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| ntercultural Governance Index: an exploratory
study on Spanish cities

by Ricard Zapata-Barrero

Introduction *: the debate surrounding intercultural governance

Though there is a recent debate on interculturalisiost of the aca-
demic discussion is basically policy oriented aachs recent is normative
driven (see the next edited book by Meer, Modood Zapata-Barrero,
eds., 2016); less is done at the empirical levging to theorise current
practices (Zapata-Barrero, ed. 2015). The nexusdwmst the discourse and
the policy needs to be addressed to prevent théngagases, which is be-
ing the focus of most of its crititslt is at this point that | will frame this
article, and following a governance approach aleaxisting in some re-
cent literature on diversity policies in multi-ld\@&tates (Hepburn and Za-
pata-Barrero, eds., 2014) and also at local fefé&lough the topic of inter-
cultural governance is in the title of the Intetatél cities programme of
the Council of Europe, we must recognise that tlmson remains unex-
plored and little defined in its documents, everstidies dealing with the

0 Ricard Zapata-Barrero, Universitat Pompeu Fabrac@Bana-Spain).

1. Acknowledgements: This chapter is based ondygstealized under the auspicesDif
versidad project, funded by the Spanish Ministry of Econoaryd Competitiveness
(Ref.: csa2011-28885). First fully presented at a Europeaierse Fundation (Esf)
exploratory Workshop organised by myself and Timdood, held in Barcelona (29-
30 May, 2014). It would not have been possible auththe participation and commit-
ment from all of the local policy makers of the 8igh Network of Intercultural Cities
(Reci), from the members of Gritim-Upf and from ealjues and continuous support of
Guidikova, director of Intercultural Cities Prograshthe Council of Europe. | would
like to thank Nuria Franco, project coordinator,oMas been in constant contact with
everyone and who has helped me throughout the gsafeelaborating the results.

2. See the strong criticism formulated by Kymlickaainst the “political rhetoric” of the
intercultural/multicultural contrast in a comingitedl book dealing with the dividing
lines between multiculturalism and interculturali€2016).

3. See, among the seminal works, Penrgétxal, 2004; Zincone and Caponio, 2006;
Caponio and Borkert, 2010; Scholten, 2013.
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intercultural approach that already drives the tibén this framework,
we seek to propose and apply Bwercultural Governance Indedgi),
categorizing a minimal set of standards, which adlow us to infer an
ideal type, in addition to highlighting significamériables and hypotheses.
We seek not only to deepen the debate surroundiegcultural policies,
offering a framework for study centred on goverrgngut also to offer
points of reflection (and of inspiration) at théydievel, where most of the
studies on interculturalism are deployed.

This exploratory study has been carried out in @ities of the Spanish
Network of Intercultural CitiesRed Espafiola de Ciudades Interculturales,
Rec): Barcelona, Bilbao, Cartagena, Fuenlabrada, Gd®anla, Sabadell,
San Sebastian, Tenerife. In accordance with acgzative methodology
following various rounds of discussion, the cithesse also contributed to
the identification and definition of minimum stamds. We will see that
these standards are centred as much in the seadaarin the processes that
purport to deploy a series of mechanisms and afiororder to assure a
framework of governance. By comparing actual pcastiof the cities, we
can methodologically identify stages of the proc@sspose an ideal type
of governance, which — though it will also be sebj® contextual vari-
ables — can help deepen the academic debate. dihigatison also allows
us to highlight certain hypotheses concerning thgedive differences
among the cities, which could suggest why some ldpwdifferent mecha-
nisms for governance, or why they maintain diffénettes of these phases
of the process.

However, the first fundamental questionkkw can a focus on govern-
ance contribute to the incipient debate regardinteicultural policies?
We argue that it will reinforce the legitimacy ateércultural discourse that
it seeks to promote through policies. The studgadernance will allow us,
then, to analyse the conditions of interculturdigi@s. The premise is that
in order to achieve an intercultural city, it isceesary that cities make the
first step and establish governance mechanismsssa&genot only to pro-
mote intercultural policies, but moreover to infhge structural change un-

4. The texts from the Intercultural cities prograenoan be found on the web: http://www.
coe.int/t/dg4/cultureheritage/culture/Cities/Indetallt_en.asp [April 2014]. We are
largely drawing from two foundationB:aso a Pas@Step by Stdpand the Icc (Intercul-
tural Cities Index). Regarding the seminal texthim debate, see: Gunadara and Jacobs,
eds., 2000; Wood, 2004; Bloomfield and Bianchini, £08andercock, 2004; Sze and
Powell, eds. 2004; Brecknock, 2006; Khan, 2006; Ba®i1; Rene and Guidikova, eds.
2010; Clarijs, Guidikova, Malmberg, 2011; Emerson 2@fl1; Bouchard, 2011; Cantle,
2008 and 2012; Farrat al, 2012; Zapata-Barrero, ed. 2015.
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til transforming interculturalism into a logic ofigtitutional action for the
government.

This interest in intercultural governance comesialy from a reflec-
tion of the bases — in addition to the limits -tloé proposal of the Intercul-
tural Cities Index, developed by the Council of &e in 2008 (Section 1).
This first discussion will allow me to design aneirpretive framework for
intercultural governance in the second section,clwhwill help lay the
groundwork for the methodology and the index thetll present in Sec-
tion 3. After tracing the concrete objectives af study, | will present the
initial results in Section 4 (the considerationsegperts and a description
of profiles of the cities) and in Section 5 (thekimg and results of the cit-
ies). Finally, | will conclude with some generaheaerations that are sig-
nificant for highlighting the principal hypothesimat were identified, along
with the potential next steps for applying the Igi.

