be considered to be “indirect family policies”. 

In order to strengthen the functioning of families and facilitate the family’s role as an agent of social development, Governments should also examine the impact on families of both direct and indirect policies, and evaluate all aspects of their effect on families. While this represents a major challenge, it will help to ensure increased consistency and that full consideration is given to families when policy objectives are determined and when the results of the policies are evaluated.  

The role of the United Nations

I would like to conclude with a remark on the role of the United Nations.

Member States of the United Nations have made it clear that they wish to continue to address family issues and to have a Programme on the Family at the United Nations.  The United Nations therefore serves as an international forum for the discussion and debate of family issues at the international level and for the exchange of views and experiences.  In this regard, the Programme on the Family has a catalytic and supportive role to play in strengthening and enhancing concern for the family at the international, regional and national levels.  This role can best be exercised by assisting and supporting national action in integrating a family perspective into the policy-making and development process. 

A successful family programme, whether at the national or international level, will require both integration of a family perspective and advocacy of family issues.  The UN Programme on the Family utilizes a two-tiered approach to family policy that combines an integration of a family perspective into policy-making with advocacy of family issues.  

Families will continue to be essential for human well-being and particularly for the well-being of children.  It is important that policies and programmes recognize the important role of families in society and seek to support, facilitate and enhance it.  The United Nations endeavours to fulfill this function at the international level, and to promote it at the national level as well.

We look forward to continuing to work in partnership with the Vienna NGO Committee on the Family to fulfil this endeavour.

Thank you.

Dennis Callaghy, Chairperson from 1992-1998

IYF: A Grassroots NGO Movement for and with Families Worldwide

It is a great honor and joy to be invited back to the Vienna NGO Committee on the Family and to celebrate its 20th Anniversary together. The fact that it is also the 11th International Seminar is living proof both of the resilience of the Committee and that our topic and key concern is still and nowadays more relevant and crucial than ever before.

The grassroots message in and from IYF – 11 years - was and still is that the family – though not a panacea or always the source of harmony – is alive and well and that far beyond IYF the family must be a permanent issue, partner, beneficiary and agent of social development. It is great to see that the movement we all created is still going strong.

For a moment of brief history for the newcomers and fond nostalgia for several of us oldtimers, let me briefly sketch how the Committee came to be born and what we were able to accomplish, modestly but significantly in the first decade and a half.

As many of you know, back in the early 1980s there had never been a special family focus in UN/NGO concerns. Conferences, international years and UN programs had always dealt with individuals – women, children, youth, elderly, the disabled - and an integrating, global approach to the “basic unit of society” was lacking.

This was the concern that evolved from a meeting convened at the invitation of the UN Centre for Social Development and Humanitarian Affairs to “Informal Consultations on the Family”, where at the end a small group of 15 very diverse INGOs decided to establish the Vienna NGO Committee on the Family as an open forum on family issues. 

I was very new as an NGO rep – I started in 83 – and I remember that the Secretary General of my NGO, the International Catholic Child Bureau, Canon Moerman, chaired the meeting and was successful in getting another Secretary General elected Chairman of our Committee – in her absence! This was Ingrid Gelinek of International Council on Social Welfare. Later she, somewhat reluctantly accepted, and this was the beginning of a beautiful friendship, long-term family love affair and especially a nucleus of Board Members and very committed individuals who worked selflessly and effectively to get amazing and as we see sustainable momentum and accomplishments for and with families worldwide off the ground.

In subsequent years the Committee grew in membership, organized the first of what has now become 11 International Seminars on such controversial question topics as “The Family – A Marginal Group as the Basic of Society?” “The Family – A Threat to the Individual Freedom of its Members?” as well as other current topics “Family – the First Environment” and useful documents on family that are still key reference works today. 

The wisdom and success of the Committee was to invite dialogue on family issues as an open forum and show what positive action can be and is being done for and with families worldwide - not to get blocked in dead-end controversies as who is really family or what is the exact definition of a family. We usually worked on the basis of the UN Convention that stated merely: The family is the basic unit of society, the natural environment for the well being of all of its members, especially children. In this way we also deflated the fear and aversion that some of us had a secret agenda to reverse successes achieved rightfully for its individual members. On the contrary, the aim was to build on the successes of the previous UN years and programs to betterment of the family and all its members. 

Of course, there were also semantic arguments about preferences for families vs. the family – but basically, we tried to be pro-active in information-sharing, networking and awareness building and provide a platform for organizations to point to problems and deficiency, but also to show and exchange best practices and programs around the world that worked – for families, but also of and with families.

In this way we succeeded in the getting the active involvement in the Committee’s numerous Working Groups not just of family organizations but primarily organizations with family-elements: children, youth, women, drug and crime prevention, elderly, disabled etc. These organizations grew in number to about 70 and actively participated in the network of information sharing and also in the series of International Seminars, of which this is number 11. 

Special appreciation should also be expressed to Hilde Rosenmayr, who so generously and expertly wrote the reports of all these first Seminars, which still remain valuable reference documents for family issues. One other person who deserves special thanks is Rosina Santa Ollalla, who tirelessly and perserverantly lobbied for the Committee’s concerns for so many years at the sessions of the UN Commission for Social Development both in Vienna and subsequently in New York. She performed such valuable service in this way by sustaining the voice and presence of the Committee at the Commission and by keeping us informed of the latest developments and potential allies.

In this context, we should also pay tribute to the skilled and dedicated leadership of the early Chairpersons of the Committee, Ingrid Gelinek, Marilies Flemming, and especially Helmuth Schattovits, who like Ingrid, offered support, the facilities, back-up and infrastructure of his organization for the work of the Committee’s volunteers. In heading the first Secretariat and also as Chairman and Head of the Working Group on a Declaration of Family Rights and Responsibilities, Helmuth contributed decisively to this process and sustaining the Committee. It was also a great joy to hear Ingrid Gelinek’s words to us today and to recall her decisive leadership of and action-orientation for the Committee over the first decade and her dedicated steering as head of our Secretariat for the Year of the Family.

Of course we had the advantage and challenge at the time that the UN Focal Point for Social Development was located in Vienna. And so with the support of the CSDHA – and especially 2 key gentlemen and friends of the Committee – Henryk Sokalski and George Puthupally – we began lobbying with Governments at the bi-annual sessions of the Commission for Social Development towards this global approach to and concern for the family, starting in the mid-80s.

It should be mentioned here that especially one visionary organizations, the International Federation of Home Economics, and the Association of Country Women of the World, were the first to come up with the idea of an International Year of the Family and had decided early on to work for such a Proclamation. Their Vienna representatives, Monika Tupay, and Ottie Gambril - should certainly be recognized here – together with Ingrid Gelinek -  today as among the key and indispensable Mid-Wives and Founding Mothers of the Committee as well as the ones who carried the Committee through several years of difficult times decisively and primarily, together with on their shoulders.

It is no exaggeration to claim that the persistent lobbying efforts of our NGOs, together with the support of the UN CSDHA, headed by Henryk Sokalski, led decisively to the Proclamation of IYF in the late 1980s for the year 1994. It took several years of work at the sessions of the Commission for Social Development, at which NGOs and the Committee made statements, solicited support of outspoken “family-friendly” governments and held our Seminars parallel to the Commission to involve delegations in our “movement”. Often we were told by some sceptical governments – that they were not strongly in favour and it shouldn’t cost anything, but they would not block it if it were led by NGOs. Finally – after several years of spadework to create a sufficient groundswell and consensus, the UN resolution to proclaim 1994 as the International Year of the Family was adopted….and the real work began – to make it effective.

First, the tasks had grown too large to handle in a makeshift way and we clearly we needed our own infrastructure and staff. By a miracle we gained the crucial start-up support 2 generous private sponsors who provided the first funds and rent-free office space for the new NGO IYF Secretariat which we established in order to service a growing network of international, national and local NGOs and to be active partners with the new UN-IYF Secretariat in Vienna, headed by the UN Coordinator Henryk Sokalski. Later key financial grants were also provided by supporting Governments, especially Austria, Liechtenstein, Germany and Spain – and than cam Malta – the impossible dream - for which somehow simultaneously both my wife and Mr Sokalski are to be held responsible. 

First, Sokalski had said in a meeting: In the past all major NGO Forums had been held as parallel events in conjunction with UN world conferences. But since the UN isn’t doing a Conference to launch the Year and this is grassroots movement anyway, why don’t the NGOs do – find a sympathetic government, get about 1,000 NGOs together to spearhead - and launch it. What do you think? Right, we said. What a crazy idea, how can we ever do that?

That night at home in our kitchen, my wife, Sibylle, who was an executive with an advertising agency, said, what you need to do now is to organize a “Kick-off” meeting to launch your product, IYF. To which I responded: OK, but what’s a Kick-off meeting. “Well, she said, you find a venue, gather all the sales force, let them exchange experiences while filling them with ideas and inspiration and send them out to spread the word.” So in the end, that’s exactly we stumbled into doing.

And that’s what happened: Mr Sokalski got us in touch with Father Charles Vella of the small island Republic of Malta, which volunteered its name, hospitality and wonderful conference centre if we could bring the delegates….and we did….

