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Introduction
Interculturalism is a term that has growingly infiltrated policy discussions concerning the best practises associated with encouraging the harmonious cohabitation of many cultural groups within a social sphere. More importantly, this theme has been recognized as a follow up to multiculturalism, which were the migration policies of choice for many western democracies tackling the increasing levels of migration in the latter half of the twentieth century. While multiculturalism encouraged the acceptance of different cultural practises and the existence of diversity within society, interculturalism surpasses mere recognition and acceptance, transcending into a field which promotes the active inclusion of minority groups into “cross cross-cultural activities, dialogues and organizations: in essence, all spheres of public life” (Reeves, 2010:2). The need for a new approach to integration and intercultural harmony has arisen from elevated levels of movement and migrations occurring around the world, essentially fueled by globalization and its creation of heightened interdependence and means of communication between groups of people. Therefore, states and international organizations working towards social cohesion in increasingly diverse societies have recognized the need to assure that participation within the public sphere be met with an equal footing by all groups of people, in order to avoid societal deficiencies of isolation and intercultural tension.
A specific process of this contemporary cultural policy entitled Intercultural Dialogue has emerged and become a much cited strategy towards the implementation of interculturalism in recent years.  The EU has mainstreamed and placed high importance towards Intercultural Dialogue in wake of the union’s internal crisis in terms of integration between new and old Europeans, and the undeniable crisis at hand when discussing the existence and development of a European identity. The EU named 2008 the Year of Intercultural Dialogue, placing it as a continuous issue of high priority for member states and current candidate states (European Commission, 2012). According to the European Institute for Comparative Cultural Research (ERICarts), the growth of discrimination has played a huge role in placing Intercultural Dialogue high up on the policy agenda of the EU, considering the following realities of the new millennium: 

“Migration flows that have significantly changed the population diversity of some European countries; EU enlargement; globalisation and geopolitical changes; new means of communication and a related expansion of media content; an increase in controversies and debates on value systems; a reported rise of incidents of discrimination, racism, and populism. Indeed, the results of the Eurobarometer survey  Discrimination in the EU  published in January 2007 show that visible differences and practices play a main role in discriminatory thinking and the latter can be considered as a key barrier to, or a motive for, ICD” (European Institute for Comparative Cultural Research 2008:3). 
However, the EU’s decision to focus heavily on the promotion of intercultural dialogue takes into account the effects of globalization by broadening the space for dialogue to include groups and parties from other parts of the world, located either on the fringes of the union or in areas with highly developed ties to it. Therefore, the EU partners with a series of organizations that have also named intercultural dialogue a high priority area, such as the Council of Europe, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) and a growing number of local, national and regional NGOs (European Institute for Comparative Cultural Research, 2008:3). Considering the scope of participation within the promotion of intercultural dialogue, it became important to allocate a useable definition to the term which could encompass a universal quality. In 2008, ERICarts published the following working definition of Intercultural Dialogue:  


 “Intercultural dialogue is a process that comprises an open and respectful exchange or interaction between individuals, groups and organizations with different cultural backgrounds or world views. Among its aims are: to develop a deeper understanding of diverse perspectives and practices; to increase participation and the freedom and ability to make choices; to foster equality; and to enhance creative processes” (Compendium Cultural Police and Trend Europe, 2008).
As far as legal documents are concerned, there is no international, European or national law that accurately regulated intercultural dialogue, leaving room for progressive policy making within this field, based on tested, studied, and recommended practises developed in different parts of the world. Nevertheless, a strongly abided legal framework based on human rights law and international agreements pertaining to civil rights and also economic, social, and cultural rights must be in place in order to ensure that the appropriate conditions are in place within shared space and society which allow for intercultural dialogue to even be possible (Intercultural Dialogue, 2008). These legal documents span from legal international documents of the UN, the Council of Europe, and the EU. In the context of EU, key words and legal documents pertaining to the development of intercultural dialogue strategies include the EU charter of Fundamental Rights, EU Anti-Discrimination along lines of nationality and gender, EU Immigration Policy, and the European Commission accession to the UNESCO Convention on the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural Expressions (Intercultural Dialogue, 2008).  
All the same, the EU has devised extensive recommended practises aimed at embedding the process of intercultural dialogue within society, and allowing room for growth and development. This paper will explore these strategies endorsed through the European Commission’s policy agenda, researched and prioritised by the European Parliament and civil society partners, monitored by all the mentioned, and implemented as national legislation highly particular to the composition of culture within every state (European Institute for Comparative Cultural Research, 2008:4)  More specifically, successes and failures of different policy strategies, which will be evaluated using the Council of Europe and ERICarts’ compendium of cultural polices and trends in Europe published in 2012. This will be a comparative analysis of four countries: Spain and Italy of the EU, and Croatia and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, both EU candidate states with the former expecting accession in the next year. Seeing as all for countries are in possession of a European identity, either within the EU or in close proximity, objectives and principles remain unison with the EU. Nevertheless, Spain and Italy can serve as constructive examples of how to achieve intercultural dialogue within societies facing growing levels of intercultural growth despite past realities of severe discrimination and isolation between groups. Croatia and Macedonia, likewise, have turned to EU integration as a means of deflating the intercultural discrimination associated with the Balkan Wars of the nineties, and the realities of changing demographics in terms of the return of displaced persons and other migration realities. Spain, Italy and Croatia’s incorporation of regionalism and cross border policies, in correlation with localized initiatives, will also serve as key recommendations for Macedonia, which will be the state of focus in this analysis considering its continuous struggle with social cohesion, escalating discrimination and violence between different communities. Regionalism has been promoted as a vital tool in encouraging intercultural dialogue within Macedonia, Croatia and the rest of Western Balkans, in line with goals of decentralization which would give minority groups greater self-governing opportunities, and in turn participation within public life. The actors, strategies and programs of these four states will be highlighted in particular during this analysis.

