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Introduction 
This Toolkit has arisen out of the Everyday Integration 
project undertaken in Bristol, which has sought 
to develop a fresh approach to integration. Our 
approach is based on the fundamental insight 
that integration primarily happens in the routine 
practices and exchanges of everyday life, and that 
understanding and supporting such ‘everyday 
integration’ requires us to adopt a radically more 
localised and bottom-up perspective.

The Toolkit aims to set out the Everyday Integration 
approach and its key principles but, more importantly, 
it aims to provide a generalised method, a conceptual 
framework and set of tools which other places can 
relatively easily pick up – in whole or in part – to apply 
an Everyday Integration lens to their own town or city.

What follows will set out some of the background to, 
and thinking behind, this approach. The Toolkit itself 
will then set out the key principles of the Everyday 
Integration perspective and a three-stage method for 
applying it, which we believe any town or city can 
appropriate and apply to their particular local context.

At each stage of this method, we set out ‘what’ we are 
trying to do, and ‘how’ we can do this, including the 
tools we can apply at each stage. At each stage of this 
method, participatory processes or structures will be 
placed in a central role, in keeping with the bottom-
up approach being pursued.

The Toolkit is aimed at all those who are interested 
in how integration works, or doesn’t work, in their 
town or city; at all those with an active interest in 
supporting inclusive, integrated places. We expect it 
will be most appropriate for cities and large towns in 
the UK.

We expect that local authorities will be the most likely 
instigators of an Everyday Integration approach and 
therefore the primary users of the Toolkit, because 
they have the capacity and convening power 
necessary to coordinate different local stakeholders in 
applying this approach.

However, because our perspective is grounded in the 
knowledge that already exists in our communities, 
the individuals and community groups who are the 
custodians of that knowledge will always have a 
central role to play in it. As such, this Toolkit will be 
something that can be drawn upon and engaged with 
by a much wider set of civil society actors.

We hope the Toolkit is of use and interest to all those 
who read it. 
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Why integration?

Integration has always been a contested term, one 
which has been taken to mean different things by 
different people. As such, it has been used as a tag to 
describe various policy agendas, each with its own 
interpretation of what integration is and who should 
be the focus of integration policies. 

We want to argue that approaches to integration 
have too often been: i.) focused predominantly on 
supposedly ‘unintegrated’ minorities and marginalised 
groups; ii.) driven by national policy agendas which 
don’t adequately take local context into account; and 
iii.) top-down by nature, seeking to, as it were, impose 
integration on people from above. 

An association with these policy features has led 
to a wholesale rejection of the term integration 
by some. We can seek to replace ‘integration’ 
with different words, but these don’t necessarily 
capture what we are seeking to describe when 
we talk about integration. The word ‘inclusion’, for 
instance, successfully avoids some of the negative 
connotations associated with integration, but it 
doesn’t capture the agency of integration. To ‘be 
included’ is passive; it is a description of a state of 
affairs. ‘Integration’ describes an ongoing, active 
process (not a state of affairs) consisting of everyday 
practices and exchanges which require our active 
participation. It seems to us this is what we want to 
capture by using the term integration. 

Furthermore, these everyday practices that sit behind 
the term integration continue to mean something 
to people. In 2017 when a team at the University 
of Bristol convened a series of workshops with 
community groups, citizens, and other stakeholders 
to discuss the challenges posed by Brexit for Bristol, 
conversations about uncertainty, youth, racism, 
precarity, and mobility repeatedly returned to issues 
of integration. People talked about feeling separated 
by social, economic, spatial, and political barriers, but 
also about ‘good practices’, meaningful connections, 
and mobility across Bristol’s diverse communities.

We therefore wanted to find an approach to 
integration that incorporated these aspirations, but 
that avoided falling into the traps of stigmatising 
certain groups, being nationally-driven and top-down. 
Our solution is this ‘Everyday Integration’ approach 
and method. It is an approach that builds on, but 
takes further, some recent trends in integration that 
are already being undertaken by many community 
and civil society groups and enlightened local 
government.

Everyday Integration:  
a fresh approach 

Our approach to integration starts with the basic 
insight that integration takes place primarily in the 
routine practices, mobilities and exchanges of 
everyday life: at the school gates, at the workplace, in 
the neighbourhood cafes or events at the community 
centre. Integration always begins at a local level. 

And such integration cannot happen by fiat. 
Therefore, we seek to understand integration from 
this perspective; from the perspective of those 
who are actually doing the work of creating more 
integrated places in the course of their everyday lives. 
Integration is bottom-up.

Integration is an everyday affair, but the forces that 
shape these local interactions are complex and 
multi-dimensional. The possibilities for everyday 
integration are constrained or enabled by structural 
and institutional factors that go well beyond what 
has traditionally been considered ‘integration policy’. 
Therefore, we seek to better understand the social, 
economic, spatial and civic mobilities, or immobilities, 
which can either help or hinder these everyday 
exchanges. 

Economic factors like conditions of employment can 
affect, among many other things, the time people 
have for meaningful exchange with family, friends 
and others. Social ills like racism, discrimination, and 
prejudice can make people feel afraid, insecure, and 
uncertain. Legal constraints like immigration statuses 
and civic constraints like overcrowded schools can 
make it difficult for some people to secure access 
to resources and participate in civic life. And spatial 
constraints like inadequate transport links or rising 
travel costs can limit people’s mobility.

Rather than starting with people as the problem 
integration is trying to fix, we start with things that 
get in the way of – and sometimes enable - the 
everyday practices of integration. In this sense then 
integration can no longer be seen as being about 
particular groups, about those who are integrated 
and those who are not integrated. Rather, it involves 
everyone who lives in, passes through, connects with, 
and engages in the local contexts and practices of 
everyday integration. This integration is fully inclusive. 

In this way we have arrived at a definition of everyday 
integration and three key principles of our approach, 
which in turn serve as our parameters and criteria for 
understanding and enabling everyday integration. 

Everyday Integration is an assortment of everyday 
practices and mobilities that facilitate meaningful 
exchange in local contexts.

The Everyday Integration approach is:

1. Inclusive - it involves everyone, and invests 
responsibility for integration with everyone.

2. Local - it is local because integration begins at a 
local level, and the everyday practices and exchanges 
of integration always have a local and place-specific 
dimension. 

3. Bottom up - it is bottom-up because everyday life is 
where all this begins; we work with, and draw on the 
knowledge of, the people who do the actual work of 
everyday integration. 

We expand on this approach and these three key 
elements on page 8.

Taken together, integration is inclusive, local, and 
bottom-up. It begins with the routine inclusionary 
practices of everyday life, but there are things that 
get in the way of these practices. The question then 
becomes, what are the barriers that get in the way of 
this everyday integration and enablers that sustain it? 
What can institutions, organisations and all those who 
have some power over our everyday environment 
do to remove those barriers and promote those 
enablers? And what can we do to assist them and 
hold them to account in doing this? 

Our approach seeks to identify ways in which local 
government, community organisations, and local 
businesses can facilitate these everyday practices, 
exchanges and mobilities that make up integration 
and help remove the barriers that get in the way of 
them.

