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Rethinking
INfegration
sfrategies




Skills
Resources
Attitudes

relationship

A whole society approach
(targeting issues, not
groups)

Welcoming culture and an
inclusive « we »

Political narratives
Opportunities for mixing
& interaction

Cultural reciprocity &
symmetry

Power sharing

Host society

Institutions (schools,
social services,
entreprises etc.)

Legal framework
(rights, obligations,
benefits)




Victim Threat Exotic other

From asymmetrical
relations



TO PEOPLE WILT
RESOUR
R



INTERCULTURAL INTEGRATION
NORMATIVE BASIS

e analysis of a solid body
of research

e A range of European
standards

« analysis of leading city
oractice



INTERCULTURAL INTEGRATION
KEY FEATURES

A framework of values

Focus on similarities

Cultural reciprocity &
symmetry

Bullding cultural competence
Encouraging mixing and
Interaction

Diversitying
governance/power sharing &




INTERCULTURAL INTEGRATION
NORMATIVE BASIS

e analysis of a solid body
of research

e A range of European
stfandards

« analysis of leading city
practice o



TOOLS

NDEX: diagnostic and bbench-
earning tool

Step-by-step guide:
methodological know how
Policy briets: content know
how

Expertise for local intercultural
stfrategies

The Network: peer learning =)
and mentorina




Meuchitel a3
Oslo

Zurich

Dublin
Mantreal
Barcelona
Campi Bisenzia
Copenhagen
Lewisham
Unione Comuni del Rubicone
Offenburg
Lodi

Regagio Emilia
Duisburg
Subotica
Genoa
Vasteras
Melitopol

San Sebastian
Munich

Tarino

Lublin
Erlangen
Turnhout
Arezzo

Pruluky
Amadora
Senigalla
Sechenkivsky
Botkyrka
lzhevsk
Tilburg

Mexico City
Fuenlabrada
Patras

Lizbon

Rijeka
Cartagena
Constanta

Cities/Regions

COUNCIL OF EUROPE Limassal

0 20 40 G0 a0 100
City average=59

CONSEIL DE UEUROPE City Index




PARTICIPATING CITIES &

1 P

INTERCULTURAL CITIES
CITES INTERCULTURELLES

NUMBER OF CITIES

U010



Going global &
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How Ao we Know
that Intercultural
INfegration workse



Relation between the ICC-Index
and Safety
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Note: Percentage of people who feel ‘safe' or ‘very safe' in local area after dark.
Source: European Social Survey 2008.



Relation between the ICC-media
and reported Discrimination
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ICC-Relation with media-Index

Note: Percentage of people who feel discriminated against.
Source: ICC-questionnaires, BAKBASEL.




W Migrants abuse benefits

W Migrants take jobs

M Migrants bring crime

Ok to share space

B Ok to share space

hefore after



Impact evaluation of

INntercultural cities

Imiproved trust between population growps
from different culiural backgrounds

Better maighbournood redaliomnships

Improved openness and tolerance amaong
e Caby' popLUlalon

|Decreased intensity of conflicts

Faople with magrant/minonty background
feal they have the same nghis and dulies
a5 other maembers of the city population

Improved uwban satety

Fositive public image of diversity

B Certainly

Probably

48 2%

48 2%

44 4%

21.9%

90.6%

Frobably

68.5%

ol

5.6%
3 7ol 0%
3. T%
14.8%
11.1%
11.1% Iﬂ""i:l
11.1% Iﬂ‘-‘ri:
B Certainly not Diom't know
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How tTO make
INnterculturalism the
ofelngligleliigle
approache




