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Abstract
This article uses Michel Foucault’s understanding of police and liberalism to discuss the governance of diversity and
differences, and how they appear as a regulatory form of power in urban cultural policy. The data consists of inter-
views conducted with policymakers in Helsinki and Sydney. The article asserts that the policing of cultural spaces of
encounter at the city level is not limited to the regulatory practices and controls that produce a sense of safety and
order for citizens in the city. This governance has great significance for representing excluded people and the socio-
economic identity of their neighborhoods. Finally, the use of language as a means of communication in cultural
policy practices in Helsinki and Sydney is identified as a powerful resource that facilitates community entry, contact,
and interaction with others within cultural spaces and the city.
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Introduction
In recent years, there has been an interest in developing governance theories and concepts
that address the differences within and between people learning to live together (Skovgaard
Nielsen et al. 2016; Fincher et al. 2014). Cities, their administrative sectors, and councils
play a crucial role in advancing the new urban governmentality and governmental rational-
ity (Appadurai 2001: 25). According to Skovgaard Nielsen et al. (2016), “diversity” means
the coexistence of various socioeconomic, demographic, ethnic, and cultural groups within
a certain space such as a city or neighborhood (Skovgaard Nielsen et al. 2016: 11). This article
adopts Huttunen et al.’s (2022) way of thinking about “diversity and difference” as its ana-
lytical frame. Huttunen et al. (2022: 1) view diversity as a positive force within a state or city
that deserves to be protected and preserved, whereas “difference” is considered to be a nega-
tive phenomenon between states, cities, or neighborhoods. In this article, I define dif-
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ference as an unfavorable factor in a city that tends to directly or indirectly limit people’s
communication and participation in what can be called normal everyday life. 

In this context, Richard Sennett (1991: 133–141) has noted how difficult it could be to
see how different groups of people — strangers or others — could interact, socialize with
locals, and participate in the sociocultural and political affairs of a city. However, Sennett
does not make a reasonable effort to grasp the problems involved in managing urban
diversity so that a typically urban culture of difference can be governed (Kraus 2016: 17). To
address this issue, this article discusses Foucault’s notion of police and liberal governmen-
tality in governing urban diversity and differences. Specifically, this study aims to clarify the
following research question: How does the city government represent “police” culturally if
approached from the Foucauldian perspective? Foucault’s notion thus provides an ana-
lytical perspective on how urban diversity and differences can be governed within the con-
text of governable spaces of encounter, such as Chinatowns. 

To answer the research question, I conducted in-depth interviews with policymakers
from the cultural departments or units of the cities of Sydney and Helsinki, which were ana-
lyzed against the first principle of UN-Habitat’s New Urban Agenda: leaving no one behind
(UN-Habitat 2016). The New Urban Agenda (Habitat III) is an action-oriented document
adopted by the United Nations in Quito, Ecuador, at its 2016 Conference on Housing and
Sustainable Urban Development. It represents a paradigm shift based on the science of cit-
ies and provides guidelines, standards, and principles for planning, building, developing,
governing, and improving urban spaces (ibid.). In this article, the section titled “Case
Study” describes in detail how this empirical analysis was conducted, which methodo-
logical tools were utilized, and why these particular cities were selected. 

The term “governable spaces of encounter” is used in this article as a manifestation of
diversity and differences. It describes public, open spaces in cities in which residents and
visitors can interact socially, culturally, and economically, but which require — and are a
product of — a certain kind of government. This article turns to the notion of a “China-
town” as an empirical example of such a space. For Ahponen (2009: 92), the establishment
of such spaces of encounter makes it easier for people to create movable identities and
achieve full citizenship, which values and acknowledges the diversity of cities and neighbor-
hoods. According to Järvelä (2009: 163), such spaces only become culturally significant and
governable when people use them, which creates and reproduces spatial and sociocultural
forms that promote communication between individuals learning to live together, as stipu-
lated in Habitat III’s new urban agenda (UN-Habitat 2016). As a result, as this reproduction
intensifies and more people move to cities, urban culture and cultural policy become
increasingly entwined, resulting in a city of differences that has a significant impact on who
should be governed and how (Järvelä 2009: 163). 

