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&755 System Complexity

6{ OASYyOS KI & SELJ 2NBR
macrocosms: we have a good sense of the la
of the land. The great unexplored frontier Is
O2YLX SEAGRE

(Heinz R. Pagels, The Dreams of Reason, 1988)




ey _S_ Brief Overview

@ of Current Study

A The integration of newcomers to Canada and the
creation of an inclusive Canadian society is a comple
undertaking that involves many players working
together in various formal or informal partnership
arrangements.

A The main objective of this research is to examine
how the elements of this partnership work together
to serve both the new immigrant and Canadian
soclety as a whole.



&S Methods

A ldentification of 6 intefrelated research PODs
(Programs Of Discovery)

A Archival document reviews
A Literature reviews

A 55 Interviews with federal, provincial, municipal and
|ISO stakeholders across Canada

A 4 Focus groups with newcomerservice users and
non-usersc in Ontario and Nova Scotia
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Description of Research Pods

To explore what constitutes an effective partnership model in the processes
of settlement, integration, and inclusion; What mechanisms need to be in

Pod1l. Effectiveness and Lucia Lo, Fernando
coordination of integration Nunes MariaTrache
programs.

Pod 2. Interprovincial

AdnanTuregun Bilkis

comparison of service delivery VissandjiNabiha

Attalah, JoeGarcea

Pod 3. The role ahunicipalities JoeGarceaValerie
in facilitating integration. Preston, Sarah

Wayland,

Pod 4. The role of grougpecific Ida Berger, Mary
and universal services in terms Foster, Agnes
of bonding and bridging social Meinhard

capital
Pod 5. Examining different John Shields]ulie
models for effective service Drolet

delivery form different countries

and sectors

Pod 6. The impact of

policy on JimFrideres llene

effective integration and Hyman, Ingrid

inclusion

Waldrun

place to arrive at a shared meaning of effectiveness among all stakeholders

To examine how differences in fedegbvincial partnership agreements
affect the delivery of integration services in the different provinces

To examine the role of municipalities, regional governments, and
neighbourhoods in facilitating integration and inclusion, especially in the |
term

To compare the bridging and bonding social capital provided by ethno
specific and multcultural ISOs and how this affects the quality of their
integration experience.

To examine settlement and integration models in a number of countries that
are generally recognized to have successful programs; To examine different
types of partnership arrangements in other social services sectors such as
health and longerm care, home care and daycare.

To investigate whether policies, partnerships and programs implemented by
various government levels and involving different sectors (e.g., school,
private) aimed at changing broader social structures are necessary for
effective integration and inclusion.



o Project Model

Longer term programs to promote
inclusiveness and eliminate barriers
to integration

Provincial & Municipal

Schools/ Health &
Universities Social
Services

Employment Community

= Busi.qess & Services
Immediate E Housl.ng Ne"[\_f
and Long o I -

" mim g_:[’l-]ll'[
Term ‘%

Family &
Friends

81,803 [y

Ethno-

cul_rl:l:ral" Multicultoral
religious ISAs &
NGOs NGOs

Federal/ Provincial Municipal
& Foundations’ Donors

Mostly short term programs to help immigrants get settled and find
employment during their first three vears. Some longer term multicultural

and antiracist programs



#/§ | Relationship among
( _S_ SystemComponents

Communication

: ISOs
Leadership
A Many studies have
separately examined |~ R/ \
=

iIndividual aspects of the
model; however,
examining complex Culture
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(Ostrom 2009).
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Types of Systems

Spectrum of Complexity

Predictable

Far from
Agreement
Close to
Agreement
Close to
Certainty

Far from
Certainty

a|gelo1paldun
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=/ Characteristics of
_S_ Complex Adaptive Systems

1. Non-linearity

This construct means that small actions can stimulate large reactions
(otherwise known as the butterfly effect) in which highly improbable,
unpredictable and unexpected events have huge impacts.

2. Uncertainty

Processes and outcomes are unpredictable, uncontrollable and
unknowable in advance. There is no clear idea what might happen
or how likely possible outcomes are.

3. Dynamical systems change

Interactions within, between and among subsystems and
parts are volatile, turbulent, and cascade rapidly and
unpredictably.




Characteristics of
Complex Adaptive Systems

4. Adaptation

Interacting elements respond and adapt to each other so that what emerges
and evolves is a function of ongoing adaptation among both interacting
elements and the elements and their environment.

