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MINUTES OF 3rd meeting, 18th and 19th MARCH 2013
	Participants: 

A. Wiederhold (AT); H. Meissnitzer (AT); P. Verschuere (BE); J. Zurjari-Ossipov (EE); P. Fatas (ES); H.Hatzfeld (FR); D. O'Carroll (IE); V. Tóth (HU); D. Hustic (HR); E. Cabasino (IT); Birutė Kazlauskienė (LT); F. Willems (NL); M. Shatanawi (NL); H. Jedras (PL); M. Komosa (PL); R. Capota (RO); M. Lepert (SE); S.Kralj Bervar (SI); L. Suchová (SK); H. Bauer (UK);  S. Frank (Platform for Intercultural Europe); M-A. Martin Ramos and C. Heid (Access to Culture Platform); S. Frost (Ecorys); C. Magnant and E. Woodhouse (European Commission). Invited experts: C. Torch (SE); K. Czyzewski (PL); S. Bodo (IT); S. Alexandre, D. Op de Beeck, W. Thomas, A. Caputo, M. Trullemans and B. Wille (BE); R. Cochefert and A. Panayiotou (UK). 

Foreseen dates for next meetings: 3rd and 4th of July 2013.
Next steps: on the basis of Chris Torch's presentation of his new matrix and template, the members will provide any new examples they feel that better fit the requirements and may be contacted by Mr. Torch to provide further details on examples previously submitted that he will integrate into the matrix. 
Tasks for members:

1. Reflect on those examples of best practices already submitted, and modify/add to them if necessary. 
2. Reflect on the proposed structure of the report and propose to modify it if necessary.
3. Propose ways of disseminating the report as wide as possible.
4. If appropriate, signal experts to be invited to future meetings.
The deadline for these tasks is the 19th April.


The minutes summarize the main points of the meeting, without strictly following the order of the discussion.
The Chair, Ms. Kralj-Bervar thanked the speakers and the attendees for their attendance and hard work. She introduced the day’s agenda and the programme for the following day and explained the objectives of the session.
Presentation of initiatives:

The meeting provided the opportunity for the presentation of initiatives showcasing how intercultural dialogue can be fostered. A rich exchange of questions and answers occurred after each presentation. 
On the first day, presentations were given by: 
Krszyztof Czyzewski (The Borderland Centre) (PL)
Simona Bodo (Patrimonio e Intercultura) (IT)
Alexandre Caputo (Théâtre National) (BE)
Danny Op de Beeck (KVS) (BE)
Willy Thomas ('TokTockKnock') (BE)
Marc Trullemans (Actiris) (BE)
On the second day, presentations were given by: 
Régis Cochefert (the Paul Hamlyn Institute, Roundhouse Studios) (UK)
Antonis Panayiotou (the UK Arts Council – Decibel Performing Arts Showcase) (UK) 
Please see the Annex for a summary of the presentations.
Chris Torch gave a presentation on the second day in which he acquainted the OMC group members with the policy matrix and action template that he had developed. The UK welcomed the matrix and thanked Torch for his reworking of the original template. Torch stressed the importance of creating a handbook which is truly accessible (for policy-makers and practitioners alike) and which illustrates those examples that the group sent in. Torch explained that the previous template used had not allowed him to access the information that he needed to answer the questions he poses in the matrix. 

UK and NL expressed their unease with the notion of submitting examples of constructive failure, stating that it is counter-intuitive and that MS are unlikely to submit these kinds of examples. NL proposed that examples with elements both of success and failure should be encouraged. HR intervened to point out that for new MS it would be very useful to have access to examples of partnerships which have failed with explanations of why – the concept is still very new in certain new MS and all constructive advice will be much appreciated there. Bodo proposed that Torch add another column to his template about how the impact of the partnership was assessed – the group agreed. 
The Chair encouraged the group to highlight those obstacles that were found when dealing with projects seeing as the matrix Torch has developed gives lots of space for both achievements and difficulties. She urged them to be honest in their assessments as it will only be through frank analysis that progress will be made. Torch assured the members that there would be no ‘naming and shaming’ in his matrix and that no examples will be marked as ‘failures’.
AT proposed that the following aspects were integrated into the matrix: the budget of the project – if it is free of charge for the audience – how it was marketed – which language(s) were used in it – how many people were employed/involved in it – were any videos/photos taken that could be added as a link. Ramos stressed the importance of highlighting the sustainability of projects as key for durable intercultural dialogue. HU suggested that the kind of issue that the project was intended to tackle should be included in the template and asked about the kind of size of project that should be included. 

