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System Complexity 
 

ά{ŎƛŜƴŎŜ Ƙŀǎ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŎǊƻŎƻǎƳǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
macrocosms: we have a good sense of the lay 
of the land. The great unexplored frontier is 
ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄƛǘȅέ 

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

 



     Brief Overview  
      of Current Study 

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

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

 



Methods       

ÅIdentification of 6 inter-related research PODs 
(Programs Of Discovery) 

ÅArchival document reviews 

ÅLiterature reviews 

Å55 Interviews with federal, provincial, municipal and 
ISO stakeholders across Canada 

Å4 Focus groups with newcomers ς service users and 
non-users ς in Ontario and Nova Scotia 

 



       Description of Research Pods 

Pod Name Researchers  Primary Aim 

Pod 1. Effectiveness and 
coordination of integration 
programs. 

Lucia Lo, Fernando 
Nunes, Maria Trache 

To explore what constitutes an effective partnership model in the processes 

of settlement, integration, and inclusion; What mechanisms need to be in 

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

Pod 2. Interprovincial 
comparison of service delivery 

Adnan Turegun,  Bilkis 
Vissandji, Nabiha 
Attalah, Joe Garcea 

To examine how differences in federal-provincial partnership agreements 
affect the delivery of integration services in the different provinces 
 

Pod 3. The role of municipalities 
in facilitating integration. 

Joe Garcea, Valerie 
Preston, Sarah 
Wayland,  

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

Pod 4. The role of group-specific 
and universal services in terms 
of bonding and bridging social 
capital 

Ida Berger, Mary 
Foster, Agnes 
Meinhard 

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

Pod 5. Examining different 
models for effective service 
delivery form different countries 
and sectors 

John Shields, Julie 
Drolet 

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 long-term care, home care and daycare. 

Pod 6. The impact of policy on 
effective integration and 
inclusion 

Jim Frideres, Ilene 
Hyman, Ingrid 
Waldrun 

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. 



Project Model 



Relationship among  
System Components 

Å Many studies have 
separately examined 
individual aspects of the 
model; however, 
examining complex 
social systems requires 
studying not only its 
components, but also 
how they are related 
(Ostrom, 2009).  
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Characteristics of 
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.  

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 

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. 

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.  



      Key Findings - General 

ÅBy 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.   

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



   Key Findings - General 

ÅA new level of self-
organizing collaborative 
partnerships has evolved 
in the form of wider 
intersectoral 
partnerships mostly at 
the local/municipal level 

 
Å Image from: 

http://www.openspaceworld.org/cgi/netwi
ki.cgi?SelfOrganizingWorld 

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


    Key Findings - General 

ÅThere is good evidence of co-evolution. 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.  

ÅThe very concept of what it means to be Canadian 
has co-evolved with the influx of immigrants.  

 



    Key Findings ς POD 1 

ÅThere are key differences between the government sector on the 
one hand and the ISO sector on the other as to what constitutes 
effective integration, effective service delivery and effective 
partnerships: 
ï ISOs view integration and the process of integration more holistically, 

more of a long-ǘŜǊƳ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ŀǎ ŀ άǘǿƻ-ǿŀȅ ǎǘǊŜŜǘέ 
ÅThus the effectiveness of service delivery cannot be measured as direct output, but 

rather as long-term outcomes, which both sectors agree are currently not measured well 

Å¢Ƙƛǎ ƴƻǘǿƛǘƘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ άǳƴǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜέ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ 
reporting (ISOs), not enough accountability (Government) 

ïExpectations of the partnerships are different for the two sectors and 
these define different challenges: 
ÅMore equality (ISOs) vs more accountability (Gov) 

ÅMore continuity of contacts (ISOs) vs more transparency (Gov) 

ÅUnpredictability  of funding (ISOs) vs no mention of funding 

 

 

 



    Key Findings ς POD 1 

Å Increasing disconnect between the two sectors with respect 
to long-term integration vs fiscal integration 

ÅThis 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  

 



    Key Findings ς POD 2 

ÅThe National system for immigration and integration is 
asymmetric 

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

ÅFunding from Federal Government has steadily increased and 
provincial funding has increased too in most provinces 

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

ÅHistorically there have been long periods of stasis with short 
bursts of change 

ÅCurrently we are in a period of dynamic policy changes  



    Key Findings ς POD 3 

ÅRecognition of the importance of local involvement and place-
based policy making 