These questions in fact form the basis for the three-
stage method that we will set out in this Toolkit. 
Because of the bottom-up approach that we want 
to take, participatory processes or structures will play 
a central role at each stage of our method and be a 
constant theme in the application of this approach. 
Our aim is not to design an integration policy but an 
integration process. This underlies the key aspects 
of our method and in particular how we continue to 
monitor and nurture the change we want to see. 
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The Everyday Integration project  
in Bristol 

The Everyday Integration project is a 2019-2022 
Research Council funded collaboration between 
the University of Bristol, Bristol City Council, and 39 
Community Partners representing different interests 
and communities across the city. 

Bristol’s unique combination of post-immigration 
diversity, large transient student population, areas 
of deprivation in the centre and outlying estates, 
history of social unrest and protest, and vibrant arts 
and music scene make it a critical site for thinking 
creatively about integration. This project has therefore 
sought to develop and apply an Everyday Integration 
analysis to Bristol. 

In the first part of the project, we researched the 
everyday contexts of integration in Bristol. We started 
from the question: What challenges and opportunities 
do everyday practices, mobilities, and exchanges 
across and within Bristol pose for integration? In order 
to answer this, we developed an innovative, multi-
method research design to seek to understand how 
integration works, or doesn’t, across different spaces 
and across the diverse communities that make up 
Bristol.

The research we were actually able to undertake was 
significantly constrained by Covid-19, but through 
a city-wide survey, neighbourhood interviews and 
workshops with community partners, we were able to 
gain a multi-layered picture of everyday integration in 
Bristol. This produced a ‘bottom-up’ evidence base for 
how integration works (and doesn’t work) in Bristol. At 
every stage our community partners helped us think 
through our methods and reflect on our findings.

The Bristol Integration Framework

Having assembled our evidence base with our 
community partners, we then engaged them in 
looking at these findings, identifying some of the most 
important challenges and formulating interventions 
to address them. This formed the basis of a flexible 
Integration Framework through which knowledge 
from varied communities could continue to be drawn 
on and used to support everyday integration in Bristol.  

The Framework proposes loose but durable structures 
that enable us to continue to identify the barriers 
to integration and the best practices of integration, 
channelling the knowledge we have in our varied 
communities in a way that enables bespoke ongoing 
interventions to support the practices, mobilities and 
exchanges of everyday integration.  

From Framework to Toolkit

We believe that the Everyday Integration project has 
provided a valuable blueprint to help shape thinking 
about integration in other places in the UK as well, 
and in a way that is complementary to, and can add 
a new dimension to, existing work on integration, 
inclusion, and cohesion.

The Framework was developed for Bristol, by and 
with partners specific to Bristol. However, every place 
is different. The Everyday Integration Toolkit is our 
attempt to capture the essence of our approach in 
a way that can be generalised and applied in other 
towns and cities across the UK. The Toolkit provides 
a conceptual framework, a generalised method and 
a set of tools that we believe other places might be 
able to relatively easily pick up – in whole or in part – 
and apply to their particular local contexts to better 
support that work of everyday integration that we are 
all undertaking in the course of our day-to-day lives. 

We expect the Everyday Integration approach and 
this Toolkit to be most useful and applicable to 
cities and large towns in the UK. Our hope is that 
mayors, local authorities, civil society organisations, 
researchers and practitioners might find in this Toolkit 
an approach, and ideas and suggestions which 
they can relatively easily adopt to inform their own 
practice. More generally, it may also be of interest to 
those researching, thinking about, and writing about 
integration and related issues.  

The Toolkit
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The Everyday  
Integration Method 
From the principles of the Everyday Integration 
approach, we have developed an Everyday Integration 
method which we believe any place could follow and 
apply to their town or city in order to understand, 
support and enable everyday integration. 

The process involves three key stages:

1. Understanding everyday integration – 
understanding how integration works, or 
doesn’t work (the enablers and the barriers), in a 
particular place in the course of everyday lives, 
drawing on a wide range of sources, not least the 
thoughts and insights of those who live in this 
place. 

2. Finding the levers for change – identifying 
interventions, policies or practices that can 
facilitate everyday integration and the institutions 
or organisations that hold the levers to make this 
happen.

3. Monitoring and nurturing change – 
considering how to assess the progress of 
interventions, enable ongoing feedback and 
accountability. 

The method follows closely from the principles of 
the Everyday Integration approach. It is local not 
only in the sense that is focused on a particular 
town or city, but because it pursues a multi-layered 
approach which encompasses both city-wide and 
neighbourhood level integration. It is inclusive 
because it seeks to involve everyone, with a particular 
focus on the most marginalised groups. And it is 
bottom-up because it begins and ends with the 
knowledge and input of those who do the work 
of integration in their everyday lives. At each stage, 
participatory processes or structures will play a central 
role.

The following sections of this toolkit talk you through 
this method, at each stage of the method showing 
WHAT we are seeking to do and HOW we might go 
about it (i.e. the tools we might use). 

Who is applying this method? 

Before we continue, a quick word on WHO might 
be putting this method into practice. This is an open 
question, but we recognise that local authorities are 
most likely to be the instigators and convenors of a 
process like this. However, the Everyday Integration 
approach is founded on the knowledge that already 
exists in our local communities, and the individuals 
and community organisations who are the custodians 
of that knowledge. At each stage therefore, the 
method is one of collaboration and co-creation with 
these community partners. It can never be just an 
internal policymaking process. 

Therefore, when we talk about the ‘we’ that is putting 
this method into practice, we are thinking of not 
just the convenors and lead actors (including some 
kind of project team), but all the various community 
partners that are active participants and co-owners in 
this process. The HOW in each stage of our method 
will make clearer who some of these partners are and 
how this might work. 

The Everyday  
Integration approach 
Before we go through the Toolkit, let us first re-
state the Everyday Integration approach and three 
key principles it is founded on. These principles 
inform every stage of the method we are about to 
set out. We also suggest using them as parameters 
and criteria for an approach to understanding and 
enabling integration in your town or city.   

Everyday integration is an assortment of everyday 
practices and mobilities that facilitate meaningful 
exchange in local contexts.

Therefore, we seek to understand integration from 
this perspective; from those who are actually doing 
the work of creating more integrated places in the 
course of their everyday lives, understanding the 
local contexts in which that takes place and involving 
everyone. Accordingly, the Everyday Integration 
approach is founded on three key principles:

Inclusive

The Everyday Integration approach is inclusive, 
because it involves everyone. It is not focused on 
particular groups, or considerations of which groups 
might be more or less integrated. It is focused equally 
on all those engaging in the practices, mobilities, and 
exchanges of everyday integration. The responsibility 
for, and benefits of, integration rest with everyone 
equally. 

Local 

The Everyday Integration approach is local, because 
this is where integration begins – in the day-to-day 
lives of people, not on a national stage. Its value is 
most likely to be recognised and understood locally, 
but is often invisible to national policymakers. Not 
only does integration happen at a local level, but it is 
always shaped by the specifics of place; it always has 
a very specific, localised context. 