In this context, policy is often conceived as a process of “governmentality,” or the process
by which the state comes to govern individuals and space (Foucault 1991: 87–90; Mulcahy
2006: 320; cf. Rose 1999). Dean (2002) asserts that the governmentality approach to the
governance of urban cultures in cities adheres to a liberal interpretation of the task of
government itself. In this article, Foucauldian liberalism is introduced as a technique for
understanding both explicit and implicit cultural policy practices (cf. Ahearne 2009) of city
government. However, in light of the data and objectives of this article, cultural policy is
addressed particularly from the perspective of implicit or effective cultural policy (ibid.).
According to Ahearne (2009: 143), “implicit cultural policy” refers to any political strategy
that more or less directly influences the culture(s) of the territory or space (e.g., city, region,
neighborhood, etc.) over which it has authority. 
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It is also critical for this article to distinguish between policy and police. According to
Palonen (2003), policy is the regularizing aspect of politics. In this regard, Pyykkönen et al.
(2009: 11) posit policy as the result of government actions that depend on the coordination,
measurement, and regulation of activities that people engage in or do not engage in in their
daily lives, and the spaces around them. In contrast, the concept of police was developed in
Germany to better understand and control the socially diverse city-states and their ways of
life (Pasquino 1978). As such, police, or liberal police—a concept which I approach through
the notion of cultural police — is a form of governmentality that refers to the process
through which the strength and power of a state or city are enhanced (Knemeyer 1980:
181). Given this, I approach police (cultural police) as a political technology of governing
urban spaces and the individual (cf. Dean 2002). 

The following section discusses the concepts of diversity, space, and language in relation
to urban culture and the main objective of this study. It is followed by a theoretical discus-
sion of liberal governmentality, liberalism and police. The Foucauldian understanding of
liberalism and police provides a valuable basis for analyzing my data, as it offers a way to
assess the governance of diversity and differences in a way that leads to meaningful conclu-
sions. After the theoretical section, I describe the research methods, namely case study and
thematic analysis, and the data and its analysis in this study. In the empirical section of the
article, I then discuss the cases of Sydney and Helsinki under the theme of cultural spaces
of encounter and communication. Finally, in the conclusion, I summarize my key findings.

Redefining Diversity, Space, and Language
Nowadays, diversity has also become a norm in the official urban and global discourse and
policy discussion. In the United Nations’ New Urban Agenda (Habitat III), it is claimed that
“we further commit ourselves to promoting culture and respect for diversity and equality as
key elements in the humanization of our cities and human settlements” (UN-Habitat 2016:
11). Fincher et al. (2014: 5) argue that the increasing ethnic and racial diversity and differ-
ences in contemporary cities present a challenge for urban planners and policymakers to
guide urban areas to achieve harmonious social and cultural interactions. Essentially, their
discourses and strategies are shaped by the residents’ conceptions of the diversities, which
vary significantly from country to country (Castle & Niller 2009). This diversity affects how
residents and visitors interact, and how these spaces of encounter are represented and con-
structed (ibid.). In this context, difference becomes the responsibility of the state or city,
while diversity becomes the responsibility of the people (cf. Huttunen et al. 2022).

Western cities have traditionally been distinguished by their cultural identity with
respect to the nations they claim to represent (Kraus 2016: 19–21). Kraus (2016) argues that
larger cities are associated with the history of their national identity because their inhabit-
ants speak the same language and exhibit a similar way of life. Yet, since the 1800s, Western
cities have faced a remarkable diversification of ethnicities, cultures, and languages (Wahl-
beck 2022; UNESCO 2009). In this article, urban spaces, serving as examples of diversity
and difference, are described as places where people can meet and interact in a way that can
be controlled. One example of this development are the “Chinatowns” in the major capitals
of the Western world. This is the reason why the notion of Chinatowns was selected as one
of the focal points of this article. Here, the concept of Chinatown, however, refers to a larger
phenomenon than merely Chinese residents in a specific location. According to Ang (2015:
4), Chinatowns in Western countries, including Australia, are pre-eminent spaces where
the Chinese diaspora has established a sense of belonging and societal representation.
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Kraus (2016: 38) posits that the recognition and inclusion of others in the above context
may be a suitable technique for governing such multilingual and multidimensional spaces
in cities. According to Wahlbeck (2022: 170), this technique can create communicative
resources that enable residents and visitors to act independently and tolerate each other
locally and internationally.

In the context of learning to live together as governable subjects, language as a means of
communication is one of the most important factors in understanding diversity and differ-
ences, interaction and wellbeing, trade and commerce, contacts, and socialization in urban
contexts (Deltas & Evenett 2020: 1–2). Therefore, it is necessary to recognize the symbolic
significance of language differences for individuals’ and cultures’ formation of identities
(ibid.). Furthermore, Hodler et al. (2017) suggest that using a common language in urban
interactions and contacts in shared urban spaces would help reduce bitter personal feelings
towards people regarded as others in society. Robinson (2020) argues that such an approach
would promote peaceful coexistence and diversity in cities, thereby ultimately increasing
trust between ethnicities and cultures.