ÅSelf-organizing initiatives in local partnerships 

ÅThey are facing many issues in terms of defining 
ïMandate, Membership, Governance, Accountability, Symmetry of 

structure  

ÅChallenges include 
ïFunding, Resolving competing needs, Changing environments, maintaining 

flexibility and autonomy 

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

ÅRecommendations that regardless, their nurturance is important 



    Key Findings ς POD 4 

ÅDifferent perspectives on the meaning of integration from 
universal service providers and ethno-specific service 
providers 

ÅDifferent services given in the different types of ISOs 

ÅEvidence of some collaboration and partnership with 
examples of cross-referals 

ÅBonded bridging  
ïESOs provide bonding and through the bonding bridge to the larger 

society 

ÅBridged bonding 
ïMSOs by their nature bridge, but provide bonding opportunities across 

non-ethnic lines  



    Key Findings ς POD 5 

ÅNeed for immigrants is high in all low birth-rate Western 
countries for long-term sustainability 

ÅCommon difficulties across the globe 

ÅBroader environment is an important and unpredictable force  

ÅDangers in anti-immigration politics 

ÅTrends:  
ïShifting responsibility for solutions to societal problems to  

nongovernmental players 

ïPlacing onus of integration on the immigrant 

ïFunding more precarious while greater demand on service providers   

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



    Key Findings ς POD 6 

Å Disturbing trends in the povertization of immigrants 

ïSystemic racism 

ïUnder-employment 

ïSocial exclusion 

ÅRemoving barriers is critical to full participation 

ÅSolutions to the problems are much broader than CIC 

ÅMost effective solutions may be at the local level, however 

ÅMulti-level, cross-departmental partnerships needed to 
provide accessibility to all 

Å Immigrant specific programs should be coupled with universal 
ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΩǎ ŘƛǎŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜŘ 
 

 



      Implications for Policy 

ÅWhen evaluating the effectiveness of a system, or a 
system intervention or innovation, it is well to keep 
in mind that most social systems are self-organizing 
adaptive systems; therefore simple linear measures 
will not suffice.  

ÅBetter methods of evaluation would rely on 
determining how the system self-organizes or adapts 
in response to an intervention or environmental 
stimulus 

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



Implications for Policy 

ïHow do the various parts interact or relate to each other? 

ïWhat new initiatives are undertaken in response?  

ïThis 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. 

ÅSince 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.  

 



Implications for Policy 

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

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

ïThis 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).  

ïSuch 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. 

 



Pod 1.  
Effectiveness and Coordination of 

Integration Programs 



       POD 1: Defining Integration 

Defining Integration - ISOs 

ÅTangible outcomes  
ïLanguage, jobs, civic 

participation 

ÅFrom outsider to insider 
ïBut clearly 2-way street 

ÅTemporal and individual 
variation 

Å Importance of feeling 
comfortable 

Defining integration ς DƻǾΩǘ 

ÅNo agreement among 
interviewees on defining 
effective integration 

ÅTangible outcomes were 
mentioned, and stages as 
well 

ÅDifference between 
regional CIC officials and 
NHQ 
ïRegional did not see the 2 

way street aspect 

Integration is a  

two way street 



       POD 1: Strategies for  
       Effective Integration 

Strategies for effective 
integration - ISOs 

ÅA more sensitized public 
service 

ÅMore collaboration 
between settlement sector 
and mainstream civil society 
organizations (e.g. public schools) 

ÅMore funding  

ÅHolistic policies (not just labour-

market-related; e.g. mental health) 

 

Strategies for effective 
integration ς DƻǾΩǘ 

ÅBetter selection of 
immigrants (employer-driven 

immigrant selection process; improving 
pre-orientation of immigrants) 

ÅMore partnerships between 
local communities and 
public sector 

ÅExpanding and enhancing 
services (better coordinating services) 

Å Individualized case-
management approach   



 POD 1: Challenges to  
Effective Integration 

Challenges to effective 
integration - ISOs 

Å DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ 
messages (e.g. on Tamil boat people in 

2010) can be detrimental to 
integration 

Å DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ƴŀǊǊƻǿ 
understanding of newcomer 
needs (e.g. importance of 

(grand)parents for family well-being) 

Å Lack of affordable and 
appropriate housing 

Å Imposed by need to attend to 
TFWP and secondary migration 

 

Challenges to effective 
integration ς DƻǾΩǘ 

ωNot servicing people who do not 
currently use services (e.g. 

undocumented immigrants) 
 

ωBarriers and gaps in service 
provision ( e.g. better services in rural 

communities; remove time-limit on ESL 
provision) 

