-
lDIVERCITIES

governing urban diversity

Governing Urban Diversity: Creating Social Cohesion, Social Mobility and Economic Performar
Hypediversified Cities

Urban Policieson Diversity in Copenhagen, Denmark

Work package 4: Assessment of Urban Policies

Deliverable nr.: D41

Lead partner: Partnei6 (UCL)

Authors: Hans Thor Andersei,igdis Blach, Anne Winther Beckman & Rikke
Skovgaard Nielsen

Nature: Report

Dissemination level: RE

Status: Final version

Date: 4 August 2014

This project has received funding from the European
for research, technological development and demonstr

This project is funded by the European Union under the 7th Framework Programme;
Theme: SSH.2012.212 Governance of cohesion and diversity in urban contexts

Grant agreement: 319970



DIVERCITIES 319970 4 August 2014

To be citedAasdersen, H.V., BlachR. Skovgaard Nie$s@n Winther Beckm@lL4), Assessment
of Urban Policies on Diversity in CapEopagbag&anish Building Research Jn&tthiteg
University.

This repdnas beeut together by the authors, and revised on the basis of the valuable comment:
and contributions DAMERCITIES partners.

The views expressed in this report are the sole responsibility of the authors and do not necessari
European Commission.



DIVERCITIES 319970 4 August 2014

Contents

IR 1 Yo [T 1 o PSPPSR 4

2. Overview of the political system and governance structure in Copenhagen............. 5!
2.1. Governance structure fooliapaM@OPENNAGEN.........uiiiiiiimiiieeee e o,
2.2 Key shifts in national approaches to policy over migration, citizenship..and diversity!

3. Critical analysis of policy strategies and assessment of resource allocatians........ 10
3.1 Dominant governmental discourses of urban policy.and diversity.......................... 10
3.2 Normgovernmental bBwSs/ersity POICY.........ooo i ceeeeee e 21

S o ] o 11153 o) o 1SR 27

LT U= (=] =] o1 RSP 29

6. Appendix: LISt Of INTEIVIEWEES ........cooiiiii it 31



DIVERCITIES 319970 4 August 2014

1.Introduction

Copenhagehas asts declared goab become the mostclusivemetropolis in Europe by the
year2015 While themeasure®r determiing this might bainclearand the success of the goal
thus hard to establish, the goal itself speaks of the importance put on créatvihaam

for diversity. Consequently, diversiated considerations are incorporated explicitly into
municipal policies and documeassswell as ia the daily work of municipal employdasthe
context of a small and rather homogenous countripdikark with a fairly recent history of
immigrationthe report will show ho®@openhagen stands out as a pioneering mutya@pdl a
rolemodel for other munipalitieswith respect to diversit¢openhagen is thas interesting
case to study with respecitsapproach to diversity.

Thisreport analyses how diversity is understood and handled in Copé&nmagestional level
discourses and policy diversity, migration and citizenship have gone from awgrkst
policyin the 1960s, through an integrationist/intercultural policy following the 1973 crisis, over a
gradually intensifying assimilationist policy during the 1980s and 1886=s;ea introduction

of more integrationist/intercultural policieshe 201Qdn contrast, the dominating discourse in
Copenhagen igluralisic, focusing on the advantages of diversity and striving to create a city
with room for diversityMainstreaming igking place as strategy for achievingherent and
successful initiativesith diversityrelated considerationmng integrated into the everyday
management of the cifyhe direct resource allocation for diversigtednitiativess therefore

limited. However, to mirror thentensifiedfocus on diversifythe municipal departments
annually publish estimateghadir expendituren diversitywithin the cityOs integration polity

line with the positive view on diversity, iatentional rhetoricalhangefrom integration to
inclusionhas been introducethirroring a change in political fac#hile thereasons fothis
change might bgood the actual implications are questionattheahange has not been carried
through consistentlypespitea delared broad definition of diversigyhnic andocicecoromic
aspectbecomehe primary focusf the everyday warhallenges in the implementation of the
formal policies limit the scope of their impact.

In generalthe ron-governmental actoepplaud the Copenhagen MunicipalityHfeir diversity
discourseHowever, they find that the implementation and realisation of the policies pose
substantial challenge$GOs highlight howthe success of diversity initiatives depend on
cooperatiorbetweermunicipality state, NGOs and local citizens amgpoliciesbeing locally
anchoredin neighbourhods, estates, associations, &tgbivalent attitudes exist within the
interviewedNGOs as to whether thHGOs are given too much responsibility or not enpug

and the municipality is crig®il forbeing a rigidrganisationvith inefficient procedurek the
conclusiorto the reportissuesre raised as tbe implications of the mainstreaming effort, the
risk of gentrification as a consequencearetbased urban regeneratiprojects and the
potential challengésat diversity entails

The remainder of the report is divided into tlolesptes. Chapter2 describes the political

system and governance structure in Copenhagmntext of this overew is then provided

with an analysis of the general development of national discourses and debates on diversity
migration and citizenship in Denmark over the last decades. The firsCparitef3 analyse
discourses and priorities of key governrhastars in Copenhagen wasll as the resousce
allocatedo diversity policies. The second parCbépter3 analysesongovernmental views

and reflections on diversity policies as well as the openness of thegbaligyprocesses.
Chaptedd summasesand concludeon the analysis.
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2. Overview of thepolitical system andgovernance sucture in Copenhagen
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Denmark is divided intd regions and 98 municipalities. The small scale of Denmagkabein
country of only 5 million people) means that the distance from national politics to local politics is
short; institutionally, legally and in prac#eethe largest municipality by far, Copenhagen
Municipality is the dominant actor amongst local governments, and in many cases Copenhagen
Municipalityplays a more important role than the regional council of The Capital Region of
Denmark On the local level, Copenhalygumicipalityis divided into ten areas,dadlivhich are
governed by a local council consisting of both politicians and representatives of local
associations. However, thenicipalityis not obliged to follow proposélgthe local councils,

and the main decisionaking authority of Copenhageviunicipality is the central
administratioh Copenhagen Municipality is the body around which urban policy in Copenhagen
is generated agpibssessdle main decisiemaking power in the everyday administration of the

city (sedrigurel).! Copenhagen Municifig is governed by City Council which consists of 55
members elected for a fepgar term. The council is made up of seven commidebschaired

by a mayor The Finance Committeis the overarchingand coordinating bodyand its
administration managélse fnances of the city and formulatesigterm strategies for the
physical, commercial and financial development of the city on a macrd hscalep
management of the Finar@@mmittee is the responsibility of the Lord Mayor of Copenhagen.

The othersix committees of the municipality administer different subject fields. They are each
chaired by a mayor and serviced by a corresponding administration. Regarding urban policy
formulation, the key playettlie Technica® Environmental Administration, wh is in charge

of local planning, urbaregeneratignenvironmental issues and constiocpolicies. They
manage the cooion with the social housing sector, the cityGsasesarogrammesind
community regeneration programnigee coordinating bgdf these efforts the Department

of Urban Design. A very central player in the formulation of divelatgd urban policiesie
Employment & Integration Administration and espedialy Department of Inclusio&
Employment. The Employment d&ntegration Administration manag@somesupport
paymentsand employment activitie#t is also responsible fooordinating the cityOs general
diversity strategies and efforts andHerintegration of feigners into the labour mark€he
Departmentof Inclusion & Employment is responsible for formulating, coordinating and
monitoing efforts regarding inclusion angkgratiorof ethnic minoritiesas well asqualityof

treatment andantidiscriminatiorregarding gender, sexuality, age, Téte.Employment &
IntegrationAdministration is also home to the Copenhagen Business Service, which services and
supports local businesses and entreprenguwesChildren & Youth Administration manages the
public schools, daare institutions and youth clubs op&thagen, makiritga key player in the

social and cultural inclusiontieé cityGgunginhabitants

1 The official English hame of Copenhagen Municipality is City of Copenhagen. However, for the purpose of this
report, the name Copenhagen Municipality is used.

2 For the purposes of this project, the most important role of the regional government is the funding of free
counselling and guidance for local entrepreneurs and company owners.

3 Moreover, the local councils are currently in danger of being abolished.

4 A part of Copenhagdn governed by a different municipality, Frederiksbexderiksberg Municipality is much
smaller thal@openhagen Municipality (0D inhabitants compar&ith 560000)and generally more affluent

5 The remaining three committeed #reir administrations play a less prominent role in the formulation of diversity
policies in Copenhagen. However, they are in no way unimportant. A central part of the municipal strategy o
diversity is to mainstream diversifprtsmaking it a respoitdlity of all administratiorf{seeChaptei3).
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Figurel. Mapping of key institutions and organisations with influence on policies and disco
diversity from natidoahunicipal level. Denmark/Copenhagen, Feb. 2014
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* The Danish National Organisation for Gay Men, Lesbians, Bisexuals, and Transgendered Persons.