Torch accepted most of these proposals, stating that details of budget or marketing, for example, should be included in the project description section of the template. The Chair urged the members to send examples of both small and large scale projects alike as they want the handbook to be useful for all kinds of cultural institutions/practitioners. 
Policy Matrix: Torch also went through with the group how to insert an example into his policy matrix, using FR's contribution as an example. Bodo intervened to suggest that a section about actions that changed policies as a result of their coming into being should be included, the group members generally agreed to this, as did Torch. 
An exchange took place as to the efficacy of the policy matrix, with FR expressing fears about it oversimplifying the origin intercultural projects, as often they do not have one, sole source, but are encouraged by individuals, in unison with research groups/organisations/policy-makers in various combinations. 
The Commission intervened to ask which criteria would be used to decide which projects would go into the policy matrix? She pointed out that the goal of the matrix must always be to inform the readers of the handbook how certain actions change policy and vice versa – the focus must be on lessons learnt. Torch responded by explaining that the criteria are unclear at present, but that he would choose those projects that best match the matrix’s descriptions. He added that he will include an analysis of those projects used in the matrix which should help to draw out lessons to be learnt. Torch continued by expressing his wish that the policy matrix be persuasive for policy-makers, showing them that it is in their interest to be more proactive in intercultural work and that a broad, accepting national policy on intercultural dialogue is needed in order to promote and accommodate local level activity (which is where the real intercultural work takes place).