 

ωTreating immigrants as all the 

same (e.g. Educated vs. less educated) 

 

ωInter-governmental conflicts in 
service priorities (e.g. Federal vs. 

provincial priorities not matching) 

 



POD 1: Elements of  
Effective Partnerships 

ÅElements of effective partnerships mentioned by both: 
ïShared goals and objectives  

ïOpen and regular communications 

ïClarity of roles 

ïFlexibility and creativity 

ïTrust 

ÅMentioned by ISOs 
ïProper resourcing 

ïPower sharing 

ÅMentioned by Government 
ïMechanisms for effective governance, accountability, performance and 

financial probity 



POD 1: Challenges to  
Effective Partnerships 

ÅChallenges to effective partnerships mentioned by both 
ïRigidity and administrative difficulties 

ï Imbalanced power dynamics 

ÅMentioned by ISOs 
ïFunding  (uncertainty; insufficient for  increasing demands  e.g. TFWP, secondary 

ƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΤ  ŘƛǎŎƻƴƴŜŎǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΩǎ ƳƻǾŜ ǘƻ 
holistic services) 

ïDƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ƴƛƳōƭŜƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ 

ïReporting and accountability requirements = micromanagement 

ïwŜƎǳƭŀǊ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ƎƻǾΩǘ ǎǘŀŦŦΣ ŀƴŘ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƎƻǾΩǘ ǎǘŀŦŦ 

ÅMentioned by Government 
ïLack of planning and accountability 

ïLack of communication and transparency 

ïNot reconciling and consequently abandoning priorities 

 

 



POD 1: Implications 
and Conclusions 

ωSystem regarded as generally effective and better than no 
partnerships, especially for basic services but lacks 
coordination & difficult to manage 
ωFew national standards directing integration policy & practice 
ωFew agreements as to what constitutes effectiveness of 

integration or service, or common goals (except language 
training & job search) 
ωServices are coordinated in a piecemeal & ad-hoc fashion  
ωDifficult to evaluate their effectiveness, as few measures of 

outcomes are currently being used 
 



POD 1: Implications 
and Conclusions 

ωPartnership is not egalitarian, since Federal Government is 
main funder 
ωSystem does not seem to be client- or evidence-driven, but by 

needs and best-judgment of partners 
ωOnus for effective functioning is placed on quality of personal 

relationships & frequency of communication, rather than 
system 
ωSome immigrants are not being served, others are not being 

served in needed ways, or for long-enough time 
 

 



POD 1: Implications 
and Conclusions 

ÅCore issue: disconnect between  
ïsettlement sector: settlement and integration is an ongoing long term 

process with multiple variables  

ï the government: ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ΨŦƛǎŎŀƭ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎΩΣ Ǉŀȅǎ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ 
to complementary programs 

 

 



Pod 2.  
Interprovincial Comparison of Service 

Delivery and Funding 



      POD 2: Patterns of 
    Variation in Programming 

 

ÅFederal Programming 

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

ï¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ŎƻǳǇƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άǎƘƻǊǘ-ǘŜǊƳέ ŀƴŘ 
άƭƻƴƎ-ǘŜǊƳέ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ 
level, as demonstrated by the recent re-visioning of the 
Settlement Program and the transfer of the 
Multiculturalism Program from Canadian Heritage to CIC. 

 



 POD 2: Patterns of 
    Variation in Programming 

ÅProvincial/Territorial Programming 

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

ïThe 10 provinces display a great deal of divergence in timing, 
size, scope, and depth of settlement programming. However, 
they share an increasing emphasis on language and labour 
market training. 
ÅAtlantic Canada. The four provinces of the region are newcomers to 

the settlement scene. Only after the turn of the 21st century did they 
become involved in settlement. 

 



 POD 2: Patterns of 
    Variation in Programming 
ÅQuebec. The province has an elaborate system of settlement 

services dating back to the late 1960s. In 1991, its settlement 
programming replaced federal programming. 

ÅOntario. While entering the field in the early 1970s, the province 
ōŜƎŀƴ ǘƻ ǎƘƻǿ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ άǿƘƻƭŜ ƻŦ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘέ ƻƴƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ 
decade. 

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

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

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

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

 

 

 



 POD 2: Patterns of 
    Variation in Programming 

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

ÅTerritories. Yukon is the only territory with some level of territorially 
programmed settlement services. 

