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[bookmark: _Toc13061245]Chapter 1: Introduction. How to Respond to the Complexities of Multicultural Society? 
The feasibility of the multicultural society has increasingly become a point of discussion in recent years. There is a rise of far-right parties that perceive multiculturalism as a threat to social cohesion and local cultural values (Bloemraad, 2011). An example of such a party is the far-right Freedom Party of Dutch politician Geert Wilders. More mainstream political figures, like Angela Merkel and Nicolas Sarkozy, have expressed their doubts concerning the success of multicultural society. In the summer of 2018, Stef Blok, the Dutch minister of foreign affairs, was caught on video proclaiming that examples of successful and peaceful multicultural societies do not exist (Nu.nl, 2018, 18 July). In recent years, these positions have become more extreme and have led to conflict and violence. 
A good example of the emergence of such extreme positions is the alt-right group Pegida. Pegida is an organization that was originally founded in Germany (Nu.nl, 2015, 11 October). In 2014, Pegida also founded a Dutch branch. Pegida stands for Patriotische Europäer gegen die Islamisierung des Abendlandes, which translates to the Patriotic Europeans against the Islamization of the Occident (ibid.). The party believes that foreign influences, especially those from an Islamic nature, pose a threat to western society and its liberal values (NOS, 2019, 4 June). Some of Pegida’s main goals are to close mosques and Islamic schools and to reduce the number of foreigners that immigrate to the Netherlands (Nu.nl, 2015, 11 October). 
Pegida organizes protests throughout the country. However, their protests are often not allowed by local municipalities in order to keep the peace. Pegida’s methods of protest are controversial and provocative. For example, during the period of Ramadan in 2018, they wanted to roast pigs in front of mosques (NOS, 2019, 4 June). However, the municipalities did not give them permission to do so (ibid.). The protests have often led to confrontations with the Islamic community. On 15 July 2019, members of Pegida fled when they were attacked by local residents outside the Al Fouryaan mosque in Eindhoven (Ritzen, 2018, 15 June). On another occasion in the city of Enschede, a demonstration of Pegida led to a confrontation with extreme leftist group Antifa (Van der Bas, 2017, 17 September). 
I argue that these acts of polarization contribute little to a constructive response to the complexities of multicultural society. Multicultural society is a fact and ethnic minorities are legal western citizens. Migration to the west will continue to increase, which is also beneficial for western countries with their aging population (Castles & Miller, 2003, 8). Nothing can be done to stop this stream of migration, not even if we wanted to, and the question remains if we should want that. Polarizing acts like those of Pegida are not valuable contributions to solve the problems of multicultural society. However, the question then remains what must be done to address the complexities of multicultural society. What attitude is necessary to achieve harmonious cohabitation between different ethnic groups? I will look into these matters using the following research question:
How can a mode of living with difference be realized that is both practically and morally viable?
Urban agonistic scholars look at the city and public spaces as the ideal arena’s to address multicultural conflict (Amin, 2002, 967). Viewing the urban landscape as the ideal arena makes sense when we consider the many different cultural groups that reside in the city (Dang, 2002, 19). Urban agonistic scholars, inspired by Chantal Mouffe, aim to mediate differences between different cultural groups by facilitating interaction that focuses on conflict and the expression of passions. For citizens to live together in a peaceful manner, it is important to facilitate interaction and confrontation on a daily basis (Landry & Woods, 2008, 5). This will enable citizens from different backgrounds to learn from each other and create understanding (ibid.: 5-6). 
Scholars like Bart van Leeuwen are sceptical of this emphasis on conflict. His main concern is that the confrontational character of the agonistic model is counter-productive (Van Leeuwen, 2015, 797). Instead of this leading to a transformation of attitudes, it seems more likely that the identities of citizens will freeze when subjected to conflict. Because of this, they will refuse to engage in meaningful interaction. Van Leeuwen proposes an alternative attitude of living with difference called side-by-side citizenship (ibid.: 803). Side-by-side citizenship entails an indifferent acceptance of the other as a moral minimum (ibid.). In this sense, citizens look beyond their differences. However, this does not mean that it is acceptable for civilians to avoid contact with different groups. Such an active avoidance of ‘the other’ would not be in line with the passive character of indifference (ibid.: 804). This position acknowledges the necessity for basic needs for all participants in society (ibid.: 805). It also does not deny the need for accommodation for minorities or the existence of differences in general (ibid.).
Intuitively, I feel sympathetic to both positions. I tend to agree with the agonistic writers that interaction and conflict between citizens are crucial for a non-violent and a constantly improving society. This is especially the case when citizens have different cultural and ideological backgrounds. This can give people the chance to express their frustrations with each other. With the right conditions, this will also lead to a better understanding of each other and a decrease in prejudice. However, what should these conditions look like? Moreover, do these conditions even exist? 
If not, it may very well be that Van Leeuwen is right by saying that the agonistic mode of living with difference is counter-productive and too idealistic. In that case, modes of indifference, like side-by-side citizenship, may be a more viable modes of living. However, the question can be asked if this moral minimum can ensure a just society. Is this moral minimum to minimal to be morally acceptable? And considering the concerns of both theories, where does this leave us? The theoretical dispute between the two theoretical standpoints, (urban) agonism and modes of indifference, will be examined in this thesis. I will elaborate on the elements of both positions that I find convincing and need to be taken into account for a viable mode of living with difference. I will aim to construct a new position that takes the elements of both sides into account
To work toward an answer to this question, this thesis will consist of seven chapters of which this introduction will function as the first one. The next two chapters will try to give a clear idea of the two opposing positions. The second chapter elaborates on the definition of urban agonism. The third chapter will do the same for side-by-side citizenship. The fourth chapter will consist of my assessment of both positions. The fifth chapter will aim to answer the research question. I will propose an alternative attitude for dealing with difference that I consider to be more reliable. In the sixth chapter, I will elaborate on the (spatial) conditions that need to be met for this attitude to work. The seventh chapter will function as the conclusion of this thesis. This conclusion will consist of a summary of the thesis and will elaborate on what possible further research can build on these writings.
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Chapter 2: Urban Agonism
This chapter will elaborate on what agonism, as a political theoretical position, exactly entails. Many scholars have been occupied with agonistic ideas, from Nietzsche and Arendt to more recent contribution like that of Mouffe.  This also means that there are many different interpretations of agonism. The variant of agonism that is relevant for this thesis is the agonistic model that is applied to the urban landscape, which I shall refer to as ‘urban agonism’. However, before we will focus on urban agonism, some writings of the agonistic scholar Chantal Mouffe will be discussed. This is necessary because Mouffe is one of the most prominent agonistic thinkers of our time. Because of this, she has been highly influential. Many urban agonists have admitted to being inspired by Mouffe. Therefore, to get an idea of what urban agonism actually is, it is valuable to discuss Mouffe’s conception of agonism in the first section of this chapter. In the second section, the meaning of ‘urban agonism’, and how it differs from Mouffe’s conception, will be discussed. Writings of scholars like Sennett, Amin, Sandercock and Landry & Wood will be discussed in this section.  
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Mouffe’s conception of agonism begins with a criticism on the liberal zeitgeist of modern times. Inspired by Carl Schmitt, she is especially critical on the view that sees liberal democracy as neutral, reasonable and built around rational consensus (Mouffe, 2005, 1). To Mouffe, the goal to work towards a world beyond ideology and towards a partisan-free global democracy shows a complete ignorance of what ‘the political’ is. Mouffe understands the political as a biasedness that comes with politics (ibid.: 10). Political acts are not merely technical affairs, but choices between exclusionary practices that favour one alternative above the other (ibid.). When one alternative is chosen, the other alternatives are simultaneously excluded. There are many conflicting alternatives in this pluralistic social world that could never be negotiated trough rational discourse (ibid.). Acknowledging this plurality, and thereby, acknowledging the relativity of political action, is what Mouffe understand as the political. Denying the political can be very dangerous because this also means denial of antagonism. 
Antagonism is a concept introduced by Carl Schmitt. For him, the political leads to a distinction between ‘us’ and ‘them’ (1927, 28). Just as with political action, the formation of a collective identity always excludes the possibility of other identities. Some humans are considered to belong to the us-group and are seen as kindred, while others are excluded from this group and are seen as inherently different. This construction of a group identity starts with the emergence of an individual identity (ibid.: 26). After this, the individual will look for companions that are compatible with this identity. The distinction between who does and who does not belong is based on antagonisms. This means that a division is made between those who are friends and those who are enemies (ibid.: 28). This distinction does not have to be rational of morally motivated as one can be enemies with a group that is perceived as morally fair and friends with groups that are perceived as amoral (ibid.: 26). 
How one makes a division between friend and enemy is dependent on the specific characteristics of a particular group identity. Schmitt does not see this enemy as a personal enemy (1927, 29). The enemy is of a political nature. This enemy is perceived as a danger to society, or at least for one’s group (ibid.). Along with this antagonistic tension comes the risk of violence and death (ibid.: 32-33). There is a willingness to kill for one’s friends because they belong to your group. In turn, there is a willingness to kill others because they do not belong to this group. Schmitt sees this agonistic tension as the essence of ‘the political’, in the sense that this is an inescapable fact of society and politics (ibid.: 28).  
Mouffe argues that these writing of Schmitt show that every consensus naturally excludes. This makes rational consensus, derived from reasonable deliberation, impossible (Mouffe, 2005, 13). This becomes particularly clear when we examine Mouffe’s definition of hegemony. She argues that when we acknowledge the relativity of ‘the political’, this also requires the recognition of the relativity of other levels in society (ibid.: 17). This means that the form of every social order is simply the product of a series of acts that have formed this order. This hegemony is not a product of a predetermined rational plan (ibid.). In this sense, the social order of a society can be compared to social traditions. Traditions are fixed practices that may look logical and natural but actually came to be quite randomly. 
