
1 
 

Rebecca Pero                       April 29 2011 
Queen’s University 
Master’s Candidate, Department of Sociology  

 
Master’s Essay 

The New Local Governance of Immigration in Canada:  
Regulation and Responsibility  

 

Abstract  

In 2010, the Government of Canada significantly cut settlement service funding that helps 

immigrants integrate into Canadian communities. Concurrently, within the last three years, 

Citizenship and Immigration Canada and the Ontario Ministry of Citizenship and Immigration 

have funded forty-five Local Immigration Partnerships across the Province of Ontario. Local 

Immigration Partnerships serve to coordinate efforts and capture capacity within communities to 

attract and retain new immigrants; however, these Partnerships do not deliver services to 

immigrants living in the host community. While community-based endeavours to develop 

sustainable environments for immigrants to live, work and play in are valuable, this particular 

shift in responsibility from government to community groups and individuals cannot go 

unnoticed. It is this new local governance of immigration in Canada that will be the focus of this 

Master’s essay.  

 

Hence, when it comes to governing human beings, to govern is to presuppose the 
freedom of the governed. 

- Nikolas Rose1 

Introduction 

Immigration has been an important factor in building the Canadian identity; pre- and post-

Confederation, the nation used immigration as a strategy to encourage economic growth (Aiken 

2007). An aging population and declining birth rates contribute to the continued economic 

significance of immigrants in country’s contemporary form (Tolley 2003; Siemiatycki and 

Triadafilopoulos 2010). Canadian ‘multiculturalism’ entered national and international 

discourses in the early 1970s, during the governance of Prime Minister Trudeau (Kobayashi 

2007). As one of the “classical countries of immigration,” more than 200,000 immigrants come 

                                                           
1 Rose, Nikolas. 1999. Powers of Freedom: Reframing Political Thought. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University 
Press. 
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to Canada every year, nearly 120,000 to the Province of Ontario, which is the greatest number of 

immigrants arriving in any Canadian province each year (Castles and Miller 2009:8; Tolley 

2003; CIC 2010). Immigration laws and policies continue to be relevant in a country where 

Statistics Canada predicts that one in four individuals will be foreign born by 2031 (Aiken 2007). 

In 2010, the Government of Canada significantly cut settlement service funding that 

helps immigrants integrate into Canadian communities2. Concurrently, within the last three 

years, Citizenship and Immigration Canada and the Ontario Ministry of Citizenship and 

Immigration have funded forty-five Local Immigration Partnerships (LIPs) across the Province 

of Ontario. LIPs serve to coordinate efforts and capture capacity within communities to attract 

and retain new immigrants; these Partnerships do not deliver services to immigrants living in the 

host community. While community-based endeavours to develop sustainable environments for 

immigrants to live, work and play in are valuable, this particular shift in responsibility from 

government to community groups and individuals cannot go unnoticed.  

This paper will examine the new local governance of immigration in Canada, specifically 

through an analysis of LIP program in Ontarian communities. I will analyse Government, LIP 

and related documents in order to develop a profile that addresses both the case in Kingston as 

well as the larger provincial and national immigration landscapes. In addition, connections will 

be made between the concepts of governance, neoliberalism as well as globalization and 

security, before providing a brief overview of the history of immigration in Canada. Since 

discourses surrounding Canada as a ‘multicultural’ nation still pervade the global and national 

imaginations, it is important to juxtapose these discourses against Government policies and 

strategies for immigration in Canada in order to reveal the value placed on immigrant lives and 

experiences. This will provide the context for a discussion on the contemporary landscape of 

immigration in Canada. I will use Nikolas Rose’s concept of responsibilization to argue that 

support for localized management strategies for immigration, as evidenced in the development of 

the LIP program, has not been properly assessed, but serves to ‘empower’ community 

stakeholders to actively attract, integrate and retain immigrants in the absence of federal funding 

for settlement service agencies. Besides depoliticizing a problematic issue, this will compel 

                                                           
2 The term ‘community’ is a highly contested one. While the potential meanings/understandings of this term will 
not be explored in this paper, for the purposes of this essay, community is used here to refer to a municipally 
defined area and the citizens living within this area.  
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citizens to self-support new immigrants, and may further marginalize groups that are already 

vulnerable. 