Presentation of the Issue

Considering the growing interest in intercultural dialogue as a means of societal harmony and development, each country in this analysis has embraced policies adherent to its achievement, although using different approaches with different levels of commitment. Spain and Italy inherently share the same obligations of EU agreements and policy schemes dedicated to intercultural dialogue, but have nevertheless recognized the benefits of instructing its implementation strictly based on national interests. Croatia and Macedonia, on the other hand, possess a varying level of EU integration, but have nonetheless shown important interest in enacting intercultural dialogue policies in order to achieve praise from the EU, but also cooperation between different groups that have a history of conflict. 



In Spain, high levels of immigration have visibly diversified society, making way for waves of stereotypes and discrimination that have led to the ghettoisation of many immigrant groups in light of the strong representation of far-right political parties at the local level of governance (Intercultural Dialogue, 2012). Therefore, Spain has become an affluent state in the process of enacting intercultural dialogue policies, and encouraging the development of cross-border initiatives that have received admiration from other parties. Considering Spain’s decentralized system of governance, intercultural dialogue policies are implemented at varying levels and delegated into the hands of many different actors working towards greater social cohesion, active citizenship, and the promotion of cultural diversity (Intercultural Dialogue, 2012). Nevertheless, the Spanish Ministry of Culture has played a central role, since organizing the “Europe for Intercultural Dialogue” meeting with thirty different countries in 2006, in order to prioritize the process of intercultural dialogue at all levels in the EU (Intercultural Dialogue, 2012).  Meanwhile, the Ministry of Culture also supports local initiatives, such as the creation of the Institute of Gypsy Culture, which organizes different events between local communities in Spain, while contributing to the promotion and publication of gypsy culture and history with an emphasis on non-discrimination and equality EU (Intercultural Dialogue, 2012). However, the Ministry of Culture's creation of the National Committee for the Promotion of Intercultural Dialogue in 2007 narrowed coordination responsibilities one body, which would monitor and coordinate implementation of intercultural dialogue policies taken at the national regional and local level between government and civil society, while heavily endorsing the European Year of Intercultural Dialogue in 2008 (Council of Europe/ERICarts, 2012:14).  Spain's national policy plans concerning intercultural dialogue are outlined in two key documents: the Strategic Plan on Citizenship and Integration (2007-2010) and the National Plan for the Alliance of Civilizations, which promotes educational, exchange and development projects through funding schemes and project design (Villarroya, 2011:37).


Italy has faced similar difficulties regarding the integration of over 5 million immigrants in the past few decades, and aims to provide cultural rights and equal action to cultural and exchange to all members of society in order to support social cohesion, which can only be done by prioritizing intercultural dialogue (Compendium of Cultural Policies and Trends in Europe, 2011). However, Italy has lagged behind in terms of devising a national strategy to be coordinated at the national level. Instead, the Ministry of Interior acts of the main actor in this field, through its Department for Civil Liberties and Migration, using this legislative base is a means of promoting civil rights, religious protection and active citizenship for immigrant communities (Bodo, 2011:32). Other explicit national support of intercultural dialogue in Italy has been made by the Ministry of Education, Universities and Research, which drafted a Memorandum entitled “intercultural dialogue and democratic coexistence” in 1994, listing clear guidelines for understanding the process of intercultural education which are still used today (Bodo, 2011:32). Despite the lack of specific national legislation, Italy does show will towards creating a platform for intercultural dialogue between the Muslim community and the rest of the country with the creation of the Council for Italian Islam, taking into consideration the immense growth of Muslim immigrants in recent years (Council of Europe/ERICarts, 2012:9).