The same holds true for the political realm. A political hegemony has been established by hegemonic practices and power structures, not because it was the most rational option. This also means that other alternatives are just as legitimate as the current hegemony (Mouffe, 2005, 17). Mouffe’s interpretation of hegemonic practices acknowledges a diversity of different hegemonic practices of which some will lead to a certain hegemonic order. However, different practices are at play and different hegemonic alternatives could be possible. This understanding then acknowledges the existence of pluralism within society, which is an understanding that Schmitt would disagree with. At this point, Mouffe parts ways with Schmitt's philosophy.  
For Mouffe, this same dynamic can be applied to the emergence of collective identities (2005, 18). The specifics of the we-identity is always dependent on the specifics of the them-identity and vice versa. This is never fixed. This also opens up the possibility to transform the us/them distinction into a mode that does not lead to antagonism (ibid.: 19). In other words, we can work towards a mode of living that does not see the other as an illegitimate enemy. Mouffe claims that such a transformation can take place when a common bond between groups in society is found (ibid.: 20). She proposes a mode in which the us/them relation as a distinction between friends and enemies is transformed into a distinction between friends and adversaries. Mouffe calls this mode ‘agonism’. Adversaries differ from enemies in the sense that, although conflict is at play with no rational solution to solve this, adversaries are recognized as legitimate. They are legitimate because of the bond they share as occupiers of the same symbolic space (ibid.). Because liberal democracy does not acknowledge the existence of the political and the we/them distinction, they also are incapable of transforming antagonism into other less harmful forms. This neglect of the political can lead to violence, which makes the ignorance of liberal democracy so dangerous.
One necessary condition for agonism to work is the presence of institutions and practices in which antagonistic sentiments can be expressed and mediated (Mouffe, 2005, 20-21). In this way, legitimate yet irreconcilable political positions are provided a space to clash and to express their passions (ibid.: 30). If no legitimate outlet for these passions is provided, it can lead to the formation of essentialist collective identities connected to nationalism, religion or ethnicity. In other words, this will lead to a re-emergence of antagonism. In order to counter this, matters like conflict and strife should be acknowledged and taken seriously (ibid.). By incorporating conflict and strife, debates can explore new forms of collective identities and possible alternatives (ibid.: 31). This does not mean that every position is acceptable in the debate. Mouffe declares that consensus should be reached concerning the participant’s commitment to liberty and equality. How to interpret or implement these values, however, may differ between the participants. These differences should be addressed and discussed. By creating new discourses and institutions, the democratic liberal model can be transformed, and alternative modes can be discovered. Mouffe claims that a transformation to another system is not necessary.  
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When Mouffe refers to agonism, she envisions this as a process that needs to occur on all levels of society, from the local level to the level of national politics (Mouffe, 2005, 21). Urban agonism can be understood as an agonist application to the urban landscape. Urban agonistic writings focus on the multicultural city and its problems. In the west, immigration has increased immensely and will continue to do so (Castles & Miller, 2003, 8). These migrants are necessary for society to be sustainable, especially since the western population is aging and reproduction has decreased (Papademetriou, 2002, 957). Because of this, a decreasing number of working taxpayers must support an increasing number of pensioners (ibid). To keep the system sustainable and to keep public health affordable, migrants will be needed to fill this gap (ibid.). Modern societies struggle with diversity, as it challenges traditional notions of what citizenship and national identity are (Landry & Woods, 2002, 7). This has resulted in tensions and conflict between cultural minorities and the white majority (Sandercock, 2003, 128). This has also led to a situation of structural inequality in which minorities are stigmatized and structurally excluded from meaningful participation (ibid). 
It makes sense to approach this problem in the context of cities because these attract a disproportionate portion of migrants (Dang, 2002, 19). Because of this, ethnic minorities become an increasingly significant part of city life (Sandercock, 2003, 149). Urban agonists believe that these differences should be mediated in order for society to deal with difference and its tensions.  To be more specific, urban agonists tend to see the local level as the place where differences should be mediated. As Ash Amin (2002, 967) notes, “There is an emerging consensus that a crucial factor is the daily negotiation of difference in sites where people can come to terms with ethnic differences and where the voicing of racism can be muted”. These are the places that are crucial for mediating differences because everyday encounters between citizens take place there (ibid.: 959). This is where intercultural exchange should take place in order to transform identities and attitudes (ibid.: 967). 
Bringing people together can be especially hard in cities because city dwellers tend to shy away from interaction with their fellow citizens (Landry & Woods, 2002, 4). Richard Sennett saw this fear of the other as a problematic yet inherent part of the human condition. (1970, 12). Humans fear what is unpredictable and seek what is similar to them. Although this fear of the unknown is present in everyone, Sennett claims that this sentiment emerges at the age of adolescence (ibid.). In the context of community building, this leads people to seek out people who resemble themselves and build an identity around this (ibid.: 35). This is problematic for Sennett, while painful encounters with the unexpected are what leads citizens to reach a stage of maturity (ibid.: 109). Although this is painful, it is the only way towards a meaningful life (ibid.).
What should this interaction then look like? It is impossible to approach this mediation of difference in a harmonious manner (Landry & Woods, 2002, 5). Arguments and conflicts are needed in order to understand ‘the cultural other’. Incorporating conflict in this process in a constructive manner is not easy but can be done when sufficiently managed (ibid.: 6). As Landry & Woods state, this process must be accompanied by the expression of strong beliefs and passions and the acknowledgment of conflict (ibid.: 6-7). This is where the influence of Mouffe is the most visible. Landry & Woods refer to Mouffe as a direct inspiration when she introduces the expression of passions and emotions as a means to mediate difference (ibid.: 280). They refer to her influence more directly when they state that they “follow Mouffe in believing that a healthy agonism between adversaries can replace antagonism between enemies” (ibid.: 321).  
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This is how far the consensus between urban agonist stretches. When it comes to the conceptualization of interaction and the ideal places for this, there is disagreement between urban agonistic scholars. Landry & Woods seem to understand interaction in a broad sense that can take place in many places, like on the workplace, the marketplace, on schools and in the public domain (2002, vii). They particularly emphasize the importance of socially and spatial mixing of different cultural groups (ibid.: 105). By doing this, people can encounter each other in public spaces and mediate differences. This will increase interaction between groups, tolerance of difference, social harmony and create greater opportunity for all groups (ibid.: 105-106). 
Sennett seems to acknowledge the importance of spatial and social mixing but conceptualized this in a more radical way. In order to achieve this, he argues for the need for ‘survival communities' (Sennett, 1970, 141). For him, the most straightforward way in which different groups of citizens interact with each other is by necessity (ibid.: 138). Sennett proposes survival communities as a means to create this sense of urgency to interact. These survival communities are created by assigning tasks to the neighbourhood that are traditionally performed by the (municipal) government (ibid.: 141). Examples of such tasks are policing of the neighbourhood, zoning and renewing the neighbourhood. When citizens cannot rely on the government for such matters, they are forced to interact with their fellow citizens (ibid.). Although Sennett admits that this will lead to conflict, he does not think that this will lead to any form of violence (ibid.: 146-147). 
Ash Amin, on the other hand, disagrees with the importance that is assigned to the public space and residential mixing (2002, 968). Although many mixed housing projects exist, he argues that not many have been successful. This often seems to be the case, because although different groups occupy the same space, they do not interact with each other. These different groups still limit their social lives to their own group with little interaction with other cultural groups (ibid.). Amin also criticizes the idea that public spaces in the city are the ideal environment for interaction between citizens (2002, 967). Examples of such open spaces are parks and squares, but also more commercial businesses like shopping malls or cafés. These places may look like ideal arenas for interaction, but in reality, lead to very little contact between groups. When they do lead to contact, this is mostly between people of the same group (ibid.). This is not to say that public spaces are not valuable assets in bringing people together. 
This means that the impact public places can have is not enough to realize the ideals of agonism (ibid.: 968). However, when the mixed neighbourhoods and urban spaces are not efficient places for agonistic interaction, where should these encounters then take place? According to Amin, the ideal location for agonistic interaction is what he calls micro-publics (ibid.: 969). Examples of these micro publics are the workplace, schools and the sports club (ibid.). Integration in these spaces is necessary for a multicultural understanding. These are the most-likely cases for real cultural exchange. To actually achieve cultural exchange, more social engineering is often needed. However, one straightforward formula applicable to every situation is impossible to find.
In this chapter, I have aimed to clarify what urban agonism exactly entails. I have aimed to do this by first referring to the writings of Chantal Mouffe. This was necessary because her conception of engagement through conflict and strife has been such a direct influence on many of the urban agonist scholars. This was followed by an examination of the writings of urban agonistic scholars and how they distinguish their selves from Mouffe’s more traditional agonism. It became clear that urban agonistic writers aim to solve problems of structural ethnic inequality by focusing on the urban landscape. In this urban context, public spaces and/or micro publics are seen as the ideal sites for agonistic interaction between citizens. The next chapter will focus on another position with a different model of living with difference called side-by-side citizenship.  
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Chapter 3: Side-by-side Citizenship 
The third chapter will pay attention to an attitude called side-by-side citizenship. First, some sociological groundwork will be discussed through the writings of George Simmel and Stanley Milgram. This is necessary because the scholars defending side-by-side citizenship use these writings as the groundwork for their position. The last section will look at scholars who aimed to construct a mode of indifference as a means to deal with the complexities of city life. The writings that will be discussed are from Fran Tonkiss and Bart van Leeuwen. 
