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Introduction
Integration is a complex, unclear, and disputed issue dividing European politics today. The only point where there is a consensus is that integration has failed; migrants, refugees and their descendants are not an integrated part of European societies. When it comes to the cause of segregation and how it can be undone, different ideologies offer conflicting suggestions and explanations. Some blame cultural differences, while others condemn socio-economic factors. To elaborate, nationalists and far right populists see cultural difference, lack of shared values, and ways of life between migrants and host populations as the cause of segregation. On the left side of the political scale, the emphasis is put on the lack of migrants’ access to their rights, welfare services, and their exclusion from power and influence on things that concern them; at issue here are problems like the income gap between migrants and host populations. The significance lies on how these two approaches can work in favor of migrants and refugees’ smooth integration in European societies and contribution to their welfare. While the one is focused on elimination of cultural differences, the other will combat inequalities such as unequal access to labour market, education, health care and housing. During the last decades, the former approach has become all the more hegemonic, while the latter is getting more and more marginalised. Accordingly, cultural differences have become an explanatory ground and social problems are presented in cultural terms. As cultural differences are motivated by migration, it is argued, to stop or limit migration is to solve segregation.[footnoteRef:1] Accordingly, cultural assimilation, conformism, and normalisation are presented as the solutions to the problems of segregation. The common denominator among these solutions is that they see a deficit or lack at work; What is abundantly available for the host society, is inaccessible for migrants, refugees and their descendants, and cultural differences stand in their way. Bluntly, it is argued that they are dominated by non-Western norms, values, and patterns of behaviour. Not only does this explain their lack of access to the goods of the host societies, but it is also viewed as a threat to the national cultures, identities, and security. Accordingly, the dividing line between good and evil values, normal and abnormal patterns of behaviour and ways of life goes between Western and non-Western ones. According to this view, integration becomes a kind emancipatory narrative; emancipation of migrants from their old identities and values; with a veneer of enlightenment that paves the path for migrants’ emancipation from non-Western values and their liberation through assimilation in the Western norms and values; they are to become assimilated, normalised and to conform with the Western way of life. Until then, they are considered a threat to the host societies’ Western way of life and culture. By illustrating such an imaginary threat, nationalist and far right parties are presenting themselves as saviours of the Western cultures and identities and mobilise precarious groups against migration and migrants and thereby win their votes in elections.  [1:  Cultural diversity is however not exclusively motivated by migration. Although migration is an important source of cultural diversity, it is not the only one; indigenous national minorities, like Same people in Sweden, Catalans in Spain as well as the long-standing presence of minorities such as Roma and Jews within European countries are other reasons for cultural diversity. Accordingly, there are some ambiguities inherent in the very notion of cultural diversity requiring a nuanced approach to the issue. ] 


Interculturalism and multiculturalism
The debate on multiculturalism and interculturalism can be understood against a background of the debate above. Its context of emergence is Western liberal democracies, where a pre-migratory cultural homogeneity is explicitly or implicitly presupposed. This homogeneity has been destroyed by migration and homogeneity will be restored once migrants are integrated into the receiving countries’ value systems. [footnoteRef:2] It is thus against the background of these discourses, political climate, and practices that the explanatory power of interculturalism and multiculturalism must be examined. Which one of them can offer an adequate understanding of historical background, causes of and solution to the segregation? Is any one of them able to create adequate preconditions for good governance regarding cultural diversity in Europe? Can any one of them offer intellectual and material tools to come to terms with socio-economic injustices among Europeans and migrants? Interculturalists claim that multiculturalism has failed and interculturalism is a new paradigm[footnoteRef:3] trying to solve problems that multiculturalism has either created or not been able to solve. This view is clearly stated in the Council of Europe’s White Paper on Intercultural Dialogue, Living Together as Equals in Dignity: “Multiculturalism is now seen by many as having fostered communal segregation and mutual incomprehension, as well as having contributed to the undermining of the rights of individuals” (Council of Europe, 2008:19).  [2:  It seems that these policies see current situation in Europe from the point of view of the Biblical historiography; in the pre-migratory era of innocence, European societies were living in harmony. The catastrophe came in the shape of migration and salvation will come in the form of liberation from migration.   ]  [3:  Indeed, interculturalism is not new. It has been in use in fields of intercultural communication, intercultural education, and social work.] 

Indeed, during the last two decades, multiculturalism has been attacked by influential political leaders and intellectuals. They have blamed it for separatism and creation of parallel societies. In October 2010, Angela Merkel declared that multiculturalism has “utterly failed” (Merkel 2010). In February 2011, David Cameron stated that state multiculturalism was a “failed” policy (Cameron 2011). In February 2011, Nicolas Sarkozy also declared multiculturalism as “a failure” (Sarkozy 2011). Multiculturalism have been accused of undermining the collective identity and encouraging separatism between cultures due to its limited concern with migrant identities and neglect of the identities of the receiving countries. Will Kymlicka, a leading figure within multiculturalism, sees some shortcoming in it, by writing that “theories of multiculturalism now seem at best incomplete, and at worst out-dated, resting on assumptions and preconditions that may no longer apply” (Kymlicka, 2015:244). 
On the multiculturalist side, we hear other stories. Meer and Modood (2012) see interculturalism only as a further development of multiculturalism rather than a shift of paradigm. They argue that interculturalism only “re-emphasises” some of the key features of multiculturalism. They further claim that “multiculturalism presently surpasses interculturalism as a political orientation” and that “until interculturalism as a political discourse is able to offer an original perspective … it cannot, intellectually at least, eclipse multiculturalism” (2011:192). 
Here, we witness three different approaches to the conflict between multiculturalism and interculturalism: 1) multiculturalism has “failed” and is “outdated”, 2) multiculturalism is “incomplete” and in need of further development, 3) multiculturalism is superior to interculturalism. Seen in the light of the current political debate on integration in Europe, the first two options are closer to reality than the third one that can be identified as an old paradigm’s resistance to renewal. Nowadays, multiculturalism does not enjoy governmental and intellectual support, at least officially, while interculturalism is gaining popularity as a paradigm that can meet the challenges of the contemporary world.[footnoteRef:4] Given the dead end of current political debate in Europe, a paradigm shift is indeed needed. And interculturalism can be a proper response to the segregation and mistrust that European societies are suffering from. There are enough differences between interculturalism and multiculturalism to make them two distinct paradigms. But there are also essential similarities between the two based on the fact that in any paradigm shift, parts of the old paradigm continue to live in the new one. It is a process of appropriation of old ideas. In our context, both paradigms value cultural diversity and equality among cultures. They also view policy making as culturally sensitive. They both use cultures as starting points in their explanation of the current political situation and see good governance of cultural diversity as a key to good governance of contemporary European societies. They also see cultures as the battle ground between native-born and immigrated interests.[footnoteRef:5] Consequently, they view a governable cultural diversity as a determinant for good governance of the society. In other words, the establishment of a proper governance of society goes through cultures. In a Foucauldian manner, we can see these views of governability as governability through the cultural truths. As we know, in Foucault (1982), individuals, through different modes, are made governable subjects. There is a form of power at work in everyday life. This form of power imposes a certain kind of truth, attaches the individual to a specific identity (who one is) which must be recognised by the individuals themselves and by the others in them. Yet further, it categorises the individual. Through this technology of power, the individual becomes the subject of (tied to one’s own identity by a conscience or self-knowledge) and subject to the truth (being subjugated to someone else by control and dependence). The main point is that both meanings of the subject lead to subjugation of the individuals and determination of who they are. Individuals are made subject to a truth that they believe is their own truth. Currently, we can argue that this truth is a cultural one, rather than epistemic or moral. Individuals are categorised according to their culture, attached to cultural identity, and subjugated to a truth that they must recognize in themselves or be recognized by others; you simply obey the culture that you assume is your own and which is recognized by others in you (tied to yourself and subjugated to others).[footnoteRef:6] Gravely simplified, interculturalism and multiculturalism are narratives of emancipation through cultural truths, emancipation of migrants through making them subjects to cultural truths. Whereas multiculturalism develops through juxtaposing native and migrated cultures and value systems, interculturalism tends to develop through interaction and dialogue among cultural perspectives. While the former is concerned with keeping singular and local values and truths, the latter will establish cosmopolitan or universal values and truths. Both paradigms claim that they do what they do for the sake of good governance of culturally diverse societies. It is therefore too hard to give an undisputed answer to the question of what interculturalism and multiculturalism stand for and how they differ. There are in other words contrary interpretations of these two notions. This can partly be attributed to their political association and inevitable subjection to power, political, practical, and theoretical struggle. Moreover, they are context-dependent, depending on the different immigration tendencies, the host culture, legislations, and historical experience in different countries as well as several problems each country has to deal with.  [4:  Beside establishing an intercultural cities network (2007), the Council of Europe was part of a network of European regions who started Intercultural Regions Network 2019. ]  [5:  They are culturalist paradigms, we can say. Accordingly, those unhappy with liberal values or with culture being the main arena for talking about social issues can direct criticism toward interculturalism and multiculturalism alike.]  [6:  Taking the perspective of resistance as a starting point, Foucault talks of three types struggle: against forms of domination (ethnic, social, and religious), the dominant form of struggle in feudal societies, against forms of exploitation (what separate individuals from what they produce), the dominate form of struggle in nineteenth century and against forms of subjection and submission (against what ties the individual to herself and submits her to others), prevails our time.  ] 