1. The bases and limits of the Intercultural Cities Irdex
of the Council of Europe

Governance belongs to one of the dimensions ofrtfeecultural Cities
Index (lcc) proposed by the Council of Europe.tinapplication, it can be
clearly noted that it is the most visible and canstdimension requiring
improvement for most of the intercultural citiesatved in the programme.
If we consider the initial results, the overall eage of the governance indi-
cator is very low (30%), and among the cities ia 8panish Network of
Intercultural Cities Red Espafiola de Ciudades InterculturalBeci), the
total average is 20%

If we look at how intercultural governance is definwe note first that
if Intercultural cities speaks well of “governanaed policies for diverse
communities”, it does it in a rather quite broad abstract form. In general
terms, intercultural governance is used to infleeshow the city’s govern-
ment and the general programming for strategic gamant evolve in or-
der to incorporate diversity. It deals with the regentation of minorities,
participation, and intercultural competence of pubfficials, with an ac-

5. See the Intercultural Cities website: http://wawlturalpolicies.net/web/intercultural-
cities-charts.php and Pinyol (2013). Reci is therBgmNetwork of Intercultural Cities
(www. www.ciudadesinterculturales.com), constituiadSpain by the Gritim-Upf in
2011 as a national action of the Interculturaksitprogramme of the Council of Europe.
The founding cities are: Barcelona, Bilbao, Cartag&®txo, Fuenlabrada, Jerez de la
Frontera, Parla, Sabadell, San Sebastian, andadimecl of Tenerife.
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tual level of influence of migrants as elected memband employees. It
includes the established procedures for beingtallisten to initiatives and
experiences of immigrants. By definition, it focasen incorporating the
reality of diversity into the tasks of city goverant. Let us review some
references and their treatment.

First, in the Intercultural Cities Index, Questitd addresses govern-
ancé. It is defined from different angles, which we @moup together into
two basic categories: representation and partioipgin terms of decision-
making processes)in the first place, producing governance depeols
immigrants being able to vote, with some objectviteria regarding time
of residence in the municipality (Question 67). dratrepresentation be-
comes a fundamental theme, in which there shoula dmrespondence be-
tween the composition of diversity in the city ahdse who exercise local
government (Question 68). Next, the school systeceives place of im-
portance, especially regarding centres of repraent and decision-
making (Question 70). Last but not least, they idkitiatives exist to
promote immigrants’ participation in political lifeand what these are
(Question 71).

Second, within the documeifrtercultural Strategy governance is in-
cluded in the reference terms as follows: “Theuefice of intercultural
governability — including voting rights, migranteshgagement in elected
institutions, administration and services, the walt competence of civil
servants and bodies that initiate participation aal-management plans
for the neighborhood — on the effectiveness ofgiedi and city services,
perceptions and community cohesion”. We can see tier reinforcement
of the previous dimensions, but with the incorporapf an additional one:
namely, the conditions that enable and the meatddbilitate interaction.
That is, it discusses the need for municipal ddficito possess intercultural
competence, and that a municipal organ providditiasiand tools to those
neighborhoods so that they can become self-suffigiepromoting interac-
tion.

In one of the first studies investigating correlas8 with intercultural
policies, Bakbasel Economics (Nov. 20&%)ablishes that when good gov-

6. It is described in the following way: “Probakiiye most powerful and far-reaching
measures that a city can take in order to be muerdultural are: decision-making
processes and democratic representation. Obviossiye of these measures are taken
at a national level but a City Council can do mucinfuence how different groups in-
teract and collaborate in the allocation of powet eesources”.

7. The questions can be accessed at: http://wwwralpolicies.net/webl/intercultural-
cities.php (September 2015).
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ernance is used as an independent variable, tdtet that the city with a
good index of government tends to be much more dteuhto the project
of interculturalism and is more economically sustals(see also A. Wag-
ner, 2015). That is, when a city council attendstemdards of representa-
tion, of participation, and of engagement of itxdb officials and
neighbourhoods (minimum premises), it tends to tenmore interaction
in the city and to have more opportunities for exuit initiatives and in-
novation.

Finally, the reference document for all citi&tep by Stepliscusses
structures and processes of governance. It em@sasizcordingly, the im-
portance of the relation between actors and masagad of creating new
agents for managing intercultural governdndhe relationships that the
city council establishes, with the associative rekan particular, and with
the set of civil society entities in general, aranged importance, to say the
least. We should accordingly include them as mihicoaditions for defin-
ing intercultural governance. Here, we are tryingditscover if intercul-
turalism is working with the visible complicity ahe associative network
and of the city’s civil society, which can contribuo attaining the stated
objectives of interculturalism.

Perhaps the most effective and transcendental mesathat can be ap-
plied to ascertain that a city is intercultural tve processes of democratic
representation and of making decisions. Evidestiyne can be determined
by nationality, but a city council can do much tdlience the mode in
which diverse groups interrelate and collaborateuth the assignation of
power and resources. Through this prism, the doouBtep by Stepecog-
nizes that inevitably the initiative will raise tliegeme of representation of
immigrants in the city’s governmental structuras] ¢his can generate ten-
sion and conflict. This subject would not have &advoided, but could be
used creatively to evaluate how to include theoterinew dynamics of di-
versity in the key structures of decision-making.

At this point, direct questions inevitably emerger example: Does the
city have a coordinating body that represents ifferdnt expressions of
diversity and that is independent from the locaharity? In addition, at
the level of putting policies into practice, dobs tocal authority have an
interdepartmental body to supervise the implemgnmtaof intercultural

8. Specifically, it speaks of “establishing intdtaval governance processes in order to
promote the trans-cultural decision-making bothatial society organizations and pub-
lic institutions; supporting the emergence of nenlitigal and social Readers from di-
verse origins and assuring that these current tesrdecompetent and expert in terms of
culture”.
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policy of the city? Is the improvement of intercull relations taken into
account, as well, when they are designed and ingniésd through public
consultation? Are actions (such as forums for putslanagement) encour-
aged, in which neighbours of distinct ethnic ortaral origins can partici-
pate together to develop their surroundings? Garera transcends the
narrow scope of the administration and allows agbiy of actors, includ-
ing the associative immigrant world and nongovemmaleorganizations, to
influence government bodies and to participate enigion-making proc-
esses (section 2 below). What remains clear frdrofalhat is displayed
here is the importance of representative instigjalemocratic values and
mechanisms of participation for managing diversityh an intercultural
perspective, and obtaining favourable results imseof cohesion and de-
velopment (section 3).