Liberal Governmentality 
In urban studies, a practical way of thinking about liberalism as a government strategy is
related to the multiple ways local councils (city governments) operate and attempt to recon-
struct a world of openness for self-governing and self-determining individuals (Rose et al.
2006: 101). For modern and liberal urban governance to function, the subject (urban
residents and visitors) must be shaped, guided, and transformed into a person capable of
living freely through systems of liberal government, which involve people with their mul-
tiple desires, interests, capabilities, and so on (Dean 1999: 164–165).

In this context, governmentality is “understood in the broad sense of techniques and
procedures for directing human behavior—government of children, government of souls
and consciences, government of a household, of a state, or of oneself” (Foucault 1997: 82).
For Gordon (1991: 2), Foucault’s definition of governmentality as “the conduct of conduct”
or “arts of government” is a type of activity — of government — aimed at shaping, guiding,
or affecting the conduct of oneself and others. It includes practices that make it possible for
visitors and residents to be governed, interact, and shape cultural spaces that can be governed
(Rose et al., 2006: 101). 

Rose (2000) sees governance, in its broader scope, as a kind of action in which various
stakeholders (not only governments) seek to produce and reproduce lifestyles and spaces
that are safer for the city, its government, and its residents. In terms of governance, govern-
mentality utilizes a variety of rationales or mentalities associated with the many approaches
to government (Bacchi 2009: 26). According to Gordon (1991: 2–3), urban governance as
an activity concerns relationships between individuals, private interpersonal relations that
involve some form of control or guidance, relationships between cultural institutions and
communities, and concerns related to political influence. Nielsen et al. (2016: 3) define this
type of governance as partnerships implemented at different policy and spatial levels to
achieve a particular result.

In Foucault’s theory, governance is viewed as an activity, and the arts of government are
ways to comprehend what that activity entails, and how it might be applied to governing
differences and diversity (Gordon 1991). These concepts also enable the study of urban cul-
tural policies, programs, and technology to destabilize taken-for-granted notions about
how cultural politics should be conducted and thought about (Bacchi & Goodwin 2016:
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43). The rationality of governance is described here as the capacity to make some form of
government activity (who is governed, what constitutes governing, what is governed, and in
what ways) both thinkable and practical, both for those practicing it and for those on whom
it is performed (ibid.). As Dean (1999: 89) notes, the internal practices and rationale of this
type of government activity can be described as “policing.” 

Liberalism
Foucauldian scholars like Dean (2002: 41) view liberalism as a general philosophy of rule
that governs governmental organizations and is followed throughout the world. The funda-
mental principles of this perspective are a commitment to personal liberty and limited and
accountable government (ibid.). Dean’s argument (2010: 228) should be considered when
contemplating these new types of urban spaces that aim to leave no one behind in cities as
described in the United Nations’ New Urban Agenda. He argues that today’s cities and states
are limited in their ability to act due to the complexity of urban space and the population of
those cities. 

For Foucault, the study of liberalism entails the examination of the governmental reason
and the political rationality of government as an activity instead of an institution (Burchell
1996: 21). Today, urban space represents one of the most important contexts for exploring
this activity in the form of enabling government through sense-making concerning the
intersection of diversity, difference, and cultures in urban areas (Geertz 1973: 5; Wirth 1940:
743). In this regard, Borer (2006) describes culture as a process of finding a space where lib-
eral governance can take shape. Urban cultural policies serve as vehicles for teaching people
how to live together in urban environments (Gilberg et al. 2012; Williams 1958).

Lastly, drawing on Foucault’s late remarks, liberalism is considered a technology of gov-
ernmentality (Hunt 1996: 167). In this regard, Dean (1991: 13) maintains that a liberal form
of government should be recognized as the result of multiple government interventions
promoting and reproducing a specific way of life. Moreover, this lifestyle is based on the
regulative notions of autonomy, rationality, and obligation. According to Gilberg et al.
(2012), urban culture entails everyday activities, space, discursive discourses, ideology, and
sociocultural policy. An example of this is how urban space governance affects city life, and
how city life influences urban space governance (ibid.). For Hindess (1996: 65–66), the
liberal form of government promotes a way of life suitable for a society composed of such
independent individuals. Pyykkönen (2015: 10) argues that by using Foucauldian ideas of
liberal governance and their premises of reasoning, one can understand how governance
and freedom are intertwined in urban contexts. This idea is evocative of various strategies
and directions designed to regulate and control the diversity and differences found in urban
cultural policies and spaces. In this regard, liberalism views government as an evil to be
minimized and the city or government as a means of promoting a particular way of living
(Hindess 1996: 65–66).