One funny story in planning Malta was a visit there to prepare for the Forum. I say the facilities and was worried if there would be enough space in the gorgeous Conference Centre, the former medieval hospital of the Knights of Malta for the many Workshops the NGOs wanted to organize. I asked Father Vella: how many rooms would be available for the workshops? His answer was “Yes”. No, I said, I meant how many rooms for the workshops. “Yes”, he repeated. “Yes, you bring the people, you get the rooms”. In the end they had to go quickly and paint the police academy across the street and asked us to stop the faxes coming in when we exceeded the maximum of 900 they had foreseen.

And so in November 1993 - on the eve of IYF – we, the Vienna Committee, with the support of the UN and our sister Committees in New York and Paris, organized the World NGO Forum Launching IYF in Malta. Born out of a talk in our kitchen and Mr Sokalski’s vision, we succeeded in gathering over 1,000 IYF multipliers from nearly 100 countries, from NGOs and governments alike, and served as a catalyst for IYF ideas and action for 1994 and beyond. It was truly an impossible dream come true.

The theme of the Forum, “Promoting Families for the Well-being of Individuals and Societies” reflected the need for a global, realistic and positive approach to the family as well as a recognition of the diversity of family issues and structures throughout the world.

After all, we were launching a product which defied a definition on a worldwide setting. In fact, rather than fighting about a definition, organizations were encouraged to present projects and programs that worked best – for and with families and as you well know, the delegates knew what they were talking about.

In addition to plenaries with messages and keynotes with global perspectives – varying from the Pope, the Princess of Jordan, the Deputy Head of Unicef and the wife of Governor Cuomo of New York – the Forum offered a total of 40 workshops and 54 authors’ forum presentations on the whole gamut of family-related issues and IYF action projects.

Amidst the great plurality, a number of common themes emerged, among them:

1.
The need to strike a balance between the very important individual rights and the concept of the family as a community that is more than the sum of it parts”, and the affirmation that IYF should be a positive reinforcement of this team of strong players. Special attention was placed on the role, rights and well-being of women and children, but also on the shared participation and vital roles of men and fathers.

2.
Despite the economic poverty in developing countries and the spiritual poverty in the developed world, the instinct for social community is so strong and the family so resilient that creative and diverse forms of coping with problems have emerged.

3.
In solidarity with families suffering the most, especially those who are victims of poverty, war, the scourge of AIDS, drug abuse, violence and terrorism, special attention must be given to families at risk and the most vulnerable groups, among them: the disabled, the elderly, the victims of domestic and social violence, and children.

4.
NGOs have access to the reality of the grassroots experience. They have the power and responsibility to carry out advocacy for families, raise public awareness and, if necessary, put pressure on Governments to improve laws and policies.

A major concrete outcome of the Forum was the adoption of the “Malta Statement of the World NGO Forum” which was endorsed by acclamation by the Forum after being signed by a total of 58 INGOs in consultative status with ECOSOC, 26 other international NGOs, 13 regional NGO networks and 125 national and local NGOs from 41 countries.

I had the great honor to present this Malta Statement, together with the host Minister of Malta, while addressing the General Assembly of the UN at a special session on IYF in Dec. 1993. I underlined 3 crucial NGO family-related concerns laid out in the Statement:

1.
The need to recognize families as intrinsically self-reliant units in society which can, even in adverse external circumstances, regulate their own internal affairs and maintain successful and harmonious relationships;

2.
The necessity to empower families in ways that strengthen inherent family resilience, mutuality, gender equity, the rights of children and the ability of families to assume their responsibilities and indispensable functions in society which can be summarized as “loving, caring and sharing”.

3.
Governments were urged to consider the family as a main agent in social development and a specific issue of concern in future reports, Commissions and Conferences, to consider a declaration on the rights and responsibilities of families, and to undertake adequate follow-up measures to IYF.

The Vienna NGO Committee, of which I was Chairman during these exciting years a decade ago, was called the prime mover and “midwife” of IYF. During the IYF hey-day, the Committee had grown from originally 15 to nearly 80 international member organizations servicing an international network of over 2,000 largely grassroots participating organizations.

It was an unforgettable experience working for families worldwide and it is even more rewarding today to see that our efforts were not a “flash-in-the-pan” celebration, but that the dream we dreamed and the momentum initiated have germinated and continue to bear fruit as part of a sustainable movement for families.

This can be seen in the outcomes and ongoing NGO, UN and government activities which emerged recently in response to the 10th anniversary of IYF.

Among them: the introduction of a “family perspective” or “family impact component” in the formulation and implementation of social development policies and the challenge to keep family firmly on the global agenda. I am sure my friend and successor as Chairman, Peter Crowley, is more knowledgeable and will have more to tell you about the successful follow-up work.

In conclusion, may I say what an honor and unforgettable and rewarding experience it was to be part of the birth and evolution of the Committee and to work with such devoted, fascinating and diverse people in and through the Committee. Coming from a Catholic Children’s organization – the International Catholic Child Bureau - I was thrilled and had to go on when I had the opportunity to present our Malta Forum invitation to Pope John Paul II, who told me: “Oh yes, we shall work together on that!” And the Church and many organizations really got involved it in to make it as the Pope had proclaimed “a providential opportunity” for the future of society and human-kind. Of course it was not just the Year of one Church, but all world religions became very much involved in promoting this special focus on the “basic unit of society”.

Finally, may I congratulate and encourage the Committee to keep the march going despite the difficulties and frustrations. The cause of promoting families is essential, beneficial and really worth doing! Good luck and keep the family banner flying high – families need it and are expecting it!

I also send you greetings from Canon Joseph Moerman who served as the Chairman of our first meeting in 1986 and supported the Committee strongly throughout the year, sharing his lobbying skills with Governments and wisdom from the International Year of the Child. He stated last night on the phone: “Please tell them: I have no regrets. Yes, it was worth doing. We created – at least – a feeling for the family which didn’t exist before. My friends, keep filling this with life!”

Last but not least, I was asked to convey heartfelt congratulates and warm personal regards from George Puthupally, who worked so hard together with us in the IYF Secretariat as well as from Henryk Sokaski both of whom I spoke on the phone on Saturday night and are with us in spirit.  

From home in Warsaw Henryk asked me to send his very best wishes and affection to the Committee. He said: “IYF was a great idea – and only successful because of the wonderful and committed people, such as you in the Committee. The whole experience left the strongest imprint on my mind and heart. I had never before in my career met such devoted people and I will never forget our great collaboration. Please continue to keep working for, thinking and acting Family.”

Thank you for your attention!

Peter Crowley, Chairperson from 1998-2004

20 Years Vienna NGO Committee on the Family

Peter Crowley

(Deputy Chairperson)

The following quote from George Bernard Shaw could be regarded as a symbol of the attitude and commitment of this Committee: “Some men (and women) see things as they are, and ask why. Others (We) dream things that never were, and ask why not.”

Historical Perspective

While 20 years is an achievement, and may seem quite a while, it is worth remembering that the inception of Civil Society is traced back to the 18th century, to the period in time when there was a shift away from feudal to mercantile economies. An essay on the history of Civil Society written in 1767 by Adam Fergusen in Scotland shows how far back we must go to find the cradle of Civil Society.

The notion that a third sector might exist, between the market and the state, got lost in the two sector view of the world and it is only in recent times, that the concept of civil society has re-awoken from its long hibernation in that cradle in Scotland. Indeed it is interesting to observe that the integration of civil society considerations, into international development deliberations, has concurred with the accelerated emergence of democracies from totalitarian regimes since the foundation of the United Nations in the middle of the last century. Involving civil society actors in the development process has become a major characteristic of international co-operation over recent years, giving impetus to the notion of ‘development partnerships’.


The United Nations and Civil Society

Another change in international terminology in recent years is the use of the term ‘Civil Society Organisations’ and not just Non-Governmental Organisations, including e.g. academic and research institutions, defining organisations more by what they are and do, rather that what they are not.  There has also been an emphasis on the concept of partnership between civil society organisations, governments and international organisations such as the United Nations, whose Secretary-General, Kofi Annan, is a prominent proponent of this partnership. 

The High Level Panel on Civil Society which the United Nations Secretary-General constituted in 2003, under the chairmanship of the former president of Brazil, Fernando Enrique Cardoso, highlights the increasing importance of civil society institutions. As President Cardozo stated: “The legitimacy of civil society organisations derives from what they do and not from what they represent or from any kind of external mandate. In the final analysis, they are what they do.”  

As the Secretary-General of the United Nations stated at the Millennium Forum in New York in May 2000; “Today, I am asking you NGOs to be both leaders and partners: where necessary, to lead and inspire Governments to live up to your ideals; where appropriate, to work with Governments to achieve their goals.[...] By working through consensus rather than confrontation, you will be involved more closely.” (K. Annan, Millennium Forum United Nations 2000).

Global Civil Society with its ‘language of civil rights’, which is the basis of all interaction, is unconquerable without being omnipotent. The power of civil society derives from pooling its resources, resulting from the actions of individual rights holders (Frost, M. 2004). So one civil society organisation, or even one committed person, can make a difference in this domain of freedom that is without borders.

As Anna Home (2004) states “The recent move from the language of charity to the language of justice in international politics raises a stronger ethical duty on the part of governments to deliver social justice to their citizens. The language of charity appeals to the individuals’ sense of moral duty, whereas the language of justice draws on a collective ethics that forms the essence of our societies.” 

Civil Society Organisations are constantly challenged to assess and reassess, their own democratic structures of transparency and accountability, as well as their contributions to, and the role they play in enhancing social justice in society in general, both at the local, national and international level.