Besides the public sector, urban policy in Copenhagen is influenced by the work of NGOs,
private actors, etc. However, Denmark is a country with a comprehensive welfare system, in
which the public sectoaé a fareaching influence and covers almost all areas of everyday life
e.g. healthcare services, education services and social Genseeglently, a strategy on
diversity can be implemented extensively and in all policy fieldesired by the micipality
Mainstreaming of diversitglated efforts potentially widens the opportunities for this.
Furthermore, e prevalence of privatet@s such as private hospitals piate educational
institutions is limitedue to the extensive welfare stateeydo exist of course, but mainly as
speciated alternatives orienteéowardsspecific target audiencés. Copenhagenhé most
important norgovernmental actors regarding the formation of divesisitgd urban policy are
organisations representspecificpopulationgroups(i.e.unemployed ethnic minorities, highly
educated foreigngralong withlocallybased organisatioasd private institutiongi.e. private

schools youth clubs$ased on volunteeasid dropin-centrey Furthermore, the social housing

sector plays an important ra@ethis sector accommodates a great number of economically
and/or socially marginalised people. In Denmark, social housing organisations are independent
but legally subjected to and findhcisupported by both the national government and local
municiglities, situating them in theasipublicsector.
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The main focus in the Danish debate on diversity has beewmnéindes to ben immigration

and integration issueBhese are the issues cau#iiregmost heated debates where attitudes
conflict the most, in the public as well as between the politiczd. peinerefore, immigration

and integration policies have been subject to more changes as different times and different ruling
parties have led to tightening and loosening of legislation and initiatjiesletoft 2006)

Tablel presentsn overview odelected key points ialevanDanish legislation

Tablel: Selectedey points in Danish legislation on migration, citizenship and diversity

Year  Description

1973 Complete stofor immigration, immediate effect

1978 Passing oAct on Equality of Treatment: Main focus Jestrimination based on gender

1983 Passing of The Aliens Act: Right to asylum for all refugees and right to family reur
Right to residence in Denmark while asylum applications are processed

1989 Legalisation of registered partnership betweenssanmadividuals

1992 Revision of The Aliens Act: Applicants of family reunification must have lived in Denmi
minimum of seven years prior to application

1994  Revision of The Aliens Act: Applitafor family reunification must be ablestgpport their
family membersightening of requirements for obtaining asylum

1996 Passing of The Act on Differential Treatment: Against discrimination in the workplace

1998 Revision of The Aliens AcRestriction o family reunification with parents from ott
countriesPassing of The Integration Act: Lower transfer pagfioemtnmigrants and refugee

2000  Annulment of The Integration Act
The Social Housing Act: Introduction of flexible allocatiles

2002 Revision of The Aliens Act: Tightgltequirements for obtaining permanent residence p
family reunifications limited to peoptpel 24+ andsubject to eanomic and housing deman:
restriction otlassification of refugeesintroductiorof lower transfer payment rates
Revision of The Naturalisation Act: Limitation of special application rules for descendal

2002 Parliamentary agreementsstnicter naturalisatiomequirementsio debt, no criminal recor
2008 economicselfsupportrelinquishingther citizenshipg&nowledgeest

2004 Revision of The Act on Differential Treatment: Discrimination based on age and
included in the legislation
Government strategy agaigisettoization

2005 Revision of The Naturalisation A€tiowledge tesithenappyingfor Danish citizenship

2009 Right to child adoption grantedsamesexcouples

2010 Introduction of annual list of deprived social housing estates

2012 Revision of The Aliens Act: Abblsent of lower transfer paymeatsd family reunificatior
pointsystem
Legalisation of marriage of saseg couples (including in churches)

Despite the attention given to immigration and integration isseesifydregarding age, gender

and sexualitgre on the agendss well While the rights of homosexuals and compulsory
paternity leave have been contested issues, the overriding tendency over the years has bet
towards more equality. Denmark has long considered itself a progressive countryeand, in th
period studied, equality has almost been beyond discussion. Since 1978, Denmark has had tt
Act on Equality Treatment (primarily focused on the equality of women in the labour market). As
the first country in the world, Denmark legalised registere@rghiggs in 1989. In 2012,
marriage including religious weddings between two people of the same sex was legalised. In 200
homosexuals were granted the right to adopt. Since December 2013, two women who are
expecting a child through artificial inseminai#nbe the legal parents of the child from birth.
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As theexamples show legislation changes are centred on achieving equality. A central discussio
has revolved around the effectiveness of this kind of legislation as it aims at enhancofg equality
oppaunityrather than equalitf outcomEkis has fostered new legislation focused on equality of
outcomes, e.g. preferential treatment of female applicants for executive positions in an attempt
to increase the gender equality of corporate executivesverolvremains a contested issue
whether or not to secure equality of outcomes by measures such as gendandjuotas
compulsory paternitgave. While discussionsgehder and sexualdiscrimination have only
periodically entered the scene, immigratial integration have continually been central themes.

Fromguestvorkepolicyn thel97&to the integrationist/interculioylob thghties

In the late 1960s and early 19Wd®en migrant workers started to arrive in Denmark, the
political foas on immigration and integration was very limdteglest worker policy was in

place (Syrett & Sepulveda 20Miyrants were seen as guest workers who would cover a
periodic shortage in the labour force and then return to their home.d®aiatgonsequence of

the international oil crisis in 1973 and the ensuing financial crisis, foreign workerkngse

given work permitsDuring thel980s refugees from ciatorships such as Vietnam and Chile
were granted asylum and the right to yamilnification on the basis of the Aliens Act of 1983.
This was considered a very liberal @3te general attitude in the country towards these
newcomers was predominantly positive. Politically, the focus was on the financial crisis and not
on immigratia and integration polici€ame rightwing politicians voiced critical staramethe
juridicalapproval of refugees into the country, posing it as a threat to the Danish welfare society
Howeverthesecommentsvere not taken serioublythe wider pubdi andthe political opinion.

The 1990s and 2000s: An intensgymia@ongsiicy

From 1980 to 1990, the share of immigrants and descendants living in Denmark rose from
approx. 3% to 4.3%. This 40% rise was a consequence of a substantial wgeesarafing

in Denmark. Meanwhile, it became apparent that many guest workers chose to stay in Denmark
and have their families reunited with them. This led to changed attitudes towards immigrants in
and a more assimilationist policy (Syrett & Sep@@d@xWith the beginning of the 1990s
minority group®f a substantial size were present in Denamatknmigration rates were still
increasing. Tikgave rise to gradually intensifying debates in both the political and civil spheres.
In the early 1990$he municipalities west of Copenhagen initiated a debate spatiad
distribution of immigrants. Theyoblematied the concentration of immigrants in the areas
already dominated by residents in a ®ocoomically weak position. This led to a focus on
concentration and to policies on redistribution and placement of refugees. In 1993, the Danish
governmentof that timewas accused of juridical tampering in order to prevent family
reunification of Sri L&an refugeefGreenPedersen 2002)his forced the government to

resign. In 1993he Danish PeopleOs Party was formed, and over the followiitgggeard

growing support foits highly critical stanaa immigration, especially from Muslim countries.

The Aliens Act was tightened gradually on several occasions through the 1990s. In 1998, lowe
transfer payment rates for immigrants were introduced in an attempt to Oforcéi2etigse Ci

into the labour market. ABi$ measure was aimed at a specifip,gitovasin direct conflict

with the universal Danish welfare moailich offers the same social security to all citfzens

The general attitude towards immigrants became more and more negative, and it became
acceptable to publicly voice negative @ttowards immigrar{Gullestad 2002; Hervik 2004)

The debate was fuelled further by the terrorist attack on September 11, 2001 and the war in
Afghanistanwhichpolarigdthe public image of Muslims ahdinhabitants of Middle Eastern
countries.Diversity was to some extent seen as a threat to socialDandleg. the Social

6 The 1998 act was the object of intense criticism from humanitarian organisations and this lead to an annulment of
the act in 2000. However, its core points were reinstated as part of the Aliens Asfisiothefrthis in 2002.
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Democratic reign of the 1990s, immigration policies were tigiReibéd opinion however,
demanded further tightening, leadinght $cial Democrats losirthe electiorin 2001. The

Liberal Party came to power with the Danish PeopleOs Party enjoying the position of supporting
partyand thugplaying a significartlein the passing of restrictive legislation on integration and
immigration in the following years. During tiberalrule policies were tightened as much as
possible without violating international Igeg. restriction of the right to family reunification).

Newssuesising in the 2000s

Since 2004, the open borders internally in the EU have given eaeigsugs of immigration.

The annual immigration raterh the new EU member states to Denmark has increased from
approx.3,200 in 2003 to more than 15,000 in 2012 (Statistics Denrharkhousands of
migrantstrave to Denmarkto find employmentoften working for lower wage and under

poorer conditions thaDanish workers. Typically they are employed by companies in their home
countries, which do not have to follow Danish collectiveragnés. Hence, this is seen as
undermining the national trade umsi@nd consequently the Danish labour market model
(Hedetoft 2006)in an almost circular narrative, this new situation draws parallels to the situation
in the 1970s when theiestworker policies wergeriouslychallenged by unemployment and
economic cris in DenmarkAdditionally heated discussions Rdéma travelling to Denmark

and allegedly committing organised crime have surfaced in the publiGeebatediscussions

of the open borders of the European Union ardopnéhant The discussiorevohesaround
theimplicationdor the Danishuniversal welfare systema populationthatno longer consists

of a homogenous body of native Daiervik 2004, Olwig & Paerregaard 2011)

Today: Returninigtegteonist/interculturaligés

In 2011, a ew government was formed as a coalition of the Social Democratic, the Social Liberal
and the Socialist parties, to some degree changing the course of migration policies. The lowe
transfer payment rates were abolished, and the criteria for grantimguaiftition have been

lowered Yet other plicies have remained in plageh as Othe ghetto’@sand the age criteri

for family reunificationConcurrentlypress stories of people taking advantage of the social
security systetrave changed themary focus of public debates on the challenges to the welfare
state This has taken some of the pressure, so to speak,-dfiestern immigranis the public

debateas immigration is no longer seen as the main threat to the welfare state. Yet, integration of
immigrants is still on the agenflaentral discussion is the issue of social ooh&sieptics of
immigration arguthat social cohesion is foundeautturd homogeneityHence, diversity and
multiculturalism will undermine the social cohesion of the Danish biegy& Paerregaard

2011) In contrast, otherarguethat social cohesion has its foundation in eqaalé@guality
generates a society of mutusst These two perspectives each influence the political debate. A
second point of discussimthe lowemployment ratef nonWesternmmigrantsQuestions

have been raisedto whether immigrants are moreadfuden to the Danish welfare steditan

an asset. Critics die lower transfer payment rates for immigrants siatedthat there are

good reasons for the lower employment rateeash issues, lack of educational qualifications

and language barriers constitute serious barrigéne iftegration of immigrantstmthe labour

market A third key issue gpatiakegregation. Since the 1990s, governments and municipalities
have employed a number of strategies to make the stigmatised areas more attractive and t
achieve a mixed compositionresidentsOneinitiativeis achange of thallocation rulefor
socialhousingmaking ifpossible for the municipality and sleeialhousing associations to give
priority to people in employment or educatiospecificestates where a change in resale
composition is wanted. Spatial segregation thus remains high on the national, political agenda.