Police
According to Dean (2002: 42), liberalism started as a critique of the theory and practice of
rule that views police, security, and public order as conditions to be accomplished through a
comprehensive set of regulations. Furthermore, this type of government practice is also
based on a clear and thorough understanding of the culture, lifestyle, and livelihoods to be
governed. Police attempt to ensure the security of the urban area, and this act of government
is achieved by adopting a facilitating role (ibid.). In these circumstances, the police techno-
logy can be seen in the city council’s role (local government), which functioned within state
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frameworks and enabled governments to govern individuals in a way that was beneficial to
the world (Foucault 2007: 410). The police carried out this operation under the assumption
that a good place produces good citizens (Dušan & Dušan 2019). Due to this, the policing of
cities has historically been based on their populations, requiring a great deal of consideration
and effort in making urban policies (Pasquino 1978; Foucault 1988: 82–83). 

According to Dean (1999: 95), the older version of police — ensuring security and public
order —no longer serves as a model to be followed by government officials. This transfor-
mation describes the beginning of a new government technique (Dean 2002: 95). In Fou-
cault’s final analysis, police is seen as a political technology of the individual deployed by the
liberal government (Jobe 2014). In this regard, the local or urban government utilizes this
technology to cooperate with, contract out to, or enter into partnerships with agencies,
groups, companies, communities, neighborhoods, bodies of civil society, and the private
housing market within governed urban areas and spaces of encounter. These new spaces are
what interest the police in the contemporary cultural context. According to Camponeschi
(2010), utilizing public and open spaces is one way for the cultural police to experiment
with new ways of interacting with people and gain a better understanding of urban subjects.
In cities without these spaces, people with different backgrounds cannot interact with one
another, and their understanding of one another is hampered by a lack of interaction, con-
tacts, socializing, and dialogue (Neal et al. 2015). 

For Foucault (2000: 412), the new version of police is concerned with the coexistence of
people in a territory, their property relationships, what they produce, what is exchanged on
the market, and so on. With this approach to diversity, the city government will gain a
deeper understanding of contemporary public spaces, how they are shaped by differences,
the way people live, and the diseases and accidents they may experience. In this regard, lib-
eral governance is related to the claim to knowledge and the capability of the technology of
police to accelerate the liberalistic notion of limited government that function through the
understanding of cultural diversity and other processes outside of the formal political insti-
tutions of governing urban communities. It follows that the liberal fear of governing too
much does not substantially exceed the fear that the population is being governed too much
or wrongly, but that the state or city is doing too much of the governing to reinforce differ-
ences or celebrate diversity (Dean & Hindess 1998: 3–7). The section that follows will out-
line the methodological aspects of this study.

Case Study
This study includes in-depth examinations of cases of diversity and differences in urban gov-
ernance to demonstrate how to promote the city government’s strategy of governing
residents and visitors. Within the scope of this article, the analysis is based on the working
definition proposed by Yin (2015: 194): a case study is “an empirical inquiry that closely
examines a contemporary phenomenon (the case) within its real-world context.” The two
countries were chosen because Finland has been a bilingual country since its independence,
and multiculturalism is a central part of the Australian constitution. Helsinki and Sydney
were selected for this examination because, first, both cities have explicitly acknowledged
diversity and pluralism as part of their identities and placemaking. Second, both cities pro-
vide an excellent context for studying the concept of Chinatown and its discussion as an
example of a space of encounter. 

According to the Australian Bureau of Statistics (2019), the City of Sydney is expected to
have a population of 275,370 as of the year 2022, out of the Greater Sydney population of
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5,367,206. Helsinki has an estimated population of 653,835 out of the 1.5 million people
living in the Helsinki Region (City of Helsinki 2020). 

The geographical and cultural differences were also taken into consideration when
selecting the cities. For example, Finnish and Swedish are both official languages in Finland,
and in Helsinki, 78.2% speak Finnish as their first language, 5.6% speak Swedish, and 16.2%
speak another language (City of Helsinki 2020). In Helsinki, more than 140 nationalities are
represented, which makes it one of the most ethnically diverse cities in Finland. According
to the World Population Review (2022), approximately 45% of the people who live in
Greater Sydney were born outside of Australia, indicating that the population is diverse and
represents many different cultures.

Data and Its Analysis
The study includes four semi-structured recorded interviews and one online interview con-
ducted in Sydney between October and December 2019 and in Helsinki between June and
July 2020. Before each data collection period, a formal request was emailed to a contact per-
son in each city, explaining the broader purpose of my study and the necessity of obtaining
data by interviewing respondents. My request was answered by the cities’ unit or depart-
ment of cultural policy, which selected three key candidates in Sydney and two in Helsinki
for an interview. In each case, the participants represented the views of their respective cit-
ies within the cultural policy unit. As part of my broader research goal, the interviews con-
ducted were purposively limited to the cultural policy units, and these did not include the
perspectives of other departments of the city council. 