However, regional responses have been noted as more successful. For example, the region of Emilio Romagna passed laws supporting "intercultural education and communication" and the "safeguard of cultural identities" in 2004, while the province of Milan’s Culture Department implemented a program entitled “House of World Cultures”, which provides a space for cultural exchange and interaction (Council of Europe/ERICarts, 2012:9). Meanwhile, cities have also played their part in supporting intercultural dialogue at the local level. The city of Rome’s Department for Education and School Policies has its own program for intercultural dialogue implemented within the school system, while the City of Turin’s Department for Cultural Heritage Education promotes inclusivity within culture for new citizens with its program “A Heritage for All” (Council of Europe/ERICarts, 2012:8).


Considering the lack of national solidarity towards intercultural dialogue, Italy’s private actors such as associations, religious organizations and NGOs have played an impressive and vital role towards encouraging the interaction and promotion of different cultures. The “House of World Cultures” program mentioned above was only implemented in Milan after the lobbying efforts local NGOs succeeding in convincing local authorities of the need to create a space capable of encouraging dialogue between different groups and the integration of immigrants (Bodo, 2011:34). Nevertheless, the initiatives taken by these groups of people display an immense will towards securing support for the creation of spaces, programs and events encouraging intercultural dialogue within society. 


Croatia’s need for intercultural dialogue policies stems from its recent history pertaining to the Balkan Wars of the nineties and the dissolution of Yugoslavia. While a foundational policy of brotherhood and unity between peoples of Yugoslavia existed during Marshal Tito’s reign as the head of the Socialist Federation, the wars between Croats, Bosnian Muslims and Serbs dreadfully divided societies and displaced thousands upon thousands of people. Therefore, Croatia’s democratic development and EU integration depended on the creation of an inclusive society. Croatia is not viewed as a place of destination for a significant number of immigrants, but has been pushed to implement and protect minority rights, while encouraging the creation of regional networks of cultural exchange and cooperation. Therefore, the Governmental Office for Minorities is the most important institution dealing with intercultural dialogue at the national level, with the Constitutional Law on the rights of Minorities as the most relevant legislation in regards to this field, which guarantees the right minorities have to participate in government through their respective councils (Council of Europe/ERICarts, 2012:4). The Ministry of Culture and the Ministry of Youth and Sport also plays important roles in encouraging intercultural dialogue, however, could do better with the existence of a national strategy specifically referring to the field, which does not exist. Two national programs that promote intercultural dialogue to an extent are the National Programme for Roma started in 2005, which promotes the development and inclusion of the Roma community within society and the National Curriculum for Democracy and Human Rights dedicated for primary and secondary school students, which includes discussion concerning the important of intercultural dialogue (Council of Europe/ERICarts, 2012:4).

Other than these national efforts, local efforts remain weak, and the incorporation of private actors within the field has also been insignificant. Interfaith dialogue can be considered the most impressive from of non-governmental intercultural dialogue in Croatia. Agreements have been signed between 16 churches and religious communities, including the Serbian Orthodox Church in Croatia, the Islamic religious community in Croatia, the Bulgarian Orthodox Church in Croatia, the Macedonian Orthodox Church in Croatia and the Jewish Community in Croatia (Obuljen, 2011:20). Nevertheless, these agreements were made with the initiation of the national government of Croatia.

The Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYRM) shares a common recent history with Croatia in regards to the value system of brotherhood and unity in Yugoslavia. Macedonia suffered an armed-conflict in 2001 between the Macedonian ethnic group and the largest minority group in the country, the Albanians. In of that year, the Ohrid Framework Agreement was signed between the Macedonian government and the representatives of the Albanian community, becoming the foundational legislation for intercultural dialogue in the country, which instilled intercultural dialogue as a policy priority for every ministry and institution of the government with a Secretariat for the Implementation of the Ohrid Agreement and a Vice Prime Minister for the Implementation of the Ohrid Agreement (Council of Europe/ERICarts, 2012:10). The entire political system its self is structured around the inclusion of all communities within legislation and governing bodies. The Parliament entails a Committee on the Political System and Ethnic Relations hosting a 19 member team of seven seats each for ethnic Macedonian and ethnic Albanian legislators, and one seat each dedicated to one member form the Serbian, Vlach, Turk, Romany and Bosnian minorities, which are not represented in parliament but owe their representation to the National Ombudsman (Teodosievski, 2011:20) The Parliament and Government are appropriately the main actors in this country enshrined with the responsibility of ensuring continuous intercultural dialogue between groups. 