Handbook content: FR proposed that a concise definition of what a ‘good’ policy consists of be included in the handbook as well as a clear definition of what 'intercultural dialogue' means. IT suggested that the definition for policy be taken from the previous OMC group's handbook and also proposed that columns 1 and 2 of the policy matrix be merged (seconded by Bodo). 
The discussions were concluded by Torch who expressed his belief that, currently, politicians do not know how to deal with interculturalism and that the group's work is absolutely key in helping policy-makers to understand the body social through their handbook on intercultural dialogue. He is very keen to have the handbook disseminated as widely as possible so as to make it clear to politicians that this is an urgency for them.
After a lunch break the group divided into 4 subgroups to discuss 1. Programming; 2. Staffing; 3. Reaching out to new publics; 4. creating spaces of encounter. The Chair had circulated, prior to the meeting, a list of questions for the subgroups to reflect upon (this is included in Annex 2).
The subgroup's findings are as follows:
1. Programming subgroup: intercultural dialogue needs to be marketed as a cross-cutting strategy. Main difficulties: training and recruitment of staff. Need to work with different actors and audiences. Important to sign agreements between different institutions in order to have a general overall idea of the objectives/budget etc. of the parties – a framework agreement. Work with children should be encouraged as they need to be brought up with the ideals of intercultural dialogue. New technologies could also be of fundamental importance in promoting intercultural dialogue. Essential to know the context in which you are programming before you start to do so. Long-term approaches are needed in order to establish successful programmes. IT volunteered to complete a kind of mapping of existing studies/research on programming in the context of intercultural dialogue. 
2. Staffing subgroup: focused on the education and competencies of staff, stating that diversity needs to be an integrated part of the culture of the whole institution. Recruitment officers in particular need to be diverse seeing as you tend to employ people who are like you. There needs to be more data collected about staff diversity in cultural institutions across Europe so as to shock governments into action. Staffing is strictly linked to programming – better knowledge of staff and contemporary/local issues leads to better and more relevant programming, creating a virtuous cycle. Proposed governmental policies recommending that staff and boards are ‘reasonable’ mirrors of society. Stressed that staff need to be diversity trained and that new staff needs to be brought in regularly – members of minority groups have knowledge that the majority do not have. 
3. Reaching out to new publics subgroup: pointed out that it is politically essential to embrace intercultural dialogue and develop new audiences if cultural institutions are to continue to play meaningful roles in society. Committed individuals are required in order to push forward a programme such as intercultural dialogue, and a meaningful mapping exercise is required before being able to achieve this. Hosting new audiences is key as is creating spaces for encounter and the sharing of experiences; this all requires high levels of organisation on the institution’s behalf. Mediators from migrant communities could be very effective. Sustainability and long-term aims are absolutely essential – can leave people feeling offended and isolated if funding suddenly ends. A centre of expertise would be ideal as it would allow people to go to one place to receive training/knowledge about how to effectively implement intercultural dialogue. Mono-cultural training in culture is damaging and it would be desirable to introduce diversity training into tertiary education in particular. Diversity skills should in job descriptions if awareness of the importance of intercultural dialogue is to become systemic.
4. Space for encounter subgroup: commenced by highlighting that cyberspaces can be very useful for fostering intercultural dialogue as good websites can convince people to visit the actual physical space and they can facilitate dialogue between professionals and citizens alike via forums. Cinemas/theatres/other artistic spaces could be better used 'out of hours' to welcome new audiences. Local governments can be very effective in creating new spaces and involving the local people in inhabiting these spaces, this needs to be encouraged. Similarly, cultural institutions are good at opening up new spaces and transforming old ones, but the involvement of the local community in this process needs to become the norm. National governments need to create the right conditions for intercultural dialogue to take place – perhaps national calls for proposals so as to enliven the debate/raise awareness across Europe's nations would be effective? Co-creation is absolutely key in creating new spaces for intercultural dialogue. Political will needs to be fostered first and then spaces can start to be created nation-wide with the help of local governments and cultural institutions alike. 
After the subgroups had presented their findings the Chair summed up the meeting and reminded the group that the next meeting would be on the 3rd and 4th of July and that the deadline for contributions for Chris and for comments on the structure of the report and general thoughts on dissemination is the 19th of April.
ANNEX 1:
Presentation: Krzysztof Czyzewski – The Borderland Centre (PL):
The Borderland Centre was founded in May 1990 and is a non-governmental organisation which was set up by cultural operators in order to foster intercultural dialogue in the Sejny-Suwałki region which is highly diverse and has been marked by much conflict: anti-Lithuanian riots, destruction of its large Jewish population during the Holocaust, anti-Semitic pogroms, and hostility toward ethnic Belarusians, Russian Old Believers, and Roma.
Czyzewki, who has also worked with the Open Society Institute in Budapest and in Indonesia and China on intercultural dialogue, decided to found the Centre in this region precisely because it was in such great need of intercultural dialogue and increased contact between the different communities that live in the area. 
Finding physical space for intercultural dialogue in local communities is a key factor for Czyzewski. This was a challenge for the Borderland Centre; different groups lived in separate, isolated areas – this needed to be overcome. Silencing had been a major problem, dialogue between cultures needed to be opened up and so the abandoned Jewish quarter ended up being taken over and revitalized by the organization. Czyzewski pointed out that this has occurred across much of Eastern Europe – abandoned Jewish quarters have been given new life and turned into spaces of true cultural exchange. 

Czyzewki believes that ownership is a key issue when establishing meaningful intercultural dialogue, pointing out that people’s mind-sets need to be changed and that this takes a long time. They need to truly feel that the community's heritage is their own, and so sustainability is an essential factor and has always been the focus for the Borderland Centre. Permanent spaces must be created if people are to really embrace the dialogue, and this can often be hard seeing as grants are hard to come by nowadays and even when they do they are often not for more than 1 / 2, maximum, 5 years – which is not long enough for deep change. 

Language is also a key factor for the Borderland Centre. The Centre decided to adopt a different word to describe the 'borderland' itself as, previously, the term used was somewhat ‘confrontational’ and implied ownership on the Polish part of the lands. Czyzewski stressed the fact that language can make a strong impact on how people interact with one another and that a change often needs to be made in language to be able to really transform mentalities. For example, in borderland areas there is often a communal memory of living together, but the kind of living together needs to be rethought. 

Funding: local government support was a huge support for the organisation. The ministry of culture, too, has continued to grant support to the Centre, thanks to the national aspirations that the organisation had and has. 