5. Emergence

The appearance of patterns occurs due to collective behavior.
What actually emerges cannot be planned or intended. The whole
of the interactions becomes greater than the sum of the separate
parts.

6. Co-evolutionary

As interacting and adaptive agents self organize,
ongoing connections emerge that become co-
evolutionary as the agents evolve together (co-evolve)
within and as part of the whole system over time.




Key Findings General

A By conducting a historical scan we observed that a
rather simple system of immigration based on
economic considerations and controlled by the
Federal Government, despite joint jurisdiction with
the provinces, has evolved into a complex social
system, one that involves many different
partnerships on many different levels.

A The system did not evolve in a linear fashion as
evidenced by the series of asymmetrical
agreements between the Federal Government a
the various provinces.




%—S— Key Findings General

il Ty ]
AFR Maltiple
' hsﬁ’,r Group ?"

A A new level of self Y

organizing collaborative
partnerships has evolved
In the form of wider
Intersectoral
partnerships mostly at
the local/municipal level

/ Conversations /-7
That
era) Matter

A Image from:
http://www.openspaceworld.org/cgi/netwi
ki.cqi?SelfOrganizingWorld



http://www.openspaceworld.org/cgi/netwiki.cgi?SelfOrganizingWorld
http://www.openspaceworld.org/cgi/netwiki.cgi?SelfOrganizingWorld

SECTOR

m“:"“:SS KeyFindings- General

A There is good evidence of-ewolution. One example
IS how the concept of integration has evolved from
an expectation of unilateral movement by the
Immigrant towards the host culture, to recognizing
bilateral responsibility for integration.

A The very concept of what it means to be Canadian
has ceevolved with the influx of iImmigrants.




KeyFindingsc POD 1

A There are key differences between the government sector on tt
one hand and the ISO sector on the other as to what constitute
effective integration, effective service delivery and effective
partnerships:

I 1SOs view integration and the process of integration more holistically,
more ofalongl SNY LINRPOS&aa |-IRe Y2INBE S &e |
A Thus the effectiveness of service delivery cannot be measured as direct output, but
rather as longtierm outcomes, which both sectors agree are currently not measured we
AcKAa y2i0sA0KaAaGlIyRAY3IS GKSNB Aa Iy adzyN
reporting (1ISOs), not enough accountability (Government)
I Expectations of the partnerships are different for the two sectors and
these define different challenges:
A More equality (ISOs)smore accountability Goy)
A More continuity of contacts (ISOg3more transparency®oy)
A Unpredictability of funding (ISOs3no mention of funding



C;SS KeyFindingsc POD 1

A Increasing disconnect between the two sectors with respect
to longterm integration vs fiscal integration

A This lack of agreement coupled with the uncertainty around
funding, fully places the system of partnership for delivering
services in the realm of a complex systems



KeyFindingsg POD 2

A The National system for immigration and integration is
asymmetric

A There is a growing involvement of different players and
different levels of governments, however all rely on
partnerships which involve the nonprofit sector

A Funding from Federal Government has steadily increased anc
provincial funding has increased too in most provinces

A Services differ in different regions of the country but it is hard
to pinpoint the reasons for the differences

A Historically there have been long periods of stasis with short
bursts of change

A Currently we are in a period of dynamic policy changes



KeyFindingsc POD 3

A Recognition of the importance of local involvement and place
based policy making

A Selforganizing initiatives in local partnerships

A They are facing many issues in terms of defining

I Mandate, Membership, Governance, Accountability, Symmetry of
structure

A Challenges include

I Funding, Resolving competing needs, Changing environments, maintain
flexibility and autonomy

A Impossible yet to determine effectiveness, although some more
effective than others

A Recommendations that regardless, their nurturance is importan



KeyFindingsc POD 4

A Different perspectives on the meaning of integration from
universal service providers and ethispecific service
providers

A Different services given in the different types of 1SOs

A Evidence of some collaboration and partnership with
examples of croseeferals

A Bonded bridging

I ESOs provide bonding and through the bonding bridge to the larger
society

A Bridged bonding

I MSOs by their nature bridge, but provide bonding opportunities across
non-ethnic lines



KeyFindingsgc POD 5

A Need for immigrants is high in all low bisthte Western
countries for longerm sustainability

A Common difficulties across the globe

A Broader environment is an important and unpredictable force
A Dangers in ardimmigration politics