After this brief account of similarities between the two paradigms, I will now try to briefly outline the key concerns of each, in order to understand them better. One dividing line between multiculturalism and interculturalism divides group interests and individual interests. Although both orientations are basically liberal,[footnoteRef:7]  multiculturalism applies liberal values such as toleration, respect, and recognition at group level while interculturalism does the same at the level of the individual. Multiculturalists, like Meer and Modood, start from group identities and the differences between majority and minorities’ interests and perspectives. On this basis, they suggest policy formation at a group level, since they see minorities’ lived experiences decisive for their understanding of oppression and liberation. Different groups experience differently social inequalities and thus they have different views of what the problems are and how they can be solved. In their view, it is in the interest of both individuals and groups to shape policies based on group interests. By demanding from minority groups to desert their distinct perspectives on social issues, they assimilate them in majority populations. (Modood 2013). To resist assimilation, Modood defends multiculturalism as a policy orientation based on distinct minority perspectives. It is about minorities struggling to define their own identities in their own terms. The virtues and vices of multiculturalism can accordingly be seen in the light of this main concern.   [7:  Zapata-Barrero (2012) sees interculturalism as a liberal criticism of multiculturalism. Some scholars distinguish between critical and liberal multiculturalism. Critical multiculturalism concerns the lived experiences of minorities, their own understanding of oppression, their becoming political agency through social movements, making political demands, and transforming mainstream societies. Key concepts are resistance, protest, negotiation, and dialogue (Modood, 2013). Liberal multiculturalism (Kymlicka 2017) believes that individuals’ interest in their culture, language, and identity is legitimate. Public bodies must take this interest into account in a way that respects individual autonomy and responsibility. Individuals enjoy the freedom of forming and re-forming their notion of the good and responsible for their choices. The state must ensure beneficial background conditions (public conditions concerning the public recognition of language, identities, and culture). Individuals make rational choices from this background. At the same time, they are responsible to judge the costs and benefits of their choices. Fair opportunities to freely pursue culture-related interests rather than the imposition of duties to maintain any identity or way of life is the concern of liberal multiculturalism.] 

Fairly enough, criticisms directed against multiculturalism somehow or another have to do with this concern. To begin with, Ted Cantle (2013) sees interculturalism as a paradigm shift and makes the case that multiculturalism has failed since it focuses on binary notions of majority and minority relations. It has failed to offer a proper response to “super-diversity” motivated by migrations and challenges that it has caused in western democracies. It has instead encouraged fragmentation and segregation and caused residential ethnic enclaves (Cantle, 2013). Institutionalisation of group differences by multiculturalism has led to lack of trust and knowledge of the other. These shortcomings have paved the path for the rise of far-right political parties (Cantle, 2013)[footnoteRef:8] and they correspond to the catalogue of migration-related problems in Europe today; one-sided focus on cultural differences, parallel societies, absence of cohesive societies, the rise of far-right extremism, failure to see differences within minorities and defending undemocratic cultural practices among ethnic minorities. As multiculturalism has been the dominant integration orientation, we cannot but see a causal relationship constructed between it and these problems. And even if multiculturalism itself may not have directly caused these problems, it has not been able to appropriately address them either. Besides, at a theoretical level, multiculturalism is blamed for essentialism (the belief that cultures are closed and homogenous units with unchanging essences) and cultural relativism (the belief that cultural values are not translatable to each other). In short, critics have argued that multiculturalism’s focus on recognition of group identities, religious practices, and its preoccupation with cultural differences, has led to segregation, support of undemocratic values, and lack of community cohesion in Europe.  [8:  Robin Wilson (2013) uses roughly the same language to argue for a paradigm shift from multiculturalism to interculturalism and the related notion of intercultural dialogue. ] 

Now, the question is this: Which merits put interculturalism in a better position to address the problems that multiculturalism has failed to tackle? Generally, interculturalism focuses on interaction and dialogue and less on group confrontation in order to achieve integration. In addition to counteracting racism and discrimination, interculturalism has also a strong concern for reciprocal integration and strengthening of cultural and social relations including interactions between cultural majority and minorities. The closely related notion of intercultural dialogue demonstrates strong connection of interculturalism with dialogue between different interests and perspectives.[footnoteRef:9] The focus on interaction, dialogue and reciprocity makes interculturalism to place group interests in the wider context of common interests of the society; integration is a challenge for societies as whole rather than being an issue limited to ethnic groups. In this perspective, the aspiration is the formation of a democratic and participatory culture that emerges as the result of intercultural interactions. As both the majority and minority participate in the process of building such a culture, it embraces democratic features of majority and minority cultures. Consequently, it functions as an inclusive framework for a new polyphonic narrative and a common vision that brings people together across cultural affiliations. As a result, a new culture is built from bits and pieces of the majority and minority cultures, ensuring their empowerment through embracing their diversity, and substituting a potential feeling of cultural loss, with the feeling of enhancement, sustainment, and support of a new inclusive culture. Within this cultural framework, interculturalism also makes valid a right-based approach and takes in universal rights of the individuals.  [9:  Parekh (2006) introduces a dialogical multiculturalism, where communication between cultures is a key concern. Concern with public norms that constitute the conditions of dialogue is another. Commitment to dialogue is a common point between dialogical interculturalism and interculturalism. 
] 

After this brief account of the differences and similarities between multiculturalism and interculturalism, I hope that we are now in a better position to choose the right term to talk about political, social, and cultural realities of today; to find a word that gives us the key to map our political and cultural landscape and orientate in it properly, while explaining the real cause of the ongoing challenges those liberal democracies are dealing with. One way to find the proper term is to try to understand what is really at stake. To understand such a complex issue, we need first to think about who we are today and what we are doing not only in general, but also with regard to migration and integration of migrants. In some sense, this is to invite the reader to think independently and beyond political limits and immerse into questions of what it is to be human today and draw their own conclusions concerning the relationship between interculturalism and multiculturalism. And from this position, ask how we must define human differences and similarities. Is it through loyalty to old discourses such as nationalism or are we to think anew? What is our vision of living a good life together today? So, instead of aiming at settling the disputes between interculturalism and multiculturalism, our main concern becomes that of practical questions of what kind of cultural and political attitude promote a good life and deserve our protection, what kind of attitudes constrain it and to be defined. 