Bottom-up

The Everyday Integration approach is bottom-up, 
because integration begins, and often ends, with the 
work of integration that we all do in our everyday 
lives, as we connect with others in meaningful and 
productive ways in a variety of different everyday 
contexts. In this, we are all the agents of our own 
and others’ integration. Therefore, when seeking to 
understand and enable this integration, we must do 
so from this perspective; from the bottom-up, feeding 
up knowledge from individuals and communities as 
to what enables and gets in the way of integration 
and co-creating solutions and ongoing systems of 
feedback with them. 
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Stage One:  
Understanding  
everyday integration
In Stage One we start by wanting to understand 
how integration works, or doesn’t work, in people’s 
everyday lives. Before considering how we can do 
this, let’s consider in more detail what we are looking 
for and some examples of the types of things we 
might find. 

WHAT we want to understand 

We want to understand better the everyday practices, 
exchanges and mobilities that are the building blocks 
of integration. Central to this will be understanding 
what aids and what gets in way of integration, 
from the perspective of people doing the ‘work’ of 
integration in the course of their day-to-day lives. 

In this section we will start by setting out what will 
be the fundamental elements of understanding – the 
enablers of and barriers to everyday integration. 

We will then highlight a number of different ‘lenses’ 
which can be valuable tools for understanding 
everyday integration, what enables it and what gets in 
its way. These are:

• The different places of integration or levels 
at which integration can take place (e.g., 
neighbourhood level, city-level) 

• The different dimensions of integration (e.g., 
social, economic, civic, spatial) 

• The different policy spheres that everyday 
integration can have implications for 

• The economic sectors that can have important 
impacts on integration 

• Potential cross-cutting issues that may emerge

These different ‘lenses’ are not intended to be a 
prescriptive list, nor an exacting set of exercises to be 
followed to the letter. Rather, they are presented as a 
set of conceptual tools we can apply when seeking, 
in conjunction with our community partners, to 
understand everyday integration in our town and city. 
You may find some of them more or less useful, or 
more or less applicable, than others, and should feel 
free to pick and choose accordingly. 

Enablers and barriers to integration  
At the most basic level, what we are looking for are 
‘the enablers’ and ‘the barriers’ to everyday integration. 
These form the fundamental elements of our analysis.  

• Enablers – any policies, practices, places, spaces, 
organisations, infrastructure, cultures or anything 
else that facilitate, aid and make easier everyday 
integration. 

• Barriers – any policies, practices, places, spaces, 
organisations, infrastructure, cultures or anything 
else that impede, hamper and make harder 
everyday integration.

In this, we should be aware that it is likely that 
enablers and barriers may be different in different 
places (see below on ‘Places of integration’). 
Furthermore, we should remember at all times that, 
even in the same place, enablers and barriers are 
likely to be different for, or experienced differently by, 
different groups of people. 

Figure 1 sets out some generic examples of what 
barriers to, and enablers of, integration might be; here 
placed in approximate relation to different dimensions 
of integration (see below). Through the approach set 
out in the HOW of Stage One, we will arrive at our 
own version of Figure 1, or an equivalent of. 

Places of integration: Neighbourhood-level and 
city-level 
There are many different contexts for everyday 
integration, from the domestic, to the street and 
neighbourhood level, to the city-level. As such, an 
Everyday Integration method must take a multi-scalar 
approach to integration. However, for the sake of 
practicality, when thinking about integration within 
our town or city, it is worth paying particular attention 
to integration both at the neighbourhood-level and at 
the city-level. 

• City-level integration – the degree to which 
people enjoy mobility across the city and have 
interactions with a wide range of people, and the 
ability to participate in civic and cultural life across 
the town or city in which they live. 

• Neighbourhood level integration – the degree 
to which people enjoy mobility around the 
neighbourhood and have interactions with a wide 
range of people, and the ability to participate in 
civic and cultural life in the neighbourhood they 
live in. 

In each context, when we are seeking to understand 
everyday integration, it is worth bearing in mind 
this distinction, and when we identify enablers and 
barriers to integration to be clear if these apply to 
neighbourhood-level, city-level integration, or both. 
This is important because when we come to think 
about levers for change, some areas of policy and 
some institutions may be more pertinent to one than 
the other. 

It is also worth being aware that integration at 
these different levels may well be at odds with and 
even in tension with one another to some degree. 
For instance, a neighbourhood that feels relatively 
segregated from the rest of a city – for instance, by 
poor public transport links, high levels of economic 
precarity or other forms of marginalisation – may feel 
highly integrated internally, perhaps in significant part 
because of a sense of its own separateness. 

The different dimensions of integration  
The everyday practices of integration can take place 
in and be shaped and influenced by many different 
aspects of our society. This could make the task 
of understanding how everyday integration works 
seem unmanageable and unwieldy. In order to avoid 
this, we have found it useful to consider, and break 
some elements of our analysis down into, a number 
of different ‘dimensions’ of integration: the social, 
economic, civic and spatial.

We might define these dimensions in the following 
ways:

• Social integration: where shared space, sociability 
and common interests, and the absence of racism 
and prejudice, facilitate routine social exchanges 
across all lines of social difference. 

• Economic integration: where conditions of work 
and economic security uphold people’s ability to 
fully access, and meaningfully engage with the 
social, economic, civic and cultural life of their 
neighbourhood and city. 

• Civic integration: where formal and informal 
spaces of decision-making in a city are inclusive, 
responsive and accessible.

• Spatial integration: where the organisation, use, 
and experience of social spaces and physical 
places promote an equality of access that serves 
to enable meaningful exchange within and across 
all neighbourhoods and communities. 

However we choose to define them, we have 
included these dimensions here because they 
are important determinants which structure the 
possibilities for integration, but which too often go 
overlooked in traditional discussions of integration. 
Economic marginalisation and precarity limit 
people’s possibilities for exchange; fear, insecurity, 
and uncertainty can keep people at a safe distance 
from exchange; law and custom can hinder civic 
participation; and constraints on mobility determine 
whether people can even meet in the first place. 

These different dimensions are in no way distinct or 
self-confined. On the contrary, they are inherently 
over-lapping and intertwined. Neither are we 
suggesting that these are the only dimensions 
of integration, and you may wish to add others. 
However, we think these may be a useful starting 
point. In Figure 1, we have set out some generic 
examples of barriers in relation to the different 
dimensions of integration, but this should not be 
taken to mean that any enabler or barrier can only 
relate to one dimension. 

Digital or digital access is another such ‘dimension’ 
of integration which you could choose to include in 
your analysis. Even prior to the Covid-19 pandemic, 
digital access was becoming increasingly important 
to civic participation, access to services and to our 
work and social lives. The pandemic has catalysed 
its increased centrality to our everyday lives and 
we cannot fully understand integration any longer 
without considering the impact which the digital 
space and differential digital access has. 
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Different policy spheres  
As the above discussion suggests, when we consider 
a town or city through an Everyday Integration lens, 
this tends to lead us well beyond what is normally 
considered to be ‘integration’, into areas such as 
housing, employment, transport and town centres.1 
Indeed, we hope that one of the strengths and 
attractions of our approach is that it provides a strong 
rationale for us to escape the rather narrow bounds 
of what has traditionally been considered ‘integration 
policy’. 