 

 



    POD 2: Patterns of 
    Variation in Funding 

ÅFederal Funding 

ïSince 2000-2001, CIC has been allocating Settlement Program 
funds to the provinces and territories under a national funding 
formula excluding Quebec (and partly Ontario from 2005-2006 
to 2010-2011). 

ïCIC Settlement Program funding increased progressively and 
steeply (3.7 times) from 2005-2006 to 2009-2010. This was 
despite the fact that the immigration level stood stable, even 
slightly declined, during the same period. Even after the 
cutbacks since 2010-2011, the current funding level is much 
(3.3 times) higher than that of the early 2000s.  

 

 



   POD 2: Patterns of 
    Variation in Funding 

 

ïAlthough federal 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 as 
parts of a whole.  

ïFactoring in annual permanent resident intake during 
2000-2010 (CIC 2011a), we can draw the following 
conclusions concerning the interprovincial and inter-
territorial distribution of federal funds from 2000-2001 to 
2012-2013 (CIC 2011b, 2011c): 

 

 



   POD 2: Patterns of 
    Variation in Funding 

ïQuebec 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. 

ïThe 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%. 

ïHowever, the gap between Quebec and the other 
provinces and territories has narrowed somewhat with the 
overall increase in federal funding from 2005-2006 on. 

 



   POD 2: Patterns of 
    Variation in Funding 

ÅProvincial/Territorial Funding 

ïIt is particularly difficult to identify provincial funding  
given the multitude of spenders often with no reliable 
track record. 

ïEven in cases where settlement funding is identifiable, we 
are left with the issue of comparability given the differing 
definition across jurisdictions. 

ïWith these caveats, we can identify certain trends: 
ÅAtlantic Canada. In recent years, the four Atlantic provinces have 

invested significantly, if unevenly, in newcomer settlement, 

relative to their share of the federal funds.  
 

 

 



   POD 2: Patterns of 
    Variation in Funding 

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

ïA comparison of the federal grants and provincial spending on 
άƛƳƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎέ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ мффу-1999 
and 2011-2012 shows that the latter has always and significantly been 
lower than the former except for 1998-1999 and 2001-2002. 

ïUntil 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 and 
distributing them among departments for newcomer settlement activities. 

ïThe NGO settlement sector share of the MICC spending from 1998-1999 
to 2011-2012 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).  

 

 

 



   POD 2: Patterns of 
    Variation in Funding 

ÅOntario. tǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǳƴŘŜǊ άŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎƘƛǇ ŀƴŘ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴέ 
has increased progressively and significantly from 2004-2005 on.  

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

ïA 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. 

ÅPrairies. There 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.  

 

 



   POD 2: Patterns of 
    Variation in Funding 

ïaŀƴƛǘƻōŀ ǎǇŜƴǘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ƳƻǊŜ όōȅ нт҈ ǘƻ фп҈ύ ƻƴ άƛƳƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 
ƳǳƭǘƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭƛǎƳέ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊǎ ŦƻǊ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ 
year between 1999-2000 and 2008-2009. 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. 

ï{ŀǎƪŀǘŎƘŜǿŀƴ Ƙŀǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ƛǘǎ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ άƛƳƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴέ ŘǊŀƳŀǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ 
from 2006-2007 on, overmatching the federal allocation. Annual transfers 
for public (settlement) services have increased similarly since 2007-2008, 
accounting for 42% to 66% of the provincial spending on immigration. 
However, caution is needed here as there is some federal transfer money 
involved in this accounting.  

ïGiven its very broad definition of immigration (let alone settlement), 
!ƭōŜǊǘŀΩǎ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ άƛƳƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴέ Ƙŀǎ ǎǘƻƻŘ ƳǳŎƘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ 
the federal settlement allocation to the province since 2005-2006 except 
for 2010-2011. 

 

 

 

 



   POD 2: Patterns of 
    Variation in Funding      

 

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

ïThe 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. 

ïUnlike 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 
(Hiebert and Sherrell 2011: 78-79, 97). Yet it is not possible to 
ascertain this since publicly available government records lack not 
only continuity but also consistency. 

 



   POD 2: Patterns of 
    Variation in Funding 

Å 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. 



POD 2: Patterns of 
 Variation in Delivery 

ÅFederal Level 

ïThe federal government is not directly involved in the 
delivery of settlement services that it programs and funds. 
!ǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ά/ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƳƻŘŜƭΣέ ǘƘŜ 
community-based settlement sector plays a leading role as 
direct service deliverer. However, via CIC NHQ and regions, 
the federal government sets the parameters of delivery for 
the services it programs and funds by defining: 
ÅWho can be service providers; 

ÅWho can be service recipients; 

ÅWhat can be offered; and 

ÅWhen activities can be done. 