Family-Oriented Civil Society Organisations

Seven United Nations conferences have reiterated that the family is the basic unit in society. The challenging changes in society are usually interwoven with paradigmatic changes in families. For many years family issues had been regarded, by many actors in the social field, as problematical areas, which needed support, like another charity. If families are so central to, and already in the mainstream of society, perhaps it would be more meaningful, for all concerned, to recognise families as the resource, human capital and wealth of society, which they, without dispute, are, and hence regard families as a medium and motor, to attain true social and sustainable development.

Civil society organisations could, unwittingly, be further perpetuating the view of family issues as another charity by overly stressing the concept of ‘supporting families’, as if all families needed to be supported, and admonishing the lack of support from some governments, rather than emphasising the concept of families as central to, and in the mainstream of society and reiterating that families themselves support and indeed replenish society and are major agents of social development. Of course it is necessary at the same time to recognise that there are families which also need support, as is evident in the deliberations on the plight of families affected by e.g. HIV/AIDS, famine, migration, poverty or e.g. the lack of fresh water supply.

The role civil society organisations play in the world has changed a great deal over the last 20 years. In the run up to, and immediate aftermath, of IYF in 1994 the focus was on (a) awareness building with regard to family issues, (b) a discussion on the rights of  the family and (c) the search for a definition of family, and endeavouring to reconcile the term ‘family’ as an institution, with the term ‘families’ in their manifest forms. It was indeed most important to debate all these issues and for NGOs to be advocates and awareness raisers of the family issue. Without that we probably wouldn’t have had IYF in 1994 or the observance of the 10th anniversary of IYF in 2004.

However there has been a shift in emphasis from reflecting on what families are or should be to what families ‘do’. As Undersecretary-General José Antonio Ocampo stated in his statement to the 42nd Commission for Social Development in February 2004: “The family is an ancient institution, but it is also an evolving and changing institution. It is important to move away from a focus on what a family is, to a focus on what a family does.” This may be a step forward to depolitisize the debate between the family as an institution, and families in their various forms and manifestations, as well as to facilitate the aim to be inclusive, rather than divisive.


United Nations Consultative Meeting 2003

The Chairperson of the Vienna NGO Committee on the Family was invited to a consultative meeting in December 2003 at the United Nations in New York to reflect on whether it was meaningful to propose a policy of mainstreaming the family issue. The following excerpts from the Report on the Consultative Meeting reiterate the concept of the basic unit in society: “In further discussions on mainstreaming, the concepts of social inclusion and integration were considered.  It was recalled that mainstreaming in the 60’s was a novel method of ensuring integration and inclusion, where disadvantaged groups did not remain on the margins of – but were brought within – the society.  It was clearly stated, however, that the family, as the basic unit of society, is by virtue of that definition not marginalized but central to, and already in the mainstream of, society.  Participants thus preferred to express the concept as ‘integrating a family perspective in policy making’. The irony is that, often, the centrality of family has escaped the attention of policymakers. There has therefore been insufficient attention paid to the impact of policies on families, and insufficient regard for the contributions families make to the well being of their members.” 

Johan Schölvinck, Director of the Division for Social Policy and Development of the Department of Economic and Social Development of the United Nations Secretariat in New York, stated in his address to a conference organised by the Irish Presidency of the Euro-

pean Union to observe the International Day of Families and the 10th anniversary of IYF in May 2004 in Dublin: “As we mark the tenth anniversary of the International Year of the Family, it is important to recognise one of the most far reaching achievements of the Year, which is the greater awareness of what families contribute to economic development and social progress in societies all over the world. This ‘family perspective’ is becoming an important factor for development, a fact that is increasingly reflected in national development plans and in programmes of economic and technical cooperation of organisations of the United Nations system. The formulation of family policies must take place within the framework of overall socio-economic development strategies but, more than this, those development strategies must also take into consideration the very vital role played by families.”

In brief one could say that there is now more emphasis on appreciation and recognition of the role of families in social development world-wide, rather that an emphasis solely on awareness-building of the family issue.

Institution Building Measures

A further shift in the last 20 years is towards the conception and realisation of institution-building measures rather than a concentration of resources on the organisation of awareness-building events. The Vienna NGO Committee on the Family trusts that with the institution-building measure of  setting up the Web Site of the Committee at www.viennafamilycommittee.org which was visited over two thousand times in its first full year of existence in 2002 and in 2005 by over ten thousand visitors, on average over 200 visitors per week, which amounts to more than a fourfold increase in less than four years, is one of  several concrete steps the Committee has taken in this direction. 

Study on Contributions of Civil Society Organisation to the Well-Being of Families

At the 4th consultative meeting convened by the Programme on the Family within the Department of Economic and Social Affairs in 2002 in New York with international and regional NGOs “it was agreed to prepare a study, under the chairmanship of the Vienna NGO Committee on the Family, on the positive contributions of civil society to the well-being of families since 1994. The study will be submitted to the General Assembly in 2004, at its fifty-ninth session”. (Report of the Secretary-General of the United Nations to the General Assembly - A/57/139, 2002).

To gather data for this study an interactive-internet-forum was installed at www.10yearsIYF.org inviting INGOs accredited with the Economic and Social Council of the United Nations (ECOSOC), who regard themselves in part or in their entirety as family-oriented to participate. To date 31 INGOs from over 15 countries in all 5 continents have joined this Forum and entered data on their contributions to the well-being of families since IYF 1994. Data can be entered and updated independently by each organisation using its individual User-Identity and Password. In all 72 INGOs have indicated interest in becoming a member of the Forum.

A book, entitled “Documenting Contributions of Civil Society Organisations to the Well-Being of Families” containing the study was published, with the support of the United Nations Trust Fund on Family Activities, at a briefing in the United Nations on May 13th 2004 in New York entitled: “The Family Today: Emerging Issues on the International Agenda (In Observance of the 10th Anniversary of the International Year of the Family)” along with Jose Antonio Ocampo, Under-Secretary-General, Department of Economic and Social Affairs of the United Nations, representatives of Member States, United Nations Agencies as well as the Chairperson of the Vienna NGO Committee on the Family.

This report was submitted as a reference handbook to delegations of member states of the United Nations at the Special Session of the 59th General Assembly in 2004, as well as to other interested parties. This study on civil society contributions by our Committee has been mentioned in several Reports of the United Nations Secretary-General to the General Assembly and to the Commission for Social Development.

Interactive Internet Forum: www.civilsocietynetworks.org
The Secretary-General of the United Nations further stated at the Millennium Forum in May 2000 “Communications technology has enabled you [NGOs] to connect and interact across almost all frontiers. You have understood that problems without passports require blueprints without borders. […] You can help us bridge the digital divide, which at present is excluding whole regions from the benefits of information technology. […] By making the connection between the local and the global, you will make a difference more widely.” 

An Interactive-Internet-Forum for civil society organisations world-wide, including local, national and international NGOs, as well as academic and research institutions, was set up at the request of many organisations from around the globe, and went online in August 2004 at www.civilsocietynetworks.org This Forum has already over 130 organisations from 25 countries as interactive-members. The network incorporates the Interactive-Forums we had already set up with civil society organisations in Eastern African and in Central and Easter European Countries and is now extended to a world-wide membership. Civil Society Organisations can join this Forum, free of charge, by contacting the Committee at famcom.vienna@utanet.at. Each organisation will receive an individual User-Identity and Password and be able to enter and change data at will. The Forum will also include a discussion board, internal e-mail and online conference facilities.

150 NGOs replied to a world-wide survey, hosted by the King Baudouin Foundation, and “when asked what would most build the capacity of their organisations, NGO stakeholders rated increased networking and help in building effective strategic alliances highest, ahead of greater financial support and fund-raising capacity.”  

These Interactive Internet Forums can further encourage civil society organisations to establish partnerships with Governments and international organisations to, inter alia, facilitate local and global capacity building and enable civil society organisations to become agents and facilitators of social change and ultimately enhance social justice. 

The ‘strategic skills’ developed with the support of our young Internet Company, have been of great benefit to the Vienna NGO Committee on the Family in its efforts to be truly institution building. Appreciation is also due for the contribution and commitment of representatives of the younger generation to the endeavours of the Committee in setting up such institution building network facilities. 

Quarterly Bulletin ‘Families International’
We have continued to publish the quarterly bulletin ‘Families International’ (FI), which has become a pillar of the Committee and window to the world, and whose issues now number more than 55. Originally FI started up as a newsletter and emerged in time into a substantive bulletin as well as informing the readership of family related issues, addressing such themes as ‘Ageing and Intergenerational Support’, ‘Male Involvement in Families’, the ‘Changing Role of Fathers and Mothers in Society’ and ‘HIV/AIDS and Families’ to mention but a few. 

Issues of Families International are now available online for downloading, greatly reducing the postal costs of the Committee and making it available to a much wider readership. 
International Seminars

Over the last 20 years the Committee has also organised ten International Seminars, on such themes as ‘The Compatibility of Family and Business Life’, or ‘Civil Society Organisations Networking’, as well as a regional seminar in the Baltic States along with numerous International Forums, such as on ‘Displacement Prevention’ and ‘HIV/AIDS and Families’. 