We should be prepared for the enablers and barriers 
that we identify to suggest actions across a wide 
array of different spheres of policy and governance. It 
might be helpful before considering the methods we 
use and the questions we ask (in the HOW section we 
come to next), to consider first some of the different 
spheres of policy that might be implicated and some 
of the questions this may give rise to. In order to 
assist in this, see the box on policy spheres below. 
This sets out a range of different policy areas and a 
brief summary of how these might have significant 
roles to play in shaping the possibilities for everyday 
integration. 

This should emphatically not be seen a prescriptive 
set of policy questions or issues to work through. 
Different places will throw up different sets of issues 
and we should be open to the possibility that the 
enablers and barriers we identify in our town or city 
apply to policy spheres and role-holders that we had 
not yet considered. 

Economic sectors 
It is also useful to be alert to the fact that certain 
economic sectors can have particularly important 
roles to play in shaping the possibilities for everyday 
integration in our town or city. Any sector which is 
relatively dominant in a particular place is likely to 
have an impact - perhaps often an unseen impact - 
on the possibilities for integration in numerous ways. 
Some sectors may, by their nature, be important 
in enabling (or getting in the way of) integration 
in most places. In the conversations and evidence 
collection we engaged with in Bristol, the hospitality 
sector and the arts and cultural sector emerged as 
frequent points of reference. We may or may not find 
these or different sectors emerge as important when 
considering integration in our town or city, but it is 
worth being alert to the role that certain sectors  
may play.  

1 A call for more joined-up policy thinking is not new, but it is particularly relevant when thinking about the importance of the everyday on broader outcomes 
like inclusive, integrated places. In this sense, the Everyday Integration approach sits in a similar space to other innovative approaches to re-imagining our towns 
and cities, like for instance the idea of 15-minute neighbourhoods.

Cross-cutting issues and dimensions  
Finally, having considered the different dimensions 
of integration, having been alert to the various 
policy spheres and particular economic sectors that 
may figure prominently in our quest to understand 
everyday integration in our town or city, there may still 
be some issues that consistently crop-up that can’t be 
easily categorised in these ways. 

These will be cross-cutting issues that are not 
themselves distinct enablers or barriers, but rather 
broader social and economic dynamics that can have 
major implications for integration. Examples of such 
cross-cutting issues that might crop up include racism 
and exclusion, economic precarity and gentrification. 
These can form a focus or a useful frame through 
which to think about integration in our place. At the 
very least, we will want to be aware of these and the 
impact they can have on the possibilities for everyday 
integration. In Figure 1 we have posed this question 
for you to consider. 

Long and irregular working hours make it challenging 
for people to form bonds outside of work.

Private sector services (e.g. cafes, restaurants) 
that provide spaces for people from across a 
neighbourhood to congregate and socialise.

Housing insecurity reduces people’s ability to feel 
included and attached to their neighbourhood.

Poor transport links and distance from the city 
centre means that X neighbourhood is relatively 
unintegrated in a city-wide sense.

‘Bumping places’: inclusionary community spaces 
where people routinely come together, such as 
green spaces, pocket parks.

Rules and bureaucracy which prevent local people 
and community groups being able to take over and 
use spaces like empty shops, unused pieces of land. 

Street parties and festivals that bring people from 
diverse backgrounds together in ways that are 
inclusive to all. NB: depending on size and location, 
they can be enablers of neighbourhood or city-wide 
integration.

Are there other dimensions of integration that you 
might add here?

Digital illiteracy, among older residents or 
newcomers, is acting as a significant barrier to civic 
and economic participation.

Free public wi-fi.

Lack of diversity in public institutions is leading to low 
levels of trust and feelings of exclusion for some.

ECONOMIC

SPATIAL

SOCIAL

DIGITAL

CIVIC

Figure 1: Understanding everyday integration – enablers and barriers

 Cross-cut-
ting themes?  
What, if any, 
cross-cutting 
themes emerge 
looking across all 
the enablers and 
barriers you have 
identified?

barriers enablers
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Policy spheres with possible 
relevance to Everyday 
Integration

Labour markets and employment – wages 
and conditions of employment can exert a 
powerful force on the conditions for everyday 
integration. They affect, among many other 
things, the time people have for meaningful 
exchange with family, friends and others, their 
ability to afford to participate in everyday social, 
economic and cultural practices, and their 
mobility around a city. 

Transport – public transport routes and the 
cost of different forms of transport can all be 
important determinants of spatial mobility 
across a town or city. Transport interchanges 
in neighbourhoods, and even the form of 
transport itself, can also be locations of social 
exchange. 

High streets – neighbourhood high streets, 
and town or city centres are typically important 
locations for social and economic exchange 
and shared civic and cultural life. The changing 
nature of high streets may both threaten and 
provide new opportunities for this. Mobilities 
through or into these spaces are likely to be 
important determinants of integration especially 
at the city-level. 

Private sector services and amenities – some 
private sector services, such as corner shops, 
cafes and chemists, can be spaces in which 
everyday integration happens. Are these lacking 
in a particular location; is this mentioned by 
participants? Where this is the case, this is likely 
to contribute to a sense of social distance and 
economic exclusion. 

Housing and planning – affordability and 
security of housing may be important factors 
in people’s ability to feel connected, and 

fully participate in the life of their place. The 
design of housing and public space can 
include or exclude features which support 
social exchange. The spatial organisation of 
a city can be a dominant factor in supporting 
the possibilities for integration, or in creating 
social distance and separation between 
neighbourhoods and communities. 

Schools – schools are important nodes of the 
everyday mobilities and exchanges of which 
integration consists. The location, catchment 
area and culture of schools, and how closed or 
porous they are to the surrounding community, 
could all have potentially significant impacts 
on everyday integration. Schools can also be 
implicated in concerns about social exclusion 
and gentrification. 

Public services and amenities – as with private 
sector services, some public services and 
amenities (e.g., parks, GP surgeries, post offices) 
can be spaces in which everyday integration 
happens and their proximity may have an 
impact on how integrated people feel to their 
neighbourhood. However, with public services, 
the providers and role-holders are likely to 
be more amenable to the suggestions of 
policymakers and community groups. 

Loneliness and isolation – the possibilities 
for the types of everyday exchanges which 
facilitate integration are likely to have 
implications for the possibility of social 
connection more broadly. The different policy 
spheres on this page are all likely to have some 
associated implications for policies aimed at 
tackling loneliness. 

Immigration and citizenship – legal parameters 
like immigration status and citizenship can have 
important impacts on people’s ability to access 
resources and participate fully in the economic 
and civic life of their neighbourhood and city. 

HOW we can understand 

We are looking for evidence of how integration 
works, or doesn’t work, ‘on the ground’ in the lives 
of the people who live in a particular place. There 
are a range of different methods we can use to do 
this, but our bottom-up approach always begins 
with the insight and experience of local people and 
local communities. This section highlights some 
of those methods we may be able to draw on to 
do this and help develop a better understanding of 
everyday integration. It sets out these methods and an 
overarching approach to their use that, where helpful, 
can serve as a guide (see Figure 2).