2. What do we mean by intercultural governance, as apied
to local management of diversity?

We will use as a point of departure a simple nogbgovernance ae
body of instruments and devices of the governnieciu@ing the admini-
stration and public and social actors) necessarydévelop intercultural
policies Governance is a category that implies objectved means for
obtaining them. Concretely, it describes as muehekercise of decision-
making as the capacity it has to act, taking irtooant the available insti-
tutional means. The concept is a useful descriptatecision-making pro-
cesses that involve the simultaneous mobilizatibpublic authorities at
different jurisdictional levels as well as thatrmmfn-governmental organiza-
tions and social movemefits

Let us propose the conventional sense of “goveeiaas the body of
government actions, but we want to incite as wslinstitutional capacity
to incorporate diversity. This implies having tonfront politically and to
respond to the challenges that emerge with therfrcation of actions,
routines and new structures, thus facilitating dacaate governance envi-
ronment for the development of the interculturabtstgy at the level of
public policy. Following World Bank definitions antie standards of gov-
ernance it proposes, we recognise from this comweaitsense the defini-

9. | follow the definitions as provided by the gavance literature. See, among others,
Hooghe and Marks, 2001; Piattoni, 2010. See alsapafication in immigration studies
at Zapata-Barrero and Barker, 2014.
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tion of governance as «the use of institutionabueses for the manage-
ment of problems and issues of society» and as edpacity of the gov-
ernment to formulate and implement policies, ad aglthe use of institu-
tions and the capacity to create a context of boHation to distribute re-
sources and to coordinate activity of the goverrinféforld Bank, 1991)».
In terms no longer aheangas the capacity to manage the intercultural ap-
proach), but ofends intercultural governance is related to the objest
that intercultural policy pursues: stability, coloes and the development
of cultural capacities of its population (Zapata+®eo, 2015). Definitively,
it en&ers into the objectives that seek to prontlbée“advantages of diver-
sSity .

Following a structural and institutional approaoward governance, it
is interesting, as well, to identify the restrictiothat can be found with re-
spect to the local government’s ability to deveikscapacity to govern in-
terculturalism The identification of restrictions is an importgwosition
that can have direct influence over how the prooésstercultural govern-
ance develops, and helps us to understand, amdeg thtings, why the
rhythm of the process differs according to munikifigs and why there is
also variation in satisfaction regarding standdha@s$ we give. At the same
time, we must take into account that every categmy dimension that we
will later propose has an economic and legal dinoenthat undoubtedly
influences the process. We can group restrictiottsthree categories:

» Structural restrictions:This is due to the system of municipal compe-
tencies that establishes what the local administratan and cannot do.
For example, let us suppose that the possibilityirfamigrantsto have
access to public office is restricted by the Spahégal system, which
only offers this possibility to Spanish citizens.

» Economic restrictionsSome dimensions are more costly than others.
Let us suppose, for example, the opening of a navetare within the
city council, such as an anti-discrimination office the leadership di-
mension presupposes the contracting of new perkentiehigh quali-
fications.

» Subjective restrictionsAlthough we know that these restrictions are
less objetivable than the previous ones, we inchele those that are
not economic or structural. Rather, these dependedl, on the will of

10. See, among others, Blommaert and Verschuer®8; Zachary, 2003; Sze and Powell,
eds. 2004; Wood, 2004; Festenstein, 2005; Hustaah, 2006; Page, 2007; Wood and
Landry, 2008. Also, Zapata-Barrero, 2013.
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the rulers, the motivation of experts, and incltide ideological inter-
pretation or argumentation for a diagnosis or actatc.

These three types of restrictions force us to dangsihe conception of
governance in a local context as something thaceffthe system in gen-
eral, and not the needs of citizens in particlkaom a public policy point
of view, we remain at the input phase, and withim ‘tblack box” of policy
design, but we do not contemplate the results eirtipacts of the policies
that are carried out. This approach toward govermas fundamental for
understanding the orientation of the standardsatabeing proposed. We
try to identify some minimum standards that areatdg of obtaining objec-
tive information — verifiable because it can be mgdblicly accessible —
that influence the structures and the processéstercultural governance,
which we will promptly see.

3. Methodological foundations and proposal of Index

To operationalize this dimension of governancestige to articulate a
series of minimal standards. This methodologicatrinment is useful for
analysing and comparing processes such as governdrmonsists in the
creation of a specific reference point that sefeesneasurement, for mak-
ing comparisons, and thus for fostering the impnoest of its own initial
objective. As far as | know, it has been transtkfrem the business sector
to public policy on immigration by th®ligration Policy Group with sup-
port from the European Commission, as a standardvitigh one can
measure or judge. The well-known and influentiap& is a methodologi-
cal exampl&. According to our reading, it is a group of quess that
serve as standards for identifying stages of theqss (calibrating the use
of certain institutional resources), for elaborgtan ideal reference frame-
work for intercultural governance, and for idenitity significant hypothe-
ses. The questions that are raised tend to betajixadi and can be re-
sponded with yes/no (with objective empirical evide).