7 The list wasntroduced in 201(ts official name is the List of Disadvantaged Housing EStageplrpose is to
pin out the areas with tigeeatesproblems in order to make them subjectistefisivesocial and economic affe
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3. Critical analysis of policy strategies and assessment of resource
allocations

The purpose of thishapteris to analyse policy strategies and dse®um diversitgndthe
resources directed towards diversigted initiativaa Copenhageifhe questions in focus are:
What weight is put on diversigtated issues? How is diversity defined? Are some aspects of
diversity prioritisedt the expensef others?As a basis for thishapter qualitative interviews

were conducted with7 governmental and n@overnmental policy actors with key positions
within the diversityelated field in Copenhagédie first part of tis chapter(3.1) focusson
govenmental perspectiveased on interviews with employees at the municipality as well as on
central policies. The second part (3.2) éscus nongovernmental perspectives based on
interviews with representatives of -gomernmental organisatioasd privée companies
cooperating with the municipality.

In general, the interviewefesind that diversity is something to be valued tanstrivefor.
Furthermore they agreedhat this was also the prevalediscoursein the Copenhagen
Municipalityin generalHowever, a number of challengese stilto be addressed in working

with diversity, the overriding one being how to cope with the negative aspects in practice: How
to help disadvantaged citizens, how to overcome differences in cultures and lifestgtasiin a

way, and how to implement the visions of a pluralistic and open city in practice?

S"HP& A +*$ 8&'()*:(*.+3%  =4-,&/))-(-$&0%/ )1+*$2&34,5$+*=8'()-4.5 $

Diversity is adeclared godbr Copenhagerolicies aim to support the diverse typesetis

and lifestyles in the cifijhe diverse city is celebrated as a socially rewarding and dynamic place
to live: @ diverse city life is an important part of a socially §statrabidisciiyr People).
Diversity is embraced and seen both as a iteeska strengfior the city crucial footh the
international competitivenemsdthe social cohesion of the cityhe latter is based diversity

being seen as tlapposite ofsegregationdhe Copenhagen Municipality wants to create a Soci
responsible and diverse citgfetiieard cohesion is @Pgliwnfor Disadvantaged Ared$jus,

the overarching discourses presented in official policy documents and strategies on diversity ar
pluralist (Syrett & Sepulveda 20¥#)en working wh diversity in relation to ethnicity, the
municipality has made a deliberate rhetorical choice initigedDBpartment of Inclusion &
Employment: When the cityOs integration policy was to be renew@dtive 26dm inclusion

was introduced in thélé of the policy. Based on communication with ethnic minority citizens,

the term inclusion was considered less negative than the term integration, and the departmen
thus changed the formulations in@@&h employe€30 October 20)&laborates:

OIf yo have assimilation on the one hand, then the minority has to adapt and the majorit
doesnOt have to change at all. Integrationstiyeprisasswwhere both parts have to

do something. grieateesponsibility is still on the minorigrdndedif tolerated.

Regarding inclusion, then, the minority and the majority actually have an equal responsik
for making the process succeed. And diversity and difference are not just tolerated, th
atually perceived as a strengthO.

Therhetorical change was to reflechange in the approach to integration policy: a shift from

an assimilationist or integrationist policy in line with national discourses (as seen in 2.2) towards
more multicultural and pluralist diversity policy (S§r&epulveda 2012)his positiveand

pluralist discoursen diversity is evident in the interviews with key municipal employees as well.
One interviewee describes how diversity can foster both joy and tolerasapporting the

social cohesion

10
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O[Reféng to children speaking] OThatOs funny, at your place | saw you celebrating t
RamadanO an&€t wour place and saw that you have two mothers and no fatherQ. You
know, life is strange and fun and wonderful in Copenhagen, and iww@dd, the children s
experience tlfimOject manager, Thehiren & Youth Administrations

November 2013

CopenhageiMunicipalityis seen by several of the interviewees as a pioneer municipality in a
Danish context. Furthermore, Copenhagen is perceived as ttealomigtropolis in Denmark.

Being a metropolis typically means that the diversity is greater, the concentration of ethnic
minorities higher and the history mfigration longer. Diversity has thus been on the agenda

for longer and is of greater importati@n in other parts of Denmark. Therefore, according to

the interviewees, the discourse on diverditpaslerin that the focus is not to the same degree

on ethnic and cultural aspects but also on social aspects. This could be linked to the greater nee
of a metropolis with a wide range of businesses and sectors to be internationally competitive. The
interviewees know of other municipalities formulating policies similar to those of Copenhagen.
However, they did so seven to ten years later than the &gg@anicipality. One reason is

that the potential problems arising from a multicultural society are new in some of the smaller
municipalities. According to anterviewege the greater familiarity with immigrants in
Copenhagen than in smaller Danish toeorgributes to a Copenhagen understanding of
diversity reachirgeyorethnicity:

OThere is, after all, no national inclusion policy. It is still called integration. But in
Copenhagen, a discursive choice has been made, saying: O\eatalkcabout inclusion
broadeontextn reality, we talk about social integration more than wedalk about cultur

[E] Because Copenhagen differs from the rest of the country. [E] It is because of the inflL
of people [E] but it is also about the size [of the city]O.

The interviewees generally perceive Copenhagen as more tolerant and inclusive towards ethni
minorities than other parts of the country. Every ttearDepartment of Inclusion &
Employment conducts a survey in Copenhagen. One aspect réietiezlioy of belongingn
Copenhagen and Denmark respectively. The employee at the dea@dtroetober 2013)
describes the results in the following ®&ye see quite markedly that [E] ethnic minorities feel the s:
extent of belongil@ppenhagen as tleitypndipes but that they to a much lesser degree feel like p
Denmark comparigsthativesO.

Discourses on diversity in Copenhagernhaie seen asiore pluralist and multiculturdlhis

contrasts with the discoursesnational level (in correspondence with the image posed in 2.2).

In the national discourse marked lines are drawn between OusO and OthemO. This may b
explanationof why members of ethnic minorities feel more accepted and included in
Copenhagen than Denmark as a wholelowever, despite the positive approach to diversity,

the interviews show that diversity does not come without problems and challenges. Diversity
entails difference, and tolerance towards those who are different from oneself inot a giv
According to our interviewees this is a challenging issue to address, both in the formulation of
policies and in the mirst of municipal officers, politicians and Copenhagenezmpoyee

in the Financial Administrati¢® October 2013juts it ths way:

OltOs easy to say that diversity can be rewarding, but in order to be culturally competer
actually benefit from diversity and not just be like [E.] Odo as we do, or leaveO [E] then y
have to challenge your own way of thinking [E] Anuel@mat ribts is always

positive in Copenhagen Municipality, and that it is received in a positive mannerO

11
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The followingpars will analyse the challengegdeerning diversity in the city of Copenhagen
and the approaches taken by the municipalitgebtirese challenges.

Planninfprdversity: Fomntrapolicies

As a consequence of tiieong focus on diversity Copenhagen Municipalitliversityrelded

issues are incorporaiieda range opoliciesand initiativesThe Policy for Disadvantaged Areas

in Copenhagen stat@openhagen should be a diverse, coherent and safe city with a place for ¢
where everyone |sO1|aeIdeob|tyOs integration pohxryambltlous goal set @openhagen wants to

be tb most insikenetropolis in Eudfpethermore, the term is used frequently in a wide range of
municipal publication&speciallfjour policies arfundamentafor understanding and working

with diversity in the Copenhagen Municip@igTable2). They create the framework and set

up the guidelines for managing diversity in Copenlizegpite the emphasis on diversione

of them has an actual budget for reaching the goals set out. The policies are to be implementec
through the general budget.

Table2. Central municipal policies on diversity in Copenhagen

Policy Year of introduction  Type

Policy for Disadvantaged Areas in Copenhagen 2011 Areabased

Responsible: All administrations
(formulated byhe Technical &nvironmental Adm.)

Areas of stagnation and deprivatiorpareeivedsathreatto social cohesion. The objective of this-a
based policy is to raise the living standards (regarding employment, education, schoeds,|eiayr
time activities, public health, physical maintenance, safety, city life, and social htisathgtaged
areas to the average legsl an example, two of the goals of the policy are that 95% of the loce
shouldfinish uppeisecondary education, ahdtthe public health conditian the disadvantaged ar
shouldbe onthe average city level. i$hs to beachievedhroughpreferentiatreatment, mainstreamit
of the efforts and better cressctor cooperation in the municipality.

GetInvolved inYour City. Citizenship + Inclusion 2010 City-wide

Responsible: All administrations
(formulated byhe Employment & Integration Adm.)

OGet Involved in Your Cityitizenship + Inclusi@ds the municipalityOs integration policy for-2014.
Three key concepts are introduced: Inclusion (as a sense of belonging and being a part «
integration (as procesof interaction between people of different backgrounds) and citizenshé
possibility for all citizens to participate in the democracy in a respons#uecamthodatingiay). The
vision is to create anclusivecity focusing on citizenship and diversity. The focus ofaliey fis
predominantly omfn-Westerf immigrantsrad refugees, but to some extent on sectmomic factor:
as well. Four themes are identified: 1) a good start in life for all children and young adults; 2) |
the labour market; 8upportingdeprived groups and areas; and 4) the open and imglcityn

Metropolis For People 2009 City-wide
Responsible: The Technical & Environmental Administration

The objectiveof Metropolis For Peoplis to make Copenhagen a great city to live in, offarbvgs
spaces for a diverse urban life. Thiseen as an important part of being a socially sustainable cit
goals are identified: 1) More city life for all, 2) more people walking more, and 3) more peo|
longer. These goals are to function as guidelines for the physical unhamde#ig planning, manag
bythe Technical & Environmental Administration. Results are measdedhaluategihnually.