Methods and overarching approach 
Below we set out some of the possible methods 
we can use. These are our range of possible tools 
for understanding everyday integration. They are 
organised in a number of key steps (see Figure 2) 
that we think best capture the Everyday Integration 
approach. 

These steps are:

• Step 1: Making use of existing data

• Step 2: Primary research

 » 2a: City-wide survey

 » 2b: Neighbourhood interviews and surveys

 » 2c: Other methods

• Step 3: Community forum 

The intention here is not to describe a set of methods 
or an exhaustive process that every place must follow. 
Rather, the intention is to set out a range of different 
methods and a structure for employing them that 
are compatible with and could inform an Everyday 
Integration approach. Which of these methods we 
choose to use, and how, will rest to a large extent 
on the resources we have available to us in terms of 
funding, time, practicality and existing stakeholder 
relationships. 

In the nature of a Toolkit, it is for us to pick and 
choose the tools which are most appropriate for 
our purposes. The tools we choose to use may also 
be shaped by those elements of integration which 
appear most relevant to our town or city, but in this 
we should always leave scope for these assumptions 
to be overturned or amended by what we learn from 
those who do the actual work of integration.

2 As an example of local survey data, the Bristol Everyday Integration project was able to make use of data from the Bristol Quality of Life survey.  
https://www.bristol.gov.uk/statistics-census-information/the-quality-of-life-in-bristol

It is expected in most cases that resources will be 
relatively limited but that ingenuity and goodwill 
will be in somewhat greater supply. Elements that 
involve primary research are likely to be the most 
resource-contingent options and for this reason all 
the methods discussed in Steps 2a, 2b and 2c can 
be seen as optional. All of them will add value for the 
reasons set out, but none of them in themselves are 
an absolute requirement for following an Everyday 
Integration approach.

Step 1: Making use of existing data 
We should start by making use of any existing data 
- that which pertains to the dimensions of everyday 
integration that are relevant to us - to the greatest 
extent we can. Analysis of such data can provide 
valuable context and help to highlight key factors that 
we want to explore in more detail. In combination 
with a broader mapping out of factors which might 
impact on everyday integration – including the 
different places and dimensions of integration, the 
different spheres of policy and economic sectors that 
might be most relevant to it – this can help to inform 
the methods we choose to use and the questions 
we want to ask in the following stages of our 
investigation. Data that may be of interest will include 
any relevant reports or studies commissioned or 
undertaken by local government bodies or voluntary 
sector actors, any local survey data and any relevant 
national data sets that can be broken down by area2.  
‘Councils that already collect or hold data should 
start by considering how these data can illuminate an 
Everyday Integration approach.  

Step 2a: City-wide survey 
In addition to any existing data which we are able to 
lay our hands on, it would be helpful to be able to 
put a set of tailored questions relating to integration 
to a larger number of residents across our town or 
city. The primary purpose of this step is to build our 
understanding, and to begin to surface ideas and 
insights as to the barriers and enablers of integration 
across our city. 

As such, open questions which allow residents to 
expand on their experience and raise issues not 
previously considered can be extremely important 
in this context. If there is no resource to undertake a 
survey such as this, an alternative option would be to 
consider if there are other city-wide surveys (Step 1) 
into which we might be able to insert a small number 
of questions.  

https://www.bristol.gov.uk/statistics-census-information/the-quality-of-life-in-bristol
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Step 2b: Neighbourhood interviews and surveys  
Alongside a city-wide perspective, understanding 
how everyday integration works in particular 
neighbourhoods can be especially valuable in 
understanding the different contexts for integration 
that exist across our town or city. The Bristol project 
undertook a series of neighbourhood interviews – 
in-depth one-to-one interviews with a small number 
of residents – in three quite different areas of the city. 
These sought to provide a ‘narrative tour’ of these 
neighbourhoods as contexts for integration through 
the eyes of local residents. This can be an extremely 
effective way of identifying both neighbourhood-
level and city-level enablers and barriers. If there is 
the option of undertaking similar neighbourhood 
interviews, this could be a valuable tool for us to use.

If interviews require more resource than we have 
available, a survey of a moderate number of residents 
in neighbourhoods of focus might help to surface 
some of the same insights and understandings. 
Online surveys are a cost-effective way to get a rough 
picture of different dimensions of everyday integration 
in neighbourhoods. This neighbourhood perspective 
is extremely valuable in developing an understanding 
of everyday integration. Therefore, if there is any 
resource for primary research available, there would 
be a strong case to invest it in these or other types of 
neighbourhood-level research. 

Step 2c: Other methods  
There is a wide array of methods developed by the 
original Everyday Integration project. In Figure 2, some 
of these are grouped under the various dimensions 
of integration (see Annex 1 for a description of each 
of them). They are grouped here under these four 
dimensions because most of them arose from a 
desire to consider integration in relation to these 
different dimensions. They can be applied in this way, 
or treated as a wider set of tools and a deeper toolbox 
from which to draw. Which of these we choose, if 
any, will depend on the resources we have available 
and the elements of everyday integration which are of 
greatest relevance or of greatest interest. 

There is no suggestion here that all of these methods 
can or should be employed when considering an 
everyday integration approach to our town or city. 
They are simply elements of the Toolkit that could 
be picked up, used and developed in the course of 
pursuing this approach. Neither is this list exhaustive. 
Indeed, creative thinking is to be encouraged, 
because it is in the nature of the everyday integration 
that we are seeking to understand that innovative 
methods are likely to lend themselves to this task.

3 VCSE stands for voluntary, community and social enterprise

Step 3: Community forum  
This is the most important element of our overarching 
approach, the most important method and tool 
we have. It is essential to the Everyday Integration 
approach because of the central importance we 
need to place upon the expertise and experience 
of community partners, without whom we cannot 
seek to fully understand the contexts for everyday 
integration in our town or city. 

In this step, we want to bring together as many 
of our community partners as possible in a single 
place. We could also seek to include in this some 
of the participants in any primary research we have 
undertaken (in Steps 2a-c in Figure 2), especially if 
they bring unique or valuable insights into particular 
places, issues or sectors of interest. We should 
consider if there is an existing VCSE forum of some 
kind which could be temporarily re-purposed for this 
task3, especially where convening a new community 
forum is not practical or beyond our resources.

Our community forum is the final step in the process 
set out in Figure 2, because its prime functions are to 
consider and sense check some of the key findings 
that have arisen from Steps 1 and 2 and feed in their 
own relevant knowledge and expertise on everyday 
integration and its barriers and enablers.

It is suggested that this meeting should roughly follow 
the structure of;

i)  A presentation by the project team on the project 
being undertaken, an overview of available evidence 
and the findings from the methods employed so far; 

ii)  An open discussion of the enablers and barriers 
and cross-cutting issues identified so far;

iii)  An open discussion seeking to surface and identify 
other enablers, barriers and cross-cutting themes. The 
first stage of this is probably best conducted in smaller 
groups, perhaps with each one taking one of the 
different dimensions of integration: 

iv)  Draw together a full list of enablers and barriers in 
our version of Figure 1, or the equivalent of.