The Committee also instigated and organised an International Seminar on Racism in cooperation with the other six NGO Committees accredited with United Nations Office in Vienna in 2001, and resulting out of the seminar, a written statement was submitted to the United Nations Conference on Racism held in South Africa in the same year.

Statement to the Commission for Social Development of the United Nations

A written statement has been submitted every year with the support of member organisations of the Committee to the annual United Nations Commission for Social Development which meets each year in New York. This statement becomes an official document of the Commission, and an oral statement has been made by the Chairperson of the Committee as well. 

We have also continued our fruitful cooperation with countless civil society organisations, working with great generosity of mind and spirit, at the local, national and international level, in all five continents of the globe, as well as having a very beneficial interaction with many academic institutions world-wide. 

Note of Appreciation

We trust that these institution-building measures will become a legacy for future endeavours of the Committee, which can also build on the excellent relations the Committee has enjoyed with the United Nations Programme on the Family. 

In observing our twentieth year of existence in 2005 we would particularly like to express our appreciation of the commitment, creativity, flexibility and loyalty of the representatives of the member organisations, many of whom served with distinction on the Board of the Committee, and who are enabling us to continue to play a role world-wide, for the well-being of families and hence for the well-being of society, as both are intricately interwoven.

The Vienna NGO Committee on the Family would like to express its appreciation to the governments of Member States of the United Nations, to the Programme on the Family within the Department of Economic and Social Affairs of the United Nations, for extending the hand of friendship and partnership to the Committee in our mutual endeavours to seek solutions to the challenges faced by society and to facilitate sustainable social development. 

We wish also to express our appreciation to the many donors to the projects of the Vienna NGO Committee on the Family since its inception in 1985, which have been supported, amongst others, by the Austrian Federal Government, Bank Austria, Berndorf Gruppe, Country Women’s Association in Lower Austria, 


E.F.T. Transportagentur GmbH, European Commission, Government of Germany, Government of Liechtenstein, Government of Luxembourg, Government of Spain, Catalonia and the Balearic Islands, International NGOs, Lower Austrian State Government, Niederösterreichische Versicherungs AG, OMV, Rotary International, Schoeller-Bleckmann Oilfield Equipment AG, Shell Austria AG, and Siemens, to mention but a few.

December 2005
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peter.crowley@t-online.de
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· Lobbying in General

· EU – Framework: What‘s different? 

· EU Competence on Family

· Current EU Family Issues

· EU Family Wish List

Lobbying in General:

· A lobbyist must hear the grass grow.
· Understand: the law / the political processes / the advocated themes.
· Know personally: the politicians and their staff / civil society activists / opinion makers / journalists.
· Be respected / credible / trusted / diplomatic / a good negotiator / know which argument holds for whom.
· Know of all events and be ever present and visible. 

· Know when to be reactive / proactive / pro-reactive. 

· Know how to engage media and other players for your cause.

EU – Framework: What‘s different?

Understand the Treaties („the Law“)

·  Supranationality

·  The Institutions

·  The Competencies

International vs. Supranational

· Consensus vs. Majority

· Inspiration and Transformation vs. Direct Applicability

· State Subject vs. (also) Individual Subject

· Specific Submission vs. Binding Court

· Etc.

National vs. European

·  Speed: national legislation follows a faster decisional process

·  Political reality/national sensitivity: analyse the situation

·  Elections/electoral campaigns: can have a big effect on promoting one or the other policy

·  National Currents: know its history and current thought well to understand political movements

The EU - Institutions

· (The European Council) 

· The European Commission

· The Council of Ministers / of the European Union

· The European Parliament 

· The European Court of Justice 

· NOT: The Council of Europe

· NOT: The European Court of Human Rights

EU - Competence

· Exclusive Competence

· Shared Competence

· Principle of Subsidiarity

· Competence of Member States 

EU law enjoys primacy over national law. 


EU – Family Competence: Indirect Impact

„...There is no Community competence in the area of family policy, and it is for the various Member States to implement or decline to implement policies in this field. This might be considered the end of the matter, but the issue is more complex. 

In fact, policies pursued at Community level in the area of health, education, employment and the fight against poverty and exclusion and policies concerning equal conditions for men and women all have an indirect impact on families and their children.”

European Parliament Report on the protection of families and children (1999)

Current EU – Family Issues

· Family and Employment (equal chances, non-discrimination on grounds of pregnancy, parental leave, etc). 

· Movement within the EU (harmonisation of social security).

· Judicial Cooperation on Transnational Family Matters (divorce, annulment, custody, child abduction) 

· Immigration and Asylum (family reunification).

· Development Aid (family-based approach, fertility programs).

· Television Broadcasting (protection of minors, parental control).

EU – Family Wish List

Polls say families wish to have 2.3 children, which is far below the actual number of children.

Enable families to have children!

· Flexible working hours / distance working

· Parental leave (earings-related?)

· Possibility of long-term leave

· Etc: Compare: Bastos Report `04

Address the Reasons of the Demographic Winter: 

Stop Discrimination of Mothers / Fathers!

· Recognise the value of one parent choosing to remain at home to raise children (in idealistic and economic terms!)

· Allow employees to prioritise family through a network of structures. 

· No loss of pension for child-raising. 

· Children-friendly tax structures. 

· Enable return-to-work after care-giving.

Make family priority as a cross-cutting matter.

· Family Mainstreaming.
· Family Compatibility Check of every EU act / Family Impact Statement (Hermange Report ’99).

· Best Practice Studies throughout member states.

Development Aid and Family-Related Issues

· Problem of EU „Gap Funding“

· Problem of EU - Soft Spot Reproductive Health (Junker Report `04) 

· Problem of Exclusive Condom Distribution against the spread of HIV/Aids 

Family, a Provider of Health

Mária Glasová

University of Bratislava

Paper overview
In the beginning, I would like to look on the structure of my presentation on Family ‘being’ a provider of health. In the first part, some of the basic concepts of the family and health are introduced. Then, the family as a provider of health in general is described in the perspective of family systems psychology and its research and practice. Also, some of the sociology and psychology research data on present situation of the family in Europe, with special regard to Slovakia, are reviewed. It will be shown that the family has not been outdated yet, rather it is still in. In the third part, some research data on the reciprocal relationships between specific family characteristics, including interpersonal relationships and health, are provided. Marriage and health, divorce and health relationships both in adults and children are considered. Next, some of the family characteristics important for coping with stress, as well as the complex demands of a serious illness encountering family are taken into account. After that, the family as a provider of health is put into perspective of several novel developments in psychology 

theory and practice. Current possibilities for family relationships enhancement and personal growth will be reviewed. 

1. Basic Concepts  

When searching on the concept of the family in the common dictionaries of the English language, two basic meanings could be found (The American Heritage® Dictionary of the English Language, 2000). Firstly, family is comprehended as a fundamental social group in society typically consisting of parents and their children. Secondly, family could be understood as two or more people who share goals and values, have long-term commitments to one another, and reside usually in the same dwelling place. 

Some interesting relationships of meanings could be revealed when looking for expressions of the concept of family in different languages. In Latin, for example, familia means a household, or servants of a household, from famulus (servant). In Table 1, expressions standing for the word ‘family’ and for some related words in different European languages are given. 

Table 1:

	Family and Related Expressions in Some European Languages



	English


	family
	parents


	family name
	family tree
	to be born
	homeland, home

	Latin
	familia,

domus
	parentēs
	cōgnōmen
	familia stemma
	nascī
	patria

	German

	Familie
	Eltern
	Familienname
	Stammbaum
	geboren werden

zur Welt kommen
	Vaterland,

Heimat

	FRENCH


	famille
	parents
	nom de famille
	généalogie
	naitre
	patrie

	Slovak

	rodina
	rodičia
	rodné meno,

priezvisko
	rodokmeň
	narodiť sa
	vlasť, rodný kraj,

domovina,

otčina

	Czech

	rodina
	rodiče
	rodné jméno
	rodokomen
	narodit se
	vlast,

rodnej kraj

	Russian

	semja,

familija
	roditeli
	familija
	rodoslovnoje derevo
	rodiťsja
	rodina,

kraj rodnoj,

otčizna, otečestvo

	Polish

	rodzina,

krewny
	rodzice
	nazwisko
	rodowód
	urodzić  się
	ziemia rodzinna,

ojczyzna


In the etymology of words used for the family, as well as in etymology of family related expressions, several commonalities could be observed. For example, in Slavonic languages, the generative function of the family is emphasized (more than its social function). In Slovak language, the word ‘rodina’ (family) is derived from the expression ‘rod’, which means lineage, genus. The same root is found in the verbs ‘rodiť’ (to bear, give birth) and ‘narodiť sa’ (to be born). In Russian language, the expression ‘rodina’ means a native country, while ‘familija’ means a family name, but it could be used for the family as well. The etymology of the expression ‘semja’ (family) is similar to familia in Latin language. This expression used in the Eastern and Southern Slavonic languages comes out of ‘semj‘ (rabotnik, sluga – worker,  servant). (Etimologitscheskij slovar russkovo jazyka, 2004; Oxford Russian Dictionary, 2000)

Considering the etymologies mentioned in Table 1, it could be observed that in Slovak and in some Slavonic languages the expressions used for the nuclear, original, or extended family (‘rodina’) do make sense related to some of the family functions and in this they seem to follow a common sense, but the expressions used for ‘single-parent’, ‘re-composed’ family are not – they are rather ambiguous, or contradictory terms. It is worth to pay special attention to the notion of service, which is also at the root of the meaning of the concept of the family. Nowadays, unfortunately, this deeper understanding of the family, ‘being in service’ of the common personal and social good, is often forgotten. 