Integration as The Good Life in diversity
One possible starting point to answer the questions above is, as I suggest, to connect integration with the notion of the good life. We can then see integration as the ability to live a good life together in culturally diverse communities. As a policy framework, interculturalism opens a space for dialogue in which the majority and minorities, individually and collectively, can participate, find their own voices, and negotiate their identities and interests in their own terms. And from this position they can contribute to the shared values of a larger society. In this sense, intercultural integration is a timely word. 
Instead of defining the notion of intercultural integration, I would like to focus on the practical implications of interculturalism for integration policy making; on how we can incorporate interculturalism into policies and policies into practices that facilitate a good life. I suggest that the term “the good life”, seen from a cross-cultural and cross-ethnical perspective, represents integration, since aspiration to a good life is a common vision across cultures and ethnicities. It has indeed been the search for a good life that has motivated mobility in human history. Although it might be too hard to give a universal answer to the question of what a good life is, as different people may have different answers to this question, we can take its being a common cross-cultural vision for granted, as nobody wants to live a bad or evil life. To be integrated is to be together with others or an indispensable part of the whole. What is central here is the notion of togetherness or being part of a community. It is a basic condition for being human. As Ulrich Beck puts it, “regardless of how much we hate or critique the ‘other’, we are destined to live with the ‘others’” (Beck, 2009: 34). To this inevitable and apathic manner of togetherness, we must immediately add that the question is not to just live with the others but to live a good life together; to live together in a good manner and in friendship, trust, and creative interaction. 
To explore the relationship between integration and the good life, let me make some references to Aristotle. He considers the good life (eudaimonia) [footnoteRef:10] as the supreme good. It is an end in itself for any human being and for the polity. In his Nicomachean Ethics (henceforth NE), Aristotle asks “What is the ultimate purpose of human existence? What is that end or goal for which we should direct all of our activities?” The short answer is the good life. For Aristotle, the good of any being resides in performing its function or work (ergon) well. Like all other beings, the human being has a function and to be a good human being is to perform well “in the function of being human”. According to Aristotle, the ergon (function or work) of man is the good life (NE 1097b). The good life is “an active life” (NEI 1098a 4-5) that is performed well or rationally. This means that it is performed “in accordance with the appropriate arete (virtue or excellence) (EN 1098a).   [10:  Aristotle uses the Greek notion of Eudemonia that sometimes is translated as happiness. I choose to follow Arendt who opts for an active life. ] 

Although a thorough discussion of this issue is beyond the space available here, let me say that Aristotle defines the good life in relation to biological or bare life (life limited to biological necessities). While the bare life is a life common between humans and animals concerned with the necessities of basic human needs like nutrition, the good life is an active, free, and virtuous life.[footnoteRef:11] Human beings enjoy a good or active life when they transcend their animality, act politically, ethically and possesses all intellectual virtues (true knowledge) and moral virtues (good character). This means that they are epistemically enlightened and possess virtues necessary for a good character. This is a life in which people have appropriate attitudes, act distinctly humane and in the right manner. It is to find an appropriate ground for action between extremes; to balance between excess and deficiency. For instance, the virtue of courage is the balance between being coward and overly rash. Virtue in its turn is connected to performing well, to excel in works one does; to actualise one’s potentialities in the best way possible. As mentioned above, excellence in being human means to perform the distinctively human activities well. This can be said as in Aristotle, the human being “by nature is a political animal” (Pol. III5 20, 1278b20). Hence, to be true to her nature, the human being must be engaged in politics and perform it well. And politics brings in friendship to be performed well, as we will see. Thus, the good life is about the kind of human beings we want to be. Politically active human beings engaged in friendship.  [11:  A good life is signified by the virtues of courage, generosity, justice, friendship, and citizenship.] 

The interesting point is that human beings acquire all of these through learning, practice and establishing good habits, through education broadly conceived. And this brings in an important political task to facilitate people to learn how to live a good life through the politics of friendship. To acquire intellectual virtue (true knowledge) and build good character (virtues of courage, temperance, and generosity) are the basis of the good life.[footnoteRef:12] To this view, the good life is not to only live with the others, but to live with each other in a proper manner i.e., share a good life and perform well as human beings. Seen in this light, integration is when people with different backgrounds live with each other in a manner that allows them interact. It is to perform well in the capacity of being human in the democratic context of contemporary culturally diverse societies. In our time, all of these are subsumed under the notion of culture, that is the cultivation of virtues and good human habits, of excellence and performing well and conducting an informed life. In Aristotle, the good life is a durable ethos, a sustainable way of life. Motivated by such an ethos, people live a good life “throughout a complete life” rather than “some chance period” (NE, 1101a10).  [12:  Inclinations and intellectual virtues are interconnected. Intellectual virtues and virtues of character, the former is to acquire the right kind of knowledge by contemplation and learning, virtues of character by acting well.] 

Although the good life is the common aim of the individual and the polity (popular government in the common interests), Aristotle sees the good life of the polity as a more “complete” end to attain, than that of the individual[footnoteRef:13]. In other words, the main concern is not the good of the individual but the “nobler” aim of the common good of the polity (EN 1094b7-10). Aristotle views a development in the history of the polity (city state or polis in Greek). Primarily, the polity took form for the sake of bare life, but it continued to exist for the sake of the good life (Pol. 1252b29–30). Politics and good governance of communities are interconnected in that they aim at the good life.  [13:  One way to explain how the good life can be a common vision bringing people together across cultures is the notion of subjective universality borrowed from Kant. He uses this notion in connection with judgements of taste or judgements about the beautiful. Subjective universality refers to a feeling of beauty that though starts from an individual feeling toward an object of beauty in art or nature but is expected to be shared by all in power of our common humanity, shared abilities and limits. It is a communicable feeling. Here, the notion of communication is important. 

] 

Aristotle also talks about political friendship (philia) or politics as friendship among members of communities. He considers political friendship as a concord among people engaged in politics, who want the good of each other, governed by friendship. Creatively considered, the notion of concord is equivalent to modern days integration or accord among fellow humans, a free interplay among members of communities. It is a practical issue concerning the cultural climate of communities and friendly relationships among their members. We can consider a community in concord or integrated, when its members not only “have the same judgment about their common interest” and “choose the same things”, but also “when they execute [well] what they have decided in common” (NE 1167a26–8). In other words, integration requires a common judgement that unites members of communities. It is also unity in deliberation and action concerning the public interest of societies. Unity in judgement, deliberation, and action is impossible without mutual trust. In Aristotle, friendship is interconnected with the knowledge of friendship; friends not only wish their friends well for their sake, but they also have mutual knowledge of the attitude of friendship in each other (NE, 1156a 5). Simply put, friends trust each other and are aware of each other’s trustworthiness. Important to keep in mind is that the Aristotelian friendship is public and goes beyond boundaries of the private. Derrida argues that for Aristotle the “properly political act” creates “the most friendship possible” (Derrida, 1997:8). 
Most importantly in our context is that friendship, according to Aristotle, holds communities together (NE 1155a22, 1167b2). Expressed in a contemporary mode of discourse, friendship integrates communities. Friendship integrates since it relates the good of the individual with the good of the whole. Although the good life is the common end of the individual and the polity, that of the polity is “greater and more complete to attain and preserve. For although it is worthy to attain for an individual, it is nobler and divine to do so for a nation or city-state” (EN I.2.1094b7-10). Such a life in friendships “enhance[s] our ability to think” about what we do (NE 1155a14). Thinking is important in the context of current days’ tendencies to superficiality, the ground for racism, populism, sexism and hate speech. As we will see, friendship is, we can say, an ethos that marks stability, durability, and trust in human relations. 
The good life is not just about keeping oneself alive or about the amount of goods and services one consumes, things that measure one’s welfare in our neoliberal time. This is what humans and animals have in common, Aristotle may argue. Instead, the good life is about a fulfilled, active, and meaningful life signified by friendship, engagement in politics in a just community. More concretely, the good life is a life where people are integrated through politics as friendship. In such communities, people have the possibility of cultivating their intellect and character and exercising power through engaging in politics as a public good. The cultural and political climate and the public spaces are shaped in ways that encourage people to participate in dialogue with the others, take part in cognitive and cultural activities, political discussions, and artistic creativities. We can also relate the development of friendship to justice[footnoteRef:14] as a necessary component of integration as part of the good life.  [14:  There are scholarly disputes regarding Aristotle’s view of justice. As the space is limited here, I just mention that he is aware of close relationships between justice and friendship. He writes: “Friendship and justice seem, … to be concerned with the same objects and exhibited between the same person” (NE, 1155a 20, NE 1159b 20). ] 