Besides the practical utility of this methodology this article | am in-
terested in developing its generative capacitynafaal type (analysing the
order in which certain actions unfold, while alsamparing cities so that
we can trace stages and formulate a ranking), vetde formulating sig-
nificant hypotheses regarding intercultural goveng which can contrib-

11. See http://www.mipex.eu/ (April 2014).
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ute to defining an approach to the debate initidbgdthe Council of
Europe. We attempt in this sense to propose a mimiseries of standards
that will help establish a “snapshot” of measutimg process. Let us look
with more detail at a) the function and typologytilué standards, and b) the
methodological procedure for identifying and werghthem.

a. Function and typology of standards
The basic idea is to identify a series of minintahgards that will help
define actions carried out by the city council fioee promotion of an in-
stitutional, political, and social environment ofércultural governance.
These standards will constitute what we will ch# Intercultural Gov-
ernance IndeXlgi), and will attempt to interpret governance as @pr
ess in which certain governmental actions are geplat various rates
and in various orders. The Igi will allow us frotretbeginning to know
at what moment each city is within the processcdioy out these func-
tions, in the first place, we must lay out theeaid for selecting these
standards. The set of standards Mipex, for examgéponds to EU leg-
islative framework. The standards are set outgslation, are identifi-
able and result of European consensus, and thegesmwere used as
marker penchmarkinyy but the final result is determined by the rules.
These would ideally be relevant for the policy nakeho are supposed
to design and implement intercultural policies, apa based on objec-
tive information (events, data, facts that can bectly observed and
verified through documentation or other institudbrand/or reliable
support, without needing to produce informatiorgttban be compared
across space and time. We can thus highlight twestyf standards:

b. Structural standards
These reflect the ratification and adoption of fcdil and legal instru-
ments, along with the existence of institutionalch@nisms that aim to
facilitate the execution of intercultural policieBhey apprehend politi-
cal and social liabilities. Examples would inclutie opening of an anti-
discrimination observatory or neighbourhood medraservices.

c. Procedural standards
These offer instruments for fostering intercultupalicies and strate-
gies. They are the channels providing contentHerdtrategies. Exam-
ples of this would include the internal, intercudtutraining of function-

12. For the use of this score system for establispblitical recommendations, see the full
study in: http://www.upf.edu/gritim/_pdf/igigritimdf (September 2015).
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aries, the use of intercultural criteria for puldicnouncements, promo-
tional programmes, and participation in the dissrietc.

d. Methodological procedure for identifying and weigdpithe standards
An original feature of this study is that the idéaation and definition
of the standards have been executed through agsr@departicipation
with the cities that are objects of the study. Wecpssed the informa-
tion received and submitted the results to a seleaf experts, before
drawing conclusions with the proposed framework.

| propose a minimal structure and logic; that ig, identify the neces-
sary components, without which we could not talkwthintercultural gov-
ernance. We can identify two previous descriptiagegories of the city
(using a technical sheet and a general profildefcity) and three catego-
ries of governance (Table™)

We also need to explain the weighting system fa#ldwAt the meth-
odological level, we start from the premise thadsth distinct dimensions
can have different levels of importance, so thairpreights have been ap-
plied to the total calculation of the index. Whea speak of “importance”,
we mean that as an entire process, the implementatiintercultural gov-
ernance follows an order of actions (not all pregrat the same time). Be-
cause of this, we asked a total of seven expetis, were associated with
the Diversity Project and the Intercultural cit@®gramme of the Council
of Europe, to order, on a scale from 15 to 1, iheedsions of the 3 catego-
ries of governance already definitively identifiehsed on their capacity to
illustrate a city’s intercultural governance. Wedarstood 15 to equal the
maximum importance, with 1 signifying the least omance. Based on
these results, we calculated the factors of evaluaand, finally, the
evaluations. Thus, the result of every dimensiamesponds to the product
of the score established in function of the ansveers the weights. The
formula utilized, which follows the pattern of th&ercultural City Index,
is the following:

Factor of Weight (Average dimension — average ranking)*100
Weight= Factor of evaluation/Total factors of weight

13. The details of the submitted poll and of th@ords and general profile of the city can be
found in the aforementioned full study.
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Table 1 - Main standard, by category

Data about the City
We highlight the general city information, itg
progress in terms of intercultural plans and p
grammes, and its ideological and governmer
composition

- Date of first intercultural plan

- Number of plans following this and years
- Successive governments and majorities
- Composition of current municipal plenary

General City Profile
We highlight general city information in terms
its population and other socio-demographic v
ables, which are likely to have an explanato
value

Demographic dimension (population, % of immigraptincipal nationalities, age
groups)
Socioeconomic dimension (Gdp per capita, unemploymate)

Political dimensionHas a large majority endorsed that the city recggits diversity
and be committed to interculturalism?

Intercultural Political Activities (PA)

Planning Dimensionboes there exist, within the active programmeireline for exe-

cution, and an annual budget, with items relatedefined actions? Does it have a sys-

tem for evaluation?

We highlight the minimal political activities thg
the city council should have to show its com
mitment to interculturalism

Communicative Dimensiots reference often made to interculturalism in pudis-

courses and in communications from city represes® Does the city have a specia

website to communicate its intercultural plan, pamgme, and strategies?

Interdepartmental Dimensioo there exist programmes in different sectorsareds
of the city that make explicit mention of followirgg intercultural strategy?

Dimension of Information and Knowledge Transfaoes there exist a structure for o
serving interculturalism, for identifying best ptiaes, for collecting information, and fq

promoting these studies, among other actions?

145
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Leadership DimensiorDoes there exist a coordinating figure for intetardlism with
the capacity to perform in all of the city council?

Dimension of Internal Labouts there representation of persons of diverse msigi
Representation of the City’s Diversity (R) | : ___government bodies? : :

We highlight minimal empirical evidence tha] Dimension of Internal TrainingsAre internal training activities on interculturatisde-

can show the grade of the city’s commitment ployed?

representation of diversity Social Dimensionts there an immigrant presence in general neighimmat associa-

tions?

Dimension of Presence in Consultative Bodisshere an immigrant presence in geng

consultative city bodies?