It is important to note that that I am a Canadian citizen and that my interest in this topic 

stems from my extensive volunteer work experiences in my home community. My comments on 

immigration practices and policies do not necessarily reflect those with whom I have worked 

with on different committees or initiatives through immigrant organizations and associations. In 

addition, this research is not an evaluation of the effectiveness of the LIP program, nor does it 

suggest that local initiatives to support new immigrants are invaluable, but rather hopes to 

comment on how LIPs fit into the greater scheme of immigration practices and policies in 

Canada, with a focus on future strategies for immigrant management. For the purposes of this 

essay, I will define immigrants as Statistics Canada does, as foreign-born individuals.3  

Governance and Governmentality 

For the purposes of this essay, the idea of governance is important to develop because 

systems of immigration work to limit and allow the activities of new immigrants. Nikolas Rose 

argues that “practices of government are deliberate attempts to shape conduct in certain ways, in 

relation to certain objectives” (1999:4). These practices allow governments to organize people 

under formal frameworks that achieve specific ends (ibid). By evoking Foucault and his concept 

of governmentality, Rose argues that “all endeavours to shape, guide, [and] direct the conduct of 

others” are a form of governance (ibid:3). Rose continues by stating that in order to govern one 

must acknowledge a human being’s capacity to act and “utilize [that action] for one’s own 

objectives” (ibid:4). In this sense, strategies of governance support national goals through the 

actions and activities of others. This is clearly evidenced in the Canadian immigration system, 

where national objectives, as supported through acts and policies, determine who gets in and who 

does not. Once accepted, immigrants are governed not only by the processes that establish what 

rights and liberties they are allowed to enjoy, but also by those individuals locally who help 

coordinate these processes (Bauman 2007). 

From the late 1960s, individuals and groups strove to gain power from central 

governments and influence decisions at the local level, a process which in studies of local 

development is known as ‘empowerment’ (Friedman 1992). The manifestation of empowerment 
                                                           
3 Statistics Canada. 2005. “Proportion of Foreign Born Population, by Census Metropolitan Area (1991 to 2001 
Censues).” Retrieved April 2, 2011 (http://www40.statcan.gc.ca/l01/cst01/demo47a-eng.htm). This definition is 
problematic in that it includes refugee claimants, who are often not included in other discussions of immigration. 

http://www40.statcan.gc.ca/l01/cst01/demo47a-eng.htm
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should theoretically align responsibility and power, but this often plays out differently in Jamie 

Peck and Adam Tickell’s ‘roll-back’ neoliberal state (2002:394; Friedman 1992). In this case, 

neoliberal forms of government undermine the utility of empowerment; the state, having 

withdrawn from its proper domain, presents the individual with additional responsibility. The 

notion of ‘responsibilization,’ an adaptation of Foucault’s theory of governmentality or ‘the 

conduct of conduct,’ refers to the idea that everyone is required to take an “active” role in 

performing functions that they had come to expect in the era of welfare capitalism were the 

proper role of the state (Rose 2000; c.f. Foucault 1991). But this responsibility does not come 

with equivalent power. Hunt (2003) has emphasised the superficial nature of such 

responsibilization, arguing that every moment of responsibilization is also one of 

‘deresponsibilization,’ in the sense that local communities and individuals are required to act, 

without being able to determine the necessity or content of those actions (c.f. Coaffee et al. 

2009). In this case, contemporary government policy and rhetoric asserts that everyone is 

responsible for the integration and regulation of new immigrants in Canadian societies. This 

tends to leave community members without any real power to influence processes of 

immigration given the role the federal government plays in selection and funding.  

The increase in privatization and the decentralization of state-based responsibility are 

conditions of a roll-back neoliberal environment, and these conditions manifest through the work 

of individuals, the private and third sectors, local government, and more.4 The devolution of 

what is traditionally bureaucratic government responsibility has repercussions and affects 

individuals who are already overstretched, as is the case with settlement services workers in 

Ontario. Although devolution agreements exist in five Canadian provinces, one could argue that 

the Canada-Quebec agreement provides the most responsibility to any provincial government in 

the country. While Quebec actively selects its own immigrants as well as designs its own 

programs for integration, the other four provinces only design programming. Given that the 

Quebec agreement was consented on in 1971, this may reflect the Province’s focus on cultural 

unity, whereas Manitoba, British Columbia, Alberta and Ontario underwent similar processes in 

the late 1990s and mid 2000s when the federal government was intentionally taking less 

responsibility for social services.  