Family could be understood as a ‘basic social reproductive cell’. According to the Czech psychologist O. Matoušek (2003), biologically, family is important for maintaining the mankind. Human being as an organism is reproduced this way.  Socially, it helps to care for and educate the offspring, to care both for children, vulnerable adults and the elderly. In this respect, it is a primal and rather firm model of society. It shapes a person as a social being.  Culturally, it is a social unit reproducing human beings as cultural beings. In a very personal way it mediates cultural (including religious) and moral tradition to future generations. For the family, being the unique community of persons,  husband and wife, parents and children, and relatives, the first task is to live with fidelity the reality of communion in a constant effort to develop an authentic community of persons … based on love (John Paul II., FC 18).

Contemporary developments in bio-medicine and related technologies, paradoxically, are leading to different conflicts in health care delivery and also to discussions about the concept of health itself. Health has been defined as ‘a state of complete wellbeing physical, mental, social – and not merely the absence of disease or infirmity’ (Preamble of the WHO Constitution, 1946). Within the discourse on the goals of contemporary medicine, the notion of ‘complete wellbeing’ has been critically analyzed. In this respect, certain minor or major maladies and limits are being more accepted as the part of life of everyone (Callahan, 1996). Within the holistic approach to the human being, besides the biological, psychological and social, also spiritual dimension is reappearing, both in the general concept of health and in the mental health in particular (e.g. see a special issue on spirituality of the American Psychologist, January 2003; or the article “Health, an Islamic Perspective. Setting the Balance. Discourse in the Fiqh of Health”, www.who.org). 
2. Family systems perspective 
Several decades of applying systemic theories in psychology research and practice have accumulated a great amount of useful knowledge for a better understanding of the relationship between the family and health (Danielson et al., 1993; Rolland, 1993; Bluebond-Langner, 2001). It could be summarized in three main points: 1. Family structure and family relationships influence health maintenance and illness behaviour in the family members. 2. Illness may affect family relationships, family functioning and family coping. 3. Family has been considered a critical unit in the use and provision of health care. 

The basic issue in ‘family being a provider of health’, in this perspective, is the question of normality of the family itself. Regarding the conceptualization of the family normality, an ongoing critique of the tendencies of pathologizing ‘normal family processes’ could be observed, especially in the mental health settings. Contrary to equating family normality merely with the absence of symptoms, which would mean departure from the WHO definition of health, several basic characteristics of a healthy family functioning were proposed (Walsh, 1993; Figure 1). There are: 1. Connectedness in a sense of mutual commitment and support (‘we are family’). 2. Respect of the autonomy, individual dignity, personal growth and wellbeing of members of each generation, from the youngest to the eldest. 3. Mutual share of power connected with responsibilities. 4. Provision of care, protection and nurturance especially to vulnerable family members. It includes socialization of children based on effective and joint parental leadership and authority. 5. Certain amount of the organizational stability of the family, stemming out of clear, consistent and predictable interaction patterns. 6. Adaptability reflected in flexibility towards change of the organizational structure and interaction patterns when it is necessary, e. g. in relation to normative personal and family life-cycle developmental goals, or non-normative life event’s challenges – stresses. 7. Open communication based on empathy leading to clear communication rules and partnership expectations towards the other, whether the children or other more vulnerable family members. 8. Effective problem-solving or conflict resolution and coping skills. 9. Mutual trust based on shared values and beliefs about social and moral life, sense of connectedness with the past and future generations. 10. Adequate resources regarding social support and at least basic economic security related also to systems outside the family. By all these processes, if properly balanced, the common family unity could be fostered. This unity in a sense of a unique interpersonal experience of love could be attained through a gradual growth in ‘self transcendence’ and care for the good of the other, as well as for the common good (Frankl, 1956/1999). 

3. Family in Europe (E/W/N/S)

We will have a brief look on how this family theory looks in practice. What is the present situation of the family in Europe like, when turning to the East, West, North or South? Contemporary sociology and social psychology analyses are showing similar trends in family and marital life in all parts of the continent, though inter-regional differences are still considerable. Demographically, there is a decline in fertility parameters and ‘greying’ of the populations almost everywhere.

In Slovakia, as could be seen in the Diagram 1, family and marital behaviour follows those trends (Pastor, 2005). There is almost steady decline of the living births. Since 2003 it has slowed down transitionally because of a strong population cohort born in 70-ies. It has been contributing to childbearing lately, although with some age delay if compared to previous generations. This means the ‘natural growth of the population’ reappeared in 2004 by 1800 living childbirths outnumbering the registered deaths. At the same time, however, other negative demographic trends have been maintained: decline of the number of marriages, increase of the number of divorces (even more visible when counted per 100 marriages) and the number of children born out of wedlock. 
In Europe, we obviously live through the ‘demographic winter’. Original ‘nuclear family’ structure decomposition is reflected in rise of the births out of wedlock, which is also related to the marriage decline. Divorces contribute to the ongoing families splitting up and rise of the single-parent and fatherless families. Unmarried couple households are much more common. Young adults remain single, even preferring a solitaire living. Now, it is said, family is in crisis. However, there are also some data pointing to a more positive perspective.

When contemporary young people were asked whether they wanted to found their own family, i.e. to marry in the future, only a very small part of them replied that they did not want to marry or establish a family. In Table 2, it could be seen that according to the sample of 605 Slovak university students aged 19-21-years ‘family is still in’.  However, the general trend of postponing the marriage and family is also present. Nearly 70% wanted to ‘marry later’, after completing their master degree, at least (Matulník et al., 2003). 

The research findings concerning the ‘adolescent parental roles perceptions’ (Ikhardt, 2005) go in line with the general pro-family tradition, still prevailing in Slovakia. In depicting their own future family, Slovak adolescents followed their original parental model behaviour and attitudes toward their future children (most specifically for the directivity and autonomy control characteristics). But at the same time they would like to be more positive and less hostile comparing to their parents. 

4. Issues related to marriage and divorce 

Number of studies deal with the relationship between the marital status, the quality of marriage and health. Following observations are of particular interest here: (1) Higher death rates (even higher risk in divorced men), physical illness vulnerability (women), and mental maladjustment (depression in women) were observed in single, unmarried persons (Kessler, Essex, 1982; Aunson, 1988; Rosengren et al., 1989; Hu, Goldman, 1990; Larson, et al., 1990; Lillard, Waite, 1995). (2) Married people were, on the other hand, less depressed and less anxious, had better self-esteem, life satisfaction, and favourable wellbeing (McDonald, 1987; Brown, 2000; Waite, Gallagher, 2000). (3) The marital satisfaction variable was proven to be a significant factor providing the benefits for health. Dissatisfaction was stronger predictor of distress and loneliness (Kiecolt-Glaser, Newton, 2001; DeVaus, 2002; Kiecolt-Glaser, et al., 2003). It could be supposed then, that the main obstacle for the family to be a good provider of health are distorted family processes, especially those related to divorce. 

Several studies confirm that, for adults, divorce belongs to the most stressful events in life (Bloom, et al., 1978; Lansford, et al., 2001; Hetherington, Kelly, 2002). It can lead to physical illness, emotional disorders, and suicide (Asencio et al., 1988; Larson, et al., 1990; Stack, 1989, 1990; Galagher, Sheehy, 1994; Smith, Zick, 1994; Kposowa, 2000). Higher rates of depression, lower self-esteem and self-efficacy and less satisfaction with life are also related to divorce in adults (Galagher, 1996). Some studies observed even higher occurrence of infectious diseases, cancer, abuse and violence in divorced wives as compared to their ex-husbands (Ernster, et al., 1979; Wells, 1987; McKibbne et al., 1989; Berenson et al., 1991). Data reporting about significantly higher financial losses in divorced persons (Smock, 1999)   point to the risky feminization of the poverty trends (especially in single, not married mothers).
Children’s situation following the parental divorce is particularly critical (Cherlin, Furstenberg, 1991; Amato, Booth, 1997; Staal, 2000; Hetherington, Kelly, 2002).  This has been documented by developmental studies performed by professor Wallerstein and her associates (Wallerstein, Kelly, 1980; Wallerstein, Blakeslee, 1989; Wallerstein, 1991; Wallerstein, 2000). Some results of these studies may be summarized here as follows:

(1) At the time of divorce 90% of children experienced this life event being serious trauma for them. Excessive fear and anxiety, worries, sadness and grieving, rejection, loneliness, yearning for the absent parent, anger, guilt perceived by children during the divorce process was documented. Less than 10% of children acknowledged some relief, which was related to the end of parental abuse present prior to the divorce. 

(2) Five years after the divorce 34% of children were coping quite well having good self-esteem balanced by the regular encounters with non-custodial parent. Still, 29% categorized as doing reasonable well experienced anger, emotional neediness, unhappiness, diminished self-esteem, and 37% were diagnosed moderately to severely depressed. 

(3) Even 10 years after the divorce almost 50% of children/adolescents were maladaptive: worries, underachievement, self-depreciation, anger, aggression (prevailing in boys), and impulsive marriages and divorce, promiscuity (prevailing in girls) were documented. 