The Ministry of Culture is prominent actor, and has established an Office for the Promotion and Advancement the Cultures of Nationalities. Decentralization, multiculturalism, and cooperation with NGOs is the policy scheme this ministry has followed closely (Compendium Cultural Police and Trend Europe, 2008). The ministry passed the Decision on the Network of National Institutions in the Field of Culture in 2003, which restructured accountability for culture to local institutions, and in 2004 it devised a National Programme for Culture which names the pillars of Macedonia’s cultural policy as: attainability, diversity, openness, responsibility and flexibility (Compendium Cultural Police and Trend Europe, 2011). In 2009, a strategic plan was added to this national programme, and gives special importance to the promotion and development of other cultural communities and the creation of multiethnic projects (Compendium Cultural Police and Trend Europe, 2011). Nevertheless, private actor and NGO participation remains low, with only a few prominent initiatives developed by the state presence of international organizations such as Open Society Institute in Macedonia and their organizations of regional conferences such as “Multiculturalism in Macedonia: an emerging model” (Compendium Cultural Police and Trend Europe, 2011).
Comparative Analysis


Intercultural dialogue as a concept is readily adaptable to different demographics and social settings, with a broad array of policy options at hand for its realization. Nevertheless, even the four countries reviewed in the previous section share common policies that have proved successful. Spain and Italy possess the same objective of integration for immigrant groups, which have increasingly grown in population in recent times and also sparked division, discrimination and marginalization in both countries. Spain possesses a very strong national will for intercultural dialogue and its promotion both at home and across borders while Italy’s is weak with no apparent political will or exclusive action at the national level. Nevertheless, both country’s have had successful commitments towards intercultural dialogue at the regional and local level, illustrating the importance of enacting bottom up approaches from smaller communities which further promotes the empowerment of communities, towns and regions in possession of their own diversity and cultural heritage. Nevertheless, taking into consideration the important role civil society and private actors have played in creating intercultural dialogue projects and support systems in Italy, a central office of coordination such as Spain’s National Committee for the Promotion of Intercultural Dialogue would exceedingly assist in recognizing opportunities, evaluating policies and creating partnerships for further intercultural development across the country. 