To begin with, I conducted three semi-structured interviews with strategy advisors and
managers from the cultural and creativity unit of the City of Sydney local government area
(LGA). Due to the COVID-19 outbreak, it was very challenging to collect data in Helsinki.
Therefore, two semi-structured interviews (one of which was an online interview) were
conducted with policymakers (a former director and a deputy mayor) within the Culture
and Leisure Division of the City of Helsinki. 

The recorded interviews were transcribed and analyzed using the thematic analysis
guidelines described by Braun and Clarke (2006). Based on the recommendations of the
cities’ cultural policy units or departments regarding my initial request, I conducted a
smaller number of interviews than originally planned. However, thematic analysis can be
used with both small and large data sets, and with as few as one or two participants (Ceder-
vall & Berg, 2010).

To gain a comprehensive understanding of the data and to perform a thematic analysis,
it was necessary to read the material multiple times. Following the transcription, coding
was performed to categorize the data into smaller, more meaningful units. Codes were
added to similar sentences, words, and sometimes even groups of sentences in the tran-
scripts. However, not every phrase or word was coded, and only responses that were rel-
evant to the study’s goals were coded. Because I did not have pre-established codes, I uti-
lized the open coding method, which involved developing codes as I coded and refining
them as I progressed (Braun & Clarke 2006). Once I had read all the transcripts and
assigned codes to different data components, I grouped codes that fit together into themes.
In addition, I reviewed all the initial themes and determined that each theme should be dis-
tinct from the others. As a result of this thorough consideration and review, language and
spaces of encounter were identified as themes, and Chinatown was categorized as a sub-
theme within the theme of spaces of encounter. Through this process, I refined the themes
to reveal their essence. To do this, I looked at how the themes, research purpose, and theo-
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retical frameworks that were used to answer the research questions fit together. The analysis
was conducted at a descriptive level as well as more comprehensively, in search of models
and patterns that might be used to explain the statements. 

Finally, the interview participants from Sydney were anonymized as Syn1 and Syn2, and
the participants from Helsinki were anonymized as Hel1 and Hel2. To obtain a more com-
prehensive understanding, the findings of the present study were analyzed from a theo-
retical perspective. This understanding will be discussed in the following section, which
covers the analysis.

Policing Differences and Diversity at Local (City) Council Level

Policing cultural spaces of encounter and notions of communication: What 
about Chinatown?
As discussed in the previous sections, spaces of encounter are determined by economic fac-
tors, cultural norms, and, most importantly, the police’s control of the targeted population.
Considering this, it may be argued that such cultural encounters in cities and their spaces
have led to today’s urban governmentality, which includes both explicit and implicit cul-
tural policies characteristic of liberal governance. Furthermore, the normalization of such
spaces or communities has the effect of restricting sociability and interaction between
citizens who live alongside excluded individuals.

In the context of language and spaces of encounter identified as the themes in the data
and Chinatown as the subtheme, Hel2 describes the City of Helsinki as “a bilingual city
with some other languages in Helsinki.” Syn2 describes the City of Sydney as “strangely
diverse in terms of being a lot of people from a lot of places.” Based on these quotations,
communication methods, such as the languages people speak, provide insight into how
the city’s diverse population can function together. In practice, the City of Sydney pri-
marily functions in English. It is a city with a large number of immigrants who settled
there during the early stages of European settlement. For this reason, Sydney is highly
diverse despite the fact that English is the dominant language of communication and con-
tact. In the City of Helsinki, the number of immigrants has grown since the early 1990s,
but it is still low compared to Sydney and other Western cities with a long history of
immigration.

According to Sager (2011), cities and their governments set the agenda for governing
people through a variety of means of communication that involve agreements between
businesses, governments, and people. In addition, this approach allows for an assessment of
how differences and diversity are governed within ethnic spaces or concentrations by
observing details of daily life. The case studies below will discuss this further.

The City of Sydney’s case
According to Ang (2015: 5), Chinatowns have re-emerged as an icon of multiculturalism in
Australia. Australia’s declaration as a multicultural nation in the 1980s has changed the
meaning of Chinatowns (ibid.). Historically, Sydney’s Chinatown was a place of differences
and segregation, enforced by the majority of residents and colonial governments as the sett-
lers sought to maintain cultural ties to their homeland (Inglis 2011: 1). Today, Chinatowns
are places for celebrating cultural diversity and serve as a symbol of differences that should
be protected from discrimination and prejudice rather than criticized (Anderson 1990:
137). The City of Sydney recognizes this opportunity to promote the colorful potential of
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Chinatown as a means of boosting economic growth and increasing mutual participation
among Chinese residents (ibid.). 