A Trends:

I Shifting responsibility for solutions to societal problems to
nongovernmental players

I Placing onus of integration on the immigrant
I Funding more precarious while greater demand on service providers

A Despite this, government involvement is an important
symbolic of welcoming for the immigrant



KeyFindingsc POD 6

A Disturbing trends in th@overtizationof immigrants
I Systemic racism
I Underemployment
I Social exclusion

A Removing barriers is critical to full participation
A Solutions to the problems are much broader than CIC
A Most effective solutions may be at the local level, however

A Multi-level, crosslepartmental partnerships needed to
provide accessibility to all

A Immigrant specific programs should be coupled with universal
LI2f AOASa F2NJ a20AFf AyOf dzaA



&S Implications for Policy

A When evaluating the effectiveness of a system, or a
system intervention or innovation, it is well to keep
IN mind that most social systems are sailfjanizing
adaptive systems; therefore simple linear measures
will not suffice.

A Better methods of evaluation would rely on
determining how the system setirganizes or adapts
IN response to an intervention or environmental
stimulus

I What roles do the various parts of the system play in
responding to the challenge?



&S Implications for Policy

I How do the various parts interact or relate to each other?
I What new Initiatives are undertaken in response”?

I This kind of analysis will provide an indication of how
Important the system deems the challenge to be and how
quickly or slowly it is moving to resolution.

A Since outcomes cannot really be predicted in
complex systems from the initial stimulus,
noticing patterns of behaviour and comparing
them with other patterns can give an inkling
of where the system is moving.



&S Implications for Policy

A Chaos during times of change is not to be feared.
Order will ensue.

A Some parts of the system may be conducive to
planned and controlled organizing.

I This would occur in situations where there is high
agreement among the players about a certain issue, and
there is high certainty and predictability of actions because
of the structure of the system (Stacey, 1996).

I Such a structure would be akin to a bureaucracy, for
example. Therefore it is important to understand that
different strategies may be needed for different parts of
the system.
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Pod 1.
Effectiveness and Coordination of
Integration Programs



Defining Integration- ISOs

A Tangible outcomes

I Language, jobs, civic
participation

A From outsider to insider
I But clearly 2vay street

A Temporal and individual
variation

A Importance of feeling
comfortable

Integration is a
two way street

POD 1: Defining Integration

Defining integrationcD 2 @ Q (i

A No agreement among
Interviewees on defining
effective integration

A Tangible outcomes were
mentioned, and stages as
well

A Difference between
regional CIC officials and
NHQ

I Regional did not see the 2
way street aspect



POD 1: Strategies for

Effectivelntegration
Strategies for effective Strategies for effective
Integration - ISOs IntegrationcD 2 @ Q U
A A more sensitized public A Better selection of
service immigrantS(employeFdriven
. immigrant selection process; improving
A More collaboration pre-orientation of immigrants)

between settlement sector A More partnerships between
and mainstream civil society  |ocal communities and

organizationse(g. public schoo)s public sector

A More funding A Expanding and enhancing
SerViCESbetter coordinating services)

A Individualized case
management approach

A Holistic policiesnft just labour

marketrelated; e.g. mental heal%



POD 1: Challenges to
Effective Integration

Challenges to effective Challenges to effective
integration - ISOs integrationgD 2 G Q U

A D2OSNYYSyYyidQa 27F wNotservicing people who do not
messagesge.g. on Tamil boat people in currently useservicege.g.
2010)can be detrimental to undocumented immigrants)

Integration . . .
w Barriers and gaps in service

AD2OSNYYSyuQa yiI provision( e.g. better services imural
understanding of newcomer communities; removeime-limit on ESL

: rovision
needs(e.g. importance of provision)

(grand)parents for family webeing) w Treating immigrants as all the

A Lack of affordable and same(e.g. Educateds. leseducated)

appropriate housing -
w Inter-governmental conflicts in

A Imposed by need to attend to servicepriorities (e.g. Federal vs.
TFWP and secondary migration provincial priorities not matching)



=/ POD 1: Elements of
( _S_ Effective Partnerships

A Elements of effective partnerships mentioned by both:
I Shared goals and objectives

i Open and regular communications
I Clarity of roles
|
|

On the contrary, an
bisible partner doesr’t nag,
can't trip you, and NEV
Steps on your feet!