Action Plan for the Inclusion Policy 2011 City-wide
Responsible: The Children & Youth Administration

Action Plan for thdnclusion Policy ishe municipalityOs policy on the children and youth ar
incorporatingdGet Involved in Your Ciaglwell as other policy areas. The action plamoastmsngthen
divesity, integration and language of immigrants and descendants and afobirdlidren with socie
difficulties or learning disabilitiagpublic daycare centres and schools. Placonsists of a number
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initiativesincluding educational and sociapport for bilingual children, mothRengue teachincg
counselling for bilingual fdias regarding choice of schaotl extra support in dagres and schools f
children with special needs

The conceptual frameworkkihcher & Ivesori2012)dentiiesthree types of diversity policies
policies for equity and thee)distribution of resourcegoplicies aiming to create spaces of
encounter and spaces of democratic deliberation between anrdypslicies for diversity and
therecognition of multiple voicesll thesearepresent irthe Copenhagen policies on diversity

Policies for equity an@e)distribution of resources &end in the Policy for Disadvantaged
Areas ainmg to improve the wellbeing of those in need relatedd material, economic,
professional and housiagpectsbut often with an additional social asf@&mne plicies focus

on improving theliving conditions indeprived housing area®. through community
regeneration programmasd renovaibn of housing ®ates. Others focus on raising the
employment rate and level of education among citizens in disadvantaged areas through a variei
of programmes for the unemployed and for children and ffoutinstance, an aftechool job
programme tries to facilitadecess to the labour market for youwmngstrom disadvantaged
families often with parents on transfer paymehtgse kinds of policies are also found@et
Involved in Your City@ut centred on ethnic diversity. Efforts ainagsist ethnic minority
citizens in finding employment through qualification courses, internshipthestpoliciesin

OGet Involved in Your Citg€us onequity and (re)distribution of resources in a different way:
Campaigns aimed at private compaaied organisations try to promote diversity
employment, e.g. through campaigning for international employment or through a diversity
charter forboth privateand public workplaceBy signing the charténe enterprises commit to
making an effort to leremployees with a minority backgrodimgse initiatives are based on
the willingnessof the public and private sector employersonsider diversity whehiring
except legislation on equality of treatment regarding gender, employetegslg oloiged to

do so. In the action plan dhe Children & Youth Administratiogfforts aimto improwe the
educational competences of bilingual children and children with learning disamiités.
inclusion of citizens into the education system and the labour market play a significhret part in
municipalityOs policies for equity and (re)distribution of resources

Ohe residents of the disadvantaged areas are a big untapped potential that should be re
to théenefifall individuals as well as the city in general. All Copenhageners should have
the opportunity to utilise their qualifications éesolinyemmbisadvantaged

Areas201).

Policies aiming to create spaces of encounter and spaces of democratic deliberation betwee
groups are found i®Get Involved in Your Citp(he form of mentor programmes where
Danes function as mentors for new immigrant colleagues, or programmes pairhotpssiddle
families with families from housing estates on thmllgnl ghetto listn the Policy for
Disadvantaged Areas this typ@alfcies focusesn the city itselér localareass the arena for

social contact between groups who do not usually interact. Locally founded programmes (such a:
areabased urban regenerajitny to establish fora for daily interactions and communigation

the local neighbourhood. Policies regarding the social housing sector seek to create a socio
economically diverse composition of residentshe estates (by promoting the influx of
resourcefl residents into these estatesl through community regem@n programmes).
Metropolis for People focuses on creating spaces of encounter in the city based on the idea tha
meeting different individuals in the city strengthens the tolerance and undersiiheéigg of
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®ublic spaces in the eityeseewéeiact with other people. Aathamtachench or
maybe just@y®act aadmile enhances the quality of life and uedredsesno®it
and understandingO

Policies for diversity and the recognition of multiple voices play a centrédd@attirolved in

Your CityOCampaigns and political statementieavouto spread the notion d@ficlusion and
diversity as a strength and an desehe city (e.g. changing the term integration to inclusion,
promoting campaigns for diversitgndingout financial means to divergitpmoting projects,
etc.) and equal opportunities are considemgaequisite for a thriving diversity

OEverybody should be able to feel at home in Copenhagen and to- engage in local de
making. We must respeotreal¥s differences [E]. Only in this way is it possible to
make sure that everyone has equal opportunities for engaging in and contributing to the
(Get Involved in Your City, 2010)

The Action Plan for thénclusion Policyendeavourso foster integration and a better social
interaction betweeadhildrenof different ethnic backgroundsnd between children with and
without special needsocus is on tackling the negattemsequencesf diversity. The policy
endeavourso combat disamination by strengthening the language skills, learning capabilities
and social competences of those who need it, as well as increasing diversity in public schools b
distributingbilingual children to schools all over the ®Bistropolis for People tego combat
discrimination through a heightened focus on accessibility, making sure that a stroller, a
wheelchair and a walker is not a hindrance for participation in urbamslifeptbving access

to public services arplblic spaces for all citizenBo reach the objective of Copenhagen
becoming a city for everyone, the aim is that urban areas should offer a lot of different activities
for all,irrespective adge, social status, ethnic background, economy and disabilities.

Increasing social mobilisgcial cohesion and economic competitiveness are directly or indirectly
key themes in the diversity policies. Securing social mobility is a key aspect of the policies
focusing on raising the employment rate and level of education among citizensnitageshdva
areas. The focus is on the unemployed as well as children and youth. Special attention is given 1
nonWestern ethnic minority groups. This is seen as simultaneously raising the economic
competitiveness as it realises a big untapped potentintdbesian is an underlying goal of all

the policies in that tackling the semtonomic differences, creating spaces of encounter and
making room for diversity are seen as crucial for securing social cohesion. Initiatives are
instigated to combat discnvaiion, one of the means for social cohesion. A specific example is
mentor programmes. They aid social cohesion through creating networks and enhancing
knowledge of other ethnic groups but can also potentially lead to social mobility and in turn
heightenececonomic competitivenes$owever, while the goals of the policies are admirable

and desirable, relevant criticisms can be raised, as will be clear from the remainder of this sectior

Leaving tpejediasegbproacMainstreamingedsitgforts

The central policies on diversity build on the ideaahstreamindiversityrelated effortby
integratinghem into the coreserviceof all administrations in the municipaly. example

could be that part of the job as a health visitor in Copenhageyuide immigrant families on
matters such as health, nutrition and the DanisbadaysystenThus, the goal is to integrate
diversity efforts into the way of thinking and as an everyday working tool throughout the
municipality This is especially seenthe Policy for Disadvantaged Areas@@et Involved in

Your City@s they cut across all administratibne.purpose is to create more coherent efforts,
where administrative borders and time ldaitsot hinder the successfulness of the effoines.
mainstreaming effoid mentioned both in policies and by interviewees
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OWe want to incorporate accessibility into all projects [E]. It has to be a matter of cour
that we design a city where everyone can participate in(khetidpoditfibre cityO
People€2009

OThe more we can do that is simply a paerefdimdcooemal practice, where you
don®t think about what you do, the better it will work, | thinKfesdt tvéll more e
have in the cig@ployee in The Technical & Emvnmental Administration

15 October 2033

Thus, the aim for every municipal employee is to implement diversity considerations in his or her
everyday worklhough some isolated projects are still undertaken in the municipality, they are
only instigated if they support the ceeevice®r if a specific diversitglated goal cannot be
reached through the caervicesPreviously, numerous smaller projetsconcurrently with

the coreservices targeting specific diversigfated challengesiowever, it was hard to
document the effects of the projects #msl resulted ian unfocused effort within the various

policy areas. At times different divergtsgted projects and initiativegenworked against each

other, as a special consultanhéHealth & Care Administrati@f8 November 2018xplains:

Ot wasa scrambletfor deprived [E] It was like this: the children from Mj¢ Inerparken

[a deprived houssta}esaid that they couldnOt attend school as they had to take part in
the projects. That was a disaster. An admission of failure. But this has changed for tl
bette Both from the side of the housing associations and Copenhagen Municipality
Copenhagen Municipality is in chargeseftitesm@e the authority. We are in

charge of the initiatives, we run it. What the housing associationisscemedo is to suppo
initiatives. It has become a lot better-ritakiqydjastbeen pruned, | thinkO.

As diversity related measures are being mainstreamed, defining and pinpointing the resourct
allocation for diversity policies in Copenhagen is a difficultAtagky limited amount of
resources are allocated to specific isolated projects. Exaonplpsef/ious years include the
OGetnivolved inYour City@ool of approximately 180,000 distributed in 2013, the-ybsre
Hotspot programmes of 2.4 million fdret period of 2022014, and the two sets of Inclusion
Agreements of 1.2 million in total. The vast majority of the resources spent on-dilatesity

work are thus part of the general running costthefdifferent administrationé&s a
consequencextracting the exact amounts of resources spent on dretasaty initiatives is
difficult. Whether this is the intention, is not touched upon by the intervieudiestmore, the
mainstreaming approach means that when quantitative esireatésdly made, they only
declare the total amount of money spent without information on how much is spent on staff,
physical conditions, campaigns and financial support for external projects.

The Department of Inclusion and Employment does however publishuahsiatus report of

the OGet Involved in Your Cipglicy. As a part of this report, each of the seven administrations
estimates the amount of money they plan to spend that year on policies of inclusion and
integration. This is the only actual estimiatiee resources allocated to diversiigted policies

in Copenhagen Municipality, even though it only covers one of the central diversity policies.
Thus, estimates from tESet Involved in Your Cisy&lus report are presented in the following.
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Table3 lists each of the seven administrations of the Copenhagen MunicipalityOs estimates o
their own resource allocation to diversity (that is, inclusion and int§gration

Table3. Estimation of resource allocations to incinségmadioch measures in the Copenhagen
Municipality, 2013

Administration Resource estimate Percentage of

(million 1) total budget*
Employment & Integration Administration 121.5 2.3%
Technical & Environmental Administratiol !3.6 1.4%
FinanciaAdministration 12.4 0.4%
Children & Youth Administration 129.2 2.2%
Health & Care Administration 11.3 0.2%
Culture & Leisure Administration 12.0 0.9%
Social Services Administration 115.9 1.9%
Total 176.0 1.7%

* Shares have been calculatedheas®dl drudget amount taken from the overall budget for Copenhagen
Municipality and thus come from a different source than the annual status report.