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To Simmel, living in the city demands a mode of living together that is characterized by indifference (Simmel, 1903, 14). He refers to multiple aspects of the city life that cause this indifferent mode of living. One cause for this indifferent attitude can be found in the mental state that is needed to cope with the insanity of city life (ibid: 11). Compared to the predictability of life in rural areas, city life is much faster and stimulating. To cope with the overstimulating city environment, the mental state of city dwellers needs to stray away from the emotional mental state of the residents of towns (ibid.: 12). Instead, an intellectualist character of mental life is adopted that focusses more on rational considerations (ibid.). This rational perspective creates distance between a person and his overstimulating experience, which makes him less sensitive for these experiences (ibid: 12).
This rational intellectualism has a strong connection with a market rationale that only looks at matters in terms of value (Simmel, 1903, 12). In this way, city dwellers do not have to concern their selves with irrational emotions but can approach matters from a quantitative point of view. This is particularly fitting when the city environment is understood as a big anonymous structure of supply and demand. As a result, city dwellers adopt an attitude that can be described as egotistic and ruthlessly calculating (ibid.). In other words, by coping with the stimulations of the city, the nerves of its inhabitants become numb (ibid.: 14). This results in a blasé attitude that is indifferent towards distinctions between people. These distinctions are still observed but are perceived as meaningless (ibid.).
Stanley Milgram observed this same indifference in the attitude of the city dweller with a more empirical approach. He referred to this overstimulation of the senses of city dwellers as ‘an overload’ (Milgram, 1970, 1462). He lends this definition from system analysis, which also functions as an analogy of the overstimulating effect of the city dweller. When a system must process too much input, it makes choices between what his priorities are. This can mean that input B is completely ignored in order to at least process input A. In this analogy, the overstimulating experiences of the city are the input and its inhabitants are the system. In practical terms, this means that low-priority inputs are disregarded. For example, city dwellers ignore the drunks or the beggars on the street (ibid.). 
Other ways to cope with the overstimulating life of the city is by only engaging in superficial involvement with others or by blocking the input even before it enters the system (Milgram, 1970, 1462). The latter can be done by adopting an unfriendly attitude that causes others not to approach you. These coping mechanisms lead to a total disregard for the needs of others if they cannot contribute to personal gain. This leads to situations in which bystanders often do not intervene in crises, for example, when someone gets harassed. However, this neglect of crises in the urban space can also be explained by a great degree of respect for the social privacy that is often present in the city (ibid.: 1463). This leads to greater tolerance of the behaviour of others, but also makes it hard to determine when someone crosses the line (ibid.).
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Simmel and Milgram’s view of city life seems to lean more toward the negative than the positive assesment. However, some scholars see potential in this indifferent attitude as a new mode of living with difference in the city. Fran Tonkiss is one of the scholars that sees potential in the indifferent character that is typical for city dwellers. She uses the sociological writings of Simmel as a starting point to formulate this as a minimal ethical relationship. This reservation of city dwellers should not be seen as the absence of social relations, but rather as a different kind of social relation (Tonkiss, 2003, 300). As Simmel & Milgram noted, the great quantity of possible encounters in the city makes acting on every social impulse impossible. Because of this, city dwellers take on an indifferent attitude towards these impulses. This indifference enables city dwellers to function in the city without having to react on every possible encounter they come across. In this sense, it ensures that people are still able to socialize, even if this is in a moderate fashion. As Tonkiss states: “What appears as dissociation is, in fact, the basic form of urban sociation, one that allows us to coexist with all these largely unknown others” (ibid.).
This indifference towards others provides the city dweller with the freedom to be left alone by others (Tonkiss, 2003, 300). To not to be seen also means to not to be harassed, attacked, or be approached in an unpleasant manner (ibid.: 301). The indifferent blasé attitude of the city does not only weaken the bonds between citizens, but also the antagonisms and grudges so common in social life. In this sense, living in the city brings along a degree of tolerance, as it is also indifferent to different modes of life (ibid.). This makes it a welcoming place for citizens with deviant ways of living, like migrants, homosexuals and artists (Van Leeuwen, 2010, 642). George Chauncey confirms this when he states that many homosexuals in the 1930’s moved to New York because their sexuality was frowned upon by their families and the small communities where they grew up in (1994, 135). In this sense, moving to a city was a way of escaping the constraints that homosexuals experienced in these towns. This understanding of the city as a place of refuge also applies to other deviant modes of life. It is a way to escape from the suffocating character of communities and its fixations on a shared identity and close relationships (ibid.: 302).
For Tonkiss, this does not mean that a state of indifference in the city always applies. City dwellers, and especially women, experience unwanted contact on a regular basis (Tonkiss, 2003, 301). Citizens are constantly exposed to the physical touch of others, even in violent ways (ibid.: 301-302). While woman, homosexuals and ethnic minorities can live relatively private lives in the city, they can easily be pulled out of this mode of anonymity by the gaze of their many fellow citizens. Situations in which this leads to harassment or violence are not uncommon. As Tonkiss states “individuals’ relations to the possibilities and the security of indifference are unequal, as is the power to grant others the ‘right’ to be left alone” (ibid.; 302). Enlarging the scope of anonymity may be a way of realizing a situation in which everyone is assured of the right to be left alone (ibid.). This is the potential value of indifference.
Just as Tonkiss, Bart van Leeuwen similarly sees potential in a mode of indifference. However, while Tonkiss formulates this as a minimal ethic relationship, Van Leeuwen uses this as an inspiration to construct a mode of living with indifference. He conceptualizes this mode of indifference explicitly in relation to the intercultural dimension of the city (2010, 639). In other words, his writings focus more on the difficulties of living together with the vast differences in culture and ethnicity that are present in the city. Indifference can be valuable for a mode of living with difference as it has its advantages for cultural citizenship (2010, 639). This indifference allows for a multicultural community that is tolerant toward cultural differences, just as it is tolerant of other deviant modes of living. An indifferent mode of dealing with difference might also be the only possible option to deal with the complexities of multicultural society. This is the case because, as we have seen with Milgram, the city dweller is not capable of anything more demanding without being overstimulated (Milgram, 1970, 1462). With these considerations in mind, Van Leeuwen aims to develop “an empirically grounded moral minimum, and thus a more realistic kind of intercultural citizenship” (Van Leeuwen, 2010, 640). 
To get to an indifferent mode of dealing with differences, Van Leeuwen references Tonkiss' minimal ethical relation. To interpret indifferent attitudes as a social relation, instead of a lack of social ties, helps to see how people can relate to each other with an indifferent attitude. Indifference should not be seen as the absence of face-to-face-relationships, but as a side-by-side relationship (Tonkiss, 2003, 301). This understanding is the point of departure for Van Leeuwen’s mode of living with difference. However, for a mode for dealing with difference to be morally viable, a more demanding definition is needed than Tonkiss’ minimal ethical relation. Van Leeuwen is concerned with Tonkiss’ description of indifference as a “lack of concern for others” (Tonkiss, 2003, 300). Van Leeuwen claims that a degree of concern for others, particularly a concern for their basic needs, is necessary for a mode of living with difference to ensure minimal respect between citizens (Van Leeuwen, 2010, 643). Without this, a way for neglect of the basic needs of others is opened up. Such a mode of intercultural citizenship would be morally unacceptable. 
Van Leeuwen calls this minimal intercultural citizenship ‘side-by-side citizenship’ (Van Leeuwen, 2003, 642). This attitude aims to look beyond the differences of citizens, as they are perceived as unimportant (Van Leeuwen, 2015, 803). In this sense, side-by-side citizenship does not demand, nor exclude, recognition or interaction with those who are culturally different. Engagement with those who are culturally different is not necessary to meet the moral minimum of side-by-side citizenship (ibid.). In this way, we can treat fellow citizens accordingly to what they are, simply people and nothing more. This will also enable ethnic minorities to retain a sense of neutrality instead of constantly being the elephant in the room that necessarily needs to be addressed. 
This indifference to difference does not mean that the avoidance of the cultural other is allowed (Van Leeuwen, 2010, 643). Such an active circumvention of the cultural others is in opposition to the neutral character of indifference, just as actively seeking interaction with cultural minorities is. As said, a real indifferent attitude should be one that looks beyond cultural, ethnic and religious differences. These differences should simply not matter. In this way, all cultures and deviant forms of living that reside in the urban landscape can be free to be who they are. Morally speaking, this may seem minimal, while it does not come with the recognition or interaction demanded by other modes of living with difference. However, the fact that it is a minimal position does not mean that it is an unacceptable position (ibid.). On the contrary, because of its minimal nature, side-by-side citizenship might be one of the few viable positions considering the realities of the urban landscape. When city dwellers are on the verge of being overstimulated, anything more than side-by-side citizenship might be too much. 
In this chapter, I have tried to clarify where modes of indifference get their inspiration from and how this can be seen as a meaningful mode to live with difference in the city. This has been done first by discussing the sociological works of Simmel and Milgram. The latter part of this chapter has focused on an acceptable mode of living characterized by indifference. This is mostly done by discussing the works of Tonkiss and Van Leeuwen. These scholars saw potential in an indifferent mode of living with difference. However, can this position of indifference be seen as a morally acceptable minimum, or is this position simply too minimal for the complexities of the society and its structural inequalities? These questions, among others, will be examined in the next chapter. 
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In the last two chapters, I have elaborated on what urban agonism and side-by-side citizenship exactly entail. Now that this is done, I will give my own assessment of both positions to work toward an answer to my research question. This will be done by first addressing what both positions have said about each other. This will give a clear view of what both positions consider to be each other’s flaws. The second section will give a clear view of my own assessment of the stronger and weaker elements of both positions. This last section will refer to which elements of both positions are important to achieve a realistic and moral mode of living with indifference and how these can be mediated. 