Aristotle is aware of the importance of social conditions decisive for the good life, conditions that are beyond the power of the individual but must be in place for the good life to be possible. Besides the individual well-acting, the right kind of external influences such as friendly networks and the right kind of governance, must also be in place. It is the task of good governance and policymaking to make it possible for people to not only live but also live in friendship and act well.[footnoteRef:15] This puts demands on legislators to excel and perform well in their capacity as lawmakers by passing the best possible laws. They must possess the virtue of phronesis; knowledge of conditions that constitute the good life. They are to govern in right manner and pave the way for individuals to accomplish the good life through functioning well.   [15:  Considered in the light of neoliberal one-sided emphases om competition, it is no surprise that our societies are as segregated as they are. ] 


Integration as an active life 
In the previous section, I used the Aristotelian notion of friendship to underpin a new notion of integration as the common concern encompassing all members of communities in a durable manner. Neither multiculturalism nor interculturalism highlight the importance of friendship for integration. I go beyond these paradigms and refer to the value of friendship because integration is relational and dependent on the mode of inter-personal relations as well as the social environment people live in. No kind of intercultural relation is sufficient for integration, but those motivated by friendship, justice, political engagement, and trust. Further, to articulate an adequate model for intercultural integration, we need to approach the Aristotelian political framework critically. Criticism, in a Foucauldian manner, is to transgress and expand boundaries (Foucault 1984). The Aristotelian notion of the good life was limited to citizens of Athens, leaving women, slaves, and foreigners outside. In our time, we are aware of all people’s equal capacity for thinking, friendship, trust and engagement in politics, and we must speak for the good life of all. We can indeed use this notion as a means against discrimination, racism, narrow-minded nationalism, and populism. To transgress the boundaries of the Aristotelian notion of the good life, into my account of the good life, I will try to put Aristotle in dialogue with Hannah Arendt, a migrant Jew, with a background in Europe and an intellectual career in the USA. This text can be seen as a dialogue between me, these thinkers, and the reader. This brings together multiple lines of thought, as well as heritage of the past and concern for the present along with visions of the future and it connects them beyond boundaries of gender, colour, geography, and culture. It shows intercultural heritage of Europe regardless of current nationalistic discourse of purity of national cultures. We need such an intersectional approach to underpin a strong notion of integration that counteracts the narrow-mindedness of the far-right, nationalism, populism, racism, and sexism.    
 	Further, I do not connect Aristotle’s ideas to those of Arendt arbitrarily. Aristotle’s ideas are highly influential for politics today. This influence has been of importance when it comes to regaining the values of politics that have been lost in modern times. Arendt is one of the most influential political thinkers who tries to reclaim values of politics by references to its context of genesis, antiquity, and Aristotle. She builds on Aristotle’s view of the human being as a political animal and maintains that human beings can realise their humanity through political action.[footnoteRef:16] For Arendt, the only activity natural to humanity is action. Action “goes on directly between men without the intermediary of things or matter” (1958:148). Action has to do with our “active engagement” with the world. It establishes public relationships where “we speak and act directly to one another” (1958:184). As will be explained in a moment, this view of humanity offers us a firm basis for integration. [16:  She talks of three human faculties labour is related to necessities of life, like bread, work to utility of making things like buildings and art works. Action relates to humanity without mediation of necessity of labour or utility of work. ] 

For Arendt, like Aristotle, the distinction between human and animal life is the condition of possibility of politics, the possibility of human freedom and action (Arendt, 1958:241). Freedom to act is the most important principle of political life. Further, she sees plurality or diversity as an intrinsic part of being human. She writes: “Plurality is the condition of human action because we are all the same, that is, human, in such a way that nobody is ever the same as anyone else who ever lived, lives, or will live” (1958:8). In this sense, plurality in not something motivated by migration or that comes from outside, but we ourselves are diversity. Diversity is intrinsic to humanity. Migration brings an extra dimension to it. Unlike her teacher, Heidegger, who sees mortality as basic condition of human life, Arendt puts the emphasis on natality. Any child that is born brings with herself a new and unique story. As such, any child is a newcomer, any individual is unique. Every one of us has a unique story to tell in our own words and through our own action in public. All stories are to be seen, heard, and understood in public settings. As a space for our lives, societies are then diverse by the very fact that they contain our lives and stories. This inclusive and participatory frame of mind is close to what Aristotle tells us about whishing each other well due to politics of friendship. Using Arendt’s insights, we can now link politics to freedom. In Arendt, freedom is “the direct aim of political action” as well as “the reason that men live together in political organization at all. Without it, political life as such would be meaningless. The raison d’être of politics is freedom, and its field of experience is action.” (Arendt 1977:145). To integrate is thus to reach freedom; the reason why people will be integrated and live together. 
Put together what we have learned from Aristotle and Arendt so far, integration is an ethos (Greek, custom or character, principles and ideals that guide a people or an epoch, manifested in aspirations and attitudes), an active way of living, thinking, and acting. It is a good life in freedom, friendship, and diversity; it is to thrive in one’s own way and live in an active manner. As Arendt (1958) would say, it is an active life or vita activa.[footnoteRef:17] Intercultural integration is thus an active life in friendship and freedom. As plurality embraces everybody, integration is a concern of all members of communities. In this way, we avoid racializing and essentialising interculturalism and diversity, since to live an active life in friendship is a common human aspiration that brings us together beyond being a migrant or a native-born. To put it in a simple way, intercultural integration is at work when people with different ethnicities, values, and cultural preferences enjoy the freedom to come together in public, as equals, non-violently and in friendship to discuss, argue, agree, disagree, judge, compromise and decide how to live a good life together and act accordingly; it is about co-creation of political and social reality and finding freedom in and through engagement and cooperation with others; making reality into what it is by participating in it. It is the use of language and words to reach common solutions to common problems and act together for the best of all.  [17:  Arendt defines vita activa in relation to vita contempletiva (a theoretical or contemplative life). While Aristotle gives primacy to the latter, Arendt reverses this primacy. ] 


Intercultural integration and language
So far, I have been trying to see integration as an ethos of friendship and relate it to the basic conditions of being human. The exclusive bound between migration and diversity was questioned by seeing diversity among basic human conditions. Diversified as we are by nature, we have no other option than integrate i.e., to learn to live together. As in our time, diversity manifests itself in different cultures’ co-existence in the same societies and globally, integration gets an intercultural character or ethos, besides an interpersonal one. These principles may seem like common sensical ideas and easy to realise in daily practices. However, as mentioned earlier, human beings are to learn basic conditions of the good life. In other words, integration does not happen automatically. It requires some proper efforts, knowledge, skills as well as favourable policies and external conditions, as mentioned earlier. As I suggest a practical approach to intercultural integration, the main question now is what must be in place for the principles of intercultural integration to be translated into practice? How can intercultural integration become possible? What policies facilitate and what policies constrain intercultural integration? Primarily, I was inspired by Aristotle, who suggests that intercultural policy makers must be tuned toward friendship, trust, and the common good and possess proper practical knowledge on how to act in ways that facilitate integration. Further, I was inspired by Arendt, who suggests that intercultural integration is an active life in freedom.[footnoteRef:18] Intercultural policymaking is thus to create preconditions for people to act in freedom and friendship; to have freedom so that they start anew.   [18:  One may say that given the kind of politics at work today, where chasing votes for personal gains is the main concern, intercultural policy is like a utopian dream. This may be true. We are, however, talking of a paradigm shift here, where the good life or the common good can become the main end of policymaking- an end that is reachable through acting together in trust and friendship.  ] 

As intercultural integration is about people with different backgrounds who act together in trust and friendship, let us start by the language in which they can communicate and understand each other. Language here is used in a broader sense of the narrative or the story about the world we want to make heard. That is what we may call a discourse constituting of statements. It is the way we use language to represent and describe phenomena in the world and talk about social events. A discourse frames the style we construct the socio-political reality. In this sense, intercultural integration can be considered as a discourse, a style of narrative by which we construct our reality. From a policy point of view, the point I would like to make is that policymakers exercise power through language. The language they use can either constrain intercultural integration or promote it. It can either create friendship, spaces for freedom that encourage participation and facilitate co-creation of our common world or prevent them. As a first step towards intercultural integration, we must ask ourselves what language do we use to represent issues of migration and integration? Is it a language of friendship, freedom, empowerment, and rights, or a discourse of fear and insecurity? Is migration described as a part of human condition since time immemorial or as a crime? Are we claiming absolute truth[footnoteRef:19]or are we open to listen, and change our story considering other people’s opinion?  [19:  For Arendt, politics is interpretation and opinion rather than universal truths. In politics, all opinions are important, and it is difficult to decide what is right and what is wrong. ] 