The diversification of actors enacting intercultural dialogue policies in Spain and Italy are also apparent in Croatia, despite a very low level of specific reference to intercultural dialogue within policies meant to achieve social cohesion between different groups of people. Croatia is adamant in regards to legislation and political representation for minority groups, yet steers away from promoting intercultural dialogue the way in which Macedonia does within all institutions within the local and central governments and the parliament. While Macedonia does not possess particular will to encourage intercultural dialogue from private actors and local civil society, hardening the development of spaces of interaction between groups, Croatia’s civil society and private actors would largely benefit with the existence of specific frameworks and national strategy similar to that of the National Programme for Roma. Moreover, this would allow Croatia to enact regional policies related to cross-border cooperation and exchange similar to that of Spain, which has become one of the most adamant states to promote intercultural dialogue within the region of the Mediterranean. 
Macedonia, on the other hand, possesses an even more comprehensive inclusion of intercultural dialogue policies within its legislation than any of the other states in this comparison, yet its total lack of diversity in regards to actors and implementation highlights the essential components policies need in order to achieve objectives of greater cultural participation, active citizenship, awareness and interaction. Therefore, Macedonia remains at the end of the spectrum of success in achieving its objectives of interethnic cohesion, as its two main ethnic groups remain strictly divided outside of the government. Meanwhile, Croatia misses the enactment of exclusive intercultural dialogue strategies, which narrows the scope of engagement between minority groups and the majority, only providing a real framework for religious communities. Italy on the other hand, has succeeded in developing the culture of intercultural dialogue, as is apparent with the local initiatives that have become staples around the country, but remains burdened with marginalization and discrimination towards immigrant and Roma communities, which could be subdued with a national response to intercultural dialogue. Spain, without a doubt, remains the most successful in designing and implementing the best policies of intercultural dialogue at all levels of governance and incorporation with a diverse group of actors representative of the fundamental concept of intercultural dialogue to begin with.      
  Scope of the Problem
Macedonia has been struggling with interethnic violence between its ethnic Macedonian and ethnic Albanian populations since the end of the 2001 armed conflict that preceded the conflict in Kosovo. Nevertheless, problems concerning minority rights and representation for the Albanian community began in the nineties after Macedonia succeeded from Yugoslavia. With an absent framework in regards to intercultural dialogue or cultural policies which integrate minority groups, the Albanian community mobilized on their own and created private cultural enterprises and institutions such as publishing houses, private radio stations and television networks, theatre groups and festivals (Compendium Cultural Police and Trend Europe, 2011). In effect, mass segregation occurred between the two communities, and was only heightened during the armed-conflict. The Ohrid Framework agreement denounced the use of violence on all accounts, and sought to reiterate Macedonia’s multiethnic composition with the appropriate framework for the representation of minorities in government, and in the case of the Albanians, which make up over 20 percent of Macedonia’s population, language rights allowed for Albanian to become an official language, and all national governments were obliged to be created in coalition with an Albanian party (Immigration and Refugee Board of Canada, 2003).
Nevertheless, the Ohrid Framework Agreement may have subsided conflict and obliged cooperation within the government, but has greatly failed in developing the social cohesion necessary within society. Moreover, recent interethnic clashes in the beginning of 2012 between ethnic young Macedonians and ethnic Albanians, which can be described as “a string of tit-for-tat attacks by mobs of youths” spanning a period of two weeks in public spaces, mirrors some disturbing realities concerning the inconsistency of intercultural dialogue and cooperation at the local level (Casule, 2012). Considering that the recent clashes have been instigated by young people, and that further unrest can contribute to more violence and more segregation of the Macedonian population, it is very important to address the failures of the Ohrid Framework Agreement and the importance of progressively developing intercultural dialogue policies in order to encourage not only active but proactive citizenship. 
Another very important development in Macedonia has served to further divide society, which is the Skopje 2014 urban renewal project that International Crisis Group labels as a “nationalist vision of the state that leaves little room for minorities, especially Albanians – and alienates those Macedonians who do not share it either”, with absolutely no EU perspective while serving as direct provocation to Greece (International Crisis Group, 2011). The project began in 2011 and has since completed a series of large statues and buildings in the capital city’s public spaces representative of times of antiquity, which do not correspond with the current population and their cultures and traditions. 
Conclusions and Recommendations
The best possible solutions from the comparative analysis can be applied to Macedonia, as the country does ultimately share a EU perspective as member states Spain and Italy, and soon to be member state Croatia share. Spain shares a similar decentralized system of governance as Macedonia, but as maintained a strong national perspective on intercultural dialogue and the development of shared spaces across mixed communities. What has particularly strengthened Spain’s implementation of such programs is its cross-border initiatives with places of immigrant origin in the Mediterranean, and its international commitment to create and maintain spaces and programmes for intercultural dialogue. Italy and Croatia have similarly created partnerships with different religious communities representing minorities in their own countries. What must be done in Macedonia needs to emulate the strategy of Spain and Italy in that intercultural dialogue is initiated by multiple actors in local communities, while maintaining Spain’s all-embracing support of the policies.
The following course of action can be proposed to Macedonia:

· Official usage of the term ‘intercultural dialogue’ and the creation of a national committee for the promotion of intercultural dialogue, as in Spain, in order to coordinate and monitor activities between nongovernmental actors, which is crucial. 

· The creation of departments for intercultural dialogue at the municipal level, which would encourage the initiation of interethnic projects across the country
· Greater capacity building for NGOs willing to engage in intercultural dialogue, guided by the national committee for the promotion of intercultural dialogue.

· Increased regional efforts to create spaces for intercultural dialogue with neighboring countries which represent minority groups within Macedonia.

This proposal is directed towards the Central Government and the Ministry of Culture, which have been leading actors in developing intercultural dialogue policies in the above mentioned countries. Considering the massive multi-ethnic peace rally that was organized in Skopje after the recent clashes between ethnic Macedonian and ethnic Albanian youth (Casul, 2012), a will for intercultural dialogue at the local grassroots level does exist, which is the priority here. Therefore, it is the responsibility of the Vice Prime Minister of the Implementation of the Ohrid Framework agreement, along with the Prime Minister and the Minister for Culture to create a National Committee directly in charge of promoting and coordinating intercultural dialogue programmes and activities through private actors and civil society within local levels of governance, and enacting the policy recommendations listed above. 
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