Several other studies on ‘children of divorce’ confirmed the Wallerstein’s findings on the negative consequences of divorce in children. They reported also following issues: emotional and behavioural problems (Hilton, Desrochers, 2002), less education attainment (Biblarz, Gottainer, 2000),  illegal drug abuse (Dube, et al., 2003), cohabitation and out of wedlock childbearing (Teachman, 2004), depression, delinquency and even suicide (Simons, et al. 1999; Dube et al., 2001; Gilman, Kawachi, et al., 2003), less economic achievement in adulthood (Biblarz, Gottainer, 2000), and  higher risk of divorce itself being last but not least element of the vicious circle (Amato, DeBoer, 2001). 
Present psychosocial, cultural and economic challenges in Europe and beyond indicate that contemporary family is under considerable stress. Then, how could the family be supported to become a good provider of health? Integrating the results of psychological research and psychotherapy practice with regard to stress, performed in individual subjects or in the families, and the knowledge accumulated in the family system field could be and has been already helpful.

5. Issues related to stress and illness

When analyzing family processes related to health and excessive stress, specific characteristics of the family resilience were identified (McCubbin,  McCubbin, 1989, 1993). These are family processes that could enhance family coping with stress, serious illness or physical limitations of a family member. There are:  (1) Resources of the family resistance vs. vulnerability, which enhance/diminish the family’s coping with stress. These are based both on the personal family members’ resources and on their mutual support. It means the family is dealing successfully with novel situations or pileup stresses, normative family members’ developmental transitions, as well as with more fragile interpersonal relationships. (2) Family situation or stress appraisal – within the scope of (the stress) being or becoming challenging, meaningful or uncontrollable, is also important. (3) Three different styles, or types of families, that deal with stress and illness constructively, have been identified: 1. ‘Family resilient style’ is based on family cohesion and flexibility, properly balanced. It is connected with ability to change roles, rules, and boundaries without losing necessary degree of emotional bonding and forming meaningful and integral family unity. 2. ‘Regenerative families’ are characterized by the high coherence and hardiness. It involves shared sense of control, manageability, comprehensibility, meaningfulness and trust, alongside with the internal strength and durability of the family unit. 3. ‘Rhythmic families’ are more focused on the family time and routines as the family’s way of maintaining family life in relatively predictable patterns of family living. 

Family’s adaptation to stress or illness is related to changes in the family system. They reflect the efforts to address it. The hardships are acknowledged along with forming family environment promoting the development of its members and creating a climate of predictability and stability. Changes should be congruent with the family’s values, priorities, expectations, goals and rules. In these processes, all family members could be engaged in coping with stress. 
In the ‘family and chronic illness’ situation, a specific complex set of relationships have been observed (Rolland, 1993). These are: (1) Instrumental style of the family coming out of the quality of adaptability, communication and cohesion. It encounters with the practical demands of the illness characteristics: acute or gradual onset, progressive, constant, relapsing or episodic course, different possible outcomes and degree of incapacitation. (2) Family’s affective style – it interplays with affective demands of illness. (3) Developmental periods of the individual family members and the family as a system interact with the developmental phases of the illness (crisis phase in the process of diagnosis and initial adjustment to it, day-to day living within a chronic illness phase, and terminal phase along with pre-terminal and after death mourning and resolution of the loss). (4) Deeper family paradigms for ‘how the world operates’, family beliefs and values related to heath and illness in particular are confronted with the meaning assigned to illness by environment in perspective of control or stigma. (5) Transgenerational history of coping with illness, loss and crisis in the family interplay with the knowledge of the history of the concrete condition (morbidity, mortality). 

When studying family interaction in the families with chronically ill children in comparison with the families without chronically ill children, several structural family processes were observed: 1) less balanced types of family system structure, 2) lower level of flexibility, 3) symptoms of impaired family relationships, e. g. hierarchy inversion, intergenerational coalition (Glasová, 1999). 
6. Perspective of contemporary psychology

I would like to put the issue of the family ‘being a provider of health’ into the perspective of the current developments in psychology and related humanities. This, being a challenge, means also a potential for the future growth.

Historically, psychotherapies alongside with the psychology theories were much more focused on traumas, or disorders. This so called ‘negative psychology’ played a specific role in creating a kind of general ‘victim mentality’ in the society (Sykes, 1992). It failed to address properly the important dilemma of hatred, and also of the guilt. And when also excessively focused on ego or self (‘selfist psychology’) it’s individualism supporting ‘selfism’ somewhat fostered the very problems of  isolation, depression, and various forms of addictions and other asocial ‘externalizations’/behaviour (Vitz, 1985).
The absence of the integral vision of man has been reflected in the late ‘deconstruction of the self’. Within the present discourse, a self ‘saturated’ with multiple living places, relationships, life styles, plastic values systems and morals, lacking stability, consistency and integration, lacking time for developing a coherent core to the self (necessary for building a strong independent self itself) was described (Gergen, 1991). Leaving traditional social structures, contemporary individual is constructed from the meaning of his/her purchased  products, from the commercial meaning of the concrete life styles, even through the consumption of the psychology constructs becoming products themselves  (e. g. inner child, archetype, etc.). In this circular process, psychotherapy and advertising are offering relieves of the individual’s sense of emptiness (or ‘existential frustration’ envisioned already by V. Frankl, 1946/1997). Contemporary individual, or ‘empty self’, is like an empty package covered with a beautiful wrapping paper according to P. Cushman (1990). For R. Landy (1993) even, there is no real self at all, there are only the multi-centred, changing roles in life. In this perspective, any framework for authentic or inauthentic behaviours, or ‘integrated’ self, is useless. Social and psychosocial construction projects lacking integral vision of man resemble risky ‘cloning of man’ tendencies (e. g. inconsistent role models of the family and of the marital life, or some contemporary gender debates cut off the natural physiology of the body).

As an interesting answer to the modern and ‘post-modern’ problem (or reductionism), an alternative understanding of the person emerged. It is being proposed on the background of the developments in contemporary philosophy, or theology (Vitz, 2006). ‘Transmodern’ vision of the person emerges as its new understanding, which transforms the modern and transcends it. In it, the religious, spiritual or ‘idealistic’ aspect of the person living for love of the other is central. Thus, the ‘major pathologies’, i.e. hatred, rage, and envy, could be addressed in a perspective of a more adequate anthropology.

After rather crisis-like developments, the contemporary psychology, both academic and applied, is hopefully gaining some fresh breath. It is becoming more focused on the ‘character strength’ and development, cultivation of virtues, as could be seen in ‘positive psychology’ (Snyder, Lopez, 2002; Peterson, Seligman, 2004). The notion of love and ‘self transcendence’ are being further incorporated into psychology practice, bringing new hope into the field and overcoming the painful dilemmas of envy and hatred by a genuine forgiveness process (Vitz, Mango, 1997; Enright, 2001; Enright, Fitzgibbon, 2000; DiBlasio, 2000; Worthington, 2003). Inspired by the integral vision of the man and woman, the authentic unity of the family could be developed and supported. This, as documented before, could make a decisive contribution to the proper family functioning and health. A healthy family, then, could become ‘an important provider and steward of a good health’.

Address for correspondence: Assoc. prof. PhDr. Mária Glasová, PhD., Department of Psychology and Pathopsychology, Comenius University, Račianska 59, 81334 Bratislava, Slovakia, maria.glasova@fedu.uniba.sk 
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1. Introduction
I am pleased and honoured, at the occasion of the 20th jubilee of the Vienna NGO Committee on the Family, to give you a short overview of my work as Secretary-General of the Federation of Catholic Family Associations in Europe, in abbreviation FAFCE. 

FAFCE is a relatively young European organisation. It was founded as a Working Group in 1990 and registered as Federation in 1997. I take the liberty to begin my paper with a short introduction of FAFCE:

2. Who is the Federation of Catholic Family Associations in Europe

· The "Federation of Catholic Family Associations in Europe" (FAFCE) is a union of family organisations from eleven European countries. Its aim lies in developing a structure above the states for better representation of family interests on the European level. 

· The Presidency and the General Secretary pass over to another member organisation every three year. The “Katholischer Familienverband Österreichs” is the association in charge at the moment. Mr. Johannes Fenz, President of the Catholic Family Association in Austria is also President of the FAFCE. He is 43 and works as headmaster in a vocational school.

· FAFCE has 11 member organisations at the present day. They come from Germany, France, Austria, Ireland, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovakia, Italy, Portugal and Spain. Close co-operation and/or informal contacts exist to family organisations from Argentina, Australia, Great Britain, Canada, Croatia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Rumania, Switzerland, Ukraine and USA. 

· Through its members FAFCE represents about 11 million families, approximatly 40 to 45 million persons.

· In spite of being relatively young, the Federation has been acknowledged participatory status as NGO within the Council of Europe. This means that the Federation is invited to take part in the divers bodies of the Council of Europe in order to submit its expertises. The Federation is also entitled to file collective complaints within the European Social Charter and is cooperating with the European Parliament.


3. Objectives of the Federation

a) General objectives

· The Federation advocates the human and Christian values of marriage and family in Europe and their implementation in society, Church and state. Underlying the Federation's work in Europe is the Social doctrine of the Catholic Church.

· On the European level the Federation contributes to the recognition of the qualitative and quantitative services rendered by the families which are of fundamental importance for the human and social cohesion of society. Consequently, family work is of a value equal to that of gainful employment. 