In Sydney, interviewee Syn2 raised the theme of cultural expectations:

It’s hard for me to say because when I go to Chinatown, I am experiencing it as a European, as a white
Australian. That’s how I am experiencing it. So, when I am going there and ordering food, or you know,
I am buying something or hanging around, I will be speaking English. 

And I have never had a situation in Chinatown or any place similar to Chinatown because we have
Korea town, which is kind of around this area. So, I have never had the experience of being unable to
converse with someone in Chinatown.

In light of the above statements regarding cultural expectations, foreign origin is sometimes
a starting point for developing new visitors’ spaces with opportunities for interaction
between urban residents and others. In this context, Sydney’s Chinatown, which is a place
with foreign roots, may also help improve communication between people who speak dif-
ferent languages. For example, the original settlers gathered in Chinatown in Sydney solely
to work and survive. Now, it is a bustling dining district, attracting tourists who are not cul-
turally different in their approach to communication from those who possess a basic under-
standing of English and the language of the settlers. It is evident from the above that busi-
ness and cultural contacts occur at all levels, even at the level of ordering food. Accordingly,
these trends indicate that the differences in the governing procedures in Sydney’s China-
town can be seen as a manifestation of urban diversity and a representation of the minority
group. Diversity is also present, but mostly in the form of tourism and trade, in which
people from different cultures meet and interact with each other. In terms of interaction
and encounters between different cultures and ethnic groups and visitors, Chinatowns are
one of the most visible indicators.

With respect to the theme of policy directives, Syn2 stated:

They would not have assumed any policy work done around what we are going to do regarding language.
So, it’s literally like we will create. We will work with the Chinese community to create this place where
they can congregate and share and interact and share their culture and all of that. But whether or not that
would have gone to the level of how we are going to regulate, or we will create the policy conditions for the
sharing of language, I don’t think it would have gone that far.

I mean obviously, there is a lot of signage in Chinese, Mandarin, and Cantonese, there is a lot of,
you know, kind of British communication and obviously, the community there talking in Mandarin
or Cantonese amongst themselves. But it is an interesting question about whether or not there would
be a policy layer to that. I don’t know.

Based on this, the urban lifestyle in Sydney has increased the visibility of cultural relation-
ships, making government policing simpler. The development of spaces for interaction and
encounters is consistent with the limited government rationality, which portrays this
development as the voice of cultural representation in a multicultural focused space
(Mohammed 2019). For Hunt (1996), such a rationality and development can be seen as the
birth of (cultural) politics leading to increasing diversity and differences in regulatory acti-
vity. Based on this analysis of Sydney’s Chinatown, I think Chinatown is no longer a
restricted racial enclave and a space of exclusion. Instead, it is becoming a more connected,
open, and universal space where an Asian-Australian identity is equally represented. 

As stated in the theoretical section, freedom in the city and its spaces of encounters are
rooted in the linguistic expression of urban culture in these spaces and by its people.
Accordingly, it is crucial to recognize the symbolic significance of language differences and
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diversity in urban cultural policy formation. With regard to the role of language in cultural
policy, Syn2 stated:

Language from a cultural policy perspective, so I can’t speak to immigration policy, housing policy, and
all that. From a cultural perspective, language has been left out for most of the Australian cultural poli-
cies. And I think that probably speaks to my privileges as a natural-born Australian white person. From
what I can see and I think, that is a bad thing.

As noted by the participant, language is an essential aspect of communication in cultural
policy. However, the barriers to or enablers of interaction and contacts between people
learning to live together have not been fully considered in explicit cultural policy and prac-
tice. Presently, this scenario is further complicated by the extensive use of the English lan-
guage as an official means of interaction and communication at all levels of urban encoun-
ters, both institutional and urban. 

It is also important to note that language is a major concern for those who do not speak
English well. In such a case, a city or neighborhood may not be welcoming to non-English-
speaking residents, which is likely to widen the communication gap. For Syn2:

There are parts of Australia where people believe that, and you know, on a day-to-day level, the number
of people who can speak more than one language in Australia, I don’t know. But I will assume it is signifi-
cantly less than in Europe. So, you know, if you are someone who is coming from Ghana or Finland and
your English is not great, I imagine you struggle quite significantly. And your opportunities to engage in
the cultural life of Australia, outside of sharing your culture with people from your country of origin. I
imagine that would be very difficult. 