Dimension of ConsultatiorAre there channels of consultation or advice alpauticipa-
tion that permit the discussion of basic topicgtmmunicipal agenda surrounding
themes of diversity?

Dimension of Promoting Participatiomire there city council initiatives that motivate
Processes of Participation in the City’s Divers| immigrants to be active agents and participantstjnissues (public, political, or of anr
P) other nature)?

We highlight the minimum empirical evidenc{ Dimension Related to Pubic Announcemelmigity public announcements, does intgr
that shows the degree of commitment of the { culturalism tend to be used as a criterion in $ggmment of subsidies to associations
for assuming intercultural participation and initiatives?
Human Rights and Discrimination Dimensiddo there exist explicit mechanisms tha
deal with complaints of diversity-related discrimiion?

Territorial Dimension:Do there exist programs or initiatives promotinggmaction and
applied to the various districts of the city?

pral

at
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The final result of the weights made by the seveeds, however, will
also play a relevant role in the analysis. It whién allow us to compare
how the experts rank the standards against howve thes carried out in
practice (the actual prioritization that the cite® following). This com-
parison will allow me to highlight some hypothesesd relevant argu-
ments, especially when the distance between thedaudlts is very large.
We will have the opportunity to enter into an unected reflection, allow-
ing us to frame the debate between the expertlangddlicy maker (the re-
search/policy nexus so nicely framed by Schoéeal. eds.,2015). There
exists a certain tension between the perceptia@xpérts regarding the pri-
orities of the process (thexpert’s reality with the empirical evidence that
shows how each city establishes its prioritiesracpce (thdocal reality).

Incorporating this nexus into the framework, | pee a double objec-
tive.

1. In the first place, we wish to establish an evatuabf the process by
means of the voice of experts and an ideal ordé¢h@fprocess, estab-
lishing various stages of implementation. Theseltegan be useful for
considering the answers we received in each ofitfes, as well as for
contrasting them later with the realities of theqass.

2. In the second place, with the aid of the genemlite of the participat-
ing Reci cities, and by comparing the actual reswith the ideals es-
tablished by experts, we intend to establish aalidedel of the proc-
ess, highlighting stages of the process and idémgifsignificant hy-
potheses, in conclusion.

Needless to say, this study has an exploratorysstittries to propose a
methodology. We know that we are before a nonlipeacess, and that be-
cause of this very characteristic many subjectaetdrs intervene that are
difficult to objectify. For example, the very magition of the policy mak-
ers, with their business competences and initiateqgacities, could come
to decide the final result.

4. Results: The evaluation of experts and the profilesf the cities

In Table 2 we indicate the results obtained. Weugrthem into four
classifications.
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Table 2 - Ranking of Standards of Governance

Average Weight
Political Dimension 13 0,070
Political Planning Dimension 10,16 0,068
Activities | Communicative Dimension 8 0,067
(PA) Interdepartmental Dimension 4,83 0,065
Dimension of Information and Knowledge Transfer 33, 0,065
Leadership Dimension 7,66 0,066
Representa- Dimension of Internal Labour 9/5 0,068
tion Dimension of Internal Trainings 6 0,065
(R) Social Dimension 8,83 0,067
Dimension of Presence in Consultative Bodies 7.83 0,067
Dimension of Consultation 9,5 0,068
Participa- Dimension of Promoting Participation 10 0,068
tion Dimension Related to public Announcements 466 0,064
) Human Rights and Discrimination Dimension 11,5 0,069
Territorial Dimension 3,16 0,063

Graph 1 - Standards of Governance Ranking (averagenax. 15)
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We can immediately see that Representation is vdtaives the least
points in general, in contrast to Political Actwiand Participation. This
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does not mean that it is not important for inteito@l governance, but

rather that it is not as highly prioritised as ttber two. According to the

ranking, there are 4 standards (2 in PA, 2 in Rerin R) that surpassed 10,
6 standards that were between 7 and 9.9 (1 in FA,R, 1 in P), 2 that

were between 5 and 6.9 (1 in PA, 1 in R, none inaRyl, finally, 3 stan-

dards that were situated in the ranking with fetlan 5 (1 in PA, 2 in P,

none in R).

The four standards that received greater than temgcan be inter-
preted as the minimum requirements for initiatinggicultural governance.
Stated in this way, we can say that in order tar@ssitercultural govern-
ance, according to the consulted experts, thevinlig are required:

an explicit recognition on the part of the politicaajority that the
city is diverse and that it is committed to intdtetalism (Political
Dimension);

. a programme with a clear calendar and budget, aldtiga system
for evaluation (Planning Dimension);

. the deployment of explicit mechanisms that deahwimplaints of
discrimination (Human Rights and Discrimination @insion);

Iv. the development, as well, of initiatives that matev immigrants to
be active agents and participants in the city’'sess(Dimension of
Promoting Participation).

Other actions of governance come after this, winehcan represent in
stages in the following form (Graph 2):

Graph 2 - The process of intercultural governance, @ording to the experts
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If we examine Graph 2, we can see that the caegeriPolitical Activ-
ity (PA), Representation (R), and Participation {R)an move at different
rates, with Representation being the slowest.

If we look at the category of Representation, we #®t inside this
ranking are the internal labour and social dimemsi@oth are considered,
thus, important to begin in the process of Repitasien.

Surely, with the results of the cities, this rarmkimill be reproduced, and
we can already conjecture that, for the total ef Reci cities, Representa-
tion will be least developed; moreover, the citidgere it is most developed
will be those that are the most advanced in therdottural process overall
(and will be those have invested the most time inter-culturalism). It is
also surprising that the Interdepartmental Dimemsappears only at the
end of the process, whereas we would have hypsttdi to come among
the first. Surely, this is due to the fact that éxperts have prioritised the
most external dimensions over the most internéhefcity council.

In accordance with the general profile of each, citg can establish the
following description¥.