· We advocate the implementation of a family policy creating an economic, social and legal framework for the families, enabling them to fulfil their responsibilities on their own. 

· We include in our activities all types of mutually responsible cohabitation between parents and their children.

b) Aims of family policy for Europe

1) Subsidiary activities of political decision makers

The fact that family policy is accommodated on the national level of political decision making is purposeful and desirable. The EU itself did not have any direct legislative possibilities when considering the new constitution, this field being governed by subsidiarity. There will be no change in this respect in the new EU constitution. However, the families are directly affected by different legal provisions of other political fields. 

The statement concerning the subsidiarity principle on the EU-level should be further applied on other, both superior and subordinate administrative levels. The national state has to create framework conditions enabling its citizens to implement their family life as independently as possible. It should make supportive and compensatory interventions only if the performance of families turns to a disadvantage against single citizens. The same principle should be naturally applied also to countries and communities, as far as provisions concerning the families fall within their field of competence. FAFCE President Fenz mentioned this principle within the framework of an international conference in Bologna to the topic "Families, welfare policies and subsidiarity: which synergies among public and private sectors? “. 

2) Determining minimum standards of family support
In order to ensure the social cohesion of Europe, the goal of the EU should consist in achieving most uniform social support of certain groups within the Union.

One of the fundamental requirements of FAFCE consists in determining minimum standards of family aid in the EU. We consider the determination of a percentage of the national gross domestic product GDP for financial support of the families to be the best option. At the present day the EU average makes 1, 4 % of GDP; Austria with its 2,3 % is second in Europe. It is socially not acceptable that families in Italy should deserve smaller subsidies than the French ones. These differences of the national budget as to family support ought to be levelled so as to become approximately uniform, considering also the demographic aspect.

3) Ideological strengthening of the value of family 
The ideological improving of the status of family is not less substantial than the financial support. The circumstance that the number of desirable children is much higher than that of the really born children allows, on the one hand, to find the reason in the material situation and, on the other hand, also the link to the changing scale of values in the surroundings. How else could we explain, e.g., the fertility statistics in Ireland that can not be interpreted via family subsidies from the government. The family should return to its correlation with the actual purpose of life and the successful design of the future. 

4) Networking efforts between politics and civil society

Functional networks among the NGOs play an important role in lobbying for family policies, however, they integrate also the relevant state authorities. The continuous exchange has the function of a mutual corrective measure. The exchange of data and the involvement of "closely related" organisations in certain initiatives allow easier implementation. Being a young organisation, FAFCE is at the stage of developing such network and gladly takes up the offered possibilities of co-operating both with the state agencies and other NGO's. 


5) „Monitoring“ family relevant data in the development of society

The activities of family policies can be evaluated by way of precise targeting and topicality. Continuous monitoring in the field of social policies, as well as in other political fields having impact upon the family, is desirable in order to allow timely reactions. Institutions, such as the European observing institute for family research can help to realize aspects of demographic development of the societal and political changes. When getting in contact with the Commissioner for employment and social affairs, Mr. Vladimír Špidla from the Czech Republic, FAFCE asked that a generations institute be established. 

4. How does FAFCE achieve its objectives?

a) Operation breakdown

To "Work for families in Europe" is interpreted by FAFCE, much like by many its partner organisations in the field of NGO's, in the first instance as political lobbying. It is implemented as follows:

· FAFCE understands itself as representing the interests of Catholic family associations at the Council of Europe, the European institutions, such as the European Commission and the European Parliament as well as other organisations on the European level. Specifically this is carried out by participation in public consultation rounds concerning Green Papers, opinion polls, resolutions and declarations, or - as in the case of the European Parliament - by involvement in a Parliamentary Intergroup.  

· FAFCE represents the interests of the family’s vis-à-vis national governments and institutions as well as at the international level. In the last year especially such legislation of national governments was in the focus that would bring about the end of the protection of marriage by the State, such as the Spanish law on equal status of homosexual couples.

· FAFCE wishes to co-operate with other European and international organisations that advocate the interests of families. A few weeks ago FAFCE became associated member of CICO, the Conference of International Catholic Organizations. CICO understands itself as a platform for international catholic organisations (ICO´s), co-ordinating their collective actions and projects. It has roughly 40 organisations in the five continents, thus representing some 150 million persons. With the support of Catholic Centres in Geneva, Paris and New York, the CICO members co-operate with various organisations of the United Nations. The possibility of making close contact with UN organisations belongs to the most important assets enabled to FAFCE by the CICO membership. This example shows networking as one of the essential ways for achieving the political goals of FAFCE.

· We support also the networking in co-operation and the exchange of information as well as actions of member organisation, including the assistance on their national level. This is brought about by way of various events enabling to learn form the know-how of the other member associations. Another path within this networking of member associations are projects wherein FAFCE functions as co-ordinator, inviting the associations to cooperate, such as "European Year of Democratic Citizenship" or "Media education".

b) Public relations

As any NGO also FAFCE develops its activities through good public relations. We make our best to develop them in diversified forms:

· Press releases: FAFCE addresses the public by Press releases of its President. The contents of these press items focus upon political events of the day or upon FAFCE activities.

· Resolutions and Campaigns: The resolutions target the political decision-makers and are agreed upon by the FAFCE Board. The Board sit the assembly of the presidents of each member organisation. The Campaigns are grounded upon topical subjects, such as the euthanasia debate in the European Council. In such cases the Secretary General prepares material and sends it to the national member associations who convey them to their respective politicians. 
· „ECHO of the Families“: This magazine is a quarterly. Each EU Parliament member, persons who deal with family issues within the EU-Commission, the European Council and other institutions with which we co-operate get our magazine. As a rule, it contains recent statements or resolutions.
· Website: We introduce ourselves by way of the home page www.family-eu.org. This site offers our new, our list of members, an archive and recently also a Members-Room has been added.

5. How does FAFCE assist families, in order that they become „Agents of Social Development“?

FAFCE understands its work as an interplay between political activities and the transfer of positive results upon the single families. In this respect the final focus of all FAFCE activities is the strengthening of individual families, for changing their position and namely from an affected entity to an active entity. 

The following example should illustrate how we wish to support the families in their role as agents of social development.

a) Parents education project „Education – fit for Mobile phone and Internet“
Within the framework for the Socrates-Programme, Grundtvig I, we have submitted a European co-operation project for improving the parental competence in upbringing. 
Parent education in the field of information and communication technologies (ICT) is not established in the countries of the project partners. The experience of our project partners shows that most parents have a deficit in the ICT field against their children due to lacking knowledge and lacking experience. The situation results in an "alleged democratisation" of the educational role of the parents who are unable to put through consequent provisions in the process of upbringing, as they lack the necessary skills. The parents learn to handle the Internet access and the mobile phone and their application by way of the project. They acquire the capacity of introducing practical media education in the family.

The parents should be capable to fulfil their educatory function regarding the internet, the mobile phone and other electronic media in a competent way, and namely by personally mastering the ICT themselves, by developing proper argumentation in their role of educators, to open the respective debate on media education with other parents and in Europe, in learning diversified concepts of media education. 

The project partners should be motivated to establish parent education in the field of the "ICT" as a standard issue of their programme with further expansion and complements through the exchange of the respective methods.

As to methodology, we plan to apply:

A scientific analysis of the status quo, an Introductory European congress, training of multipliers, seminars of parent education, national brain storming groups, Media Pool (CD-Rom as output).

The project is scheduled thus:

1. Project administration, establishing a Project team 

2. European Congress as Kick-off

3. National Symposia

4. Regional  Multiplier Training

5. First educational round

6. Evaluation

The example of this project can be used for demonstrating the need of tuning-in the political lobbying with concrete services for the families. 

Contribution concerning “Television Without Frontiers“

An impulse for FAFCE to deal with the subject new media was the revision of the TV directive “Television Without Frontiers“. We took position to the field of the protection of juveniles pointing to the fact that in the ever more complex world of the media the protection for the youth can be often achieved exclusively by way of self-protection of competent and well educated young people. In our statement we requested the EU to direct the preventive provisions in the field of safe use of Internet upon the strengthening of medial competence with improved awareness of the children and the youth in combination with the existing regulatory activities.

Press Conference

At his press conference in September 15, 2005, FAFCE President Fenz underlined, on the one hand, the  necessity of organising EU funds for parent education in the field of "New Media“, and, on the other hand, the dangers of  internet and the mobile phone for children and the youth. He insisted that the EU should improve the rights of consumers to cancel contracts and discuss restrictions of advertising with respect to children. In addition to that we ask for annual statistic data as to the impact of the new media upon the household budget.

Creating networks 

Following the decision of FAFCE to engage in the field of parent education on the European level partners are sought for this project. With the Saferinternet platform a competent partner should be found who can offer his know-how for safer utilisation of internet in Europe. The mission of Saferinternet.at is to empower citizens to use the Internet, as well as other information and communication technologies, safely and effectively. Saferinternet.at is the Austrian awareness node in the European Internet Safety Network (INSAFE).