The current integration discourse is influenced by the market and nationalism. The discourse of the market brings with itself inequalities, discriminatory mechanisms, and power hierarchies at work in the market. It values notions such as measurable efficiency. The market influence makes that the current integration policies are scarcely sensitive to the requirements of friendship and the good life. Integration is seen as employment and migration is motivated by needs of the labour market instead of being part of human condition. Access to cheap labour becomes more important than the good life. Human life is reduced to bare life and freedom collapses into activities aimed at satisfaction of the basic needs of the individual. Migrants are reduced to labour beings and end up in precarious situations signified by un-freedom and increasing socio-economic gaps between migrants and host populations. Possibilities for acting together in friendship disappear and actions and speech become influenced by completion and hate. In Ardentian terminology, a human type stripped from political action and preoccupied only with basic human needs is called animal laborans; labouring humanity or humanity seen from the perspective of toil for daily needs and confined to the realm of necessities, a life in unfreedom. As political participation disappears, freedom, friendship, and related virtues such as trust, disappear with it and societies become segregated. It is not about people refusing to work, but work seen in the wider context of the good life. 
The rise of nationalism, on the other hand, brings with itself racism and hierarchies of inferiority and superiority among cultures and races endemic to it. It reduces the national story to a single story told from a single perspective, that of the cultural majority. It sees integration as assimilation, and it will see minority cultures dissolved into mainstream culture. It is thus violent, authoritative, closed, insensible to plurality, and unable to encourage friendship and trust among members of communities on equal basis so that people with different backgrounds can gather, discuss, judge, and decide without being stripped from their distinct identities. Put together, discourses of the market and nationalism want normalised and assimilated labouring beings stripped from their distinct cultures. Discourses of the market and nationalism function as segregating forces. They are contra productive and create gaps between people instead of bringing them together. Such a situation generates alienation and lack of belonging together and to the world. Through time, these discourses have disseminated into the body of societies and have become part of the everyday language. Through becoming part of everyday language, they structure the way people think about integration and supress other possible ways of talking about it. During the last 10 years, I have been going through hundreds of integration projects in the EU and Sweden. The language used in these projects shows a correspondence between the languages used at policymaking and project application levels.[footnoteRef:20]  [20:  https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2017/602003/IPOL_IDA(2017)602003_EN.pdf)] 

Contrary to market and nationalist stories, intercultural integration will bring a new beginning and a polyphonic story, told from a variety of perspectives. Based on plurality and freedom, it frames friendship and trust among people, where people wish each other well due to participation in politics. It is a frame story within which innumerable stories can be told.[footnoteRef:21] Integration policies become then sensitive to diversity of perspectives and conditions of the good life for all. Integration is then more than having a job and being subdued to the hegemony of the majority, without further freedom to engage with decision-making together with others. Discourses of the market and nationalism may seem charitable to the mainstream cultures. They endanger however social cohesion and sustainability by splintering members of communities into different categories.  [21:  We can use Thousand and One Night as a metaphor for intercultural integration. This intercultural work is just a frame story within which a thousand (a symbol for manifoldness) stories are told. An intercultural masterpiece of storytelling, it has started its journey in India, came to Persia and from there to the Arab world and finally to the West and influenced high and popular cultures globally.   ] 


Dialogue as the language of love  
To be clear, contrary to interculturalism and multiculturalism, I see diversity endemic to human conditions and integration as part of human life itself, a necessity for all societies regardless of the share of migrants in their populations. Of course, migration has an impact on diversity and integration. But this relationship is not exclusive, and integration of migrants and refugees can be seen in the lager context of integration of society in its entirety. Such an approach requires that we widen our scope and see integration in a new light, that of freedom and friendship. 
Among the problems related to multiculturalism, is the lack of interaction between the majority and ethnic minorities and consequently the segregated modes of being in segregated communities. As mentioned earlier, rightly conceived, intercultural integration can be a proper response to separatist tendencies. In previous section, I argued for a polyphonic story and a language of rights, interaction, friendship, trust, and participation as a condition for intercultural integration., I will now highlight the importance of political friendship as an integrational link between people and freedom and a space for acting together. Having learnt from Arendt that nothing human happens outside plurality, friendship as a mode of human relations, also occurs in plurality. As a mode of human relations, friendship also occurs in plurality. As friendship is a mode of trust, it improves community cohesion. Given friendship, people trust different interpretations of the world as they are created by free, friendly, and trusted others. They relate freely their own narrative with those of other and create a richness of culture, art, stories, and narratives, which are shared and experienced together with the trusting others. In this sense, one’s own freedom is conditioned by the freedom of the others. Properly understood, politics of trust and friendship can be conducted among free human beings so that we can hold each other responsible for how we live our life, for how we together orient ourselves in the world and in society. 
In 2008, Council of Europe published a White Paper on intercultural dialogue, where the notion of intercultural dialogue is defined “as an open and respectful exchange of views between individuals, groups with different ethnic, cultural, religious and linguistic backgrounds and heritage on the basis of mutual understanding and respect”.[footnoteRef:22] This definition nowadays enjoys the status of classical definition. The main concern of the White Paper is not “exchange of views” for its own sake. Rather it goes beyond itself and is used as a tool for democratic interaction and negotiating on how democracy, the rule of law, and human rights should be protected and applied. These are universal principles that provide the ground for living together in dignity (Council of Europe, 2008).   [22:  https://www.coe.int/t/dg4/intercultural/source/white%20paper_final_revised_en.pdf] 

While agreeing with this view of intercultural dialogue, I would like to bring new dimensions to it by connecting it to the notion of the good life as we learned from Aristotle. I also will connect it to Arendt’s notion of vita activa, a life signified by political action. Basically, dialogue has to do with practical use of language in human relations. It is language at work in human interactions, where two or more parts are involved. As such, language is a public phenomenon. It is dialogic[footnoteRef:23]  and polylogic. As was shown above, in Aristotle and Arendt, action, politics, freedom, and friendship generate an interconnected constellation of concepts necessary for finding the way to live a good life together in culturally diverse societies. Intercultural dialogue can find its proper place within this constellation if we relate it to the good life or to the freedom of the political sphere as Arendt would term it. While in segregated societies, togetherness is necessary evil related to the provision of necessities of the bare life, togetherness as integration is to enter the realm of freedom through human concern for the good life based on friendship. This mode of being is one of freedom in plurality, in which all can find their own language and voice.   [23:  Beside dialogue among human beings, Arendt sees thinking as “the soundless dialogue between me and myself” (1958). ] 

To put it clearly, togetherness manifests in the realm of necessity or in that of freedom. For it to contribute to the reorientation of integration, it must become operative in the realm of freedom, it must appear as dialogic and connected to plurality in the public realm of politics and action. Like Shakespeare, Arendt sees the world as a stage, a space of appearance, where human beings can appear for others. For her, to be human is to appear in public and “everything that appears in public can be seen and heard by everybody” (1958:50). It also is “the area where freedom appears and becomes visible to all” (1963:115). This appearance is an entrance into the human world “with word and deed”. In Arendt, word and action are “coeval and coequal, of the same rank and the same kind”. Arendt maintains that “we insert ourselves into the human world, and this insertion is like a second birth” (1958:). The first birth is an entrance into the bare or biological life (life common between humans and animals). This is togetherness in the sphere of necessity. The second birth is an entrance into the freedom of the public sphere because it is an entrance into the good life (life distinctly human). It is to appear in the public together with others and be seen and heard by all. As the public space is the sphere of freedom, togetherness within it transforms into integration as the good life that is a life in freedom. This transformation happens through deeds and words. It is dialogic. This can be said because dialogue encompasses deeds and words as “coeval and coequal”. Dialogue is in other words a mode of language in which words and deeds are interconnected. As a practical and public use of language, dialogue is an act of “give-and take” and as such it relates to the freedom of the political action to trust. Such a dialogic state of being, involves give-and-take as a gift-giving virtue beyond market-based transactions so characteristic of modern societies. In this sense, any newcomer, children as well as migrants and refugees, can receive the gifts of belonging and togetherness. They can, in their turn, become givers by integrating their stories into societies and contribute to their cultural and material richness; embrace societies’ diversity of values and narratives as a gift and give their own creativity in return.[footnoteRef:24] This can also be understood as destroying old values and creating new ones.  [24:  In his Zarathustra, Nietzsche has a very inspiring discussion of the gift-giving virtue. ] 