If we examine the dates of initiation, we note tBatcelona is the first
city to introduce an intercultural plan, togethathwParla (1997), and that
San Sebastian is the most recent (2014). We waylpose, therefore, that
Barcelona and Parla would be more advanced in theeps than San
Sebastian. However, the date of initiation is dieaot the only factor that
can explain the rate of the process. We supposegksthat other factors
can accelerate or slow the process, such as siwbj€icteological) or eco-
nomic factors. This is what could explain why Sadadvhich introduced
its first plan very recently (2007) is more advahae the process of gov-
ernance, according to the general index of goveman

What are these potential contextual factors? Weag@min summarise
the three most explanatory restrictions:

> Legal limits We refer to whether or not there exists a muaicgapac-
ity for advancing some dimension of the processeHee are thinking
especially of the legal limits that any municipalvgrnment has to hir-
ing immigrant personnel as public officials.

> Economic limits:We understand that the development of a dimension
can require more budgetary considerations tharrgtloe that it could
even require the creation of a new administratikgcture.

> Political limits: We can highlight three axes:

14. Details are found in the aforementioned fulbigts web-side.
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>

>

Left-Right/Centre-Periphery: what political coloand which govern-
ment party iS most representative

Continuity: Whether or not there has been contyntegarding govern-
ment political colour

Political system: Whether or not there exists aegoment of (absolute)
majority that can deploy the process more easiy th minority gov-
ernment

In accordance with the results of the profiles attecity, we can ven-

ture some arguments related to ideological factors:

The axes of left-right/centre-periphei)e see that neither the left-right
nor the centre-periphery axes are significant. \We mowever that so-
cial-democratic governments tend to be more ingesie inter-
culturalism, though not necessarily: liberal-conative governments of
the People’s Party have also been incorporated; tee case of Cart-
agena. We also note that there is ho motive forkthg that govern-
ments constituted by political nationalists are enimtercultural than lo-
cal governments ruled by state-oriented politicatips.

Continuity: We see that this factor is not significant, eitHesr exam-
ple, in Barcelona a change in the political colofirgovernment has
been produced and the process has continued, dsebasthe case in
San Sebastiannitially under the Psv and later governed bydBil(a
separatist political coalition).

Political balance:This is not significant, either. There exist cbaiis,
simple majorities and absolute majorities, anddaiploy intercultural
policies.

As a first conclusion, we can say that strictlyificdl factors are not

significant for understanding the models of depleyiof the process of
governance.

Following the results of the profiles of each citye can enumerate the

most noteworthy comparative results.

1)

2)

Population We note that the demographic size of the muniityp&
not a significant factor that influences the moodetievelopment of in-
tercultural governance.

Immigrants Barcelona and Tenerife have the highest percenéige
20%. The lowest are the three Basque Reci citi@sS8bastianBilbao,
and Getxo.
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3)

4)

5)

6)

Principal nationalities There exists great variety of nationalities in the
cities, without any predetermined model. Surelg fiaict is determinant,
that we should suppose that a city with a domirfiargign nationality
greater than 40% would not require an intercultioalis.

Agegroups In general, immigrant populations are at an acige, sur-
passing 70% of the total immigrant population inoéthe cities.

Gdp Surpassing a Gdp of 30 million Euros are, in arBarcelonaSan
Sebastianand Bilbao. Those with the lowest are Parla, Raleada,
and Getxo.

Unemploymentate: The highest unemployment rates can be found in
Tenerife (more than 30%) and Sabadell (with aln3@86). Those with
the lowest ar&an Sebastian and Getxo

Again, we reach aecondconclusionthat these variables are not signifi-

cant, in that they do not identify a model thaba# us to determine why a
city decides to commit to interculturalism.

Let us next look at the results of the Intercult@avernance Index that

we have applied.

5

. Indices of Cities’ Governance

The application of the questionnaires to the citias given the follow-

ing general results (Table 4).

Table 4 - General Data by Dimension: Index of Goverance

z |2 |9 |E22 |3 |¢ |5%|7 |3
3 3 = @ < = o S| 3 Q.
) ) 2 ) > LS55 ) ) nl ®
Dimension g |° |a S 2 o= |9

e o o o| @ =

2 5 i &
Political 33| 20| 20| 23| 33| 20| 26| 10| 23| 23
Activity
Representation
of Diversity 13| 17| 3| 13| 13| 17| 13| 7| 17| 12
in the City
Participatory 30| 30| 17| 30| 23| 23| 30| 7| 24| 24
Processes
Governance 77| 66| 40| 66| 70| 60| 70| 23| 63| 59
Index
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Graph 3, below, shows the following primary genelatia.

Graph 3 - Index of Governance of Every City, in Genel and by Category
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At the Reci level, we see that the process isenntiddle, surely due to
the data from San Sebastian. Without San Sebatiargovernance in-
dex would be 64, instead of 59.

We can also state that Barcelona, Getxo, and Shtzaddeaders, fol-
lowed closely by Bilbao, Fuenlabrada, Parla, andeTige.

Below the median, we find Cartagena and San Selpaskor San
Sebastian, we could venture that this is princypdile to its just having
initiated the process in 2014. However, this arguni® not applicable
to Cartagena, which began the process in 2009 asd lgeneral index
of 40. The difference between Cartagena and ther aflies is that the
government party in power is the People’s Partyl anleast in this
sense, we could hypothesise that the politicalurodd the city can have
an influence on the general index after all, wHendate of initiation is
indeterminate. But it would be very risky to asghis, with this being a
solitary case. We can, however, maintain it aspothesis to be tested —
whether political affiliation slows the process.