The administrations estimating the largest amounts spent on integration and inclusion measure:
are the three administrations responsible for the four central policies. Thus, focus on diversity (or
in this case, the integrati@mbated aspects hereof) is fact relatively great in these
administrations. In addition to these, the Social Services Administration estimates allocating
almost 16 million to inclusion and integration, that is the third largest amount of money. Their
main objectives, according te status report, are preventing youth crime, supporting children
from marginalised families and preventing exclusion of poor citizens (e.g. being put on the
street). Looking at the relative shares of the different budgets being allocated to integration and
inclusion measures, it is worth noting that these four administrations are not only allocating the
largest absolute amounts, they are in fact also the ones prioritising the largest relative shares «
their total budgets to this purpose. Besides thetialloocheconomic resources, diversity enjoys

a certain priority in the institutional organisation of the municipality, an example being the recent
establishment dhe International House, a physical gathering of municipal and private service
functions forforeigners in Copenhagen in one building in central Copenhagen. This does not
entail any allocation of financial resources, but does indicate an institutional priority of the
inclusion of foreigners into the atyd a focus on spaces of encounter

Accoding to the status report, the total estimate of resources spent on inclusion and integration
in the Copenhagen Municipality in 2013 is approximately !76 million. We do not, however, know
how the administrations have defined whether operations andaeffodkated to diversity or

not. Besides this, other precautions must be taken. Firstly, the amount of resources spent on
diversityrelated measures can vary significantly between the indpadsialvithin the
administrations. Secondly, estimating homy mesources each actor devotes to these tasks can

be difficult to calculate for officials centrally in the administrations. Thirdly, the estimates do not

8 This being a part @f status report of the city(se@ration PolicyO, the figures are estimates of resources spent on
Oinclusion and integrationO as formulated in the report. The estimates are for the year of 2013.

9 It should be noted that evdrmough the Technical & Environmental Administratiamages th&reabased urban
regeneration projecthie community regeneration programmes and the social housing allocation system, the funding
hereof is a joint expense of the municipality, the soasihbassociations (regarding the last two) and the state
represented by the Ministry of Housing, Urban and Rural Affairs
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relay how the money is spent i.e. how much is spent on staff, donations, campaigning and
premises reectively. In addition to the municipalityOs own resources, -délatsitypolicies

on citylevel are sometimes-tmded by state institutions (funds, ministries, etc.), but always in
cooperation with local authorities or associations. Despite tkeaatipns, the estimates
constitute a useful guide for resource allocation. The fact that an actual inclusion department in
the administration exists and that a status report with estimation of resources is made each yee
shows that diversity is a prigetil policy area in Copenhagen Municipality.

The opacityof the mainstreaming approach could possibly be a way of deliberately seeking to
hide a lack of spending or budget cdsis is however refuted bynse of the interviewees:

They statehat even thaogh no separate funds are allocated to any of the four central policy
documents analysed in 3t formulation of theepolicies entails a higher priority being given

to diversity measures when negotiating municipal budgets. As an employee in thé& Childre
Youth Administration points qudGet Involved in Your Cigr@ails that more resources have

been allocated to the inclusion area since 2012. Adgitiasanother interviewstates, the
formulation of policies without separate resources demands of the administrations that they
subsequently provide the funds for initiatives subject to these lictEses not mean that no
resources are allocated to diversity meststvedtthegessarily come along like that, you know, Ohe
framework and here is a large bag of money) QiHet@eayui@eeshoweverquestiorthis.

As aninterviewe@ults it, in times of the financial crisis frioritised by té city government to

focus on the absolutely imperative challenges and the basic running of the municipality, thus
leaving little room for innovation and creativity includiagirttroduction of new diversity

related efforts. Interviewees imply that cktband lack of resources might be part of the
explanation why the municipality has aimed to mainstream diversignpaiiays reduced the
number of and funding for separate projects:

OFocus has been shifteecoréservieesl in a retrenchpeeindfforts are limited

to Obusiness as usual® and not innovation work. That is my impression. We have sort o
told not to do so much social work and fieldwork as previously, but instead sit more at
computer and make things hagPeojeé ranager, ardsased urban

regeneratigrii4 October 20}3

Another criticismof the mainstreaming approdshthat the interviewees donOt feel that the
preferentiatreatment announced in i.e. the Policy for Disadvantaged Areas is actually realised.
The progct manager at an atesed urban regeneratfnojectis scepti@s to whether the
objectives of the policies are being communicated to therenticgpaktaft

OThose tending the parks will keep tending the parks in the same way as they always ha
They are not suddenly giving special attention to the parks in disadvantaged areas ¢
though they should, according tdoteapeidney are not familiar with @ policies

The scope oftie preferentiatreatment approadin city plannings cquestionedas well, e.gvith
respect tothe extentof the efforts to attract resourceful residdntsdeprived arsaof
Copenhagen. An employeglainswhen planning a number of new metro stations across the
city, a station in the deprived neighbourhiadbjerg was natcluded in the new line layout
despite beingolated with regards to public transport&tiSach a measure could have made a
real differencee finds that whernhey as a municipality gd@nning massive investments the

10However, the construction of a new ligtitwayline running through Tingbjerg is currently being debated on the
city council, but no decision has been reached yet (Feb. 2014).
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focus on theelational perspectiveslacking i.e. what the unplanned development conditions
become for the deprived areas when other areas are de¥eldpetmoresome interviewees
guestion whether the diversity Hof¢hinking has in fact been integrated theocore services

of every part of the large administrative body. As the special consultant explains, diversity is not ¢
familiar word in the Health & Care AdministrafiNovember 201:3)

Ol must admit that in my view diversity is a quimoaply tiaevails in the
Employment & Integration AdministrationE Perhaps a bit in the Technical &
Environmental Administration as well, but other than that | do not think the diversity
concept is, well, present, really, in our administrationO

Managimdyversity pactice: Challendgkantplementation gilietes

The interviewees point out a set of challenges to the implementation of policies endeavouring to
enhance diversity in Copenhagerstly, acentral foundation for a successful maimstngpof

diversity policies is a wihctioning cooperation between the different administrations and
departments of the municipality. In order to integrate diversity into the core services of the entire
municipal organisation, the implementation ofipslutting across administrative boundaries
(@et Involved in Your Cifand the Policy for Disadvantaged Areas) is ciciatder for the

policy to be implemented, it is ctheiahtimitipality act as a(Roltgfor Disadvantaged Areas

2011). However, some of our intervieweesicisel the lack of crossector cooperation within

the municipality. This is pointed out as an important problem. The seven administrations are led
by mayors of different political parties with different agendas, and inevitably none of them are
willing to relingish political power. In the municipality, there is no executive power in an
overruling position, and often the different administrations seem to work against each other, the
interviewees stated. According to our interviewees the municipal employeageraeelin
positive regarding working across administrative boundaries. Nevertheless,-sbetocross
cooperation is of poor quality and not fully implemented:

Olt is often a problem. You know, everybody says that they really want to cooperate acro
administrations and that it is really important, but as soon as it comes down to [E]
especially the budgeting process and all that, then everybody becomes extremely o
towards their own fields of respdsgiedinOconsultantealth & Care

Administration 5 November 20}3

According to interviewees, the problems with -sexssr cooperation generate difficulties not
only for the administrations, but also for citizens having to deal with a different administration on
a given matter, often makihgspecially difficult for those worst off as they are most in need of
help. Asan employeputs it:OA saying goes that it is expensive to be poorO.

Secondlythe interviewees criticised the objective of the Policy for Disadvantaged Areas of
raisingthe living standards in the cityOs disadvantaged areas to the average level of th
municipality: This can risk pushing out certain groups of the city in a gentrifying process that will
ruin the diversity of the city, they stated. According to an adtiveisifécer in the Technical

& Environmental Administratiofi5 October 2013)he aredased urban regeneration projects

are an attempt to avoid this as a reaction to the more radical urban renewals of the 1990s wher
neighbourhoods werdulldozedThereason for this, she argues, is that thebassal urban
regeneration projects take into consideration the conditions specific to each local environment:

OThe principal idea is that you cannot just fix everything from above. [E] When working ir

the dirent neighbourhoods you have to view thigsparademtios and lift things )
from below. Having an eye for the full picture is central to this. You cannot just say Oall ri
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we will just renovate the streets in all the disadvantdupedtheeps) mndoneO.
Because that is not the right way to do it. You must say Oright here, in this speci
neighbourhood, what do people need?00O

The municipality has instigated these projects since the 1990s, and currenbpsexi aman
regenation projects are in progress across the city with more under way. As the interviewees
stated, the idea of the abesmed urban regeneration is to include local residents and create a
locally based commitment and social attachment to the areas. Atzdinéipyoject manager

of one of these projects, the bottamperspective opens up the possibility of empowering the
more disadvantaged local residents, and he sees it as a central responsibility of the projec
employees to act as a mouthpiece for thespgof residents.

Thirdly, it can be a hindrance for the implementation of diversity policies that initiatives are often
met with a demand to document its effects, an interviewee stated. According to her, everything
has to be documented and demonstrdited posea problem as diversity initiatives are often
longterm and the effects are difficult to meagd@s not like the municipality makes a 3 euro profi
the minute Mrs. Jones and lbrahim move in next to one(eamplogdegrA@chnical &
Environmental Administratipda5 October 20).3

Ethnidiversity and ssmioormmequalips thkeyhallenges

The officialmunicipaldefinitionof diversity is based on a broad understanding, encapsulating all
aspects of diversityfowever, itstill seems to pose a challenge to understand diversity in a
broader wayAs described above, the municipality introduced the term inclusion instead of
integration in 2@ definingnclusion afdthe feeling of belonging. If you feel like a Copenhagener,
included in the (@gOInvolved in Your CityHowever, the change is not as straight forward:
The policy is still Othe integration policy of Copenhagen® managing immigration and ethnicity
issues in the city, and the administration in charge is still teenfedployment & Integration
Administration Our interviews shad as welhat the term inclusion is still closely associated
with integration and ethnic minoritiés employeat Copenhagen Business Sef@icactober
2013)explains:

QWhen we talk of inclusion and integration, thedpigt thini @fE$ not social
integration. Itidtural integrationO

Another example ihe Policy for Disadvantaged Areaswhichthe introduction is broad,
referring to many aspects of diverkitghe main texthoweverthe focusentresalmos entirely

on ethnic minority issues and issues on the inclusion of msaginalpotentially margirsali

groups in societyssues such as gender, sexuality, age and disability are absent in the policyC
objectivesRaising the living standards in theadvantaged areas is seen aslctacthe
coherence of the city, and the policy thus focuses oresonmmic differences and ethnicity

(and the physical environment as WiHis prioritywas mirrored in the interviews: If a diverse

city is to funadon well, the interviewees sthtéhe distance between those best and worst off
cannot be too big. If the living standards of those worst off are too poor, it becomes an issue for
the entire surrounding socjeapemployeén themunicipalityexplains

OThe biggest problem is that if the low is too low, you know, if we can talk of actual pov:
where people lack clothes and food and heating because they cannot afford to pay the el
billsa range of problems will occurO

Tackling socieconomidnequality is a central part of the diversity policies of Coperfbagen.
way of doing this is througipplying the voluntary national flexible allocation ruleodal
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housingPeople in employment or under education can be given priordiyatiee af dwellings
in deprived social housing estates in an attempt to create a more mixedaroofpesitlents.
Segregation and seeiconomic inequality is thus seen as a threat to diversity.