“Craft": a key word for Czyzewski. Intercultural dialogue can sometimes be dangerous in that it can draw away from the artistic integrity of the artist. For Czyzewski, you need to be a true, uncompromised artist if you are to gain respect from the community. Your work needs to be of the highest level so that people respect you. Respect for the craft needs to be a constant priority for intercultural dialogue to be sustainable. 

Czyzewski expressed his fears about cultural practices in Europe saying that 'multicultural’, one-off events in Europe (festivals etc.) do not help to improve intercultural exchange in the long term (‘festivalisation’). A new counter-culture needs to be fostered that is sustainable and based on community life. 80% of cultural funding went on festivals across Europe according to research done by Czyzewski in Amsterdam, but these festivals tend not to leave a sustainable heritage. Czyzewski pointed out that there is no ‘audience’ in intercultural dialogue – intercultural work means a process of co-creation.

Czyzewski concluded by stating that we need to go beyond the evening-event culture that we have at the moment in Europe and that this is what he aims to achieve in his role as artistic director of the ECOC in Wrocław – he wants to leave a lasting legacy.
Presentation: Simona Bodo – Patrimonio e Intercultura (IT):
‘New Paradigms for Intercultural Work in Museums – or Intercultural Work as a New Paradigm for Museum Practice’.
Bodo commenced by pointing out that there is still ambiguity as to what intercultural dialogue actually means and that it is is something that is currently seen more as a goal than a way of working/process which is engrained in the institution itself. 

Her presentation centred on three key terms: ‘showcasing difference’ – ‘heritage literacy’ and ‘promotion of cultural self-awareness’.
Bodo pointed out that museums were originally created in order to promote the culture of a single nation/region/culture, but now find themselves very much at odds with this goal as they should be homes for intercultural exchange – something which they often find it hard to deal with.
She continued to point out that new knowledge systems need to be created by cultural institutions – and that dialogue needs to be interactive and inclusive. In short, she argued that new inclusive narratives need to be created around old collections – with identity being at the start of the dialogue, not at the end of it. 

Bodo pointed out that the concept of multiple identities needs to be implemented in practice, not just in theory and that focusing on racial/ethnic groups leads to continued racialised thinking – it simply maintains the status quo, by assuming that these minority groups will only be interested in their own heritages/cultures. 

She stressed that participation is a good starting point and that real reciprocity needs to be fostered in order for progress to be made and for 'collaborative meaning making’ to take place. Bodo also argued that real intercultural dialogue is a good way for museums to reassert their key role in society – by marketing themselves as unique places in which spaces for new dialogues can be opened. 

Bodo compared the ‘welfare model’ vs. the ‘social justice model’ that policy-makers use – highlighting how in the latter, the dichotomy is broken between core and margin activities and communities are engaged as equal actors, creators, producers and decision-makers. 
Presentation: Alexandre Caputo – Théâtre National (BE):

The Théâtre National is the biggest French community theatre in Belgium. It made an executive decision to invest in dealing only with the here and now – focusing on contemporary issues above all else. Caputo stressed that location is key for his theatre and that Brussels, which is characterised by its diversity, needs to be reflected in a kind of theatre that speaks of crossroads of cultures and different ways of life. 