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Now that both positions have been discussed, it has become clear that (urban) agonism and side-by-side citizenship disagree inherently on how a mode of living with difference should be achieved. Both positions have different and mutually exclusive answers as to how to face the complexities of multicultural cities and society. Agonism proposes an attitude that focusses on interaction and confrontation as a means to dismantle the violent potential of antagonistic sentiments (Mouffe, 2000, 102). Scholars like Tonkiss and van Leeuwen, on the other hand, envision a mode of living with difference that could be seen as the opposite in the sense that interaction is not necessarily needed. This mode of living with difference is called side-by-side citizenship. It is a minimal attitude that does not demand nor exclude interaction between citizens, but rather entails a shoulder-shrugging tolerance toward the other (Van Leeuwen, 2010, 643). For side-by-side citizenship, it is not necessary to get involved with ethnically different citizens, while these differences do not matter. However, situations where the basic needs of citizens are endangered do demand action (ibid.). Both agonistic writers and advocates for side-by-side citizenship have reacted to one another as to why they see the other position as insufficient. In this section, some of these remarks will be discussed, starting with the criticism of agonism on models of side-by-side citizenship.
One of the main problems that agonistic writers seem to have with side-by-side citizenship is its indifferent character. Mouffe's refers to this in her critical writings on the ideal of deliberate democracy. As we have seen, Mouffe rejects the idea of rational consensus (2000, 98). To her, this notion fails to acknowledge the nature of the political (ibid.: 99). Her conception of the political stresses that objectivity and legitimacy are always constructed by power relations and the hegemony that follows from this (ibid.). Because of this, political practices can never be seen as neutral but should be seen as a product of the power practices and interests of identity groups. By proposing a rational consensus, this excludes other identities from finding legitimate expression (ibid: 100). This, in turn, can lead to antagonistic sentiments that can lead to violence (ibid.). To prevent this, a legitimate form of expressions needs to be facilitated (ibid.: 102). Conflict is seen as an opportunity to express disagreement and thereby preventing conflict from turning antagonistic and violent. Therefore, Mouffe explicitly states that “condoning ideas that we oppose or being indifferent to the standpoint that we disagree with” is unacceptable (ibid.). This means that an attitude of indifference also fails to give an adequate answer to the true nature of the political and is therefore unacceptable.
Sandercock expresses a different concern when it comes to indifferent models to difference. This becomes clear when she discusses the writings of Sennett, who claims that intercultural interaction is a normative necessity in the multicultural city (Sennett, 1994, 358). Tolerant indifference in a multicultural society is therefore unacceptable for Sennett. Sennett does not explicitly refer to the reasons that have led to his conclusion. Therefore, Sandercock tries to construct her own argument as to why this intercultural engagement is necessary. To Sandercock, multicultural societies will result in conflict because of the many different values in society and the misunderstanding that exists concerning them (2003, 87). An attitude that does not demand intercultural interaction to facilitate meaningful communication and a chance to learn from each other is therefore unacceptable (ibid.). By doing this, an attitude of indifference does not only fail to address the inevitable risk of conflict but also fails to let society learn from the lessons it could have obtained from intercultural interaction (ibid.: 88). A similar sentiment is expressed by Wood and Landry when they state that a mode of indifference “might easily be tipped into suspicion and antagonism by some unforeseen crisis and is an unproductive and wasteful situation ensuring that the city misses out on untold opportunities for achieving diversity advantage that might arise from greater interaction” (2003, 313). 
Van Leeuwen has responded to these concerns by stating that although avoidance of the cultural other may indeed foster potential conflict, this is inherently different from his conception of side-by-side citizenship (2015, 804). His conception does not allow an active avoidance of the other, because this is exactly the opposite of neutral indifference that looks past differences between citizens. Structural inequality and the violation of basic rights is also not acceptable for side-by-side citizenship (ibid.). 
Van Leeuwen, in turn, has expressed his doubts concerning agonism as an adequate response to the complexities of a multicultural society. Van Leeuwen is particularly sceptical of the emphasis of (urban) agonism on strife. His main concern is that the confrontational character of the agonistic model is likely to be counter-productive (Van Leeuwen, 2015, 797). Instead of this leading to more integration, it seems more likely that people will feel that their values are being threatened. Because of this, they will refuse to engage in sincere interaction or will even walk away from the discussion. This is substantiated by evidence from John Forester (2009). To focus directly on differing core values and criticize these, as agonists suggest, only pits participants of the debate against each other (ibid.: 60). These core values are part of someone's identity and worldview, which makes them difficult subjects to negotiate (ibid.).
Even if identities do not freeze because of the hostility that accompanies agonistic interaction, the question remains if the agonistic approach is feasible (Van Leeuwen, 2010, 638). The constant recognition that accompanies these positions may be too demanding for the complex pluralistic nature of modern society and its citizens (ibid.). It might be ethically preferable to demand this degree of effort and interaction of citizens, but in realistic terms, it may simply be too much to ask. To substantiate his point, Van Leeuwen refers to research from Nathalie Schippers & Danny Wildermeersch. In this empirical research, Schippers & Wildermeersch observed a factory of Ford in the city of Genk (2007, 174). Although there where multi-ethnic work teams, there still was almost no explicit interaction in relation to subjects like ethnicity and religion (ibid.). 
Van Leeuwen’s criticism of agonism does not mean that he thinks that agonistic interaction has no merit at all. There are certain situations in which agonistic attitudes are necessary. This is especially the case when citizens are explicitly disrespected by others (Van Leeuwen, 2015, 799). This goes beyond the neutral position of side-by-side citizenship and can do great damage to the self-respect of others. For these reasons, a direct reaction towards this disrespectful behaviour is necessary. This disrespectful behaviour can also manifest itself on a societal scale through an interpretation of identity that excludes other civilians. This leads to structural exclusion and discrimination and therefore asks for an agonistic attitude (ibid.). However, the fact that there are situations that demand agonistic behaviour does not mean that this is acceptable or helpful in all situations. This is in contrast to the agonistic belief that strife and confrontation are necessary for every situation.
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Now that the critique that both positions express towards each other has been discussed, it is of importance to present my own evaluation. I will argue that both positions have valuable elements that should be considered for a viable model for living with difference. However, both positions also have other elements that might be more problematic, especially in a practical sense. In this section, I will elaborate on both the stronger and weaker elements of both positions. This is important to get a clear view of what this mode of living with indifference, which will be discussed in Chapter 5, should and should not contain.
(Urban) agonism as a body of thought has many valuable elements that should be taken into account for a viable mode of dealing with difference. First off, I acknowledge the analyzation that antagonism needs to be transformed through interaction. The necessity for a particular type of interaction that mediates the differences in multicultural society is clear to me. This is particularly important to battle stigma, prejudice and egoism that reside in society. If we want to show people the flaws in their prejudices, it is necessary to let them speak to persons they got prejudices against. If we want people to learn about the structural inequalities in society, it is necessary to show them what impact these inequalities have on the lives of other citizens. However, it remains to be seen if strife is the best way to do this in all types of situations.
Gordon Allport’s empirical findings support the necessity of interaction between different cultural groups. In this study, Allport introduces his contact hypothesis, which states that contact between majority and minority groups reduces prejudice (Allport, 1954, 281). However, there are certain conditions that need to be met for a reduction of stereotypical views. Superficial interaction, for example, has no decreasing effect on prejudice and may even strengthen these views (ibid.: 263). This is the case because superficial interaction provides no reason to challenge prejudice. This becomes even more unlikely when we consider that humans tend to look for signs that confirm their worldviews (ibid.). This makes it more likely that superficial contact confirms prejudice, even when the manner of contact is rather indifferent. Therefore, the quality of contact is decisive for its ability to reduce prejudice.
Another important factor for the reduction of prejudice is the presence of equal status between citizens from different cultural groups (ibid.: 281). Allport refers to empirical findings concerning the workplace to substantiate these claims. These finding showed that prejudice only decreased when black employees held the same or higher positions than the white employees (ibid.: 274). Another important factor was if contact between groups was structured around a common goal (ibid.: 281). This can be seen in multi-ethnic sports teams, where solidarity is based on the pursuit of a common goal and the ethnic composition of the team is irrelevant (ibid.: 276). 
I also share the urban agonistic belief that this interaction should take place at the local level and in cities. The majority of ethnic minorities is attracted to the city, which makes this the most essential place to facilitate engagement between different cultural groups (Dang, 2002, 19). I also agree with the fact that the local level is the appropriate place for mediating differences, while these are the places were real interaction between citizens take place (Amin, 2002, 967).  Georges Vernez presents data that supports this understanding, as it shows that immigration is particularly felt on the local level (1993, 294). This also leads him to conclude that this forces citizens and the local government to respond to this (ibid.).   
I share Van Leeuwen’s concerns about the polarizing effects of debate and strife around core values. It is very likely that such a conflict-centred approach to interaction will lead to more tensions and misunderstanding. This does not mean that agonistic practices have no role in a multicultural society. However, I tend to agree with Van Leeuwen’s understanding of strife as a means for specific situations. According to Van Leeuwen, neglecting structural inequality is unacceptable for side-by-side citizenship and strife and agonistic debate can be an adequate tool to address this (Van Leeuwen, 2015, 799). In this way, agonistic practices are able to address structural inequality and can be valuable. However, when the aim is to mediate differences, the question can be asked if agonistic interaction focused on conflict is the most effective way to achieve this. Interaction is a necessity, but other less passionate and conflictual approaches may be more effective in realizing these goals. 