In integration as good life, people preserve their distinctness, while at the same time are an integrated part of a whole, the polity. As Arendt maintains, human life means “being among men [people]” (1958:176).  Further, as “the basic condition of both action and speech”, plurality is “equality and distinction” (1958:175). Plurality in this sense is the space in which what is distinct in the individuals and groups comes into relief. The fact that “human plurality is the paradoxical plurality of unique beings” (1958:176), regards both individuals and social groups. Integration does not mean that individuals or groups must leave their distinctness, but that they relate it to the plurality of other distinct individuals and groups. While equality makes the general condition under which we can communicate and understand each other across differences, distinctness makes unique speech and action of specific individuals and groups necessary for us to communicate and be understood. And this leads us to another aspect that I will bring to intercultural dialogue, namely its revelatory dimension. 
Dialogue is distinct from mere talk by virtue of its revelatory dimension in public sphere. Arendt writes: “In acting and speaking, men show who they are, reveal actively their unique personal identities” (1958:179).[footnoteRef:25] So, in dialogue, individuals have the courage to stand up for their position and take the risk of disclosing themselves publicly to the others who are different from and may disagree with them. Such a disclosure occurs based on togetherness and in plurality. It reveals the willingness to be with others, trust them and care about them. This quality of dialogue exposes not only the diversity of individual and group perspectives, it also sets the stage for interaction and articulation of agreement or disagreement among them. It manifests on what and why they agree or disagree, in what way they understand each other, what they expect and how they articulate it. In some sense, what becomes exposed for others in intercultural dialogue may be hidden from the persons themselves.[footnoteRef:26] As dialogue occurs in friendships, another feature of politics of the good life, this manifestation happens in trust. It is through friendship that people can involve in give- and – take relationships, discuss common issues, argue, judge, disagree, and decide together. It is indeed through such processes that members of polity can enact and sustain freedom and examine the relevance of their opinions to the good life and change them whenever needed.  [25:  In Arendt, it requires courage to participate, and she see “the virtue of courage as one of the most elemental political attitudes” (HC 35).]  [26:  Dialogue is based on togetherness and in a way that participants in dialogue disclose themselves: “This revelatory quality of speech and action comes to the fore where people are with others and neither for nor against them — that is, in sheer human togetherness. Although nobody knows whom he reveals when he discloses himself in deed or word, he must be willing to risk the disclosure” (Arendt, 1958:178).] 

	As mentioned, plurality, as conceived by Arendt, is constituent of human relations. Friendship in its turn is a specific mode of human relationships. Integration means that human beings shape togetherness into friendship in the same manner that they shape politics into friendship and wish each other well. Seen in this light, plurality is the space of friendship. In Arendt, political friendship appears in her broader notion of Amor mundi, love of the world. Generally speaking, the world is rendered human through discourse and language. As we saw, friendship was a multifaceted notion with multiple connections with politics, ethics, freedom, and the good life. The same can be said of amor mundi that goes beyond ordinary notion of love limited to affects and sentiments.[footnoteRef:27] It embraces notions of care, belonging and commitment to the world we live in despite differences, fears, sorrow, pains, horrors, and tragedies it may bring us. These phenomena give us reason to act and care for one another. Amor mundi also embraces togetherness in meeting one another in our plurality of cultures. That is to say that integration involves love, love for a world co-created by all and rendered humane through language as dialogic. [27:  Arendt was preoccupied with different kind of love eros, philia, agape, cupiditus, caritas, fraternitas, some destructive of politics, difference, and plurality. Amor mundi has to do with understanding and critical thinking, to dare to think about what we are doing.] 

Given what has been said, to be integrated is to belong to a world, love and share it with others in friendship and trust. Such a belonging relates to care and concern. It makes us care about “those who live with” us and be “concerned with the world as such” as the basis of our worldliness. Arendt (1958) uses the notion of worldliness to signify “having a world”. This world is a political one in which we orientate through the mode of deeds and words or dialogue and share a good life with the others. Being deprived of having a world is to disintegrate and lose one’s humanity proper. It is where the possibility of political speech, action and appearing in public is destroyed, together with the shared human world and togetherness. 