 



POD 2: Patterns of 
 Variation in Delivery 

ÅProvincial/Territorial Level 

ïIn 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 federal-provincial lines and shows 
a great variation. 
ÅQuebec 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 
ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ƘŀǾŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǊŜƭŀȄŜŘ ǊǳƭŜǎ ƻŦ άŎƭƛŜƴǘέ ŜƭƛƎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ 
duration for settlement services than the federal government 
does. 

 



POD 2: Patterns of 
 Variation in Delivery 

ÅaŀƴƛǘƻōŀΩǎ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ƛǎ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŜŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƴŜǎ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ 
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, one-year 
ŘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎŜΩǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƳΦ 

ÅAmong the three provinces, British Columbia has the most market-
ƻǊƛŜƴǘŜŘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΦ ¢ƘŜ άƻǇŜƴ ǘŜƴŘŜǊέ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŎŀǊǊƛŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƛǘŦŀƭƭ ƻŦ 
awarding service contracts to the lowest bidders. However, the 
ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎŜΩǎ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ ŀ ōǊƻŀŘŜǊ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀƴ 
that of its federal counterpart. 

ï 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 
 Variation in Service Delivery 

ï¢ƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŘƛǾƛŘŜ ƛƴ άŎƭƛŜƴǘέ 
eligibility is between the 
federal government and its 
provincial counterparts. 

ïIn terms of agents of 
service delivery, Quebec 
and British Columbia are at 
the extremes of variation. 
vǳŜōŜŎΩǎ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ 
contrasts sharply British 
/ƻƭǳƳōƛŀΩǎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ-oriented 
approach. 

Someone calling himself a 
client says he wants 
something called service . 



      POD 2: Historical 
     Institutional Context 

ÅConstitutionally, immigration is a shared jurisdiction between 
the federal government and the provinces, with the former 
ƘŀǾƛƴƎ άǇŀǊŀƳƻǳƴǘŎȅΦέ 

ÅIƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ 
the provinces in matters of immigration, including settlement, 
Ƙŀǎ ŜǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άŀǎȅƳƳŜǘǊȅέ ό.ŀƴǘƛƴƎ нлммΤ 
Garcea 1993; Kostov 2008; Reeve 211; Vineberg 1987, 2011b). 
Existing federal-provincial agreements on immigration reflect 
this asymmetry. 

 



 POD 2: Historical 
     Institutional Context 

ÅNational Level 

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

ÅProvincial Level 

ïThe 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 

ÅThere 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. 
ïThis is quite a reversal of the federal position in the mid-1990s, 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. 

Å Is the national funding allocation formula sustainable in the 
long term? 
ïWhile 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. 

 



 POD 2: Emerging Tendencies 
and Possible Directions 

ÅWe should expect more players in settlement service delivery. 
ïThe consensus view among stakeholders is that immigrant-specific 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 immune to the penetration of market forces. 

ÅLǎ ǘƘŜ ά/ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƳƻŘŜƭέ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜΚ 
ï¢ƘŜ άŀǎȅƳƳŜǘǊȅέ ōǳƛƭǘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŦǳƴŘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ 

service providers makes the latter financially and organizationally 
ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜΦ tǳōƭƛŎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ Ƙŀǎ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎǎǳŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ άǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ 

ƳƻŘŜƭέ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴȅ ƭƻƴƎ-term future. 

 

 



Pod 3.  
The role of municipalities in 

facilitating integration. 



 POD 3: Objectives and  
Method 

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

ÅToward 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: 
ïToronto-Ontario-Canada Immigration Partnership 

ïLocal Immigration Partnerships (LIPs) in Ontario 

ï Immigrant Sector Council of Calgary (ISCC) Partnership 



  Pod 3: Partnership Trends 

Å Increased number of multi-sector  partnerships.   
ïE.g.in Ontario with the creation of dozens of LIPs at the local and 

regional levels.  

Å Increased involvement of municipalities in partnerships 
designed to deal with newcomer integration and inclusion. 

ÅExpansion in the number of members and the geographic 
areas of the partnerships.  
ïThis is most evident and pronounced in the case study devoted to LIPs 

in Ontario.  