The findings of Forester seem to recognize this risk when he states that core-values are hard topics to debate about while these are part of the lens through which we see the world (2009, 82). This makes someone’s values a part of one’s own identity and therefore hard, if not impossible, to expose to criticism in a constructive manner (ibid.). This makes strife even less appropriate for creating bridges between people. When we want citizens to learn from each other, citizens will also need to listen to each other. However, when citizens feel that their values, if not their identities, are judged, it is hard to retain an open attitude. John Dryzek expresses a similar critique of agonism. Although he does acknowledge the necessity to transform antagonism in a more constructive form, he finds that Mouffe’s agonism is not equipped to achieve this (Dryzek, 2005, 221). If the aim is a conversion of identities, highlighting these very same identities is not helpful. This becomes even clearer when we consider the hostility and tension that often accompanies ethnic conflict. Rather, this will result in the freezing of identities that excluded the possibility to any form of transformation (ibid.).  
Conflict and the expression of passions are not necessary for side-by-side citizenship, or at least not in most cases. What is necessary for this position is neutrality toward all other citizens, no matter how different they are (Van Leeuwen, 2016, 804). It is a position that aims to look beyond differences. In this sense, it does a better job of ensuring a peaceful and constructive mode of dealing with difference. I particularly agree with Van Leeuwen that looking beyond differences can be valuable when trying to reduce prejudice. This also seems in accordance with Allport’s contact hypothesis. Allport does not see core values as necessary for the reduction of stereotypical views. Just by working together and having the same goals a lot can be accomplished (Allport, 1954, 281). Just as we have seen with Allport’s example of an athletic team, addressing core-values and passions are not necessary to inspire solidarity (ibid.: 276). 
Side-by-side citizenship also demands less from citizens in terms of investing energy to interact or explicitly acknowledge each other. As long as there is no discrimination, avoidance or violation of basic rights of others, citizens are allowed to mind their own business. This does not mean that anything more in terms of engagement and interaction is not allowed or not preferable. However, it is not ethically unacceptable to act in accordance with nothing more than the moral minimum of side-by-side citizenship. This makes this mode of living more feasible than a mode of agonistic strive. Another important element of side-by-side citizenship is its aim to look beyond the differences. 
However, a lack of interaction with different kind of citizens can make it hard for citizens to understand the other’s position and needs. This is especially the case with culture-specific values that may seem at odds with western liberal values. Sennett gives an example of how easily different cultures can be misunderstood when he describes the situation in an intake centre for refugees in Sweden (Sennett, 2018, 122). In this centre, clothes and food were provided for the immigrants. However, the food, which consisted mostly of stews, remained untouched because it was suspected of containing pork meat. The girls were prohibited to wear the offered clothes because the refugees perceived them as immodest. Sennett concluded, “The host’s error was to imagine that what we would have wanted, the refugees would have wanted” (ibid.). This example shows how hard it is to place oneself in the shoes of people from different cultures. 
Another example can be found in relation to the right to practice one’s faith. This is a liberal value that tries to ensure that religious citizens can live their life as they deem to be appropriate. However, many people have problems with a Muslim woman wearing headscarves and burkas are forbidden in many countries (Sanghani, 2017). The argument can be made that Muslim women are forced to wear these religious and that they do not really have a choice. This makes wearing headscarves sexist, oppressive and in contrast with liberal values. However, assuming that this is the case without talking with the women themselves is problematic. Many Muslim women also wear these religious garbs out of their free will. Should they be prohibited to practice their faith in the way they see fit? The point I am trying to make is that it can be very hard to determine what the basic needs of people are without dialogue. Without a certain demand for interaction between citizens, misunderstandings and stigma can very easily lead to situations in which basic needs are misunderstood or even ignored.
Especially in the city, the risk to misunderstand, or even ignore, the needs of others seems ever-present. Simmel underlines this when he refers to the blasé outlook of city dwellers (1903, 14). The many impulses of the city have forced its inhabitant to a mode of indifference towards anything that is not directly of value to him (ibid.: 14-15). If the city dweller remains in a mode of indifferent apathy, it becomes difficult to inspire empathy and involvement in cases of injustice that demand this. This inability of the city dweller to act when deemed necessary can also be seen when Milgram refers to the Genovese murder (Milgram, 1970). Milgram refers to the murder of Catherine Genovese in 1964 in Queens as an example of bystander behaviour in the city. Catherine Genovese was stabbed multiple times in the early morning, which was witnessed by at least 38 fellow citizens. Despite this high number of witnesses, none of them intervened or called the police until it was too late (ibid.). 
Milgram & Hollander assigned a couple of reasons for this passive attitude of the bystanders. The first reason can be found in a characteristic of the city (Hollander & Milgram, 1969, 602). The size of the city opens up the possibility for a network of friends spread over the whole city without one of them living in the same neighbourhood as you. This has led to a situation where Catherine Genovese was attacked so close to home but with no friend in sight to help her. Another reason for the passive attitude of all bystanders is that no one felt responsible. She may have cried for help, but these cries were not directed at anybody in particular. All witnesses seemed to have thought that some other bystander would act, resulting in no action at all (ibid.). This behaviour falls in line with the study results of Bibb Latané & John Darley which found that the chance of bystanders intervening decreases when the number of bystanders rises (1969, 244).
When city dwellers are as indifferent as Simmel and Milgram seem to think, it becomes hard to guarantee emphatic responses when situations demand this. The Genovese murder is an example of this. This raises the question if side-by-side citizenship is enough to inspire such empathy in city dwellers when injustice prevails. When no form of interaction is explicitly demanded in attitudes toward each other, it is very easy to neglect the needs of others. This is problematized even further by the nature of these acts. Discriminatory acts may be very subtle and hard to observe for bystanders. Even when forms of discrimination are expressed directly in the public space, from a distance this may look like acquaintances arguing over a private matter. 
Even when the needs of others are appreciated sufficiently and the act of discrimination is observed consciously, it still may be the case that city dwellers care too little to intervene. The tendency to not speak out will be reinforced by the fact that interaction and explicit acknowledgment of the other are not necessary for side-by-side citizenship. Because of this, city dwellers might remain unfamiliar with others and their needs. To be fair, this neglect of such unjust practices is not acceptable for side-by-side citizenship. However, when we look at the realities of the city, this may very well be how side-by-side citizenship would turn out in practice. Because of this, side-by-side citizenship may be too minimal to ensure empathy and something more demanding might be needed.  
As I have argued, both positions have elements that are valuable for a viable model for living with difference. The focus of agonistic thinkers on confrontation as a means to interact is too direct for meaningful interaction. This creates tensions that will more likely lead to the freezing of identities than a transformation of any sort. Side-by-side citizenship prevents such polarization by proposing a minimal attitude that looks beyond differences but does not need interaction per se. The aim to look beyond differences is especially valuable in a multicultural society. However, this could also lead to a situation where a violation of the needs of others is not perceived or not valued adequately. A lot of empathy and understanding of the other is needed to battle the inequalities and tensions in society. In this sense, I agree with agonism that a certain form of interaction is needed to address these problems adequately. However, this should not be done in an agonistic matter. Some different manner of interaction is needed to mediate differences. How this can be done will be examined in the next chapter. 
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This chapter will propose an alternative attitude to mediate differences between, often highly polarized, cultural groups. As said earlier in the previous chapter, I believe that an agonistic approach for mediating differences will not lead to meaningful engagement, but rather to closed attitudes. This is the case because deeply felt values of citizens are intrinsically connected to worldviews and identities (Forester, 2009, 77). When these values are questioned this can feel like a personal attack on one’s identity (ibid: 60). This does not mean that matters concerning deep-rooted values and worldviews need to be shunned from the debate. Entirely excluding matters of value differences in disputes fails to acknowledge the existence and importance of value differences. However, these values need to be addressed in new creative ways of indirect communication. This allows participants to express their selves without having to rely on confrontational methods.
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One practical way to prevent debates structured around core values is by letting involved parties express themselves in terms of interests (Forester, 2009, 81). Where values may feel as fundamentals part of our identity and non-negotiable, interests are easier to negotiate. When it becomes clear that certain interests cannot be secured in discussions, these can be compensated by meeting other interests that are acceptable for the opposing party (ibid). A focus on interests also makes it easier to focus on general rights (Dryzek, 2005, 224). The focus is hereby not on the other group, which illegitimate values they hold or what unacceptable acts they have committed. 
Dryzek gives an example of rape and murder in a Bosnian village to illustrate this point. These horrible events can be narrated in terms of guilt and victimhood, which makes it personal and evokes feelings of revenge. However, Dryzek states that narrating the story in more broad terms, such as the violation of basic rights that apply to all ethnicities, makes scenarios of reconciliation more feasible (Dryzek, 2005, 224.). This makes the tone of the dispute become less personal and with fewer tendencies to accuse the other (ibid.: 225). In this way, the relationship can be built up in a more constructive and meaningful way. Metaphors could also be used for expressions in more general terms (Forester, 2009, 62).
However, this does not mean that these emotions need to be disregarded. On the contrary, to realize the open attitudes of participants, it is important to address emotions to a certain extent. Otherwise, their feelings will remain unanswered and then there is no way to mediate them. However, addressing emotions needs to be done through softer methods that will not antagonize the participants (Forester, 2009, 71). In this sense, it can be worthwhile to use a more inward-looking approach and let the participants focus on their own experiences (ibid.: 70). Referring to personal emotions, fears and experiences will enable participants to explain their values and motives in ways that their adversaries have not heard before (ibid.: 28). It will enable the opposition to understand the actions and values of others in a different way. This also opens up the possibility to express strong emotions, although this can be risky during disputes (ibid.). However, the expression of these strong emotions is necessary, because by doing this the importance of these emotions can be recognized and dealt with. 