Caputo emphasised the fact that the quality of theatre itself is always the priority for the Théâtre National and then when Jan Goossens came to the theatre to propose a collaboration with KVS he was delighted as it gave him the chance to even better represent Brussels and its diversity. Caputo spoke of Brussels in terms of a 'mongrel' (bâtard) town, one of many cultures/languages/ways of life which cannot be represented by a traditional form of programming. 
Presentation: Danny Op de Beeck – KVS (BE): 
In 1999 KVS moved to an old industrial building, in a very underdeveloped and poor North African community. This represented a great challenge for the theatre in that local residents were not interested in the playhouse and similarly the traditional audience of KVS were not interested in its new area. They needed to come up with innovative solutions and decided to give every citizen in Brussels the chance to come to KVS once or twice a year – they needed a very diverse agenda/programme. As a result, from 2004-2011, they invested a lot of time and money in the new area, building up rapports with the local community. KVS were worried about losing contact with other areas in the centre of Brussels, seeing as they were working in the suburbs, so as a solution they decided to move their performances around Brussels – in the form of 'TokTockKnok'.
Presentation: Willy Thomas – TokTockKnok (BE): 
The name of this KVS initiative comes from the idea of knocking on the door of reality and reality knocking back. The project stems from the idea of ‘superdiversity’ in Brussels and how to deal with this? KVS hope that their kind of theatre might be a way of avoiding the communitarian channels in which we usually think and a way of accepting urban realities in their entirety. 
TokTockKnock rejects top- down policy approaches and defends the idea that they are an urban platform. KVS decided to leave their theatre for an entire season in order to perform and write plays in different areas of Brussels. They centred this idea on the theme of utopias and invested a great deal of time in each different area, writing plays which reflected the contemporary reality of the quarter. They chose three places in order to achieve this goal: 1. Cité Modèle (architectural utopia); 2. Sint Joost (smallest commune in Brussels, very multicultural – tackle multicultural utopia); 3. European Quarter (festival – tackle Utopian image of Europe).  
Presentation, Marc Trullemans – Actiris (BE): 
Actiris create diversity policies for employers in Brussels and have worked with 30, 800 workers in the city. They work only with minorities (women, youth, from foreign origins, older people, handicapped people etc.) and want to help avoid stigmatisation by starting to implement diversity policies universally and starting to establish less exclusionary vocabularies in the workplace. 

They work on internal staff policies and rely on co-financing from private and public investment, 50% investment from the employer and 50% from public funding. If an employer successfully implements on of Actiris's diversity schemes they can apply for a ‘diversity label’. 

Trullemans pointed out that of the 10 original companies with which Actiris worked, 6 of them still adhere to their diversity plans which were agreed to by the workers, trade unions, and management alike. Actiris now want to focus on recruitment in particular and are piloting an anonymous CV technique and other ‘neutral recruitment techniques’
Day 2: Presentation: Régis Cochefert – the Paul Hamlyn Foundation, Roundhouse Studios (UK):
The Foundation was created by publisher and philanthropist Paul Hamlyn and is one of the UK's largest independent grant-giving organisations. It aims to give young people better lives through education and learning, social justice and the arts. Participatory arts practice is at the heart of their work as they place young people at the heart of the organisation, helping to run it. 
Cochefert pointed out that the Roundhouse used to be a station, then a gig venue, before becoming the organisation’s theatre space. He explained that underneath the space, young people inhabit the venue year-long and play a key role in the running of the organisation. 
Cochefert explained that the workshops that Roundhouse offer tend to be a day long or longer and that the organisation does much to involve the local authorities and nearby schools in Camden in these events. Learning is the raison d’être of the organisation. Training sessions are usually standalone, but if you are particularly talented the foundation can put you in touch with other places where you can develop your skills. They aim to create lots of structured outlets for creativity. 
Cochefert pointed out that Roundhouse is not about outreach. It’s about work within the building and getting children into the organisation for the long-haul. He noted how the organisation changed their offer according to demand as time went by, citing an example in which they moved to ‘out of hours’ workshops so as to accommodate young people who tend to want to come in to the Studios later on in the day/evening. 
The Roundhouse has a Youth Advisory Board who have real power and budgets to spend, they are given real responsibility within the organisation if they prove themselves to be dedicated and talented enough – there is an incremental path that the youngsters can follow in order to gain a position on the board. Roundhouse also offer government funded traineeships/apprenticeships. Cochefert pointed out that the most important thing for the organisation is to run the organisation in such a way as to create a virtuous cycle of trust, dialogue and production. He concluded by referring to the Cake Report which the PHF had created on the democratisation of museums/galleries. 
Presentation: Antonis Panayiotou – the Arts Council UK, Decibel Performing Arts Showcase (UK):
Panayiotou made a point of the fact that the Decibel P.A.S. was not a festival, but a business event for artistic programmers/managers etc. and artists. It was created in order to allow both parties to work with one another and exchange ideas, seeing as this opportunity did not usually otherwise arise.
Panayiotou spoke of the importance of the language used by arts mediators, point out that Decibel chose to adopt the term “work of diverse artists” so as to open it up to almost any form of minority group: disabled, female, ethnic minority, LGBT etc.. 