Agonistic dialogue, contest, and friendship
Important to keep in mind is that dialogue and integration, like any other social phenomena, take place in social contexts signified by asymmetrical power relations. As mentioned, in contemporary societies, human relations have assumed structures based on neoliberal domination and nationalism who splinter society rather than integrating them. In contemporary societies, there is no position outside this mode of social organisation that can represent the interests of all. Basically, human relationships are inevitably signified by power relations and people consciously or unconsciously use power, privileges, and discourses to dominate, exercise hegemony and suppress dissent. In current situation, people in power position often forget that they are talking from above. Instead, they pretend to speak for everyone, while they are speaking in their own interests. By contrast, minorities are aware of their talking from below. This discrepancy gives rise to different stories and world views. In the story from below, minorities are aware of discriminatory power structures preventing them from participating and acting politically; of becoming integrated in their own terms. The result is alienation or lack of belonging, to be deprived of having a world and loving it. It also means lack of friendship based on political action. Inequalities, discrimination, lack of access to proper housing, health care, education and employment, poverty and marginalisation are structural barriers to intercultural integration. In such a situation, dialogue itself can become normative, a means for imposing consensus in the majority’s terms, but camouflaging it as if it is conducted for the best of all. To achieve intercultural integration in situations signified by inequalities requires a dialogue agenda co-authored from majority and minority perspectives. In the status quo, such an agenda itself has become a subject for disagreement since those in power positions are used to determine the terms of dialogue and “invite” others to dialogue.  
Dialogue can be conducted in different modes. In this context, I can mention two most influential modes of dialogue. The one is the deliberative mode of dialogue influenced by Habermas and his theory of deliberative democracy. The other is the agonistic dialogue suggested by political theorists such as Chantal Moufful, Ernesto Laulau, Bonnie Honig, and William E. Connolly. While the former is rationally ordered, procedural, and consensus-oriented, the latter is based on the value of conflict for politics and the permanence of contest to human relations. Agonism comes from the Greek agon (contest, struggle). The core concern of agonistic dialogue is the plurality of notions of the good and the contest among them. Conflict is seen as constitutive for and perpetually present in human relations (Mouffe, 2005). The aim of agonistic dialogue is thus not consensus and conflict eliminating but to use conflict as a constructive force. Seen in this perspective, good governance of culturally diverse societies is to affirm “the diversity of conceptions of the good, not as something negative that should be suppressed but as something to be valued and celebrated” (Mouffe 1996:8). Accordingly, in agonistic dialogue “ideas might be fought” but the others’ “right to defend those ideas is not to be questioned” (Mouffe, 2013:7). A basic feature of agonism, relevant in this context, is that in agonism “others are not seen as enemies to be destroyed but as adversaries whose ideas might be fought” (Mouffe, 2013:7). For this to happen “a democratic society requires a debate about possible alternatives, and it must provide political forms of collective identification around clearly differentiated democratic positions” (Mouffe, 2005:30–31). When it comes to conflict among group positions, agonism is closer to multiculturalism, while deliberative dialogue is closer to interculturalism. 
Agonistic dialogue can be explained by the fact that the position of any speaker is always influenced by multiple factors such as class, race, ethnicity, gender and so on. This means that individuals and groups live in specific ways. They see the world from distinct perspectives, and experience oppression in special ways in virtue of their social position. Traditionally, there has been authoritative centre of truth, a logos like God’s word or an eternal essence of things or the like that has functioned as the basis of unity. In democratically organised and culturally diverse societies, at issue is a plurality of values such as equality and distinction. Equality is the bedrock of democratic interaction and dialogue. Distinction, in its turn, is the enacting of equality by any individual and group. Here, authority is grounded on the plurality of unique voices who communicate, interact and live together in friendship. This is to be distinct and together with others at the same time, agree and contest for the best of the polity. 
Now moving on to the relationship between agonistic and deliberative forms of dialogue. What is the relationship between agonistic dialogue and friendship? Are they exclusive or they can be used together? While there is, it seems, a logic of either-or at work, between the use of the two modes of dialogue, I would like to argue for a logic of both-and. To my view, we can use the one or the other or both modes together depending on different life situations instead of necessarily choosing only one. I agree that there are essential differences between the two with regard to reasonability and rational methods of deliberative dialogue, and its orientation toward consensus and the agonistic dialogue’s focus on constructive conflict and agonistic competition among ideas. However, I do not believe in the purity of these notions; we can find elements of the one in the other. They can change or be modified, combined, and become stronger tools. Rationality and consensus are partial as regard with deliberative dialogue. Conflicts and competition are also partial. Human beings cannot be purely rational, as deliberative dialogue wants us, or purely emotional and conflictual as it is claimed in agonism. There are always grey zones between forms of dialogue, where we can borrow elements from each one and use them in our daily practices. Dialogic relations between these two modes of dialogue must be possible. There are degrees of conflict and consensus. People may be in conflict in one zone but have consensus in others. They can disagree in one field but agree in others. Indeed, agonists must agree on a common ground for adversaries to fight each other’s idea and recognize each other’s right to defend their ideas. Agonist and deliberative camps can agree on the necessity of a general infrastructure for dialogue; attitudes of friendship and trust to engage with the diversity of perspectives. 
When it comes to friendship, Mouffe (2013) modifies friend and enemy distinction, seen as the essence of the political by Carl Schmitt. She replaces it by the distinction between us and them and the conflictual tensions between the two. She argues that antagonism between us and them can be transformed into agonism.  
In a working agonistic approach, enemies are converted into adversaries and antagonistic sentiments are transformed into agonistic ones. It must be possible to transform the antagonism between forms of dialogue and create relationships signified by perpetual interplay between contest and consensus. As a result of this interplay, contestation can attain an affirmative dimension, and consensus can be related to contestation. The point that I am trying to make is that on some occasions, we need antihegemonic dialogue to challenge authoritative efforts of those in power to impose their agenda on dialogic interactions. While at the same time, deliberative dialogue can facilitate democratic interaction, friendship, and trust. The focal point does not need to be forms of dialogue in themselves but the empowering outcome of dialogue. The aim is not consensus or conflict in themselves, but the creative interplay between the two that can enable the oppressed people to regain their agency and act politically through resisting domination and hegemony. Used in this way, different forms of dialogue can converge in preserving and enhancing pluralism, concord, cohesion, and stability by using constructive and deconstructive potentials of contestation and deliberation. Such dialogues can subvert the binary opposition based on the place of birth and cultural affiliation, since there are no such things as essences of foreigners and natives. In integrational process signified by friendship these two categories can transgress boundaries in ways that can transform both sides.  
As an event of world historical importance, we can mention the way Nelson Mandela transformed his enemies to adversaries. From a leader engaged in an armed struggle, he changed position and became a leader engaged in dialogue with his former enemies and put them in the position of adversaries. In such a complicated process, we can see traces of both agonistic and deliberative strategies. 

Dialogue, integration, and nationalism
If we look at the issue of integration in this practical mode, we realise that today, at a cultural level, the antagonistic conflict is not between interculturalism and multiculturalism. This conflict is agonistic and between adversaries that challenge each other’s ideas. The antagonistic cultural conflict is between interculturalism on the one side and nationalism and far right populism on the other. The latter are indeed the main obstacles in the way of intercultural integration. The terms of this conflict are determined by a nationalist separatism on the one side and a dialogic governance of cultural diversity on the other. Nationalism causes violence and separatism that concern societies as whole and endangers democratic, interaction and social cohesion. Indeed, nationalist ambitions go far beyond migration, although it may use migration as its starting point. Nationalism has not been caused by migration so that it will vanish when migration is stopped.[footnoteRef:28]  [28:  Nationalism is indeed much stronger in countries like Hungary and Poland with few migrants.] 

A basic obstacle to intercultural integration is violence. The rise of far-right populism has increased hate speech, violence, and the use of non-democratic political means. As a friendly mode of acting in freedom and equality, intercultural dialogue means to engage with others publicly and non-violently. As Arendt (1958) maintains “violence is mute” and destroys human capacity for speech and political action. To engage in intercultural dialogue encompasses the capability to restore speech and political action by manifesting togetherness in belonging, friendship, love, and trust. It is the space where the gift-giving comes in, a virtue that Nietzsche considers as the highest virtue. Today, when humanity is reduced to homo economicus (economic man), a rationally calculative being (an entrepreneur) whose concern is maximising profit and self-interests, to bring into qualities like friendship, care and gift-giving is to question standards of economic man. 
Nationalism involves an ethos of aggression, fear, and hostility due to lack of knowledge of the other. Such a frame of mind is opposed to intercultural integration as the informed ethos of friendship and trust. As we saw, in Aristotle, human beings are political animals per definition. Friendship and politics are intertwined, and friends are mutually aware of each others’ friendly attitudes and trust each other accordingly, since they know that to participate in politics of friendship is to wish each other well on an informed basis. Further, a main feature of political participation is to think. It is to speak and act in informed ways that lead to the love of the world. To function well in such a world, the individuals are to acquire intellectual virtues necessary for a good character. Intercultural integration can thus offer resources to challenge the rising nationalism in Europe and counteract it at a fundamental level. To see integration as a concern of society in its entirety is to protect it from nationalist hostility and splintering. Such processes require both deliberative and agonistic strategies as conflict-solving tools. To meet the nationalism challenge, we need a restructuring of power configurations in society in a way that defy white domination and enables migrants to attain agency and participate in politics with freedom and friendship. This requires, as Nancy Frazer (2003) claims, more than respect for and recognition of different identities. It requires redistribution of resources as well.