Other indirect forms of communication can also be helpful to realize constructive interaction. Forester points out that one way to do this is by stimulating small talk. As research concerning the prisoner’s dilemma have shown, even a short irrelevant discussion can increase cooperation (Dawes, Orbell & Van de Kragt, 1988, 188). Another method that can foster meaningful interaction is by allowing humour and irony to enter the process. As long as this is respectful of course, otherwise this could also backfire (Forester, 2004, 223). Humour can connect participants and even bring forward a form of mutual acknowledgment (ibid.: 224). It shows that at the very least, they have humour in common. When humour is applied to the conflict that is mediated, it can also underline the absurdity of the situation and a shared understanding concerning this. It can also lighten the process and decrease internal barriers to open up (ibid.: 228).
Lastly, it can be useful to work toward a situation where common ground can be found. Participants in disputes, especially when these disputes concern deep values, often have little hope that the other will understand them (Forester, 2009, 78). The participants presume that the differences in their worldview are irreconcilable. This reaction seems reasonable when we remember the connection that deep values have with identity. However, solutions can be found, especially when the positions are expressed in more practical terms like interests (ibid.: 79). In the case of neighbourhood conflicts, it is also worthy to point to the common ground that they share as inhabitants of the same space. (ibid.: 31). This highlights the shared interest those groups have and the interdependency that follows from this. Although this may not mean that these groups have the exact same interests, it at least becomes clear solving these disputes is in both their interests. In this way, Allport’s condition for meaningful contact, which is the pursuit of a common goal, can be satisfied (1954, 281).
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To oversee and direct the mediation process, mediators play a decisive role. The methods that Forester discusses are presented as tools that need to be introduced by the mediators. Without their presence, there is no one involved to introduce the de-escalating methods that are needed to mediate differences. To expect citizens to do this themselves without some sort of authority to guide the process is simply too much to ask. As Forester states, “Civil society turns out to be not so civil after all” (2009, 19). What this role of mediator entails will be discussed in the next section, but first, let me start with an example. 
The Australian example that I will elaborate on is about a neighbourhood dispute in which a city planner had to act up as a mediator. In this particular dispute in the Sydney neighbourhood of Redfern, different groups ended up in a conflict about what needed to be done with a factory site (Sandercock, 2003, 160). The land rights of the site had been granted to Aboriginals, but in later years, this place had become a site for drug dealing and substance abuse. When the local Sydney council wanted to repurpose the site, this triggered some disagreement among the residents in the neighbourhood. The Redfern Aboriginal group wanted the site to be used for Aboriginal community purposes, which was supported by a portion of the white resident (ibid.: 160-161). Another portion of the white residents was against the use of the site for Aboriginal purposes (ibid.: 160). 
To solve this dispute, social planning consultant, Dr. Wendy Sarkissian was hired for consultancy (Sandercock, 2003, 161). She was faced with a situation where groups were unwilling to talk to each other. To work toward a situation in which they would be willing to talk to each other, she started to organize meetings with members of all groups, from large meetings to small meetings in living rooms. These preparatory meetings lasted three months and were done for multiple reasons. The first most obvious reason is to get an idea about what is going on and to clarify what the position and motifs of the involved groups are exactly. The second reason was to build trust toward her consultation and her team (ibid.: 161-162). Another reason was to create a safe space in which all parties would feel free to speak without the fear of being dismissed, humiliated, or attacked (ibid.: 161). This was necessary because Sarkissian’s end goal was a ‘speak-out’. On this event, all parties would be allowed to speak their minds, even when this could easily scare the other parties away. The other parties could do the same and in this way an opportunity was created to truly speak, and more importantly, to listen. After the speak out, it was possible to move further in the process by organizing group discussions and negotiations (ibid.: 162). This was followed by nine more months of negotiating to actually come to an agreement. In this agreement, the involved groups agreed that some training facilities for Aboriginals were allowed (ibid.). 
The Redfern case tells us a lot about the role of mediators that are also underlined by Forester. Mediators are the actors in complex disputes that try to work between conflicting parties to realize sustainable and meaningful outcomes (Forster, 2009, 19). They are not judges nor experts (ibid.: 25). They are there to successfully mediate differences in civil society (ibid.). However, although mediators are not committed to specific outcomes, they are not neutral either (ibid.: 26). By their acts, they influence which groups are represented, and by whom. At the same time, they guide the manner in which the involved parties perceive each other, how they listen and speak, and what the agreement looks like (ibid.). This is necessary to demand the respect that is needed, yet never guaranteed when dealing with disputes (ibid.: 20). Mediators need to inspire and enforce such respectful attitudes, as we have seen in the Redfern case. 
The fact that it took Sarkissian three months only to get to a point where the involved parties were willing to talk with each other shows how time-consuming this can be. The defining role that mediators play in structuring the process, also explains the importance of winning the trust of the involved parties. When a mediator is so influential in the process, involved parties want to know that these mediators will act in their interest. This also underlines the importance of the preparatory part for the success of such a process. Without this, it very hard to realize meaningful interaction and constructive outcomes. The same can be said for the presence of a mediator in general.  
Sandercock called this approach ‘therapeutic planning’, which according to her is a model that is especially fitting for addressing the complicated issues like nation-building and community development in multicultural society (2003, 162). These kinds of disputes often have a long painful history that needs to be addressed. The experiences are not rational, but emotional and these emotional experiences are important to address to move forward. By acknowledging emotion and stories, the underlying tensions can be adequately addressed (ibid.: 163). This process creates the possibility to observe the other and observe ourselves in relation to them (ibid.: 64). These interactions can lead to a transformation in how we understand the other. In this way, horizons are broadened, and prejudices are reflected on (ibid.). I agree that this manner of dealing with differences is very effective for mediating multicultural differences.
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This mode of interaction does not come without risks and limitations. Making groups express their selves in terms of stories, fears and emotion also bring along a great deal of relativity. This opens up the possibility to incorporate lies or misinformation in the stories that are being told (Sandercock, 2003, 203). When disputes are expressed through storytelling, they focus on personal experiences, yet simultaneously, these are claims of truth. The fact that these stories are told to settle a dispute however, also means that they are tactical methods and they should be perceived as such. As Forester states “claims can not only be bogus or inflated or exaggerated or manipulative or self-serving or oppressing but threatening or insulting or abusive or hectoring” (2009, 20). The mediator should consider this when judging these stories of the participants. This can be problematic, while the risk of falsely accusing participants of exaggerations can have significant meaning for the trust in the mediator and the mediation process in general. However, in some cases, it might be necessary.
This also brings up the question to what degree factuality and rationality should be involved in these processes. Forester does not seem to be in favour of this. He recognizes the dangers of perceiving truth as relative “when anything goes, critical thinking about real future possibilities will be among the first casualties” (ibid.: 21). However, to Forester, this does not mean that we need to have criteria to determine what ‘the right answers’ are (ibid.: 22). What is more important is that we work towards a process that is culturally inclusive and focused on mutual learning. It is about working toward new possibilities by listening and learning, and ultimately, acting. Truth-seeking might not be relevant for accomplishing this (ibid.). I agree with this statement to the extent that truth-seeking is indeed not the main goal for mediating differences. Although it can be important to nuance exaggerated positions and false statements, this is far from the aim of these processes. The main goal is to build bridges and to create understanding between groups. Facts and rationality do not always have a role to play in this.
Another point of criticism that is that these mediation processes are very demanding in both time, money and energy. As we have seen in the Redfern case, the preparatory process alone lasted three months (Sandercock, 2003, 163). It took another nine months to actually come to an agreement (ibid.: 163). However, although the mediation process is slow, it is essential for a meaningful outcome. Mediating differences, especially with very polarized groups, takes time and cannot be rushed. The Redfern case is also a good example of how costly these processes can be. The budget for the Redfern case was 50,000 dollars. Another aspect of meditation that is very costly is training for mediators. For mediators, training in negotiating, mediating, facilitating and consensus building are just the tip of the iceberg (ibid.: 164). Some insight into the psychology of individuals, groups and neighbourhoods, and the dynamics that play a role in this are also necessary (ibid.). The amount of resources that this approach demands is a lot and some neighbourhoods and municipal governments may not have the capacity to actually realize this. However, this is not the point of my text. My point is that if we want to mediate differences, this approach may be one of the few methods, if not the only, that can actually achieve a mode of living with difference. In this sense, the costs are worth it. 
To summarize, what I have done in this section is to propose a viable mode of living with difference that lends both elements from urban agonism and side-by-side citizenship. I particularly agree with the emphasis of urban agonistic writings on interaction as a means to transform identities. However, I disagree with the agonistic belief that this needs to be done by centring engagement between groups around conflict and values. This will not transform identities but freeze them. Sometimes it may be valuable to look beyond differences, or at least beyond the specific details of the particular conflict at play. Therefore, I propose an attitude in mediating conflict that employs more indirect forms of communication in order to realize meaningful interaction. This can be achieved by speaking in terms of interests or general principles that apply to everyone. Small talk and humour can also be meaningful in realizing interaction that is less hostile and more constructive. This attitude is inward-looking. It focusses on telling personal stories and the articulation of group interests. Accusations toward the other are not appropriate. The focus on the other group should only be when they tell their stories. In that case, they deserve the full attention of the listener. In this way, the involved parties will feel more at ease, which will enable them to truly open up, and thus, listen and learn from each other.
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In the last chapter, I have tried to propose an alternative attitude for living with difference that incorporated lessons learned from side-by-side citizenship and agonism. This position focusses on personal expressions and inward-looking positions to prevent the counterproductive effect of conflict. This will enable citizens to work toward transformation instead of the freezing of identities. However, for this mode of living with difference to be considered realistic, it is necessary to look at other external conditions that need to be met. I do not believe that people will naturally adopt a mode of living with difference when it is presented to them. Citizens need to be inspired to adopt a specific mode of living together. The first condition that needs to be realized is spatial integration. I see segregation as an obstacle for the mode of living with difference that I propose. Why and how this needs to be done will be discussed in the first section of this chapter. The second condition that needs to be realized is the presence of a mediator, as I have argued earlier in Chapter 4. I think local neighbourhood organizations are particularly fit to play this role. Why this is the case and how these organizations can work toward social integration will be discussed in the last section of this chapter. 