Socioeconomic disadvantagedness is a substantialnprablengt ethnic minorities in
Denmark, andCopenhagen is no exception. Thus, the two dominating understandings of
diversity in the city, ethnic and sestonomic diversity, often coincide. As a consequence, when
diversityrelated policies are translaied actual initiatives, the focus is often on the most
disadvantaged ethnic minority citizens and the areas they live in. An administrative officer
working with disadvantaged urban gfEa®ctober 201&xemplifies:

OEthnicity is one of the thatdahia areas are selected by. [E] 1tOs not that itOs a bad
thing in itself if a lot of people of ethnic minority backgrounds live in an area, but we knc
that when these different criteria are present simultaneously, itOs important to laul
initiatives #se area will often be challenged in other ways as wellO.

While the most central policy areas are still ethnicity aneecmuionic inequality, our
interviewees detect a gradual widarg of the diversity discoursEhis is seen in policy
initiatives as well. The Depaent of Inclusion & Employmemhiave instigated a campaign to

stop hate crimes, and a Strategy for Equality of Treatment is to be published in 2014. Previously
the municipality has formulatpdnciples for equality of treatment, but in 2013 the area was
given greater priority: an office working with equality of treatment was established and the city®
first actual strategy is to be published in 2014. Thus, issues of tolerance and séatioitytan r

other aspects besides ethnicity (especially gender and sexuality) are comingO@imdectie

[E] introduction of the inclusioth@aliay has been pabadkirfigrabout other afpfeditgersityjan
ethnicitf@roject consultamt Copenhagen Busin&ssvice8 October 2013

The Action Plan for thienclusion Policyormulated byhe Children & Youth Administratias

another example of widering of the diversity discours&he action planOs objectiveaof
inclusivichodi@zuses on both social aspects and on learning capabilitiés, cfiisition of

inclusion ionsiderably wider théimat ofthe Department of Inclusion & Employmenttiie

Children & Youth Administration inclusion refers to having room for chidtieriearning
disabilitiesor social problems as well as for bilingual children. Previously, the administration
relocated bilingual children to schools withllemahares of children of Nevestern
backgroundsThis resulted in substantial criticism fribi public calling the programme
discriminating. Thudpday theprogrammeoffers relocation of all children with linguistic
challenges, regardless of their ethnic backgrdureprogramme no longer mentions ethnicity

as a concept, only langyagen houghmary of the childreraffected by iarestill of Non-

western backgrounddowever what could have beenrfgetoricalstunt has actually improved

the effectiveness of the programmecording toour interviewee dahe Children & Youth
Administration(5 November 2013joday onlychildrenwith actualinguisticdifficulties rather

than all bilingual childreareaccepted intthe programmeWhen it comes down to it, we reach the
same kinds of families [etvind]itgs before, we just dom®tressachceful families viithctietiing
children, they no longer take up places in the Tpryraheme@nicipalitgtill experience
substantial challenges in relation to (some) ethnic minority citizens, but equalizing ethnic
minorities with disadvantageneassrban policy is not accepted.

As thischapterillustrates, the Copenhagen diversity policies focus to a gmetabexiihe

weakO, whether they are ethnic minorities esmmomically disadvantaged citizens, children

with special needs, the disabled, residents of deprived housing estates or others. Municipal effort
often aim at helping these citizens to a befgeinl the city, but within this lies a risk of
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assimilating their lives to that of the majority. The central municipal focus -@tmumioic
differences demonstrates how the local government tries to diminish inequality in this respect.
However, the wel range of policies aiming at combatting discrimination, giving a voice to
disadvantaged citizens and creating spaces for encounters between diverse groups shows that t
municipality tries to avoid levelling out the differences and diversity regdudmdifastyles,
sexuality, religion etc. As an employee atuheipalityputs it:Ol think you could say that culturally
speaking the vision of the municipality is that the different areas in the city stay different, t
economically spgéké ambition is to create uniformityO.

The interviews with municipal employees showed that this vision eésmuimnic equality

along with cultural diversity does in fact seem to permeate the municipal initiatives to a great
extent (as this does nof,course, come about without challenges). And rather than the risk of
tipping over in an assimilation policy, the serious challenges to realisation of an inclusive and
diverse city seem to be of an administrative and organisational nature.

S"1I$@&MB&'()* (*.+3% ' 4(B-$&*F4'()-4.5$2&34,%

The dominatingoositive and pluralistiscourse expressd bythe governmental actorsre

mirrored by the interviewed nongovernmental actordDiversity is seen by the NGO
interviewees as an asset and as a positive ééaturity. It is what gives life to a cifjo @ne,

diversity is for a large part, maybe not synonymous with, but at least closely confectdd with life
of avoluntary social organisati@8 October 20).3The interviewees applaud the roipaility

for recognising that it is important for the city to be able to attract foreign visitors as well as
foreign labour. In this respect, the primary focus is not so much on manual labour but primarily
on creative labour and knowledge workers. Inie®@ge from the NGOs consider the
municipality both innovative and @ctive in this regard. Thus, according to the NGOs the
municipalityOs vision of Copenhagen is a pluralist vision of a multicultural and cosmopolitan city
(Syrett & Sepulveda 2012hey fnd, thatdiversity is both a central focus and an explicitly
addressed aim of the Copenhagen Municipality. Copenhagen is considered a pioneer in drawin
attention to matters of diversity and inclusion and in prioritising these matters. A consultant at
Sodal Housing in Denmard8 October 2013)aysOOne could say that many cities have come far
this area, but Copenhagen is the one that has an actual policy committed to paperO.

The interviewees applauded the municipality for writing down pplitieg) the ideas into

words and giving them concrete contents. This helps to draw attention to the problem area. In
this sense, Copenhagen is more progressive than the rest of the country. However, the
interviewees did not attribute this to a differemgmlitical attitudes, but to the fact that the

public attitude in Copenhagen is more positive than public attitudes in the rest of the country. It
seems to be a case of politics of representation with the politicians feeling that they have to
represent thir electorates. As the attitudes of the electorates of Copenhagen are in general more
positive towards diversity, so too are the politicians and thus the mynideaiitterviewees
representing private companiesweverhave a somewhat differentwien the municipal

priority of diversity. They acknowledge the efforts of the municipality, but to them diversity does
not appear to be a central policy area to the municipality. However, they also question whether
this is actually desirabléne HR emplae at a large international cleaning company stated that
diversity should not be one of the main priorities of the municipality as this would be at the cost
of others (e.g. social services, employment&tcHR employee at a large Danish supermarket
chain believes that diversity thrives better if it is not forced and is not too much in focus. Thus,
politicising and verbalising it too intensively can be a problem:

OSometimes it can make too much noise [figuratively] if toomnfdicferfgicus is put o
and attention is constantly being drawn to those who are different [E] You donOt necess
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have to chase it [diversity] so badly, it will come naturgliyRf giveloymecd
a large supermarket ch&g January 2014

Promoting tlesipvehiletackling tmegative: eyhallenge

While diversity is predominantly regarded as a positive thing, the interviewees also acknowledg
the challenges it can cause. A dilemma thus arises between promoting diversity as a strength c
one hand, and réshg and addressing the negative consequences of it on the other. The director
of anassociation for highly educated foreigfgOctober 2013h Denmark has a different

view on this. According to her, an even more intensified municipal branding of diversity in
employment and business is a necessary inveSd@entpanies [E] are still not aware of the great
importance of this agenda. [Bpltaibe branded, and branding comes at a priceO.

According to the interviewees, issues and challenges are in fact realised and addressed by tl
municipality, often in the form of both policies for equity (focusing on employment or on
improving the sociakconomic and physical conditions of deprived housing areas and their
residents), and policies for creating spaces of encounter (focusing on locally funded programmes
mentor programmes, mixed composition of residents in social housing estates;haac & (Fin
Iveson 2012). Policies for recognition are primarily mentioned by the interviewees in the form of
the diversity charter €Get Involved in Your Citgl®wever, though no further specific policy
measures of the recognition category are mentioaeujettarching view of Copenhagen as an
inclusive and diverse city (as expressed by the interviewees) can to some degree be attributed
policies of recognition: Promoting this image of Copenhagen is a central pa®@etthe
Involved in Your City@blicy (e.g. through campaigns and through the goal of being the most
inclusive city in Europe etc.). The Policy for Disadvantaged Areas is fundamental for the work of
those NGOs representing the housing sector or neighbotohentéd organisations. It lays

the ground rules for the structuring and focus of their work. As the heeadlohtary social
organisatioputs it(28 October 2013)lt lays at the root of pretty much everythingO

Ethnic diversity and soeamonomic inequality are key aspects of vkesdy discourse of non
governmental actors. In that way, the-gmrernmental and the governmental focuses are
similar. However, the weight given to the two differs, as the NGOs focus first and foremost on
socieeconomic inequality. Ethnicity holds atre¢émplace as well, but in no way to the same
extent as in the municipal views and policy documents.

O[Talking about the challenges for creating thriving diverse neighbourhoods] We can tell
our statistics that the problems are of emaeacieojriftat for a large part it is about

poverty and social profjemsditant at Social Housing in Denmd®&

October 2018

Ol think it is important to stay absolutelinctolous one thing to talk about
employment or education, ybutkihave begin talking about ethnicity then we allow
ourselves to loose people when talkjhgativefsibgial housing associafién
November 2013

It is striking how some of the NGOs thus differ from the municipality in the approach to ethnic
diversity. There is an insistence on disregarding ethnicity as a criterion for their work.
Nevertheless, the majority of the people affected by their efforts are in facDahisbn
background. Thus, even though the-governmental interviewees do famus as much on
ethnicity, they do point out in the same way as the municipal interviewees, that the ethnic and the
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socieeconomic aspects of diversity often merge in pfactis@ consequence, efforts centre on
ethnic minority citizens in the seemmomically weakest positions. Some organisations,
however, differ from thiA voluntary organisatiaepresentindnighly educated foreignens
Denmarkthus disconnects ethnicity from sesmtonomic difficulties.