As seen above, language barriers describe how city government policies become feasible
and practical as an art of living with differences. To Foucault (1997: 74), this kind of action
is an approach that is connected to the liberal critique of excessive or wrong governance.
Therefore, to repoliticize the communicative issue in light of people coming to Australia,
policymakers need to think about what the minority language communities are — whether
those coming in or intending to become part of the community. It could lead to a general
re-evaluation whereby the governance of differences and diversity through communication
at the city level might become distorted or complicated, resulting in the exclusion of others
with language difficulties. I think that the differences in the way people communicate in
Sydney show how a liberal technology is used as a government product, and how different
government strategies promote a certain way of life by using techniques that could be called
“cultural police.” Next, I will move on to discuss Helsinki’s case.

The City of Helsinki’s case
Finland’s official bilingual status is manifested in the capital, the City of Helsinki, as well as
in the country’s public organizations, which are legally bound to govern in both Swedish
and Finnish (Kraus 2016: 26). In contrast to Sydney, where languages as a means of com-
munication in governed spaces of encounter are excluded from explicit cultural policy-
making, Helsinki acknowledges the importance of communication as a concept in cultural
policy (both implicit and explicit) and city-making. 

Helsinki is a very diverse city when compared to other Finnish cities, but its ethnic com-
position is still relatively homogeneous when compared to places like London. The city has
several ethnic restaurants and shopping options. However, ethnic concentrations as self-
standing communities are considered problematic and ghettos, which the Helsinki city
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government opposes. Below is the response of an interviewee when asked whether they
were interested in ethnic spaces such as Chinatowns. 

According to Hel1:

No, it doesn’t. There are some areas where, for example, there are several ethnic restaurants or shops.
Helsinki is still quite a homogenous city, and immigration is a somewhat new thing. Ethnic concentra-
tion would be considered segregation, which Helsinki is fighting against. The city’s goal is to have equal-
ity between different neighborhoods with no social division.

As Hel1 suggests, Helsinki aspires to be a city that promotes its citizens’ welfare, their par-
ticipation in cultural activities, and its strength as a city without divisions. In such circum-
stances, police practice is not governed by law but rather by a number of positive interven-
tions that aim to affect people’s urban lifestyles (Foucault 2000: 415). Accordingly, Hel1
believes that the City of Helsinki is committed to good policing that focuses on urban areas
and brings everyone together into a single community. This is in line with the goal of UN
Habitat III, which is to leave no one behind. In this sense, urban governance can be viewed
as an attempt to promote a certain way of life or culture through the use of police techno-
logy. As a result, the police play an important role in preserving the changing nature of
urban interactions, in which people learn to coexist in a governed space. Moreover, this
indicates some degree of diversity in the city, even though migration is relatively recent
compared to Sydney, where immigration has a long history. Like Sydney, there is some
interaction among urban residents in Helsinki, but this interaction is primarily related to
tourism and commerce. With regard to interaction and encounters between different cul-
tures, ethnic groups, and visitors, Helsinki’s alternative serves as an important and visible
manifestation of an integrative urban culture.

In relation to the themes of policy and cultural expectations, Hel2 also pointed out:

It has been an active policy not to have one, and I personally don’t quite understand it if I will move to, let’s
say, Ethiopia. I would like to live where let’s say, not Finns but Nordic people, European people, and
people probably from a Nordic city inside some Ethiopian city I don’t know. But we actually go strongly
against creating these kinds of communities, trying to blend everybody into our own society.

And there is, there is a researcher in Helsinki who is specialized in these kinds of things, God, I
don’t remember her name, but I see this grass of weird non-Finnish people in Helsinki, and where do
they come from, the language schools, and it’s really diverse actually. The only Chinatown-like area
you can find is actually Otaniemi, where the Aalto University is based, and there is like 75% of the
non-Finnish people living in Otaniemi are from China, Japan, or Korea, but of course, it’s temporary;
they are there just as students.

I argue that Hel2’s responses (personal opinion) are an important analytical point, given
that the respondent opposes the official urban policy of Helsinki and Finland, which aim to
mix ethnicities extensively. In essence, this is a matter of governing diversity and difference
in urban space. It is also an issue that is contested among policymakers, as pointed out by
Hel2. In addition, these questions pertain to the issue of differences, which is echoed in
UN-Habitat’s New Urban Agenda. However, these communities are also excellent places to
learn about these new cultures and traditions. In this situation, the creation of Chinatowns
and other similar enclaves will give people the chance to learn from each other’s social and
cultural differences.

As was the case in Sydney, acknowledging and including others can be an effective way
to govern multilingual and multidimensional spaces. As part of this cultural process, it is
possible to develop communicative resources that will facilitate the interaction between
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diverse groups of people in the city. Regarding the role of language in cultural policy, Hel1
stated:

Helsinki has recognized the challenge of language barriers. More and more people live in Helsinki who
don’t speak Finnish or Swedish. We also need to offer non-verbal culture and give space to non-Finnish
culture and performances as well. 