[bookmark: _Toc12185348][bookmark: _Toc12190563][bookmark: _Toc12264092][bookmark: _Toc12268859][bookmark: _Toc12269131][bookmark: _Toc13050261][bookmark: _Toc13061261]The Necessity of Spatial Integration
When it comes to mediating differences between citizens, I have argued that contact between citizens is necessary. The ideal place for this type of contact is the urban landscape while a great number of cultural minorities tend to gravitate toward the city (Dang, 2002, 19). The ideal level for interaction is the local level since this is the place where people live their lives and meaningful interaction actually happens (2002, 967). Segregation is an obstacle to achieve this goal. When I talk about segregation, I refer to the spatial concentration of citizens based on demographical characteristics (Merry, 2013, 22). Although segregation can be based on a wide range of characteristics, like class or religion, I will refer to segregation as based on ethnicity. Segregation has many negative effects, as it often leads to unequal access to services and opportunities between neighbourhoods (Young, 2000, 205-206).
Although this is highly problematic, I want to focus on another negative effect of segregation. Because segregation spatially separates citizens with different backgrounds from one another, they do not encounter each other in public space. This spatial integration also decreases the possibility that different ethnic groups will go to school together (Amin, 2002, 963). Segregation can also lead to a situation where the needs of others are not perceived at all. Iris Marion Young warned against such a situation when she discussed the harms of segregation. One of her biggest problems with segregation is the fact that it obscures the privileges it creates (Young, 2000, 208). Privileged groups are unaware of their relative advantages and perceive their life as average because they do not see how other groups in society live (ibid.). In other words, it makes the privileged blind to their privileges. This also means that it makes the privileged blind for the disadvantages of other groups in society. The aim of my proposed mode of living is to let citizens from different background learn the stories and fears of others and by doing this inspire more trust and empathy. Segregation is incompatible with such an approach because it makes interaction between citizens impossible and even creates more misunderstanding concerning the position of other groups in society.  
Because of the obstacles that segregation poses for meaningful interaction, I argue that spatial integration is a necessity. With spatial mixing, I refer to the residential mixing of different groups in neighbourhoods. It is particularly important to mix different ethnic groups, but the presence of variation of other characteristics, like age or class, also has considerable value. This will enable citizens to encounter, or at least observe, citizens with different backgrounds and different ways of living in their immediate surroundings. Allport’s empirical data has shown that prejudice decreases when different groups live together (1954, 269). However, ethnic minorities must first reach a critical mass for this to happen (ibid.: 269). However, more is needed to actually accomplish meaningful interaction through social integration. 
I adopt Elizabeth Anderson’s definition of social integration. For Anderson, social integration exists of two stages (2010, 116). The first, formal social integration, is when citizens of all ethnicities have access to institutionally defined social roles. In this sense, every superior gets the same respect no matter what ethnicity he has. The second stage is when social barriers between ethnicities are broken. This means that they become friends, fall in love, get married and start families without a sense of this being anything more than normal (ibid.). I argue that spatial integration is the first step that needs to be taken to achieve this because without this people will not encounter each other. Thereby they miss the opportunity to meaningful interaction and thus, prejudice cannot be countered. Without this, citizens of different ethnic groups miss the chance to grow toward each other.
In order to achieve spatial integration in a desirable way, it is important to determine which mixing strategies are acceptable means to achieve these goals. I agree with Young that instituted quotas that determine how many civilians of a particular group may live in a building or neighbourhood are insufficient means to achieve spatial integration (1999, 245). In practice, these policies often result in situations where houses are reserved for white citizens, while minority groups end up on long waiting lists (ibid.). When the goal is to create buildings or neighbourhoods with a demographic distribution similar to that of the city or the country, this can become problematic. By doing this, small pieces of the pie are distributed between different minority groups, while members of the white majority are assured at least half the pie.
Another argument against policies that assign housing based on one’s ethnic background is that it is unethical. Margot Trappenburg seems to defend this position when she applies Michael Walzer’s writings on morality to determine what an appropriate rationale for finding a house could be. To Walzer, a just society can only exist when distinct moral logics are applied in their appropriate spheres (1983, 319). For example, the logic of supply and demand is appropriate to use in the financial sphere, but not in the sphere of love where emotions should be guiding one’s action (ibid.). This leads to the conclusion, for example, that prostitution is morally wrong. By following this rationale, Trappenburg arrives at the conclusion that choosing residence because of the presence of ethnically similar neighbours is inappropriate (2003, 306). Such a criterion seems at odds with the shared understanding of what should guide decisions when choosing a home (ibid.). If this is the case, the same holds true for policies that assign housing based on ethnic quotas. A rationale that assigns housing based on ethnicity is inappropriate, unethical and thus, unacceptable.
Trappenburg does elaborate on what she considers legitimate criteria for choosing a place of residence. Although she admits that it is difficult to determine clear objective criteria when choosing a house, she refers to the affordability of residences or its relative location near transport, work or residence as possible factors (Trappenburg, 2003, 306). The implication of this statement is that people should be able to choose their residency based on preference. Young agrees with this when she states that “social policies aimed at desegregation should open opportunities for individuals and allow them the liberty to pursue their own chosen goals for their personal lives, especially their place of residency” (Young, 1999, 247). This leads Young to conclude that allocation of housing should be solely based on price regulated or subsidized markets. When houses are assigned, this should be done based on the resident’s preference. In this sense, Young does not consider assigned housing based on ethnic quotas as appropriate.
It is valuable for the quality of citizen’s life to find a residency in which citizens feel comfortable. This also leads me to believe that citizens should indeed be as free as possible in choosing a house as long as they can afford it. However, what mixing strategies then remain as an appropriate means to realize spatial integration? As Young notes, this can be done by trying to provide opportunities for other ethnic groups to move to white neighbourhoods (Young, 1999, 247). Another way to realize this is by encouraging white citizens to settle or remain in multicultural neighbourhoods (ibid.). To be able to do this, it can be useful to introduce financial stimuli or interfere with the behaviour of renters (ibid.: 248). In this way, the freedom of choice of citizens can be maintained or even enhanced, while still contributing to the goal of spatial interaction.
Spatial integration can also be stimulated by increasing the diversity of residences in the neighbourhood. If the goal is to bring people from different ethnic backgrounds together, it can also be useful to introduce policies that aim to stimulate the integration of class. These two categories often overlap, because minority cultures also tend to be social-economically disadvantaged (Castles & Miller, 2003, 249). One method that can be used to stimulate the mix of classes, and thus indirectly ethical mixing, is by building neighbourhoods or apartments with varying price ranges. In this way, people from different classes can encounter each other in public spaces or the hallways of their buildings. Sennett admits that this may not be attractive for real estate agents, while people want to cluster with people that are similar to them (ibid.: 160). However, he responds by stating that what people want may not be what is best for society, and therefore these wishes for similar neighbours should be bypassed. I agree with this statement. Multicultural society might be awkward, painful and frightening. However, these emotions need to be addressed to be able to move forward. Evading these emotions, and by doing this also evading ‘the other', is not helpful but harmful.
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When spatial integration is realized, social integration needs to be realized for a viable mode of living with difference. It is especially important to create a climate that facilitates engagement between groups so meaningful interaction between citizens can take place. When I refer to meaningful interaction I mean the civil manner of engagement that I have proposed in Chapter 5. Creating platforms on the local level, like community centres, are essential for this. Such organizations have bonds with the residents and create physical spaces where interaction between citizens can take place. These organizations, and its employees, also hold the potential to satisfy the conditions necessary for good mediation. However, some considerations need to be taken into account for these conditions to be satisfied.  
To be able to put the role of mediator in practice in a meaningful way, it is important that this person, or at least the organization he or she represents, inspire some degree of trust. Neighbourhood organizations are familiar to many residents, because of the events and activities they organize. These employees often are resident themselves. Therefore, when the organization assigns employees, this will often be familiar faces of people that they have encountered before. This can make the process of engaging with conflicting parties less intimidating. However, it must be noted that familiar faces do not have to be a good thing per se. Residents may not like this person or are afraid he will be biased because they are familiar with the employee’s opinions. In order to prevent this, staff may need to adopt moderate attitudes as they represent the organization. In this way, the organization and its employees can maintain a sense of neutrality, which is necessary to earn the trust of residents (Dang, 2002, 86). 
One clear advantage that neighbourhood organizations have for inspiring trust is that these are places that they can attract a diversity of people that visit regularly over a long period of time. Because they offer a variety of activities and classes, attracting both young children and senior citizens, these organizations create attachments to a broad variety of people. Because these classes often occur on a weekly basis, the attachments with this organization will deepen over time. This also makes it possible that interaction between residents can occur on a regular basis, which will inspire trust and increase familiarity between citizens. 
As Dang notes, it often is not sufficient to create platforms for interaction and expect citizens to naturally show up (2002, 80). When providing a large variety of programs that aims to involve the neighbourhood in the broadest sense, certain services will need to be provided to facilitate this. For residents with weakened mobility, like the elderly or the mentally challenged, this will mean that forms of transportation need to be provided (ibid.: 80). For people with children and busy jobs to show up, services like childcare can be a solution (ibid.: 79). For members of minority cultures that have difficulty with speaking the native language, providing matters like source material and announcements in multiple languages can be helpful. The presence of translators can also be valuable for this (ibid.).