                                                           
4 What UK Prime Minister David Cameron refers to as the ‘Big Society.’ 
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Governance can occur in many spaces, physical or metaphysical, provided that 

boundaries are perceived (Rose 1999). This is of particular importance when examining the new 

local governance of immigration, where national strategies to manage immigrants have become 

more decentralized. In this way, immigrants are further governed at the local level. In the case of 

the province of Ontario, LIPs do not directly select immigrants, but they do require communities 

to come together to coordinate available services for new immigrants, and generally support the 

integration process. At this level, national goals for immigration, that expect particular outcomes 

for economic growth, are reflected through the allocation of resources to the LIP project. The 

‘local’ is governable, and the space is defined by the municipality. This strategy of governance 

could very easily be defined as ‘good’ governance by Rose; however, an examination of the 

larger context may suggest otherwise (ibid:16).  

For many governments the objective of territorial control, often through defended borders, 

encourages the belief that the state maintains power over a particular geographical space 

(Murakami Wood 2010). Therefore, it is not surprising when Stephen Castles and Mark Miller 

note that the nation-state has traditionally been premised on cultural and political unity (2009). 

These forms of unity are believed to strengthen the sovereign power of the nation-state; however, 

this vision of the nation-state necessarily problematizes immigration. According to Castles and 

Miller, “immigration and ethnic diversity threaten such ideas of the nation, because they create a 

people without common ethnic origins” (ibid:15). These ideas do not necessarily compliment the 

current immigration system in Canada, but one can glimpse a negotiation of these ideas in 

Citizenship and Immigration Canada’s (CIC) Vision for immigration (CIC 2010c):  

A safe and secure country with a shared bond of citizenship and values; a country that 
contributes to support our humanitarian tradition and draws the best from the world to help 
build a nation that is economically, socially and culturally prosperous.  

 

This statement has interesting implications because it evokes the idea of national security, a 

concept which seems to increase regulatory practices in an era of continued deregulation. A 

discussion on security will occur momentarily as this directly reflects the way in which 

immigrants are currently managed. The important point here is that Canada’s multicultural image 

is intertwined with ideas about security and national objectives for immigration. So it would 

seem that pluralism is a threat to Canada’s ‘multicultural’ national identity because it does not 

serve to unify the population which may weaken national goals (Castles et al. 2009). Therefore, 
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as Castles and Miller note, “in such cases, immigrants tend to turn into marginalized ethnic 

minorities” (ibid:15). I would argue that this is true, particularly for immigrants who are not pre-

determined by the country to be ‘useful.’  

Given national concepts of multiculturalism, how do localized approaches to immigration 

come to govern immigrants in Canada today? Bhikhu Parekh suggests (2000:212): 

Decentralization of power has a particularly important role to play in ensuring justice in 
multicultural societies. ... It is also easier for local and regional bodies to accommodate 
differences than it is for the central government, because the adjustment required is more 
readily identified, limited in scale, not too costly and is generally free from the glare of 
publicity.  
 

Given the federal government’s support of ethnic diversity, provided it helps them attain their 

economic goals, Parekh’s analysis is an interesting one. It is difficult to say whether the 

development of LIPs will actually ensure ‘justice in multicultural societies,’ as cutbacks in 

settlement services agencies seem to suggest otherwise. Moreover, language used in regard to 

LIPs tends to undermine difference, in the sense that difference is only supported in certain 

forms. Hybrid systems of governance require not only top-down support, but also the support of 

intercultural citizens in communities where attitudes and social services may or may not be 

immigrant-ready. It will be interesting to discern whether this new local governance strategy 

fulfills immigrant needs or operates as part of a larger neoliberal agenda, or maybe, a bit of both. 

Neoliberalism in Canada  

The new local governance of immigration is not unique to Canada; in other contemporary 

Western societies, more authority has been afforded to regional and municipal governments in an 

effort to better manage immigrants (Castles et al. 2009; Siemiatycki et al. 2010). For example, in 

many American states immigrants are governed locally by state and municipal enforcement 

agencies, a result of changes to the Immigration and Nationality Act (USCIS 2011).5 Arguably, 

this reflects a rise in neoliberal policies and politics, which have become more common in 

political thought and practice since the 1970s (Clark 2002; Klein 2007). I will explore these 

ideologies in Canada in an effort to better understand the present-day governance of immigrants.  