Diversity regarding age is mentioned amwaly, but is in no way as central to the interviewees
as socigeconomic aspextOne exception i®n association focusing on both ethnic minorities
andyoung people, anghother is a voluntary social organisatioich bases its activitiesain
specific neighbourhopthus offeringctivities for people of all ages:

(JName of the organisation] bit special compared with other voluntary social
organisations which often have a particular focus [E]. [Instead] we are a locally founde
voluntg organisation that basically offers activities from citheiad t@f graveO
organisation, 28 October 2013)

Apart from the above, diversity regarding gender, sexuality or disability is generally absent fromr
the discussions amongst the -gomernmentabctors. The business actors differ from the
NGOs as they have a much wider definition of diversity: An HR employee at a large cleaning
company points out six aspects of diversity that the companyOs work revolves around: Ethnicity
gender, age, sexualigiigion and disability. For both business interviewees the overarching
discourse is none of the above, but rather a definition of diversity as inclusion of those in the
weakest position, regardless of the reason for this. As the HR employee at arlaaykesup

chain explains, the context defines which aspects of diversity are central in a particular situation:

Olt comes as a natural thing for us to recruit from the local areas and these areas are of (
very different. We debated the issga dfeadadarf at work in the beginning of 2013,

and this is just not an issue in Hj¢ rring [a provincial town in Northern Jutland] where thert
are hardly any-ethmic Danes, whereas in N¢rrebro [district in Copenhagen] there are
many more, and thisuialyateflected in our shops where theethaie Danish

employees is remarkably higher in Copenhagen than in Northern Jutland, because the
how the populatioHB@mployee at large supermarket chaidanuary 2014

For the business acs, diversity is seen in an employment perspective. Their perception of
taking social responsibility is to employ people with language difficulties, social challenges,
disabilities, addictions and the like, thereby supporting the social mobility akélse greups

in society. Diversity in employment is seen as getting brownie points, so to speak, and as a wa
taking care of the weakest in society. This perception entails a limit to how much diversity the
companies allow, as a strategy of diversity ployment must not damage the companyOs
performance, as the interviewees put it. However, our interviewees point out that diversity in
employment can actually contribute to the economic performance of the company. The HR
employee at a large cleaning compaplains how a survey carried out in the company has
shown that departments with diversity in employment actually perform better than the others.
This view is supported by the directoamforganisation representing highly educated foreigners

(22 October2013) but according to her the positive perspective on diversity in employment is
overruled by discourses of foreigners and immigrants in Denmark as Othe weakO:

OThe first step for people [foreigners and immigrants seeking employment] in order to r
use of their qualifications is to actually profile themselves as resourceful [E to say:] OWe

11 That is/many immigrants from néilestern countries are is@ieecoromially weak position
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make a difference for companies. We do not see ourselves in a victim roleO [E]. This wc
it creates resultsO.

Working ih therunicipalit€hallengestieimplementatiodvelsitgolicies

Cooperating with a politically controlled organisation such as the municipality has a number of
implicationsthe interviewees posefirstly, it entails that aeealuation of priorities and efforts

is never morghan four years away. While this keeps the NGOs on their toes, it can pose
challenges to the completion of lbegn programmes, the interviewees stated. This, they
believed, can be limiting for both NGOs and the municipal administrations. Interéssegly, t
issues are exactly what the municipality has tried to overcome by replacing separate isolate
projects by an integration of diversity measures into the core ssreé3 (The interviewees
recognise that this has to some extent been succagsthgybstill experience issues in this
regard. It thus seems that the municipalityOs efforts have yet to bear substantial fruit. Secondl
politicians sometimes welcome new initiatives which are then left stranded in the administrative
system. There seemasbe a discrepancy between the entrepreneurship of politicians and the
precautions of the administrations based in structural, operational or procedural constraints, the
interviewees stated. According to an interviewee the case handling processesioiptigy

are too slow and the administrative procedures too bureaucratic:

OlIn general, things take time in the public sector in Denmark, whereas in the private se
we can usually react more promptly [E] But this is of course beoaisssuitte public sect

a large machinery, so to speak. There is a lot of paperwork and a lot of procedures tc
followed, and in cooperation with the private sector this can sometimes become a hindr
(HR employee at a large supermarket,@@iranuary 2014

It is recognised that the coordination of and cooperation on the managing and implementation of
diversity policies is a difficult task. But the interviewees still hold that there is obvious room for
improvement with respect to the cresstor cooperation thin the municipality. The
municipality is a huge administrative body, employing a total of 40,000 people from front
workers to executives. The large size of the administrative system is repeatedly presented as
difficulty by the interviewees, posing allehge in a number of ways: Firstly, the distance
between a teacher in the local school and the central manager of the administration can be ver
long. It is even longer to the political committees. Thus, it becomes difficult to ensure and enable
the implementation of the policieSecondly, the sewvadministration structure of the
municipality can complicate cooperation between the different administrations as each of them
has their own agenda and priorities, especially as the mayoral posts of éhe differ
administrations are in general filled by different political parties. This can be frustrating when
cooperating with the municipality, as the heaa \afluntary social organisatexplaing(28

October 2013)01 would have to approach first ooghehethen another administration, when instea
one could wish for a greater collaboration between the administrationsO.

The Policy for Disadvantaged Areas is highlightedbbgitltervieweeghat work with itas a
successful example of a transverse policy cutting across both district boundaries of the city anc
administrative boundaries in the municipaline community regeneration programmes for
social housing estates is another exavh@lesuccessful poli@according tdhe interviewees:

Since social problenogten transverse the boundaries between different housing asthtes
between social housing estates and other parts of théheitgommunity regeneration
programmes must do the saie the head & social housing association pyts2itNovember

2913) OProblems know nothing of cadastral Boopeasitsdetweerthe municipality and the

social housing sectihus becomes imperativecardingo the interviewegthese partnerships

are gemally sgcessful. Theonsultant at Social Housinddenmark(18 October 2013pys:
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OEfforts are continuously made to find the common ground between the local municipalit
residents and the social housing associations. ThatOs whatidés saciahique about
residential work, that you really foamemporieaase. The work iscvgémis the

framework of-geéir progragwhich aims to create a better residential area to live in. So
you have an entire organizatipnaivedting kdly stakeholders around the social
residéatwork i.e. the:eacommunity regeneration pr@grammes

Besides the importance of diversity measures cutting across administrational boundaries,
intervieweesepresenting the NGOs highligdmploying a btam-up approach on diversity
policy. e inclusion of lad residentss consideread crucial element fohe successf the
policiesThe interviewees state thibes must be locally anchored and local residents must gain
ownership to the projects irder for them to be successkdr instance, engaging local teenage
boys in the construction of a new neighbourhood playground could make it |ésat likely
vandalis it subsequentlyavolving local citizens, including the socially marginalighds is
highlighted asnamportant taskor the employees of all programmes and prdjectsicipal as

well as voluntary and priva#$ pointed out by the governmental actors, the NGOs too believe
that takinga bottomup approach can miniraithe risk ofjentrification, that is, of pushing out
the weakest groups of citize@enerally, the interviewees state that local amghand
inclusion of the citizensavebecomeincreasingly recoged and priorited by Copenhagen
Municipality and hey find thathis has had a direct positive effect on the success of the policies

OThey [the municipality] have worked a lot on getting people to contribute and not jt
receive. People cannot just pay their taxes and then expect to be serviced, because
doeéit add .upeople need to be morgEHatigeonsitant at voluntary

organisation23 October 20)3

Thus, it is argued that better results can be achieved through the new localist agenda of anchorin
the initiatives in the neighbourhoods and in thentaslporganisations in close contact with the
Copenhageners. However, it could also be a consequence of a wish to cut the municipal
expenditure on diversity measurssvever, this is not mentioned by the interviewees, and they
seem not to be aware offibudget costs are the actual cause. In any case, they seem to favour
the local anchoring, irrespective of its cause.

A relatedaspect of thémplementatiordiscussion is the division of responsibility between the
public and the private sector: The director of a recently established NGO finds that the public
administrative system in Denmark (i.e. Copenhagen Municipality) is tom dosgsklfand

unwilling to allow external orgaatisns in. An explanation for this may be that the municipality
tries to integrate diversity measures into their own core services rather than depending on
external actors. In contrast, however, an interviewee representirgseblished voluntary
organisation states that in his experience, the responsibility for what should rightfully be the task
of the Danish welfare state is now being shifted onto civil society and voluntary organisations.
He finds that this undermines tBanish welfare societyhus, there is a schism between
distributing actual responsibility to NGOs versus including them in less binding cooperation

Besides the more organisational @aperativechallenges, a number of financial challenges
impact the NGOsOpossibilitiesfor carrying througtprojects and initiatives. Of course, in
working with a public authoritge amount of resourcesnist unlimitedand the pressure on
financial resources is felt among the organisations cooperating with the itgunitipal
interviewees are very aware of this and point it out repeBitedlya potential cause of the
mainstreaming effort could be budget ctspits pressure ahe NGOs as they have to offer
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valuefor-money solutions. Furthermore, their programamels projects have to be in exact
correspondence with current political prioritiesrder for the NGOs to be assigned tasks for
the municipalityan interviewee stafehus, scarcity of resourcetelt but at the same time all
interviewees stress timaportance of understanding the difficulty of the situatiorthi®
Copenhagen Municipality. Thensultant at voluntary organisation working with mentor
programmeg3 October 201&xemplifies with the statement of an administrative officer:

QVe cagrant ten hours a year to help this young boy get somewhere with his life, get :
education, etc., he is severely disabled [E]. On the other hand, we can pump money i
mentor programmes and diversity efforts, but we canOt do both. 38WhatOs more import:

In this sense then, the interviewees ardissatisfiedvith the resource allocation for diversity
measures, and in their experience attitudes towards the voluntary organisations are generally ve
positive and appreciative. However, problems megduntding might be bigger for newcomers
among voluntary organisations than for theestblished organisations with a long history of
cooperationwith the municipality. Thairector of an organisation founded in 2@290ctober
2013)ays:

OThe mauigalityOs focus on diversity has helped us build up a network etc. E but it has
not helped us raise the funds that we obviously need to be able to sustain ourselves. #
moment we receive a great deal of recognition and appreciateodsespecially with reg
making an excellent initiative to generate resources for Danish companies. However
municipality has promoted their own initiatives and they donOt support others activities
though they are more relevant and achieve better resultsO.