Other ways in which citizens, in the most diverse sense of the word, can be attracted, is by setting up networks with community leaders and social service providers like religious institutions, schools and health clinics (Dang, 2002, 80-81). Another method that seems particularly successful is to organize events around art projects, community festivals and multicultural celebrations (ibid.: 84). These events often create chances of interaction through art, children and food, which creates a less intimidating introduction to a neighbourhood organization than for example debates around intercultural citizenship. In this way, citizens are eased into more in-depth interaction to mediate differences. These events, in this sense, lowers the bar for long-term involvement (ibid.). 
It may be necessary to particularly pay attention to attracting under-represented groups, like cultural minorities. When you are a member of a marginalized group, a high trust in political institutions is unlikely, especially when it comes to looking out for your specific interests over that of the majority of society. It is therefore important to communicate a dedication to multicultural values to these groups. An example of how these can be communicated can be found by looking at policies of Frankfurt’s Municipal Department of Multicultural Affairs, also known as AMKA (Friedmann & Lehrer, 1997, 61). AMKA’s main goals were to realize a ‘multicultural society’ at the community level (ibid.: 67). One of the methods that AMKA used to achieve their goals was by organizing public hearings (Friedman & Lehrer, 1997, 69). One of the functions of these hearings was to reach out to and involve migrants in the process. Because of this, it makes sense that the first public hearing in 1989 aimed to show migrant groups that AMKA as an organization was on their side and would aim to better the migrant’s position. The hearing was held in the Plenary Hall of the City Council, a place that has great symbolic value. In this space, 190 organization were invited to hear the message of the AMKA and share their own experience (ibid.). By doing this, the AMKA created an event in which they could communicate their goals to the minority groups in Frankfurt, inspire trust and give the minority groups an opportunity to speak. 
When ethnic minorities are attracted to these local places, this can lead to surprising chances for intercultural contact. My dear friend M. Geddi (personal communication, 20 April 2019) once told me a story about her experiences with community centre De Schalmei in East-Neerbosch, one of the more culturally diverse neighbourhoods in Nijmegen. As a young girl, she used to go to De Schalmei to attend Arabic lessons, while in the other room senior citizens where attending line-dance classes. During the breaks, the two groups used to dance together, young children with a migrant background along with the elderly, a group that tends to be more suspicious of migrants. To me, this is a moving example of how intercultural exchange, without having to refer to core-values, can lead to social integration.     
This is an example of how activities provided by community centres can lead residents of different people to work together through playful activities. In this sense, social barriers are diminished in an informal and natural way. This is one of the strengths of community services. The same could be done by doing community work, such as cleaning up the neighbourhood. As Allport has said, when citizens have equal status and common goals, prejudice may be reduced (1954, 281). Community services provide such opportunities because citizens are equal as residents of the neighbourhood and their shared goal is the betterment of that neighbourhood.
On a similar note, an advantage that neighbourhood organizations like community centres have in moderating the interaction process between residents is the fact that they can find common ground in these situations. As I have said in the previous chapter, it may be valuable to frame engagement in such a way that it highlights the common ground that residents from the same neighbourhood have in occupying the same space. These neighbourhood organizations are particularly capable of applying this frame because their function is to accommodate the entirety of the neighbourhood. In other words, their mandate as a facilitator in a neighbourhood makes these organizations particularly fit to point out these shared interests and this state of interdependency. It helps that community centres often are stable organization that exists for years, if not decades. This also means that they are particularly suited for mediation processes as they can be very time-consuming.  
This chapter has aimed to elaborate on what needs to be done to actually achieve a viable mode of living with difference. The first condition that needs to be met is spatial integration. This is necessary to enable citizens of different cultural groups to engage in meaningful contact between one another. I also argue this need be done by stimulation and never trough racial quotas. However, spatial integration alone will not lead to social integration. What is needed is a way in which different groups can be brought together with a common goal and in the presence of a mediator. I argue that the most effective way that this can be done is by getting local organizations, like community centres, involved. They are ideal actors in this context because they can inspire trust, reduce fears and enable people to get familiar with each other. They are also ideal actors to emphasize the interdependence and mutual interests as residents of a shared neighbourhood. They can also provide the psychical spaces for engagement. When the conditions of spatial integration and social integration and mediation facilitated by local organizations are met, a situation is created where the civil interaction that I have described in Chapter 5 can thrive. In this way, differences can actually be mediated and a viable mode of living with difference can be realized. 
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In this thesis, I have aimed to answer one question: How can a mode of living with difference be realized that is both practically and morally viable? I have done this by examining two mutually exclusive approaches that have aimed to answer this question. The first position that was examined was that of urban agonism and is thoroughly discussed in the second chapter. Urban agonist’s beliefs that civilians should mediate differences by acknowledging conflict and by the expression of their passions (Landry & Woods, 2002, 6-7). These platforms for interaction can be public spaces, as Landry & Wood argue (ibid.: 9), or micro-publics, as described by Amin (2002, 969). 
In the third chapter, side-by-side citizenship is discussed. This position proposes a mode of living with difference that does not demand, nor excludes, interaction between citizens (Van Leeuwen, 2015, 803).  Side-by-side citizenship proposes an ethical minimum in which people do not need to interact with each other but are allowed to respectfully let each other be. In this sense, citizens look beyond the differences of others (ibid.). This does not mean that doing more than this ethical minimum cannot be considered as preferable, but doing so is simply not necessary. However, neglect of the basic needs of others is unacceptable (Van Leeuwen, 2010, 643). The same goes for the avoidance of the cultural other, while this is not compatible with the indifference to difference that side-by-side citizenship proposes (ibid.).
In the fourth chapter, I have discussed which lessons from both positions should be taken into account for a viable mode of living with difference. I recognize the focus of urban agonistic scholars on contact between groups to transform the attitude of citizens. This will reduce fear and create understanding between groups. In this way, prejudice toward minority cultures can be reduced. However, I agree with advocates of side-by-side citizenship that the agonist’s focus on interaction through conflict and strife is counterproductive for mediating differences (Van Leeuwen, 2015, 797). This will not inspire understanding between citizens, but rather scare them away. I also acknowledge the need to look beyond difference, as proposed by advocates of side-by-side citizenship. My concern with side-by-side citizenship, on the other hand, is that its minimal attitude cannot realize an intercultural understanding that is needed to address the complexities of multicultural society. I am also concerned that the moral minimum of side-by-side citizenship might lead to a situation where citizens no longer observe violations of basic rights, or worse, are too apathetic to care.
In the fifth chapter, I propose a position for mediating differences. This position aims to mediate difference and expressions of emotions in ways that will not freeze identities. This does not mean that the fear, hurt and frustration must be ignored, but that they need to be presented in another way. This is done by expression in terms of interests, personal stories and general rights. The presence of small talk, humour and finding common ground can also have a positive influence on the success of this process. This attitude is inward-looking and only focusses on the other when listening to the other. Criticizing values or accusations toward the other are not seen as a helpful means of communication. To realize this, mediators are also needed in the process. Therefore, to answer the research question directly, a viable mode of living with difference focusses on the interaction between culturally different citizens but aims to realize this in a peaceful manner that focusses on a process of sharing experiences and mutual learning instead of conflict and criticizing core-values.
In the sixth chapter, I have tried to elaborate on what is necessary to create a situation in which my proposed manner of interaction can be realized. The first condition that is important to be met is spatial integration. This is important because people with different cultural backgrounds cannot come together if they live in segregated neighbourhoods. To facilitate interaction between cultures and inspiring social integration, mediation will be needed. I argue that the actor that is particularly fit to take on the role of a mediator, are neighbourhood organizations such as community centres. These have the capacity to inspire trust and maintain the neutrality needed to take on the role of mediator. These places are also particularly equipped to point out the shared interests and interdependency of residents of a neighbourhood.
This thesis contributes by discussing and evaluating different modes of living with difference. It also contributes by exploring a new variant for living with difference and elaborating on the conditions that need to be met to realize this. I have specifically referred to the importance of spatial and social integration and the involvement of neighbourhood organizations. In this sense, this thesis has tried to make contribution to the debate on how differences in society should be mediated. I also hope that this thesis can function as an inspiration for cities and city planners.
However, there are many other relevant actors that are left out of the discussion to preserve a sense of focus. Examples of such actors are governments, municipalities, the media and schools. Governments and municipalities will always be important because of their place in the political hierarchy. They determine what local organization are allowed to do and if and how much they are funded. The media is important because it influences the perception of people. This can have a considerable influence on the success of new forms of citizenship as discussed in this thesis. Education also plays a considerable role by encouraging students to address issues related to multiculturalism at an early stage. The role that schools adopt concerning this and the curriculum they provide are very important for this. Education is also important in terms of communicating what prejudices are unfounded and what understanding of specific cultures is correct. This is not only important for students but also for citizens in general. This could be done, for example, by providing public lectures accessible to everyone. On a similar note, I have predominantly focused on public space and local arenas for the mediation of difference. By doing this, I have refrained from discussing micro-public as opportunities for mediating differences.
The fact that these dimensions have been left unexplored in this thesis creates opportunities for further research to delve deeper into this subject. What roles do and should (municipal) governments play in relation to local organizations? What roles should they play in more general terms to realize a viable mode of living with difference? What role does the media play concerning the formation of opinion? Are restrictions on media acceptable if this reduces prejudice? Should education be reformed to facilitate intercultural exchange? Are there any other important factors and actors for the realization of a viable mode of living with difference? These are a couple of the many questions that could be elaborated on in further research. Another valuable direction for further research could be through the examination of case studies. This can be helpful to determine what methods, approaches and attitudes are helpful in specific situations.
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