The process of neoliberalism “combines a commitment to the extension of markets and 

logics of competitiveness with a profound antipathy to all kinds of Keynesian and/or collectivist 

strategies...[which] is married with aggressive forms of state downsizing, austerity financing, and 

                                                           
5 Section 287(g). 
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public-service ‘reform’” (Peck and Tickell 2002:381). Naomi Klein calls neoliberal policies 

“corporatist,” because they typically favour the private sector, allowing businesses to trade more 

freely in open markets (2007:15). This actively rejects Keynesian economics, which support a 

central government response to stabilize market economies through the creation of public 

policies. More particularly, the focus on minimal state intervention can be problematic when it 

effectuates the downsizing of essential services and creates a shift in responsibility without 

financial and/or ideological support. Responsibility may then be assumed by international 

organizations or local governments, agencies and individuals (Coaffee et al. 2009). This trend is 

important to understand as these processes influence multiple levels of governance, from global 

to national, regional to local, and become instituted in everyday lives (ibid). Currently, the 

responsibility to care for, in this case, immigrant populations seems to have been ‘downloaded’ 

onto individual citizens and the communities in which they live. It is also important to remember 

that “neoliberal rule systems are perplexingly elusive; they operate between as well as within 

specific sites of incorporation and reproduction, such as national and local states, [and] 

consequently, they have the capacity to constrain, condition, and constitute political change and 

institutional reform in far-reaching and multifaceted ways” (Peck and Tickell 2002:400-401). 

Therefore, neoliberal processes are fluid, differently applied and extend beyond their institutional 

components, which indicate that neoliberal practices can have real and varied implications on 

societies and lives (ibid).  

In their article entitled Neoliberalizing Space, Peck and Tickell describe cities as the 

“most visibly denuded victims of roll-back neoliberalism,” and mention seven ways in which 

neoliberal tendencies have exacerbated more entrepreneurial forms of urban governance 

(2002:394; Brenner and Theodore 2002). These authors argue that in an urban setting neoliberal 

polices tend to shape everything from a city’s market competitiveness to the increase in the use 

of mechanisms of social surveillance (ibid). More particularly, Peck and Tickell suggest that 

“...national and transnational government funds increasingly flow to cities on the basis of 

economic potential and governance capacity rather than manifest social need, and do so through 

allocation regimes that are competitively constituted ...” (2002:395). It seems that immigration 

procedures in Ontarian municipalities are a strong example of this strategy, where funds for 

settlement services are cut, but the collaborative energy of LIPs are strongly encouraged and 

heavily funded based largely on the belief that they will increase retention rates, particularly of 
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economic migrants. This can be evidenced in the Canadian Points System which privileges 

entrepreneur and investor classes of immigrants, but does not favour family class immigrants 

(which is interesting when one considers that women and children are the primary users of 

settlement service agencies). 

In Canada, Stephen McBride argues that neoliberalism is a strategy that was used in the 

1980s to engage in processes of globalization as well as in the international economic scene 

(2005). Neoliberal ideologies, which were intended to decrease inflation and unemployment 

rates, and support free-market principles, began ‘eroding’ social policies under Prime Minister 

Mulroney’s Conservative government in the 1980s and were actively ‘accelerated’ by the 

Liberals in the 1990s (ibid:109; Mahon and Macdonald 2009). McBride states that the “primacy 

of deficit reduction over maintenance of the social safety net,” at this time, indicates the end of 

support for the Keynes-based welfare state (2005:110). In essence, the trend toward neoliberal 

politics translated into a downsizing of public services across the nation, particularly in urban 

areas, in an effort to cut taxes (Clark 2002). In the Province of Ontario, the Conservative 

government, under Mike Harris’ lead, cut funding by twenty percent across a number of social 

service programs as part of their “Common-Sense Revolution” (ibid; Keil 2002:231). Moreover, 

services were ‘offloaded’ onto municipal governments, which were also facing amalgamation 

and downsizing (ibid:786). Similar trends continue to occur today (Macdonald and Ruckert 

2009).  

Contemporary forms of governance that encourage shifts in responsibility from 

governments to citizens, and newcomers alike, accurately reflect the current landscape of 

immigration in Canada, particularly in Ontario. An increase in local responsibility and control 

over new immigrants is premised on the ideas of empowerment and engagement (Friedman 

1992). The local governance of immigration through the third and private sectors and the Local 

Immigration Partnership in Kingston will be examined later in this essay as an example of effects 

of national and provincial neoliberal politics in a local setting. The next section with provide a 

brief description of issues of security and insecurity in the Canadian immigration context.  