Our community forum will therefore be the equivalent 
of our editorial board. It will draw together our full 
list of enablers and barriers in our version of Figure 1, 
or our equivalent of Figure 1. Our community forum 
will also set us up for Stage Two of this process, in 
which the community forum should continue to play 
a central role. 

Figure 2: Stage 1: Understanding everday integration – possible methods and approach
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Stage Two: Finding 
the levers for change
In Stage One we developed as fully as possible an 
understanding of everyday integration in our town or 
city as we could with the means at our disposal. In 
doing so we’ve recognised that while ordinary people 
do the work of integration, it is often the things 
outside of their immediate control that make that 
work possible or not possible. From Stage One should 
have emerged a basic analysis consisting of a series 
of ‘enablers’ and ‘barriers’ – which may apply more or 
less to different neighbourhoods or different groups 
within the city – and quite likely a set of cross-cutting 
issues or themes. 

In Stage Two, we will now focus in more closely on 
these enablers and barriers. We will consider how 
barriers can be broken down and enablers sustained, 
and the organisations and institutions that hold the 
levers to effect this. Although we will describe these 
as the levers for change, they are in fact levers for 
change or continuity, as positive change typically 
consists of both.

HOW do we identify levers for 
change?

The ‘how’ we go about considering the integration 
actions and identifying levers for change within the 
Everyday Integration approach is in some ways an 
extension of our final steps in Stage One. We want 
to engage and involve those closest to the practices 
of everyday integration in considering the most 
important ‘integration actions’, identifying those 
with the levers of change and drawing together an 
Integration Action Plan. The most appropriate tools to 
do this are effective stakeholder forums, along similar 
lines to the community forum which we used at the 
end of Stage One. 

There are several options here: 

Community forum – we could use the same 
community forum which we constituted in 
Stage One, consisting of all our community 
partners.

VCSE forum – we could use an existing VSCE 
forum or similar type of body to undertake the 
exercise set out in this Stage Two.  

Citizens Assembly – if we want to be more 
ambitious and there is resource available, we 
could consider constituting a more formal 
deliberative body, such as a Citizens Assembly 
to undertake this exercise. 

The most straightforward choice here would be to 
use the same community forum or other stakeholder 
forum used in the final step of Stage One. There are 
obvious advantages to doing this, not least of which 
is that participants will already have a clear grasp of, 
and prior engagement with, the issues involved. If you 
are using the same forum of stakeholders, it may even 
make most sense to run the community forum in 
Stage One and Stage Two as back-to-back sessions. 

However, if we wanted to extend the scope of 
those involved, or to establish a higher bar in terms 
of representativeness and/or legitimacy for agreed 
outcomes, then a different type of participative forum 
at this stage may be appropriate. A Citizens Assembly 
format would enable greater representativeness and 
lend greater legitimacy to agreed actions. Convening 
a VCSE forum or using an existing such forum 
would draw in organisations likely to be important in 
implementing, monitoring and nurturing the change 
and continuities we want to see.

WHAT are our levers for change?

Whichever of the participative bodies or processes 
we have chosen in the HOW of Stage Two we now 
need to return to our enablers and barriers. The 
investigation of how everyday integration does and 
doesn’t work in our town or city, which we undertook 
in Stage One, will have surfaced a wide array of 
barriers and enablers. They are the fundamental 
elements of our analysis and now the focal points for 
our ongoing attention. 

Develop ‘Integration Actions’ 
Whichever of the participatory bodies set out above 
that we’ve decided to use in Stage Two to find 
the levers for change, we will now draw on the 
experience and understanding of this body to answer 
the following questions:

• Which enablers and barriers are most important 
to supporting everyday integration in our town or 
city? We could break these barriers and enablers 
down by the different dimensions we have 
identified, by those that are cross-cutting, and 
by those that apply at city-wide level or only to 
certain neighbourhoods and hyper-local places. 

• Which enablers and barriers are most amenable 
to possible interventions that we can imagine 
being undertaken? 

• What are the possible interventions to sustain 
those enablers and break down those barriers that 
we can think of?

These three questions are not necessarily strictly 
sequential. This may well be an iterative process, in 
which the surfacing of ideas as to how we can break 
down an identified barrier or support an identified 
enabler, could lead us to reconsider how amenable 
these are to possible interventions, or even how high 
a priority they are for us. But through asking these 
questions, we should be able to identify:

• Those key enablers and barriers that we want to 
focus on

• Some possible interventions, policies or practices 
that would help to sustain these enablers and 
break down these barriers. 

Bringing these together gives us one or a set of 
Integration Actions (as set out in the diagram below) 
for each enabler or barrier. 

Enablers

& barriers

possible  
interventions

integration actions
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Table 1: Integration Action worksheet

INTEGRATION ACTIONS WORKSHEET

WHAT 
is the enabler or barrier we 
are focused on?

HOW 
can we address this (what 
intervention or change do 
we want to see)?

WHO 
is responsible/ can con-
tribute/ benefits?

Responsible:

Can contribute:

Benefits:

Find the levers for change 
For each of the Integration Actions, our participative 
body is now in a position to ask which organisations 
or institutions have the power to help effect these. 
In other words: if the Integration Actions are the 
changes we want to see, who holds the levers for this 
change? 

Given that our investigation and thinking will have 
been place-specific and local, the relevant local 
authority is likely to emerge as the holder of many 
of these levers. However, various tiers of local 
government, including parish councils and mayoral 
combined authorities may have roles to play here. 
And furthermore, other organisations, including local 
institutions, businesses, charities and community 
groups may also have some power to influence and 
contribute to the changes and continuities we want 
to see. 

What we are asking of stakeholders here should 
always be proportionate to the power they hold. We 
can also consider if some of the levers for change 
we want to see pulled sit with national government 
and therefore whether calling for policy change by 
national government is one of the interventions which 
attach to particular enablers or barriers.  

Log the actions and levers for change  
We (our participative body) are now in a position to 
log these Actions on our Integration Action worksheet 
(see Table 1). In filling this out, we start with the 
enabler or barrier we are focused on, then set out 
the interventions we believe could help break down 
these barriers and sustain these enablers. We can 
then set down which organisations hold the levers 
to the changes or continuities we want to see, and 
which others can make important contributions. 
Considering organisations that can make helpful 
contributions at this point will feed helpfully into 

Stage Three, in which one of our possible tools for 
supporting implementation and nurturing change will 
be ‘integration advocacy groups’ clustered around 
particular actions. 

We can add to this whether these interventions need 
to be taken at neighbourhood level, city level or 
whether they require policy intervention at a national 
level. We might also want to note which policy 
spheres, sectors or cross-cutting issues each of the 
entries on our worksheet relate to. 

Put together to form an Integration Action Plan 
Put together, all the Integration Actions we have now 
worked up in worksheets like Table 1 can form an 
Integration Action Plan for our town or city (see Table 
2) This has arisen firstly out of our investigation into 
everyday integration in Stage One, which will have 
centred the insight and experience of local people 
and stakeholders, whichever methods we have 
chosen to do this. Out of this have arisen a set of key 
enablers and barriers.