Parliamentary Intergroup

There is an Intergroup in the EU-Parliament entitled "Family and the Protection of the Child" that is chaired by the Greek Parliament Member Maria Panayotopoulos-Cassiotou. The working group consists of PM, stakeholder and experts. FAFCE was successful in that the subject "New information technologies and their impact on children" was taken on the agenda of one meeting and a FAFCE expert for the discussion was appointed.
Who can draw profits

We are confident that the provisions for parent education – if the project will be approved by the EU – can strengthen the parents in CZ, Italy, France, Germany and Slovakia in their own media skills. The aspect of sustainability should be achieved in that the existing parent education structures will take up educational aids for ICT application as standard parts of their programme, since the project focuses upon the training of multipliers. 

Further topical activities of FAFCE:

Project "Education to democratic conduct" in the framework of the year of citizenship through education” announced by the Council of Europe 

The Council of Europe has declared 2005 to be the “EUROPEAN YEAR OF CITIZENSHIP THROUGH EDUCATION”. We participate by way of a project entitled" Education for Democratic Conduct ". A number of lectures and discussion events confronted the parents and teachers with the issue of educating towards the awareness of political responsibility. During a number of meetings the following questions were discussed:

How can children and juveniles be prepared for their active involvement in a democratic society, thus improving the democratic culture of the given society? 

Is it possible to learn civil courage? What pedagogy is needed for the upbringing of informed and knowing citizens that can support a strong and tolerant civil society? What options are there for parents and teachers to act against violence, racial hatred and intolerance? 

FAFCE wishes this project to become a contribution for the development of a strong civil society behaving with political responsibility.

Campaign against the „Marty-Report“ for the legalisation of euthanasia in the Council of Europe

The April-Session of the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe voted about the draft of the Swiss PM. Dick Marty to allow euthanasia in certain cases. The Marty-draft was changed from euthanasia to "Assisting ill persons at the end of their life", but the nucleus of the text continues to focus upon the permission of active killing upon the request of third persons. FAFCE saw in the Marty text a threat to the protection of life. It seemed that the parliamentarians were not very interested in this issue because only a small part of the committee members were present. 11 votes within the committee were enough to adopt the draft and to bring it into the general assembly

Johannes Fenz, FAFCE President asked all members of the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe of FAFCE member countries in a personal letter to vote against the Marty proposal. Fenz admonished the Council of Europe to bring evidence of being custodian and defender of human rights and of the human dignity in giving their votes against the culture of death."

The submission of the Swiss PM Dick Marty was refused with 138 against 26 votes. 

Statement to the resolution draft concerning the subject "For recognition and supervision of surrogacy as an alternative to sterility" in the Committee for Social Issues, Health and Family of the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe

The British PM in the Council of Europe Michael Hancock submitted a resolution draft about "For recognition and supervision of surrogacy as an alternative to sterility

No need of regulation at the European level 

The draft conveys the incorrect impression of a necessity to regulate the issue of surrogacy throughout Europe. In fact the accompanying materials of Hancock mention only three member states of the Council of Europe (Greece, UK, Russia) allowing surrogacy under certain conditions. Contrary to that, surrogacy is specifically prohibited in 11 member states. Such very sensitive and controversial subject as surrogacy sovereignty of the member states and their respective system of values should be observed and the legal solution of this issue should be reserved to the individual state. 

FAFCE, however, does not find any material ground in the existing paper requiring a resolution to the draft submitted by PM Hancock. At the present day a European discussion relating to the acknowledgment of the replacement motherhood does not appear to be necessary.

Regarding this question, similarly as in the euthanasia debate, we will initiate a letter campaign through our national member association.
Substitute Families

Kurt Nekula

 M.A. General Secretary of 

Gesellschaft Österreichische Kinderdörfer

Thank you very much for the opportunity of presenting our work in the so called “children’s villages” to you. I want to report the topic in a national and European context.

Our association is called “Gesellschaft Österreichische Kinderdörfer” and was founded in 1960. We are responsible for about 350 children and youngsters in 5 children’s villages and 3 child – protection – centers all over Austria.

Only one fourth of our children are orphans. The majority has been taken away from their families by regional youth welfare departments. Their early childhood is full of disregard, violence, ill-treatment and abuse. Some of them even were offered on internet-pages. Others have to live in our villages because their parents are heavily sick or addicted to alcohol and drugs.

During their first years of living they could not develop a basic confidence in life and are tortured by fears and attacks of panic, rage and despair. There is a rather high potential for addiction and even suicide.

The basic question of our work is, under which circumstances they get the best chance for a successful integration in our society and a self-determined, satisfactory life.

Article 3 of the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child says: “In all actions concerning children, whether undertaken by public or private social welfare institutions, courts of law, administrative authorities or legislative bodies, the best interests of the child shall be a primary consideration.”

This leads us to the question how to substitute the destroyed families of our children. We cannot solve this problem lasting without taking into consideration the best interests of the child. Of coarse we would like to make them forget all the occurrences, that injured their souls so heavily but it is wrong to repress. The successful way is to be confronted with the truth and to work off the burden.

Our children are living in groups of 8 with a constant team of 5 social pedagogues in care of them 24 hours a day. They are working in day and nightshifts. They get the necessary recreation when they are at home and come back to the Kinderdorf with new power and spirit. A team of psychologists, teachers, sanitary personnel and social workers try to give every child the individual therapy – measures from psychotherapy, logotherapy, learning assistance up to hippotherapy or just the work in our village farm, where they are in charge of one of the animals there.

Our children start at the age of 3 years minimum in the so called children’s houses. At the age of 15 they change to a group of 6 to 8 youngsters in the youth house. With 17 years they can live in a small flat in the Kinderdorf, where they do the cooking, washing and cleaning by themselves. Of coarse they get the necessary guiding, but they must learn to manage everyday life on their own. With 18 years they move to a small flat in a village or town not far away from the Kinderdorf. Guidance and therapy are taken back step by step and at the end the integration is hopefully successful.

We have two principles in our work: bonding and bridging

Bonding means to have a lively children’s community, to avoid outsiders and to support friendship and a warm atmosphere. From our research we know, that the most important parameter for a successful reintegration of our children is, whether they become a part of the children’s network in the village or not. This is even more important than good grades at school.

What our children need most is love and shelter and the sureness, that they can trust the people who have taken care of them. Not rarely it happens that “our children” come back to the Kinderdorf after years when they need help or when they want to keep in contact with their second family.

Bridging is of equal importance. The aim of our work is to help our children to become a self-confident and self-determined grown up person who is able to live in a social environment, to work in a job and to develop partnership and family without the problems he / she had to suffer from.

That’s why we have to support the contact of our children with children from the “real life” beyond the borders of our villages. They attend kindergarden, school and vocational training, sports-clubs, bands, they go to the cinema, to concerts, discos, and we try to take real life into our villages: birthday-parties, celebrations, sports-events, etc. Our youngsters form musical bands and are performing both in the Kinderdorf and at other events. We offer a painting-studio, dancing-courses and an acting-workshop for those who are interested. We also offer different kinds of sports, like byking, skiing, swimming, all kinds of ball games, judo, etc.

The most important part of the therapy is the contact, confrontation and work with the biological families of our children. They have to recognize how their parents really are, the weak and strong sides of their personality, the causes that made their parents act like they did and the possibilities for contacts under specific circumstances.

This is a difficult and painful way to get down to the problems and to relize that the child is not guilty for what happened to her / him.

We try to link practical work and theory in our Quality management system. We are taking part in the OECD Project “social capital”. This research shows clearly successful parts and deficits in our work which is covered by a constant process of controlling and development of our quality-standards.

We are also part of the Austrian team of the European project “Quality 4 Children”. FICE, IFCO and SOS Children’s Villages have launched this project which is aimed at assuring and improving the chances of development of children and youth in out-of-home child care in Europe with a focus on Eastern Europe Countries and their specific problems.

In May 2004, the eastward expansion of the EU was realised. In the context of the dynamics of a common European Economic Area, pan-European initiatives are becoming increasingly important in coping with social challenges.

For a number of reasons hundreds of thousands of children in Europe are unable to grow up with their biological family so that finally, after official intervention, they are placed into out-of-home care. For these children a number of different care systems are available, to assure and improve their development.

WHO and UNICEF have proclaimed the need for developing quality standards in the field of out-of-home child care.

As far as the development of quality standards is concerned, there is a demand to involve particular people who are directly affected (children and youth, biological families, main care persons).   

The development of quality standards is built on a comprehensive foundation of good practices as perceived by people directly concerned while considering primarily the potentials and objectives of each individual child and youth. 

The involvement of persons directly concerned requires a narrative approach in collecting good practices (storytelling, narrative interviews etc.). 

From the beginning, the project is permanently reflected in accordance with the requirements of gender mainstreaming. 

People who develop the quality standards also take the responsibility for their implementation. 

As members of the steering group young people are directly involved in planning, steering and realising the project.

Based on the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child, the objective of the project is to assure and improve the chances of development for children and youth in out-of-home care by 

· collecting good practices 

· developing quality standards 

· implementing quality standards 

· setting up a European network of people working in practice, youth, representatives of scientific / research community, representatives of social / youth welfare authorities and politicians.

The 4th phase of the European project 'Quality4Children' is called 'Quality Standards'. It is planned for the first term of 2006 and will evaluate the results of the cross national teams. It will culminate in an evaluation workshop.

The goal of the European project 'Quality4Children' is the implementation of quality standards in out-of-home child care. In the last project phase as of autum 2006 the quality standards will be documented and publicated, and an action plan for their implementation will be designed. The year 2007 will envision the implementation, ongoing evaluation and further development of quality standards.
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