The showcase went on over 10 days and there were over 40 performances spread over those days. The artists are given the chance to display their art in the hope that it will be funded to tour, but another great asset of the P.A.S. was that it provided the opportunity for artists to network with one another and with arts managers. Decibel also had 10 bursaries for foreign artists to help international mobility.

Panayiotou concluded by stating that support for diverse artists is key and that the English Arts Council's approach is to provide the right conditions for artists to flourish. It is important to work with artists and not for them, and to engage with them rather than simply consult them – co-creation, once again, was a key element in this presentation. 
ANNEX 2:
	1.Subgroup: PROGRAMMING

	Chair: Pilar Fatas, ES

	

	· Should we recommend specific programmes to promote intercultural dialogue or it should be a cross-cutting strategy in all the activities programmed in public institutions?

	· What are the main difficulties in cultural activities for programming activities that promote intercultural dialogue? (economic or human resources, lack of knowledge of cultural programmers, lack of interest of the managers, lack of interest by the decision makers, low degree of influence of vulnerable groups on the policy preparations, clichés, stereotypes about what a high quality programme is) … And what can we recommend in order to overcome these challenges? 

	· When we talk about programming for promoting intercultural dialogue what are the essentials? - The involvement and participation of culturally diverse communities, cultural actors or audiences? Should we recommend promoting both perspectives?

	· What is the role of cultural institutions within the framework of non-formal education for intercultural dialogue for developing intercultural competences? - Assuming that education for intercultural competencies, from a very early age, is fundamental for the promotion of intercultural dialogue in order to make the change from a multicultural society to an intercultural one.

	· Would it be useful to have a specific assessment tool to evaluate if the expected results in terms of intercultural dialogue in cultural activities have been achieved and, in that case, what indicators could/should be measured? 


	2.Subgroup STAFFING

	Chair: Sabine de Ville, BE

	

	How to address the issue of intercultural dialogue in staffing in public institutions? 

· A) by mobilizing existing staff resources through education and the development of intercultural competencies (we know that we have limited options in recruiting new employees in institutions).

· B) how to deal with the issue in recruiting new employees (in terms of references, origin, knowledge.... is it compulsory, for example, that there are representatives of minorities or vulnerable groups, or it is more important for them to be sensitive to and knowledgeable about the issue?

	· Would it be advisable to have "permanent" counsellors for intercultural dialogue in public institutions, i.e. Contact points for ID (experts with knowledge from the field of institution and also intercultural dialogue)?

	· Moreover, should the composition of the boards of institutions mirror intercultural dialogue and different intercultural competencies, and if so, how......?

	· What should be the connection with the policy measures? On one hand we have autonomy of institutions, on other positive policy initiatives.... How to balance them.....?


	3. Subgroup REACHING OUT NEW PUBLICS

	Chair: Hillary Bauer, UK

	· How to engage new publics in the development of intercultural competencies? (E.g. involvement in programming, special educational programmes as a preparation to the performance or exhibition…)?

	· Who can affect the involvement of new publics (special policy measures for vulnerable groups and initiatives by cultural institutions)?

	· Methods and tools for educating staff members for greater outreach of the programmes and deciding on target audiences (empowering small communities so that their voices are heard, inclusion through participation in arts and heritage, different initiatives for different target audiences)

	· Awareness raising through media and new media?


	4. Subgroup. Creating spaces for encounter subgroup

	cHAIR, vERONIKA toth, hu

	· What could be innovative spaces for intercultural dialogue and encounters in the field of culture? (How could we classify these spaces, as physical spaces, virtual or other spaces? 

	· What kind of recommendations could we make regarding cultural spaces of encounter on policy level, practical level or other?)

	· For whom? Who are the stakeholders? COM? Governments? Public cultural institutions (if so, in which area)? Various social /ethnic groups? Cultural stakeholders? Artists? The public?

	· How should we do it? Through the development of intercultural competencies, through participation in arts and heritage, with media literacy, with special programmes, with »open« venues for participation in arts and heritage, or with »open« programme spaces for intercultural interactions….)? 