Flexibility and creativity
- Trust

A Mentioned by 1SOs
I Proper resourcing
i Power sharing e
A Mentioned by Government

I Mechanisms for effective governance, accountability, performance and
financial probity




%/ POD 1: Challenges to

A

Effective Partnerships

A Ch
'
'

allenges to effective partnerships mentioned by both
Rigidity and administrative difficulties
Imbalanced power dynamics

A I\/Ientloned by 1ISOs

Fundlng(uncertamty insufficient for increasing demands e.g. TFWP, secondary

YAINI GA2YT RAAO2YYSOU0 0SUsSSYy 3IA20SNYYS
holistic services)

D2OSNYYSyiQa 101 2F yAYofSySaa
Reporting and accountability requirements = micromanagement
wS3dzf F NJ OKI y3aS 2F 3I320Q0 aidl FFz |

A Mentioned by Government

Lack of planning and accountability
Lack of communication and transparency
Not reconciling and consequently abandoning priorities



POD 1: Implications
and Conclusions

w System regarded as generally effective and better than no
partnerships, especially for basic services but lacks
coordination & difficult to manage

w Few national standards directing integration policy & practice

w Few agreements as to what constitutes effectiveness of
Integration or service, or common goals (except language
training & job search)

w Services are coordinated in a piecemeal &ad fashion

w Difficult to evaluate their effectiveness, as few measures of
outcomes are currently being used



=/ POD 1: Implications

@ and Conclusions

w Partnership is not egalitarian, since Federal Government is
main funder

w System does not seem to be client evidencedriven, but by
needs and besfudgment of partners

w Onus for effective functioning is placed on quality of personal
relationships & frequency of communication, rather than
system

w Some immigrants are not being served, others are not being
served in needed ways, or for lolegough time



=/ POD 1: Implications

@ and Conclusions

A Core issue: disconnect between

I settlement sector: settlement and integration is an ongoing long term
process with multiple variables

i the governmentO2 Y OSNY SR A G0K WFAAOFT &
to complementary programs
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Interprovincial Comparison of Servic
Delivery and Funding



=/ POD 2: Patterns of
( _S_ Variation in Programming

A Federal Programming

I CIC is the mainbut not the only- programmer of
settlement services. Other federal departments and
agencies (e.g., HRSDC) are also involved in settlement.

i ¢CKSNE Ada Iy AYONBIabsWHEO? ¢
Gf 20ySNX € F aLlsSoda 2F AYYAIN
level, as demonstrated by the recentvesioning of the
Settlement Program and the transfer of the
Multiculturalism Program from Canadian Heritage to CIC.



POD 2: Patterns of
Variation in Programming

A Provincial/Territorial Programming

I The provincial scene is even more complex in terms of
government departments and agencies involved in
settlement.

I The 10 provinces display a great deal of divergence in timin
size, scope, and depth of settlement programming. However
they share an increasing emphasis on language and labour
market training.

A Atlantic CanadaThe four provinces of the region are newcomers to
the settlement scene. Only after the turn of thes2dentury did they
become involved in settlement.



=/ POD 2: Patterns of
_S_ Variation in Programming

A QuebecThe province has an elaborate system of settlement
services dating back to the late 1960s. In 1991, its settlement
programming replaced federal programming.

A Ontario.While entering the field in the early 1970s, the province
0S3AlYy (U2 aK2g AYISNBaldl Ay dagK?2
decade.

A Prairies All three provinces of the region have taken an activist
approach to programming in recent years.

I Since 1999, the Manitoba government has been in charge of all
settlement (but not resettiement) services in the province.*

I Saskatchewan is a relative newcomer to, but an assertive player in,
the field.

I Since 1985, the Alberta and federal government have been managing
an integrated program for the province.



=/§ POD 2: Patterns of
( S Variation in Programming

A British ColumbiaSince 1999, the British Columbia government has
been in charge of all settlement (but not resettlement) services in the
province.

A Territories.Yukon is the only territory with some level of territorially
programmed settlement services.
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- _S_ POD2: Patterns of

( _S_ Variation inFunding

A Federal Funding

I Since 2002001, CIC has been allocating Settlement Progra
funds to the provinces and territories under a national fundin

formula excluding Quebec (and partly Ontario from 2006
to 20102011).