Yet anther challenge regarding financing is the issues of rent and land prices. For the social
housing associations it can be very difficult to buy plots for construction in Copésmimagen
prices are higandas social housing associations in Denmark aret sabjaunicipally laidut

limits on construction expenses and rent levels for new,dstatsomes unprofitable to
construct in Copenhage®ecuring lowostsocial housing for less disadvantaged citizens thus
becomes difficulEor voluntary social ganisations it is becoming increasingly difficult to afford
the rising rents on premises for 4poafit activities. Often properties are owned by cooperatives
or ownersO associatithrag do notwant to house activities for e.g. alcoholics or drug addicts,
who want to make money on subletting their premises. According to the heeaoluitary

social organisatipthismaycause raised rent levels, challenging the survival of voluntarily based
social projects.

Overal] the geneflaxperience of theongovernmental actois that CopenhageMunicipality

has intensified thetiversityrelated policies and effodsiring recentyears. This has been
mirrored in an acknowledgement of foreigners being both a necessity a@sét a0 a
Copenhagenespecibl in relation to securing economic competitivemeEsviewedNGOs
generally state thatoperationwith the municipality Bancreased and improved over the years.
Policies and efforts have become more coherert@ssdectorigland at the same timeore

solidly anchored in local environmemtge main challenges are considered to be in regards to
implementation of the policiesoperation horizontally and vertically is not always successful
despite municipal efforts; and the system camobadsd in on itself as well as too rigid and
slow.Furthermore, interviewees raise the discussion of the division of responsibility between the
public and private sectof$ie challenges are, however peoteived as insurmountahled the
intervieweeare in general happy about the approach of the municipality and the priority given to
diversity in the municipal work
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4.Conclusion

It is clear from the interviews as well as the analysed policy documents that diversity is high on
the agenda of Copemsn Municipality.The declared goal of Copenhagen to be the most
inclusive metropolis in Europg 2015demonstrates this. Diversity is seen as being crucial for
securing the competitiveness of Copenhagen in attracting foreign labour, internatessgsousi

and tourists. Creatimgom for diversity both physically and figuratively is further seen as a
means of comiténg segregatn by ersuring that all Copenhageners feel at home in tlaadity

feel that they haaright to the city. Emphasis is jom securing employment and education for

all, thusaiding the social mobility of individuals and the overall economic situation of the city.

Overall, the main criticism of municipal policies and approaches relate to various aspects of
governing diversitynaking the key challenge to diversity efforts a governance prabem

than aresource problem. Four aspects are highlighted above others: 1) the challenges arising
from the municipality being a politically controlled and very large organisatios:s2gtoros
cooperation and coordination between the administrations of the municipaétyridy a
bottomup approach on policie$) integrating diversity considerations in the everyday approach

of all municipal employees ajdranaging a limited amowi financial resources.

In recent yearsaa change has taken place away from targeting the diversity efforts through
specific, isolated projects towards mainstreaming the diversity effort of Copenhagen municipality.
The previous projetiased approachdandesirable consequences e.g. projects overlapping and
working against each other. Furthermore, making divelsied efforts part of the everyday

work of all municipal employees is seearmsisring better opportunities for success. These
reasons fofocusng on mainstreaming are valid and meaningful, and both the municipal and the
NGO interviewees support the idea. However, mainstreaming can have negative implications.
First, it makes it very complicated to extract the resources devoted to diieirsithen
municipality. An attempt has been made by the estimation of the cadsthrepgh the
municipal inclusion and integratfolicy However, these are estimates and relate only to one
specific policy. Consequently, determining the ¢ojaénditte on diversity efforts and
identifying potential cuts to these become difficult. Whether or not this is currently an
implication is not possible to establish in this report; however it is a definite risk either now or in
the future. Second, while thergymibe good and valid reasons for mainstreaming diversity
related efforts, an inherent risk is that such efforts are not realisedtlwythary between
administrations @beydepend to digh degree o the individual municipal employees and the
extent to which they focus on diversity in their everyday ltvodn be hard to establish the

extent ofsuch an everyday effevhen it is not conducted as separate, evaluable projects. As a
consequence, suceesteriafor the diversityelated efforts have to be considered in dépth.

report highlights the difficulties of the Copenhagen Municipality of ensuring and enabling the
implementation of diversity polici&hird, another complicating aspect is sloate challenges

are harder to solve than others, meaning that in some fields, the impact of efforts and resources
will be much bigger than in others, regardless of the equal amount of work put into them.
Furthermore, some challenges are more sensitivettigas. Mainstreaming could lead to a
deflection away from such potentially sensitive discussions, whetheentien of the
municipality or not.

Focus of both policy documents and the work of our interviewees are not only on promoting the
positive apects of diversity. Diversity in the city meaning a variety of differences also entails
differences of opinion, of culture, of life styles, etc. This poses challenges to mutual tolerance,
communication and understanding, as Copenhagen policies showstafoe,i campaigns
against racism and discrimination have proved necessary. Additionally, diversity also entails
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differences in social, cognitive, economic and cultural resources in the population, posing
challenges regarding the social and materialskiimdprds of some of the cityOs citizens. For
instance, policies focus on increasing access to the labour market foite¢ha lomgmployed.
Furthermore, focus of Copenhagen diversity policies are often on the most sedhrgimhli
deprived citizens ethnic minority background, entailing challenges of both social and economic
resources, and of inclusion and cultural integration. Thus, in spite of the positive municipal
discourses on diversity and the celebration of the diverse city, the varietgratasfivithin the
population necessitates that policies address the challenges and problems arising from thi
diversity. However, despite these challenges, Copenhagen municipality has chosen a mor
positive and pragmatic approach compaitdthe nationbapproach, thereby embracing the
diverse population of the capital.

The emphasis put on creating a good living environment in all Copenhagen neighbourhoods is in
itself a positive goahreabased urban regeneratigays a central role in this. Howetlee,
implications ofareabased urban regeneratican be gentrification: when a neighbourhood
becomes more attractivieattracts more wellff inhabitants. As sucbnsiring a more mixed

resident composition of the deprived neighbourhoods is an gqalciHowever, while such
measures might solve problems for neighbourhoods, they do not necessarily change the situatiol
of those in a socieconomically weak position who no longer finds housing regimerated

areas and the areas subject to fleailoleation rules. Problems might be dispersed rather than
solved. There is a fine balance between the notion of good living situations for all Copenhageners
and gentrificationln this way, wersity can be converted into a policy vehicle justifying
gentrfication as a consequence of mixing policies. The neighbourhood initiatives are coupled
with social and employmeetated initiatives, aimingesure thebasisor socieeconomically

good living conditions for all Copenhageners. However, it remagas widther there will still

be room in Copenhagen as a whole and mregiemerated aregsecifically for those who cannot

be lifted socieconomically. This is made all the more relevant by the high cost of building,
which makes it unfeasible to buhéap social housing: if old neighbourhoods are renewed with
more expensive and more sowgftér housing units as a consequeargtf building new and

cheap social housing is not possible, then where are 4hedime households to live? This

begs the westion: is there a limit to room for diversity?

The change in focus from integration to inclusion carries with it promises of visions of and
aspiration for change. It highlights the differences between Copenhagen and the national level
However, there argrounds for questioning the actual realisation of this change and thus the real
life implications. There seemas be at least some way to go in realising the change both
rhetorically and in the municipal approach. It is clear, howeveiyénsityrelated issues will
continue to be high on the agenda in the coming years. One aspect of this is to widen the
predominant focus on diversity to include other aspects of diversity and ethnic and socio
economic aspects, e.g. gender equality. urtod len 2014 of the first actual municipal strategy

for equality of treatment is a key part in this.

All in all, there are grounds for questionapects of diversity policies and initiatives in
Copenhagen and room for improvemerdrder to better rehdhe diversity goals. At the same

time the efforts made by the municipality ought to be acknowledged as indibatbcthzy
governmental anthe nongovernmental actomiversity is on the municipal agenda, éign

on the agenda. Artde approachs based on a positive view of diversity, stretfgragvantages

for Copenhagenf being adiverg city both with respect to economic competitiveness, social
cohesion and social mobility of the inhabitants of Copenhagen. Time will tell whether the good
intentions will be realised.
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6. Appendk: List of interviewees

Position Organisation

For 2.2: Sources for periodation of national policy

Professor Department of Sociology & Anthropology, University of Copenhagel

Social housing association
(Formerly: Administrative officerthe Technical & Bvironmental
Administration, Copenhagbtunicipality)

Administrative worker/
caseworker

For 3.1: Governmental sources

Areabased urban regeneration proj€ethnical & Environmental

Project manager Administration, Copenhagen Municipality

Copenhagen Business Serogployment & IntegratioAdministration,

Employee Copenhagen Municipality

Employee Technical & Environmental Administration, Copenhagen Municipalil

Project manager Children & Youth Administration, Copenhagen Municipality

Employee Depgrt_men'F of Inclusion & Employnjen'F, Employment & Integration
Administration, Copenhagen Municipality

Head of Office Ministry of Housing, Urban & Rural Affairs

Pedagogic consultant Children & Youth Administration, Copenhagen Municipality

Employee Depgr_tme.nt of Finance & HR, Financial Administration, Copenhage
Municipality

Special consultant Health & Care Administration, Copenhagen Municipality

For 3.2: Nongovernmental sources

Managing director Social housing association

SociaHousing In Denmark (national organisation for social housing

Consuiltant associations)

Consultant \e/tcéluntary organisation working with employment, mentor programrn
Head of Department The National Building Fund

Director Association for highlducated foreigners in Denmark

Head Voluntary social organisation baseaiGopenhagen neighbourhood
HR employee Large supermarket chain

HR employee Large cleaning company
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