Intercultural competencies- proper practical knowledge
A basic problem with regard to integration is the discrepancies between what people say they will do or are doing and how they actually act. As participant in dialogical processes, any individual has inherited values, norms and knowledge that are part of one’s cultural heritages. They are unarticulated values that trough the times have withdrawn into the background and become parts of one’s tacit knowledge. They become an integrated part of the way we use words and act in public. They are simply taken-for-granted ideas and norms that may block genuine intercultural friendship and interaction. A first step toward a functioning intercultural dialogue is to direct a critical gaze towards our own take-for-granted values and investigate how they may block genuine communication. A willingness to revise them and create alternative understanding of our own reality together with trusting others, are basic preconditions for intercultural dialogue. In the European contexts, there are rich and implicit heritages of colonialism and racism blocking genuine dialogue among migrated and European-born parts of population. As part of our efforts to make intercultural integration possible, it is a political and ethical task to make these heritages explicit and combat them. Even though the foundation of the European welfare was laid in colonial times, colonialism is not a thing of the past but rather still active at present. Following this train of through, intercultural integration brings to the front heritages of the past, examines them in the light of the challenges of the present and concerns of the future. It requires us to think anew about the kind of the human beings we want to be, the kind of society we want to belong and the kind of life we want to live. It requires intercultural qualities as explored above to reinterpret the past, mobilise intellectual and material resources of the present to bring about a better future. Overcoming hindrances in the way of such efforts enlivens the hope for a democracy to come, as Nietzsche would say. 
Intercultural integration is relational. It is at work while people are engaged in relationships of friendship, trust and dialogue and it disappears whenever these engagements come to an end. Seen in this light, intercultural capacity building is a necessary empowering action. To reach desired impacts, this kind of efforts must be co-designed by all stakeholders. They must be outlined in a manner that enables people to participate, act and interact on structural and continuous basis. For people to be able to come together in public settings and in an informed manner, is to defy misinformation and populist propaganda. When the individuals engage and join others, not only do they change but also are enabled to act in friendship and for the benefit of the polity. Here, power is relational, democratic, and horizontal instead of being vertical and hegemonic. As we know since Foucault, power emerges from people joining to speak with each other and interact. Acting together makes people feel that they together can transform their world and improve the quality of their life; change institutional structures that oppress them; transform power structures that constrain equal interaction. Giving birth to such a state of affairs, intercultural integration can provide a new beginning for the individuals, beginning anew in a new life situation. This new beginning can be both literary when it relates to people in movement and metaphoric when it concerns everybody who participates and act. “To act, in its most general sense, means to take an initiative, to begin (as the Greek word archein, “to begin,” “to lead,” and eventually “to rule,” indicates), to set something into motion (which is the original meaning of the Latin agere)”, writes Arendt (1958:177). To begin anew literary and metaphorically enhances the sense of empowerment. It is to reorient and afresh together. It strengthens the link between people who begin to see their communities anew and participate in common decision-making and see themselves as part of a wholeness they have created together. Such a culture of freedom, friendship, love, and belonging is a move away from alienation and loneliness in contemporary societies. This style of life requires not only intercultural capacities, but also a practical wisdom, a good power of judgement and sensitivity for daily life situations in culturally diverse communities. 
Nowadays, it has become common to develop manuals and toolkits[footnoteRef:29] for intercultural dialogue and interaction. Certainly, these manuals can teach correct behaviours. However, as we all know, the real life is much messier than neat reality constructed in many manuals. It requires more than a set of standardised responses and polite phrases. Intercultural qualities of human relations are not reducible to a set of standardised behaviours or sets of rules to be applied. Sometimes, the most correct behaviour cannot connect people. Studies show that superficial trainings and manuals can essentialize cultural difference. To encounter the culturally other requires a power of judgement that no manual can teach. [29:  Equalcity Newsletter August (iom.int)] 

There are no universal rules valid in all intercultural situations. How to encounter the other in everyday life changes all the time. How we should act depends on different complex contexts. Making a judgement in different situations involves being here and now without having a fixed set of universal rules. This is what is meant by a judgement. It is when you have no universal rules but only particulars. It is challenging to decide based on deep uncertainty about whether it is right or wrong. One has however to decide. In this respect, interculturalism can offer better tools than multiculturalism, since it opens a greater space for dialogue, criticism and deciding together, and thus for things to be seen from many perspectives, those of minorities and that of the majority. In this manner, interculturalism can promote mutual understanding, mutual learning, and empathy. Interculturalism is then a horizontal way of looking at human affairs and an advance over integration policies that start with a majority vista from above. Politics is forming opinions and making a decision which is thought to be the best decision under certain circumstances. 
To come to terms with the problem of uncertainty of daily life, inspired by Nietzsche, Arendt (1958) sees making and keeping promises as creating certainty amid uncertainty. [footnoteRef:30] Arendt sees the future as an “ocean of uncertainty”. Making and keeping promises is to create “islands of security” (Arendt, 1958: 244) amid this uncertainty. To make and keep promises is thus another quality of the good life that assures stability of human relationships. In a Kantian manner, Arendt sees making and keeping promises as a human faculty and writes: “The remedy for unpredictability, for the chaotic uncertainty of the future, is contained in the faculty to make and keep promises.” She continues: “… binding oneself through promises, serves to set up in the ocean of uncertainty, which the future is by definition, islands of security without which not even continuity, let alone durability of any kind, would be possible in the relationships between men” (1958:237). The establishment of mutual commitments through making and keeping promises links people together and becomes an integrating force. As such, to promise, keep promises and realise them is intrinsic to politics and crucial to the good life as it “arises directly out of the will to live together with others in the mode of acting and speaking” (1958:264). Living such a mode of human relationships establishes mechanisms that make the feature more predictable. In this sense, politics is making promises and sticking to them to make the future predictable as one in friendship. Diversity may cause a sense of uncertainty and unpredictability of the future, but it also brings resources for predictability provided our “will to live together with others in the mode of action and speech” (1958:246). The promise to live a good life together with others is strong enough to bring together, commit and provide the strength to stick to it and realise it.  [30:  According to Nietzsche “To breed an animal which is able to make promises" is "the real problem of human beings" (Nietzsche, 1994: 38).] 


Safe meeting places
In previous sections, I discussed intellectual and ethical virtues, sentiments, and attitudes necessary for individuals and groups to engage in intercultural dialogue and become the agencies of intercultural integration. It was also emphasised that there are structural prerequisites for intercultural integration beyond the possibilities of any individual. Generally, there must be an infrastructure for democratic interaction and participations. Among other things, intercultural integration requires meeting places and spaces for dialogue, where people can safely involve in group situations and interact as equals. Generally, the public sphere must be a place of freedom to appear and interact. The public space indeed belongs to all rather than to a specific group who can invite others to dialogue and participation. This attitude of inviting others already creates an imbalance in power relations.
Art and art institutions such as theatres, libraries and museums can play an important role in intercultural integration. They can become spaces where freedom is enacted by all as the basis of human rights. On the one hand, UN universal declaration of human rights recognises equal participation in cultural and scientific life for everybody (§27). It is thus part of public authorities’ responsibility to systematically protect and promote this universal right. In a human right-based approach, public authorities are to take all actions needed to ensure that members of communities can participate in the cultural life. On the one hand, art itself can be a creative perspective on the world through which people can be enabled to transcend their own perspective and see the world from the perspective of the other, a basic requirement for intercultural integration. Arts can be a way toward life qualities like self-fulfilment and creating meaning and significance in one’s life. Within the arts, interculturality and exchange of ideas and styles are the rule. Great works of art go beyond cultural boundaries and demonstrate what is universal in human culture. Works of art bring people together across cultures by creating intercultural examples of human excellence, thoughts and deeds that can be followed beyond cultural boundaries. 
In the segregated European cities of today, art venues can offer unique spaces for people to meet and engage in intercultural exchanges. In the political landscape of today, with its obsession with migration as a danger to the European culture, intercultural art events can offer members of the majority culture opportunity to meet minorities and understand that cultural pluralism is not a threat to their culture. Cultural pluralism puts no demand on the members of the majority to abandon their own culture or values; rather it offers host communities a much richer culture embracing contributions made by both the majority and minorities, a manifestation of the cultural wealth of societies. To become interculturally competent is to value art and cultural expressions beyond divisions of the majority and minorities. Such a possibility depends on ethnically mixed communities and mixed recruitment policies of public bodies. Intercultural dialogue and exchange at the level of art can function as a first step for intercultural dialogue at interpersonal, community, organisational, institutional, and international levels. Viewed in this way, interculturalism can become a new beginning in the debate of integration that counteracts racism, nationalism, assimilationism and segregation. 
  
Conclusion
I started by an account of differences and similarities between interculturalism and multiculturalism as two integration paradigms and their key concerns. The main question that immediately came to my mind was what is at stake beyond paradigmatic divides concerning integration. And this question led me to the notion of the good life as a common human aspiration and concern. The good life as a frame around human qualities such as friendship, trust, freedom and belonging. I chose to speak in these terms rather than the discourse of inclusion and exclusion since the latter assumes an inside populated mainly by native-born (white people) and an outside (mainly migrants). The inside is the realm of goodness while the outside is that of evil. For integration problems to be solved, it is enough for those outside to enter the realm of inside or become included. In the real-world, things are however much more complicated than this black and white worldview. The inside is a world of class and gender inequalities as well the colonial heritages. It is a world of neoliberal market economy and its endemic inequalities, where some “insiders” are in precarious situations. For the “outsiders” to be included is at best to become assimilated, normalised, and conformed to the established values and norms of the inside and be part of the “insider” precariat. My choice to speak through a constellation of concepts connected to the notion of the good life is to suggest that integration should be a transformative process, encompassing insiders and outsiders alike. It should be a transformation from the confinements of the bare life toward the freedom of a life in friendship, trust and belonging, tuned towards the common good that lets all people become part of a wholeness that works for the best of all. 
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