I CIC Settlement Program funding increased progressively an
steeply (3.7 times) from 2063006 to 20092010. This was
despite the fact that the immigration level stood stable, even
slightly declined, during the same period. Even after the
cutbacks since 201P011, the current funding level is much
(3.3 times) higher than that of the early 2000s.



POD2: Patterns of
Variation in Funding

I Althoughfederal grants to Quebec under the Canada
Quebec Accord are not part of CIC Settlement Program
funding, they have a similar purpose.* From a national
perspective, it is thus a useful exercise to compare CIC
Settlement Program funds and federal grants to Quebec a:
parts of a whole.

I Factoring in annual permanent resident intake during
20002010 (CIC 2011a), we can draw the following
conclusions concerning the interprovincial and inater
territorial distribution of federal funds from 2062001 to
20122013 (CIC 2011b, 2011c¢):



POD2: Patterns of
Variation in Funding

I Quebec is significantly better off (nearly by a factor of two).
It has received 34% of these federal funds with just under
18% share of the national permanent resident intake.

I The rest of the provinces and territories, except for Nova
Scotia (whose share of the federal funds mirrored its share
of the permanent resident intake), are worse off. For
example, Ontario has received 40% of the federal funds
with just over 50% of the permanent resident intake. The
respective figures for Alberta and British Columbia are 6%
versus 8.44% and 13% versus 16.22%.

I However, the gap between Quebec and the other
provinces and territories has narrowed somewhat with the
overall increase in federal funding from 202606 on.



POD2: Patterns of
Variation in Funding

A Provincial/Territorial Funding
I Itis particularly difficult to identify provincial funding
given the multitude of spenders often with no reliable
track record.
I Even in cases where settlement funding is identifiable, we

are left with the issue of comparabillity given the differing
definition across jurisdictions.

I With these caveats, we can identify certain trends:

A Atlantic Canadaln recent years, the four Atlantic provinces have
invested significantly, if unevenly, in newcomer settlement,

relative to their share of the federal funds



POD2: Patterns of
Variation in Funding

A Quebeclt is not possible to establish if there is any provincial
contribution to spending on settlement and resettlement services in
Quebec.

I A comparison of the federal grants and provincial spending on
GAYYAINF OA2YS AYUSIANIGAZ2YSZ 49RO O
and 20112012 shows that the latter has always and significantly been
lower than the former except for 1998999 and 2002002.

I Until 2008, the provincial government put the federal grants in its
consolidated revenue fund, thus hindering transparency. Since then, the
MICC has had the sole responsibility for managing the federal grants an
distributing them among departments for newcomer settlement activities

I The NGO settlement sector share of the MICC spending from 1993
to 20112012 has never been more than 10%. It is estimated that the
sector share of settlement spending in the rest of Canada is 70%
(Duplessis 2011: 7; Reichhold 2011).



POD2: Patterns of
Variation in Funding

AOntariot N2 GAYOAIl f ALISYRAY3I dzy RSNJI a
has increased progressively and significantly from 22035 on.

I Annual provincial spending kept up with the concurrent increase in
federal funding under COIA, fluctuating between 26% and 56% of
COIA funding.

I A great proportion (84% to 89%) of the provincial spending since
2006-2007 has been accounted for by transfer payments for (in
order of size) language training, workplace training, settlement and

integration grants, and volunteer initiatives.
A PrairiesThere is a significant level of provincial investment in
newcomer settlement in the region, which has been increasing its

share of the annual immigrant intake and settlement funding since
the late 2000s.



POD2: Patterns of
Variation in Funding

ialyAd2o0l &aLISyd aA3IyAFAOLyGfeée Y2N
Ydzf GAOdzf GdzNF £t AaYéE GKIY GKS FTSRSN
year between 1992000 and 200&009. It is thus safe to conclude that
the difference is provincially financed. During the same period, a large
proportion (65% to 79%) of the provincial spending on immigration and
multiculturalism went to financial assistance and grants.

" { a1l d0KSgly KIFa AYyONBFaASR Ada a
from 20062007 on, overmatching the federal allocation. Annual transfers
for public (settlement) services have increased similarly since-2003,
accounting for 42% to 66% of the provincial spending on immigration.
However, caution is needed here as there is some federal transfer mone
involved in this accounting.

" Given its very broad definition of immigration (let alone settlement),

1 f 0SNIIFQa |yydzZd f aLISYRAY3I 2y AAY
the federal settlement allocation to the province since 2€XI®6 except

for 20102011.