Equally remarkable is that both San Sebastian arth@ena had a very
low index in the category of Representation, whilatectly influenced
the overall result. This also confirms the genésgdothesis that Repre-
sentation is what will come last in the processusitthe argument re-
garding timing could be significant here.
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If we now compare the general Reci results by @atedt confirms that
Representation is what determines the results iseiss than 56,

Graph 4 - Results of Categories of Reci Cities
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Equally, if we take all of the cities, the gengpitture is confirmed with
perhaps more sharpness:

Graph 5 - Position of Reci cities by InterculturalGovernance Categories
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15. For information on each city, see the resujtzity of each category of Intercultural
Governance in the report already cited.
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Graph 5 also clearly shows that if we take govereaas a process that
follows different rates in different cities, thedi to reach the median of 30
is that of Political Activity, followed almost ingpallel by the Participative
processes, and finally by those of Representatiich continues to dem-
onstrate itself as the lowest of them all.

Equally meaningful is the following general Graphvéhere the pre-
dominance of Political Activity can easily be se&rll above the other
dimensions in all cases, including in San SebasthCartagena.

Graph 6 - Grouping of Reci Cities and Categories ofntercultural Governance
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We are also interested in seeing the position dfl @@mension (table 6).
What we see here is that among the Reci citiesatlveve have four
groups. Those that received a rating under 2 (12A4R), those that are be-
tween 2.1 and 4 (2 R, 1 P), those that receivedmiwt.1 and 5 (1 AP, 2

P), and those that are greater than 5.1 (3 AP,21FR,

Again we can see that, interpreted as a processcuttural governance
activates the three categories at different raté¥A-being the first, fol-
lowed by P, and then R, which is from internalrinag. The three slowest
categories, or considered the lowest priorities,care PA (Political Dimen-
sion) and two R (Social Dimension and Dimensioimtérnal Labour).
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Table 6 - Results of Reci Cities by Categories andiensions (out of 10)

ReciCities
Political Dimension 16
Planning Dimension 6.1
Political Activities| communicative Dimension

(PA) N >2
Interdepartmental Dimension 54
Dimension of Information and Knowledge Transfer 50
Leadership Dimension 3.7
Dimension of Internal Labour 04

Representation | pimension of Internal Trainings
(R) Social bi ' 5.8
ocial Dimension 04
Dimension of Presence in Consultative Bodies 29
Dimension of Consultation 53
Dimension of Promoting Participation 6.0
Partiz:;gation Dimension Related to public Announcements 32
Human Rights and Discrimination Dimension 4.2
Territorial Dimension 49

Graph 7 - Results of Reci Cities by Category and Biension
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Thus, we find:
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The highest group (+5.1): Planning Dimension, Disien of Promot-
ing Participation, Dimension of Internal Trainingsterdepartmental
Dimension, Dimension of Consultation, Communicafiimension;
Group between 4.5 and 5: Dimension of Informatiowl &nowledge
Transfer, Territorial Dimension, Human Rights anddgimination Di-
mension;

Group between 2.1 and 4: Leadership Dimension, Béoa Related to
Public Announcements, Dimension of Presence in Gltatsze Bodies;
Group less than 2.1: Political Dimension, Dimensbinternal Labour,
Social Dimension.

According to how the Reci cities develop in pragtizve can establish

anideal model signalling the six basic priorities for puttingtdé motion a
system of intercultural governance in a city. Thas in order of the re-
sults:

1.

2.

Have a plan with a clear timeframe and budget,cieith an evaluation
system (Planning Dimension).

Deploy initiatives that motivate immigrants to betige agents and par-
ticipants in the city’s affairs (Dimension of Protimy Participation).
Promote and carry out internal training activit@s inter-culturalism
(Dimension of Internal Trainings).

Design programmes in different sectors and aredleotity that make
explicit mention of following an intercultural stegy (Inter-
departmental Dimension).

Develop channels of consultation or advice thamitethe discussion of
basic topics on the municipal agenda regardingrsiitye(Dimension of
Consultation).

. Promote habitual reference to inter-culturalisnmpublic discourse and

in communications by city representatives, andésigh a special web-
site for communicating their plan/programme andneltural strategies
(Communicative Dimension).

One unexpected result of this study, however, ibgpes the ways it di-

verges from the vision of the experts, who perakithee priorities of the
process differently. In relation to Graph 2 (Theod&rss of Intercultural
Governance as Viewed by the Experts), we haveliyrdzat indicates that
the process is different (Graph 9, below).

155



Graph 8 - The Process of Intercultural Governance, ecording to Reci Cities’ Practices
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If we compare the results of Graph 2 (The Procésstercultural Gov-
ernance as Viewed by the Experts) with Graph 8 apand we establish a
ranking from 1 to 15, we can establish the dichgtdratween the experts
and the policy makers. This gives rise to variceffections regarding the
relationship between research and policies (thearek/policy nexus).
There exist what we might call axpert realityand alocal reality. As a
whole, the differences are not extremely notabld, there exist indeed
some standards that are situated at each extrbose(that the experts con-
sider priorities are considered by the Reci citieslast phases of the proc-
ess). In Table 7 we see the differences.

Perhaps the major difference emerges from thetfiatthe experts con-
sider the Political Dimension a priority, whereagéality the process indi-
cates that it is in the position 13 to 15. Thisldotertainly be interpreted
from the view that first a maximum of dimensionssatndevelop before
passing to promote a political declaration expresssupport of inter-
culturalism. This hypothesis is important, as ih gadically change the
practical actions and recommendations made up natil. Only through
the development of a majority of the dimensions #enpolitical class be
convinced to support the process. The exceptigreibaps in the city of
Barcelona, which follows more closely the way af #xperts. On the other
hand, the reality shows that the Interdepartmebiaension is a priority,
while the experts do not indicate it as such. Tifference is due perhaps
to the fact that the experts consider that intgradenentalism should come

¢ Social D. (R)
e D. Territorial
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at the end of the process, as a result of haviptpged the majority of the
dimensions, whereas in reality Reci shows thatébi®n is a priority.