Our participative body, drawing on the insight of its 
members, has now identified a set of actions which 
it believes will help to support enablers and tackle 
barriers, and the organisations and institutions which 
hold the levers to these interventions. Put together, 
these form a bespoke set of actions that all relevant 
stakeholders can help to take forward to support 
and nurture everyday integration in our town or city. 
Table 2 below provides an example of what parts of 
an Everyday Integration Action Plan might look like, 
using some of the generic examples of barriers and 
enablers which appeared in Figure 1. 

INTEGRATION ACTION PLAN

WHAT 
is the enabler or 
barrier we are 
focused on?

HOW 
can we address this (what 
intervention or change do we want to 
see)?

WHO 
is responsible/ can 
contribute/ benefits?

Barrier: Rules and 
bureaucracy which 
prevent local people 
and community groups 
being able to take over 
and use spaces like 
empty shops, unused 
pieces of land etc. 

1. Local authority adopts a policy of ‘default 
yes’ to facilitating community use and appoints 
a coordinator and point of contact for all 
community groups looking to convert empty 
or under-used spaces to community use. 

2. Introduction of streamlined processes to 
encourage small-scale applications to quickly 
bring about community use or meanwhile use 
of under-used spaces.

3. VCSE groups conduct an audit of empty or 
underused spaces that could be repurposed for 
community use. 

4. Local authority agrees a plan of action to 
facilitate repurposing to community use as 
many of the spaces arising out of the VCSE 
audit as possible. 

Responsible: Local authority, 
retail and other property 
owners

Can contribute: Community 
centres, residents 
associations, VCSE groups, 
VCSE forum, retailers and 
other businesses. 

Benefits: All residents, 
community groups, local 
businesses. 

NB: This should correspond 
with Barrier: Rules and 
bureaucracy

Enabler: ‘Bumping 
places’: inclusionary 
community spaces 
where people routinely 
come together, e.g. 
community centres, 
green spaces, pocket 
parks.

1. Local authority adopts a policy to support 
the creation and maintenance of more micro 
‘bumping places’ across the city and in all 
neighbourhoods, and puts in place modest 
funding to support this aim.

2. Community organisations can identify 
existing bumping spaces in need of support or 
improvement. 

3. Joined-up VCSE campaign to promote street 
parties/playing out.

Responsible: Local authority

Can contribute: Community 
organisations, VCSE forums 

Benefits: All residents, 
community groups, local 
businesses, children and 
young people. 

NB: corresponds to Bumping 
barrier

Barrier: Poor transport 
links and distance from 
the city centre means 
that X neighbourhood is 
relatively isolated from 
the rest of the city. 

1. Improved transport links for X 
neighbourhood to become a priority for 
investment in new provision. 

2. Investment in expansion of bus services to X 
neighbourhood. Reduction in fares for existing 
services. 

3. Improved active travel facilities, including 
provision of ‘free to borrow’ bikes. 

Responsible: Local authority, 
national government, 
transport companies.

Can contribute: Large 
businesses, service users 
forum.

Benefits: Residents of x 
neighbourhood, businesses 
and institutions in other parts 
of the city that can benefit 
from improved mobilities of 
customers and service users.  

NB: corresponds to ‘Poor 
transport’ barrier

Table 2: Integration Action Plan
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Stage Three:  
Monitoring and  
nurturing change
In Stage One we developed a method for 
understanding everyday integration in our town or 
city, highlighting ‘enablers’ and ‘barriers’ to everyday 
integration as well as cross-cutting themes and issues. 
In Stage Two, we focused in on the levers for change: 
how enablers could be supported and barriers broken 
down, the types of actions and interventions that 
might allow this and the organisations that hold the 
levers to doing so. 

In Stage Three, we will now focus on how we 
hold those organisations that control those levers 
to account, while assessing the progress of the 
interventions we’ve put in place and enabling ongoing 
channels of feedback and insight from those closest 
to the everyday contexts in which integration takes 
place. Before considering how we can do this, let’s 
consider in more detail the WHAT we are trying to do.

WHAT we need to do

Oversee implementation and hold to account 
We now have a set of Integration Actions which 
put together form an Integration Action Plan for 
our town or city. Within these are a set of actions 
and interventions for different organisations and 
institutions. We need to oversee the implementation 
of this plan and hold to account the organisations 
we’ve identified as holding the levers of change. In 
keeping with the Everyday Integration approach, 
we want to do this in a participatory way that 
continues to draw on and utilise the knowledge and 
understanding of the people who do the work of 
everyday integration and the organisations closest to 
the varied neighbourhoods and communities in which 
it happens.

Monitor impact 
However, we don’t just want to monitor 
implementation; we also want to monitor the impact 
our Everyday Integration Action Plan has over time on 
integration in our town or city, and how successful 
we have been in tackling the integration actions 
identified. Ideally, we also want to use the means we 
have for doing this to spot new enablers, barriers and 
challenges as they emerge. 

Create ongoing feedback loops 
In order to do the above - oversee change, hold to 
account and monitor impact – effectively we want to 
look to create ongoing feedback loops that are able 
to draw on the everyday experiences of individuals 
and groups who do of the work of everyday 
integration, and continue to feed these back into 
decision-making processes and to those who hold the 
levers of power. If we are able to do this, we will be 
better able to nurture the changes required (those set 
out in our Action Plan) in a more bespoke way over 
time. In doing so, we are recognising that integration 
is a process, not an end state; and a process that 
requires continuous awareness and attention. 

HOW can we monitor and  
nurture change

How can we monitor and continue to sustain change 
in accordance with the Everyday Integration approach 
and method we have followed up until now? The 
answer to this will depend on the data sources 
available to us, our resources, the configuration of 
stakeholder relationships we have and how engaged 
those stakeholders are. However, we can seek to 
draw on some of the methods and data sources we 
used in Stage One to do this. Below we set out three 
key ways in which we can aim to monitor and nurture 
the change we want to see.
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Refreshing our data 
Here we should consider the methods and tools we 
used in Stage One (see Figure 2), looking first at two 
elements of this: the existing data we scanned and 
the primary data we collected. The existing data we 
reviewed at the beginning of Stage One. Does any of 
the local or national data that we might have reviewed 
refresh on a regular basis? In Bristol, we were lucky 
to have been able to draw upon the Bristol Quality of 
Life Survey which is undertaken every year and asks 
residents questions about their health, lifestyle, local 
services and neighbourhoods for instance. Some of 
these questions are highly relevant to integration

It is worth considering the primary data we collected 
as well. Is there scope and resource to repeat any 
of these on a regular basis: for instance, a city-wide 
survey? We are primarily talking about quantitative 
data here. Any such data sets can be helpful in 
enabling us to observe changes over time. They 
provide indicators which can help us to monitor at a 
generalised level how effective our Integration Action 
Plans and our ongoing work to embed change have 
been. In some instances, they may also highlight 
emerging issues that we might wish to investigate 
further.