ÅThese trends reflect a shared interest enhancing the 
coordination and collaboration among partners in producing 
ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ΨǇƭŀŎŜ ōŀǎŜŘΩ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ 



 POD 3: Significant Issues  
Regarding Partnerships 

ÅWhat is a partnership? 
ïEither explicitly or implicitly the three case studies highlight the fact 
ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇόǎύ ƛǎ ŀ ΨǇƭŀǎǘƛŎ ǿƻǊŘΩ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŜŀƴǎ Ƴŀƴȅ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ 
to different people.   

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

ï It is often used as a synonym for various basic or limited forms of 
coordination and collaboration, rather than more formalized 
organizational arrangements.  

 



 POD 3: Significant Issues 
Regarding Partnerships 

ÅWhat should the mandate be? 
ïShould the scope of the mandate be relatively narrow or broad and 

shallow or deep?  

ïWhich stakeholders should be involved in determining the mandate of 
the partnership?  

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

ïThe 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 

ÅWhat should membership be? 
ïTotal number of members   

ïWhich government and non-government stakeholders should be members?   

ïThe 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 non-governmental partners alike.    

ÅHow much symmetry/asymmetry should exist in a partnership?  
ïOne dimension relates to the alignment of roles and responsibilities among 

various governmental and non-governmental stakeholders who are involved 
in the partnership in performing various functions.  

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

 



POD 3: Significant Issues 
Regarding Partnerships 

ÅWhat types of accountability and evaluation are appropriate? 
ï In the case study on LIPs it was noted that some non-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.   

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

 
 

 



     POD 3: Major Challenges  

ÅMembership composition of partnership 

ÅGovernance management and administration 

ÅHow to address competing needs in single partnership  

ÅEngaging wider community 

ÅBalance of centralization and decentralization of strategic 
planning, implementation and service provision 

ÅFunding uncertainties 

ÅEvaluation and accountability 

ÅChallenge of changing needs and mandates of partnerships 
 

 



 POD 3: Effectiveness of  
Partnerships 

Å  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.  

ÅLIPs in Ontario suggests that it is still too early to tell whether 
the initiative has yielded or will yield substantial results.  
ï The most that can be said at this early stage is that some of the early indications are that 

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. 

ÅThe 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 that 
even more could be accomplished through some constructive 
reforms  

 



 POD 3: Factors Contributing 
to Effectiveness 

ÅAppropriate members; 

ÅThe individual and collective organizational capacity of the 
member organizations and the partnership itself;  

ÅA strong 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;  

ÅThe 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 

Å Municipalities must develop their organizational capacity to be capable or 
competent and effective partners 

ωMunicipal governments must become involved in partnerships. They 
should be involved in intergovernmental partnerships and also public-
private partnerships. 

ωMunicipalities 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.  

Å Municipalities must think carefully about which functions, roles and 
responsibilities they should perform in the context of various partnerships 

Å 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 

Å  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.  

Å Provincial and federal governments should provide opportunities for 
municipal governments to become involved in intergovernmental and also 
in public-private partnerships related to integration and inclusion of 
newcomers.  

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

Å 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.  

 
 

 



Pod 4.  
The Role of Group-specific and 

Universal Services in terms of Bonding 
and Bridging Social Capital 



Organizational 
Profiles Of  
Data Set 

   POD 4: Organizational 
Profiles of Data Set 



Framework for Understanding  

Definition 

Perspective, 
Philosophy 

and 
ΨPhocusΩ 

Place 

Population 
Served 

Process of 
Service 

Product / 
Service 

Provided 

    
POD 4: Framework for  

Understanding 
 



Definition 

Cultural Integration 

ÅPracticing own ethnicity 
within the context of a 
heterogeneous, 
multicultural, pluralistic 
society that values equality, 
human dignity. 

Settlement 

ÅProgressive journey from 
settlement (language, 
employment, housing) to 
civic participation (voting, 
political engagement, 
volunteering). 

   POD 4: Definitions 

ESOs MSOs 



Relationship Centred 

ÅWhole person centred. 
Providing ethnically 
customized bridges to 
belonging to Canada  

Service Centred 

ÅPrimary settlement service 
centred. Providing a formula 
based bridge to settlement 
in Canada  

    
POD 4: Perspective,  
Philosophy, Phocus 

 

ESOs MSOs 



  

Port of Arrival 

ÅEthno / Culturally sensitive 
space and place of arrival, 
entree and community  

Clearing house of Services 

ÅBroad-based, multi-cultural 
clearing-house of 
immigration services  

    
POD 4: Place 

 

ESOs MSOs 