National Security and Human Insecurity  

Due in part to the processes of globalization and localization, the authority of the nation-

state has changed, and it is in this environment that national security has become identified as a 

major concern (Rose 1999; Peck et al. 2002; Wilson and Weber 2008). In a post-911 era, Castles 
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and Miller argue that “governments reject the idea of permanent settlement [and] also oppose 

pluralism, which they see as a threat to national unity and identity” (2009:15). This ‘threat’ to the 

nation-state serves to increase procedures taken to protect borders, among other things, and 

improve the condition of ‘security.’ In this context, social issues become translated in the 

political sphere as issues of security (Wilson and Weber 2008). Security regulations play into 

policies and provisions surrounding immigration, settlement and citizenship (Castles et al. 2009). 

More specifically, newcomers are often believed to be a cause of insecurity for citizens who 

experience unpredictable life changes, whether perceived or real, as a result of the central 

government’s response to neoliberal and globalizing processes (ibid). Therefore, security 

becomes everyone’s responsibility (Coaffee et al. 2009). 

Immigrant lives are also affected, not only by the physical borders they cross, but by 

metaphysical borders experienced in processes of integration and citizenship (Wilson and Weber 

2008). This creation of uncertainty for migrants simultaneously maintains a level control over 

their lives. It is important to note that not all immigrants are considered ‘problematic.’ For 

example, “professional transients” are less likely to present an issue as their movements are often 

temporary and/or related to specialized and economically important skills (Castles et al. 

2009:15). Localized strategies for immigration that require the involvement of community 

stakeholders could serve to further control and marginalize ethnic groups as well as encourage 

the success of particular types of immigrants.  

In discussing public views on immigration, Keith Banting states that the “disenchantment 

with multiculturalism is driven by fears about economic costs, perceived threats to liberal values, 

challenges to historic cultures, anxieties about Islam and fears about security” (2010:797). In 

order to manage feelings of fear, laws are put in place by ‘controlling powers’ to limit groups 

that are already marginalized, for example, the Anti-Terrorism Act of 2001 (Bauman 2007; 

Ericson 2008). In this regard, CIC ensures that immigrant law stipulates national safety as a 

primary concern, a provision that protects anyone with citizenship. Current governance strategies 

seem to further security measures by surveilling new immigrants at the local level. The 

negotiation between formal strategies that desire the success of certain types of immigrants and 

the “neoliberal politics of uncertainty,” tends to reinforce human insecurity through law (Ericson 

2008:206).  
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Given that immigrants are often considered threats to national security, these individuals 

may experience feelings of insecurity in their day-to-day lives (Bauman 2007; Murakami Wood 

2010). For Bauman, “the poignant and incurable experience of insecurity is a side-effect of the 

conviction that, given the right skills and proper effort, full security can be achieved” (2007:57). 

The feeling of security can partially be achieved through the management of those who are 

crossing borders. Although certain categories of immigrants6 tend to lead more secure lives, 

because they are able to access resources more quickly, others continue to be heavily controlled 

by national and subnational guidelines. Human insecurity can be defined as the feeling of 

material as well as existential vulnerability, and therefore, maybe be experienced as suffering 

(Murakami Wood 2010; Bauman 2007; Castles et al. 2009). To better understand insecurity, 

Richard Ericson provides a useful definition of security as “both safety and a capacity for taking 

action to secure a better future [which] requires law in defense of individual rights and equality” 

(2008:4). Based on their statues, immigrants may experience particular rights, but do not 

experience the same social liberties that citizens do (Bauman 2007). For Bauman, global 

problems become solved in local spaces, and as issues of national security work to combat 

processes of globalization, including global migration, local level strategies attempt to solve 

issues with the ‘problem’ of  migration and what this migration indicates (2007). As 

marginalized individuals in Canadian societies, immigrants will experience difficulties given the 

current context of immigration in the country. The next section will elucidate Canada’s 

immigration past and reveal how this has helped to shape the new local governance of 

immigration. 

A Brief History of Immigration in Canada  

Significant changes in immigration policies have shaped the immigrant landscape in 

twentieth century Canada. These changes include: a decision in 1947, which stands today, to 

increase the number of immigrants accepted; the adoption of policies that attempted to officially 

end the discourse of a “White Canada” in 1962; and decisions to implement selection criteria and 

stress labour skills in 1967, followed by, transferable knowledge skills in the 1990s (Simmons 

2010:63). These and other changes have been highly controlled by the Government of Canada to 

allow certain individuals into the country while denying access to others.  