POD2: Patterns of
Variation in Funding

A British Columbialt is not possible to differentiate any provincial
component from the funds supporting settlement services in
British Columbia.

I The province spends less on settlement than it receives as federal
transfers. Like its Quebec counterpart before 2008, the British
Columbia government diverts part of the federal transfers to the
provincial consolidated revenue fund.

I Unlike Quebec and like Manitoba, however, British Columbia is
formally accountable to the federal government for its spending of
the federal transfers. It is argued that, because of this accountability
requirement, the provincial government has been investing more in
settlement services since 2006 to ensure continued federal funding
(Hiebertand Sherrell2011: 7879, 97). Yet it is not possible to
ascertain this since publicly available government records lack not
only continuity but also consistency.
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e _S' POD2: Patterns of

( _S_ Variation in Funding

A In summary, while provincial funding data are extremely
difficult to compare for the reasons mentioned above, it is
possible to conclude that the provinces, with the notable
exceptions of Quebec and British Columbia, are currently
Investing more in settlement services than they used to.



POD2: Patterns of
Variation in Delivery

A Federal Level

I The federal government is not directly involved in the
delivery of settlement services that it programs and funds.
la LI NI 2F GKS a/FylFRAIFY L
community-based settlement sector plays a leading role as
direct service deliverer. However, via CIC NHQ and region:
the federal government sets the parameters of delivery for
the services it programs and funds by defining:

A Who can be service providers;
A Who can be service recipients;
A What can be offered; and

A When activities can be done.



POD 2: Patterns of
Variation in Delivery

A Provincial/Territorial Level

I In the cases of Quebec, Manitoba, and British Columbia,
where the federal government devolved or delegated the
programming and management of settlement services to
Its provincial counterparts, service delivery is
undistinguishable along federalovincial lines and shows
a great variation.

A Quebec has a statist approach to service delivery. Settlement
services, language training in particular, are largely a function of
the provincial public service. The NGO settlement sector is a small
player in service delivery. However, the Quebec government
ISYySNIftfteée KIS Y2NB NBfFESR NI
duration for settlement services than the federal government
does.



POD 2: Patterns of
Variation in Delivery

Aal yAd2o0l Qa aSddftSYSyd LINPINFY
to those of its federal counterpart. Yet Manitoba settlement
services reach a broader population. One drawback of the
provincial practice for service providers is the short, gear
RdzN} 0 A2Yy 2F GKS LINPOJAYOSQ& &SN

A Among the three provinces, British Columbia has the most market
2ZNASYGSR | LIWINRIFOK® ¢KS da2LISy
awarding service contracts to the lowest bidders. However, the
LINE AY OSQa aSiif SYSyid LINRBINIY
that of its federal counterpart.

I Along with Quebec, Manitoba, and British Columbia, the rest of
the provinces fill an important service gap by also serving,
although variably, groups not eligible under the federal
Settlement Program, such as refugee claimants, temporary

foreign workers, international students, and Canadian citizens by
acquisition.



=/ POD 2: Patterns of
( _S_ Variation inService Delivery

i ¢CKS YIAY RAGARS XV Aa0f ASvV{cE
eligibility is between the o~ -
federal government and its
provincial counterparts.

I In terms of agents of
service delivery, Quebec
and British Columbia are at
the extremes of variation. ) '
vdzS0SO0Qa &l U Asdmidone kakndniNsBrh O K
contrasts sharply British client says he wants
| 2f dzY o A I-@ignted || NJMENI called service .

approach.




POD 2: Historical
Institutional Context

A Constitutionally, immigration is a shared jurisdiction between
the federal government and the provinces, with the former
KIgAy3 GLI N Y2dzy i Oé P&

Al AaU2NAOlIffeés K2HSOSNE UKS -
the provinces in matters of immigration, including settlement,
KIFIra S@2t SR Ay (KS RANBOGAZ
Garcea 1993; Kostov 2008; Reeve 211; Vineberg 1987, 2011
Existing federaprovincial agreements on immigration reflect
this asymmetry.



POD 2: Historical
Institutional Context

A National Level

I While the organization of the federal government in
Immigration dates back to thenmigration Actof 1869,
the settlement sector serving immigrants and refugees did
not have a national representation until the late 1970s.