Through liberal forms of governance, a plurality of languages can be promoted explicitly as
a way of living and as an art of living, with no one left behind. Based on the above, it appears
that the urban context of Helsinki is a space that plays a significant role in symbolizing the
coexistence of the two national languages (Kraus 2016: 30). I would argue that Helsinki’s
bilingual cultural services are the result of applying liberalism, which stipulates freedom as
a function of government. This occurs as a consequence of urban governmentality, which
creates regulation strategies that can be considered “cultural police.” They provide insights
into the tensions between diversity, differences, and participation in urban planning. In the
discussion above, tensions have been expressed regarding the governance of differences and
diversity, which seeks to maintain tradition while striving to introduce a new cultural
rationality.

Conclusion
Cities like Sydney and Helsinki offer laboratory-like conditions for studying what the Fou-
cauldian police means in urban cultural policy and planning. This article has explored the
question of how the city government in Sydney and Helsinki culturally express what Fou-
cault and Foucauldian theory call police in the contexts of diversity and difference. A the-
matic analysis of the interviews in these cities revealed similarities and differences in their
policy directives regarding differences and diversity, especially in relation to communica-
tion and cultural spaces of encounter, such as Chinatowns.

This article found that at the city level, policing is not limited to policymakers’ regula-
tory practices and control mechanisms for ensuring good order in the city. Accordingly,
cultural policing has improved the socioeconomic status of the city and enabled the mar-
ginalized to be recognized. In Helsinki and Sydney, governable cultural spaces of encounter,
including Chinatowns, and their governance are key examples of the challenges presented
by urban differences and diversity. Yet, the discussion of urban differences and diversity
also honor the culturally rooted contexts of urban spaces to ensure the shared urban cul-
tural identity of the cities. According to the empirical evidence presented, cultural policing
primarily seeks to develop a strategy to manage diversity and differences in accordance with
the city policy objectives. The earlier conceptions of Chinatown in Sydney represent a dif-
ferent understanding and way of governing. It was about controlling the main population in
such spaces, which aligns with what Foucault terms a disciplined society in relation to his
earlier notion of the police state. However, this article concluded that Sydney’s Chinatown
is no longer a Chinese community enclave, isolated from the Australian majority. On the
contrary, it is a dynamic, lively, multicultural, multilingual, and diversified cultural space
where learning to live together with differences is experienced and expressed.

In the case of Helsinki, it was revealed that it aims to increase the construction of some-
thing new, which is supposed to foster citizens’ lives, their participation in sociocultural acti-
vities, and the city’s strength in what was referred to as “spaces or communities with no social
division.” The way of life that the City of Helsinki is interested in promises police practices
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focused on urban areas that blend the whole society into one community. Such an approach
to urban cultural governance attests to the significant space that existed as forms of police that
were manifested in specific, continuous, and positive interventions aimed at people’s behavior
(Foucault 2000: 415). Unlike Sydney, Helsinki views Chinatown as an ethnic concentration—
an example of self-standing communities that are deemed problematic, as well as ghettos,
which the Helsinki city government opposes. In this case, the police become the precondition
for maintaining the course of interactions in governing diversity and differences. 

In addition, language plays a significant role in Helsinki’s and Sydney’s cultural policy
practices. It provides an entry into society and a means of establishing contacts and inter-
action with others. The evidence presented in this article practically suggests that com-
municative policies and interventions contribute to helping and welcoming others with dif-
ferences and difficulties. 

Based on the analysis, it can be argued that if urban governance keeps shifting towards a
regulative city, the cultural police will not abandon its mechanisms that create differences.
It will activate them in a situational and temporary manner, but its permanent and actual
subject will be the residents and their way of life and the population’s culture. These are the
premises on which the police began to operate and express its rationality regarding UN-
Habitat’s current slogan, “The city we need.” In addition, Chinatowns have been reconcep-
tualized in this article as models for understanding the socioeconomic and cultural impli-
cations of living together, cultivating tolerant attitudes toward differences, and creating
spaces for people to interact. Throughout this article, the interplay between Chinatowns,
urban space, and language has been explored to illustrate the complexity of diverse cultural
practices that characterize cities and their governance. To accommodate the linguistic and
cultural diversity of the city in question, this level of responsiveness is critical. Based on the
analysis of the data from a Foucauldian perspective presented here, this article has arrived
at conclusions reaching beyond a generalization of how the selected cities govern and police
the issues raised in this study. 
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