However, it is quite possible that the above types 
of data won’t be available on a refreshing basis. 
Quantitative data relevant to integration and the 
resource to collect it is scarce, especially at a local 
level. This is understood and it is in the spirit of this 
Toolkit that we make the best of the tools we have 
available to us. In any case, it is in keeping with our 
Everyday Integration approach and the way in which 
our integration actions are formulated, that the most 
important ways we have of monitoring and nurturing 
the change we want to see are participatory and 
qualitative. These we will come to next.

An Integration Network  
At each stage of our Everyday Integration method we 
have placed participatory processes or structures in a 
central role. We want to find ways to continue to do 
this when monitoring and supporting change. In order 
to do this, we should consider how we can constitute 
what we can call an Integration Network, a core 
consultative group that can continue to provide some 
oversight of, and feedback on, the actions emanating 
from our Action Plan. Such a Network is most likely to 
be a strong and effective body if explicitly convened 
by the local authority.

The Network could be a continuation of the 
Community Forum which we drew together in Stage 
One and may have continued to use in Stage Two. 

It could be a new or existing VCSE Forum, another 
of the possible tools that we may have used in Stage 
Two. It could be some combination of both of these. 

At the very least our Integration Network should seek 
to involve:

• Some of the participants, and all of the 
community partner organisations, who have 
played an active role in each stage of the 
Everyday Integration process so far.

• Other community and third sector groups 
whose knowledge we can usefully draw upon in 
seeking to understand how effectively everyday 
integration is being supported and what more 
needs to be done.  

We could also seek to include where possible a wider 
range of local institutions and organisations, for 
instance: cultural institutions, public service providers, 
local businesses, and community hubs. Network 
membership needn’t be fixed or stable, but can and 
possibly should evolve, as challenges and priorities 
evolve. 

This Network could be more or less formal depending 
on the resource available and the configuration of 
stakeholder relationships. It could be as formal as 
a fully constituted forum with a formalised role in 
overseeing the Action Plan, regular meetings and 
agreed processes. At the other end of the scale, it 
could be as informal as an email group or an online 
forum of some kind, with an annual or biannual 
meeting as a minimum requirement.  

The minimum requirements for this Network should 
be that it is able to perform at least one or more of 
the following functions:

1. Co-ownership of and responsibility for the 
Integration Action Plan

2. Monitoring implementation of the Integration 
Action Plan

3. Providing an ongoing source of feedback around 
our integration actions and the interventions being 
put in place

4. Holding to account the organisations we have 
identified as holding the levers to change

5. Helping to identify emerging or evolving integration 
challenges, including barriers and enablers to 
everyday integration and possibly newly emerging 
themes

The more of this it can do the better, and investing 
in developing a group or body that can perform 
these functions might well be seen as part of a 
wider investment in building social infrastructure. 
However, for our purposes, the point is to have a 
core consultative body that can be referred back to 
for the purposes of oversight and feedback on the 
implementation of the Action Plan we’ve put in place.

Integration advocacy groups 
Once an Integration Network has been established, 
the entire Network membership needn’t be engaged 
in detailed oversight of every integration action that 
attaches to every barrier and enabler. Rather, we 
recommend that the Network establishes a series of 
pop-up ‘integration advocacy groups’. 

The idea is that these groups will bring together – 
around particular integration actions (barriers, enablers 
and interventions) – a cluster of organisations and 
individuals with an interest in the issue at hand and 
with the lived experience and insight to be able 

to understand how to effectively implement our 
integration actions, or how to adapt and amend 
them to be more effective. In this way, we can put 
in place relatively informal participatory structures 
which create ongoing feedback loops, allowing us to 
maintain focus, ensure accountability and genuinely 
nurture change over time. 

These integration advocacy groups could be seeded 
by, and then feed back into, the wider Integration 
Network. They could bring focused knowledge 
and understanding to bear on individual integration 
actions in order to monitor implementation and 
impact, and where necessary to adjust or fine tune the 
agreed interventions. They could do this by asking the 
questions: Are these interventions being effectively 
implemented and having the desired effect? Are they 
enabling integration, making it easier for people to get 
on with the everyday work of integration? If not, what 
is getting in the way, and what further interventions 
might we need to overcome this?
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Conclusion
This Toolkit has outlined how towns and cities can 
take a new approach to promoting more inclusive 
and integrated communities. It establishes a 3-stage 
process, beginning with understanding everyday 
integration, then identifying levers for changes and 
finally monitoring and nurturing progress. At a time of 
growing diversity and polarisation, we believe that the 
Everyday Integration approach represents a much-
needed set of tools for local leaders and organisations 
to support and enable meaningful exchange at a 
grassroots level. 

Our hope is that this Toolkit will challenge more 
traditional top-down approaches to integration, 
whilst also providing some of the concrete ideas and 
practices that can embody a different way of thinking 
about this vital subject. We look forward to seeing 
how different places adopt and adapt these tools to 
their own contexts, expanding the community of 
those working to promote everyday integration across 
the UK.

Annex 1: Other  
methods
Spatial 

• GPS logs – GPS logs of representative samples 
could help us to understand everyday movement 
across the city, especially through spaces of 
importance for integration (e.g., public spaces, 
civic spaces).

• Public transport data – where available such data 
can provide a rich understanding of movement 
across our town or city.

Economic

• Sectoral interviews – interviews undertaken with 
employers and employees in sectors which are 
likely to have a significant impact on integration 
due to their influence on the local economy, or 
their importance as contexts for integration (e.g., 
arts and culture, hospitality).

• Precarity research – interviews undertaken with 
workers in sectors marked by high levels of 
precarity (e.g., low wages, casualised and insecure 
work), such as the care sector, the hospitality 
sector, and those working in the gig economy. 

Social 

• Shadowing – shadowing exercises (ideally of a 
sub-sample of GPS log participants) could help to 
supplement statistical data on spatial movement 
with an understanding of how people experience 
moving across a city and through its spaces and 
what impedes their movement.

• Neighbourhood interviews/surveys – interviews 
undertaken with a small number of residents in 
a number of distinct neighbourhoods in order to 
develop a narrative understanding of these places 
as contexts for integration through the eyes of 
local residents. Surveys of larger pools of residents 
may be a less resource-intensive, if a slightly less 
effective way of surfacing some of the same 
insight. 

• Day-in-the-life photographic evidence - to 
capture the integration possibilities and challenges 
through the eyes of marginalised groups, non-
English speakers and those in danger of being 
under-represented in surveys or participative 
forums. 

Civic

• Observation of civic participation – participant 
observations of formal consultative forums and 
informal civic engagement to observe how local 
citizens engage in and outside of institutional 
spaces. 

• Alternative participatory fora – this could 
include, for example, co-design of a participatory 
forum with a group of citizens on the theme 
of integration and with a view to developing 
principles and practices to inform the 
development of collaborative decision-making for 
the city. 

• Voluntary sector interviews/surveys – 
interviews undertaken with key voluntary sector 
organisations, especially but not exclusively those 
most involved in fostering meaningful exchange, 
to draw on their experience and understanding. 
An informal survey of the same organisations 
may be a less resource-intensive way of surfacing 
some of the same insight.
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