Table 7 - Comparison of Experts’ Ranking with Rankirg of Reci Cities (from 1 to 15)

Local Reality Expert Reality

(Reci Cities) (Experts)
" Political Dimension 13 1
:% Planning Dimension 1 2
% g Communicative Dimension 6 8
_S ~ | Interdepartmental Dimension 4 14
% Dimension of Information 7 12
o and Knowledge Transfer
@ Leadership Dimension 10 10
.§ Dimension of Internal Labour 14 5
% Dimension of Internal Trainings 3 11
§ Social Dimension 15 7
§ Dimension of Presence in Consultative Bodies 12 9
Dimension of Consultation 5 6
é Dimension of Promoting Participation 2 4
% @ Dimension Related to Public Announcements 11 13
E Human Rights and Discrimination Dimension 9 3
Territorial Dimension 8 15

6. General considerations for further research

As the sample of cities is small, these generasidanations should be
interpreted in terms of tendencies. We begin with general discussions,
and follow with three strong lines for further rasgh. We conclude by

proposing the continuation of the study on two méjonts.

At first, a considerably illustrative result is thihere exists no ideal pro-
file of an intercultural city. We could say, “A gifs not born intercultural,
but is made”. It is the result of willingness anidfavourable conditions.
The fact that a city opts for this strategy of nging diversity does not
correspond to a socio-demographic pattern, norcanamic one, and does
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not depend upon whether we look at the populatiogeneral or at the im-
migrant population in particular.

Nonetheless, to a lesser degree, and awaitingadérdest, at the mo-

ment we can say that the results indicate thatv#mety of rhythms and
rates of the process of intercultural governangeedds on the context and
on variables, such as: the year of initiation ahattment to intercultural-
ism, and political colour of the governing party.

The results of this exploratory study also indicatdeast three strong

ideas:

1.

Intercultural Governance Threshol@he Intercultural Governance In-
dex has a threshold, in that actual circumstanomgept reaching 100%.
This threshold can be clearly perceived in the gmte of Representa-
tion, whose standards are the least developedihasé that are devel-
oped appear during the later phases. There exibteshold of intercul-

tural governance, directly related to the dimensidbrRepresentation
and to legal restrictions. The results indicateywad, that the political

activity of promoting a government pact (Politiddmension) is not

such a high priority, and this suggests importaivice, inasmuch as it
also indicates difficulties of representation inciab organs such as
neighbourhood associations (Social Dimension). Tdss$ point is sig-

nificant, and warrants an exploratory study to h&dpunderstand why
there exists such difficulty in incorporating immagts into associations
that are as socially representative as those fighheurhoods, which
are so rooted in our local democracy.

. Temporal Control of the Proceshtercultural governance is a process

whose development depends on structural, econcanid, subjective
variables in every city. This process also folloxasious rhythms, in ac-
cordance with the categories of Political Activifgepresentation, and
Participation.

As an ideal type, we advise that the cities adb@m@pproaching an in-

tercultural strategy according to the following pixorities:

Design a plan with a clear timeframe and budgein@lwith an

evaluation system (Planning Dimension).

Promote initiatives that motivate immigrants todmtive agents and
participants in the city’s affairs (Dimension ofoRroting Participa-
tion).
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3.

Promote and carry out internal training activitg@s interculturalism

in the city council (Dimension of Internal Trainiglg

Design programmes in different sectors and areathefcity that

make explicit mention of following an interculturstrategy (Interde-
partmental Dimension).

Open channels of consultation or advice that pettmitdiscussion of
basic topics on the municipal agenda regardingrsiitye(Dimension

of Consultation).

Promote habitual reference to interculturalism bl discourse
and in communications by city representatives, @ndésign a spe-
cial website for communicating the plan/programme etercultural

strategies (Communicative Dimension).

Reflection regarding the relationship between tkecpption of the ex-
perts and the reality of the proce$¥e owe some discussion to consid-
ering the perceptions of experts and those of adtyinistrators in es-
tablishing priorities, especially surrounding twapics: potential inter-
governmental relations, which the experts do notster a priority,
while the cities do; and the immediate promotiompalitical agreement,
which the experts consider a priority but the sité® not. This differ-
ence seems significant to me, especially becaus®ltenges the opin-
ions of the experts, who, as advisors, might notalkeng into account
some contextual variables that the administratarscdnsider. This
would explain why such a large distance is produsetsveen the two
aforementioned, conflicting topics.

Lastly, and as final pieces of advice, from thedgtwe can highlight

some hypotheses that would be worth further ingattin, while expand-
ing the sampling of cities:

If the ideological variable is significant for undeanding the very op-
tion of interculturalism, in addition to its impotd the rhythm of the
process’s development;

Analysing one of the thresholds of governance:sttgal and its direct
relationship to the difficulties that exist in tlecorporation of immi-
grants into neighbourhood associations.
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Intercultural Governance Index: an exploratory study on Spanish cities
Abstract Though there is a recent debate on interculsmglimost of the academic
discussion is basically policy oriented and sonteméis normative driven; less is
done at the empirical level, trying to theorisereat practices. In this framework,
we seek to propose and apply an Intercultural Gmamse Index (Igi), which can
allow us to infer an ideal type, in addition to hlighting significant variables and
hypotheses. We seek not only to deepen the dehateunding intercultural
policies, offering a framework for study centred governance, but also to offer
points of reflection at the city level, where mostthe studies on interculturalism
are deployed. This exploratory study has been exhrout in nine cities of the
Spanish Network of Intercultural Cities (Red Esgafie Ciudades Interculturales,
Reci): Barcelona, Bilbao, Cartagena, Fuenlabradetxd; Parla, Sabadell, San
Sebastian, Tenerife. In accordance with a participamethodology following
various rounds of discussion, the cities have atsdributed to the identification
and definition of minimum standards.

Keywords Interculturalism, Index, Governance, Cities, Discse, Policies, Spain.
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