A Provincial Level

I The organization of government and sector developed
unevenly across the provinces. Unlike the national scene,
the provinces saw an early mobilization from the sector. In
many cases, sectoral organization actually preceded
government organization in settlement.



POD 2: Emerging Tendencies
and Possible Directions

A There is a renewed assertiveness in settlement on the part of
the federal government. The April 12 announcement by CIC
(to resume the management of federally funded settlement
programs in British Columbia and Manitoba) is a case in point

I This is quite a reversal of the federal position in the 4®@0s, when
Ottawa wanted to devolve or delegate all settlement services to the
provinces under the Settlement Renewal initiative but could not find
any takers except for Manitoba and British Columbia.

A |s the national funding allocation formula sustainable in the
long term?

I While the formula can also be criticized for, e.g., not taking into
account secondary migration between jurisdictions, its main flaw from
a national settlement policy perspective is its exclusion of Quebec.



FOR

#/( |POD 2: Emerging Tendencies
( _S_ and Possible Directions

A We should expect more players in settlement service delivery

I The consensus view among stakeholders is that immiegpatific and
generic services complement each other. However, stakeholders are
most likely to split on any introduction of the market logic or profit
motif to immigrant settlement service. The sector remains largely-non
profit but is not iImmune to the penetration of market forces.
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service providers makes the latter financially and organizationally
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POD 3: Objectives and
Method

A Understanding of existing and emergent partnerships in
providing services needed for the integration and inclusion of
newcomers.

A Toward that end, this report provides an overview and
analysis of three select cases of partnerships involving
municipal governments that deal with the integration and
Inclusion of immigrants:

I Toronto-OntarioCanada Immigration Partnership
I Local Immigration Partnerships (LIPS) in Ontario
I Immigrant Sector Council of Calgary (ISCC) Partnership



Pod 3: Partnership Trends

A Increased number of mulsector partnerships.
I E.g.in Ontario with the creation of dozens of LIPs at the local and
regional levels.
A Increased involvement of municipalities in partnerships
designed to deal with newcomer integration and inclusion.

A Expansion in the number of members and the geographic
areas of the partnerships.
I This is most evident and pronounced in the case study devoted to LIPS
in Ontario.
A These trends reflect a shared interest enhancing the
coordination and collaboration among partners in producing
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#/( | POD 3: Significant Issues
( _S_ Regarding Partnerships

A What is a partnership?

I Either explicitly or implicitly the three case studies highlight the fact
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to different people.

I Intentionally or unintentionally the word is used in a flexible, loose or
imprecise manner in discourses.

I Itis often used as a synonym for various basic or limited forms of
coordination and collaboration, rather than more formalized
organizational arrangements.
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#/( | POD 3: Significant Issues
( _S_ Regarding Partnerships

A What should the mandate be?

i Should the scope of the mandate be relatively narrow or broad and
shallow or deep?

I Which stakeholders should be involved in determining the mandate of
the partnership?

I To what extent should it be directed, driven or dictated by
governmental stakeholders that have significant influence through the
power of the purse?

I The use of the power of the purse to shape the mandate of
partnerships is respected and warmly accepted in certain instances
and either resented or even resisted in other instances.



POD 3: Significant Issues
Regarding Partnerships

A What should membership be?

I Total number of members
I Which government and negovernment stakeholders should be members’

I The issue of membership by governmental stakeholders that have a
significant funding role either in relation to particular partnership or the
sector as a whole is a matter of substantial debate and concern for
governmental and noigovernmental partners alike.

A How much symmetry/asymmetry should exist in a partnership?

I One dimension relates to the alignment of roles and responsibilities amo
various governmental and negovernmental stakeholders who are involvec
In the partnership in performing various functions.

I The other dimension is the degree of influence or control that various
stakeholders should have in the creation, membership, and operation of 1
partnership.



/(| POD 3: Significant Issues

Regarding Partnerships

A What types of accountability and evaluation are appropriate?

Inthe case study on LIPs it was noted that some-governmental
stakeholders are concerned that the governments who provide
funding have used and will continue to use accountability and
evaluation frameworks developed and applied by the partnership for
internal uses as tools or instruments to collect information that will be
used to reduce the resources directed at those partnerships and to
direct them on what to do and how to do it.

Forthis reason, the question is whether federal and provincial officials
and possibly even municipal officials should have seats on partnership
councils and at partnership tables.



&—S— POD3: Major Challenges

A Membership composition of partnership

A Governance management and administration

A How to address competing needs in single partnership

A Engaging wider community

A Balance of centralization and decentralization of strategic
planning, implementation and service provision

A Funding uncertainties

A Evaluation and accountability

A Challenge of changing needs and mandates of partnerships



POD 3: Effectiveness of
Partnerships

A City of Toronto and the provincial and federal government: to
date the partnership established under their tripartite
agreement has not yielded substantial results at the planning
or policy or program development and implementation level.

A LIPs in Ontario suggests that it is still too early to tell whether

the initiative has yielded or will yield substantial results.

I The most that can be said at this early stage is that some of the early indications are thai
the results have been mixed insofar as they seem to be better in some cases than in
others; however, nowhere have they been dramatic either positively or negatively.

A The case study of the ISCC in Calgary suggests that the
effectiveness of the partnership has improved steadily over
time. However, assessments by members of ISCC suggest th:

even more could be accomplished through some constructive
reforms



%/ | POD 3: Factors Contributing

@ to Effectiveness

A Appropriate members;

A Theindividual and collective organizational capacity of the
member organizations and the partnership itself;

A Astrong commitment among the leadership of the leadership
of the partnership member organizations and the leadership
of the partnership itself to achieve results; the shared goals
and objectives among the members;

A The collaborative spirit among the members of the
partnership; the level of trust, respect and good working
relationship among the members of the partnership as well as
among the organizations that they represent



POD 3.
Recommendations

A Municipalitiesmust develop their organizational capacity to be capable or
competent and effectivgpartners

w Municipal governments must become involved in partnerships. They
should be involved in intergovernmental partnerships and also public
private partnerships.

w Municipalities should be proactive but prudent in choosing which
partnerships to participate in. They should participate in partnerships that
are likely to have a high degree of legitimacy and success.

A Municipalities must think carefully about which functions, roles and
responsibilities they should perform in the context of varipastnerships

A Municipal must concentrate on being model partners so that they
maintain their legitimacy and, by extension, their ability to make positive
contributions to partnerships on an ongoing basis.



POD 3.
Recommendations

A Municipal governments must become involved in planning and service
provision in their own right, and they must lead by example in a
substantial and visible manner.

A Provincial and federal governments should provide opportunities for
municipal governments to become involved in intergovernmental and also
in publicprivate partnerships related to integration and inclusion of
newcomers.

A Provincial and federal governments should consider providing some
incentives for municipal governments to become actively involved in
intergovernmental and publiprivate partnerships related to integration
and inclusion of newcomers.

A Municipal governments, as well as other members of partnerships
devoted to integration and inclusion of newcomers must monitor and
emulate best practices in establishing, operating, monitoring and
reforming their partnership policies and practices.
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Profiles Of

Data Set

POD 4: Organizational
Profiles of Data Set

Ethnic / Age of Number Budget of
Organization | Multi- Org’n of Paid Org’n
Identifier: Cultural (years): Emplovees: | ($)
M5 Ethnic 34 11 433,275
MI10 Ethnic 33 33 1,494,574
AS5/6 Ethnic 37 23 1,500,000
Al0D Ethnic 39 13 798,000
Al3 Ethnic 50 21 1,800,000
M6 Ethnic 20 2 05,000
AT Ethnic 7 10 350,000
A9 Ethnic TBA ...
Ad Ethnic TBA ...
ASB Ethnic TBA ...
Al4 Ethnic to Multi | 38 70 3,800,000
All Multi Cultural | 31 83 6,000,000

2500 (full-

M7 Multi Cultural | 1504 time)
MI11 Multi Cultural | 16 103 7,500,000
ME Multi Cultural | 24 62 3,000,000
M9 Multi Cultural | 30 15 879,300
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%’35 POD 4: Definitions

ESOs MSOs
Cultural Integration Settlement
A Practicing own ethnicity A Progressive journey from
within the context of a settlement (language,
heterogeneous, employment, housing) to
multicultural, pluralistic civic participation (voting,

society that values equality, political engagement,
human dignity. volunteering).




£ _S_ POD 4: Perspective,

QS Philosophy,Phocus

ESOs
Relationship Centred

A Whole person centred.

Providing ethnically
customized bridges to
belonging to Canada

MSOs
Service Centred

A Primary settlement service
centred. Providing a formula
based bridge to settlement
In Canada

—