                                                           
6 Please see Table 1. 
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To their credit, the federal government has long taken cultural diversity into account; 

however, this does not mean that ‘difference’ has been or will always be accepted. While the 

Canadian Multiculturalism Act has been in effect for nearly forty years, many migrants, apart 

from Europeans and labourers, were generally refused entry prior to 1962 (Castles 2000; Riddell-

Dixon 2008; Simmons 2010). Today, Citizenship and Immigration Canada boasts that the 

nation’s ‘diversity’ is a “national asset;” however, many scholars argue that multicultural 

policies have ‘failed’ (CIC 2008d; Banting 2010; Kobayashi 2007).7 For example, Audrey 

Kobayashi argues that racism is present in Canada’s Multiculturalism Act and that discourses 

surrounding multiculturalism reflect “who has the right to be Canadian” as well as how these 

rights are then protected and observed (2007:131). This is an interesting argument because 

positive discourses about the history of immigration in Canada, regarding Canada’s acceptance 

and treatment of immigrants, shape how Canadians, newcomers and potential immigrants view 

the country’s policies. Equally as important, are public opinions on immigration which play into 

tensions regarding national ‘solidarity’ and ‘diversity,’ a complex and pervasive dichotomy in 

the Canadian imagination (Banting 2010). This dichotomy serves to shape both social and 

political thought (ibid).  

The paragraphs that follow will examine Canada’s immigration history pre- and post- 

Confederation, and more specifically, after the Multiculturalism Act was established in the early 

1970s through to the development of the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act (IRPA) in 

2001. Multiculturalism as a concept as well as the objectives of the IRPA will be elucidated in 

order to better understand contemporary immigration policies and procedures. This is significant 

because these Acts point to the governance of immigration before and after the formation of 

tiered agreements and partnerships in the provinces as early as 1971.  

Since 1994, Citizenship and Immigration Canada has been the organizational body to 

govern the creation, implementation and maintenance of immigration laws and policies, a role 

which the Canadian Government has taken on in some form since 1869 when the first 

Immigration Act was assented (CIC 2010a; Simmons 2010). Immigration was used in Canada as 

                                                           
7 The Canadian Multiculturalism Act recognized not only the reality of pluralism in Canada, but seemed to reverse 
earlier attempts to assimilate immigrants (Parent 2009). This policy also encouraged Canadians to accept cultural 
pluralism and embrace the full and equal participation of racial and ethnic minorities in all realms of Canadian 
society (ibid). For immigrants, it defined a space for the creation of a unique mosaic that acknowledged the role of 
other cultures in building Canadian identity (ibid).  
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a tool to build the nation and its identity, and therefore, the process has been highly managed by 

the state (Castles 2000; Hennebry 2010). Pre-1960s, nation-building did not include immigrants 

from non-European states, or at least their numbers were strictly controlled by forms of 

exclusion built into the functions of the immigration system at the time (Simmons 2010). Those 

who did immigrate from Europe were then “subjected to assimilation policies designed to turn 

them into citizens who shared the dominant culture-namely that of Britain, the imperial mother-

country” (ibid:18; Castles et al. 2009; Parent 2009; Simmons 2010). New immigrants were 

expected to adapt to the Canadian landscape and learn the ideals of the New Dominion.  

Examples where policies exclude or excluded particular types of immigrants include the 

‘head tax’ imposed in 1885 to deter Chinese immigrants from migrating to Canada following 

their presence in the country during the construction of the national railroad (Castles et al. 

2009:126; Simmons 2010). In 1919, after the First World War, provisions in the Immigration 

Act did not allow the acceptance of immigrants migrating from “enemy” states as well as those 

from other groups whose “‘peculiar customs, habits, modes of life and methods of holding 

property’ made them unlikely ‘to become readily assimilated’” (Simmons 2010:56). In another 

example, seasonal agricultural migrant workers from Jamaica, Mexico and Guatemala have 

worked on Canadian farms since 1966 as part of the Seasonal Agricultural Workers Program 

(Hennebry 2010; J4MW 2006). This bilateral program manages temporary foreign workers 

through agreements developed by Canada and the sending states, which provide no opportunity 

for workers to settle permanently in Canada (ibid; Aiken 2007). There are many more examples 

where the Canadian Government has purposely and explicitly barred particular groups from 

entering the country or managed their time in the country, which cannot be explored further at 

this time (Aiken 2007; Kobayashi 2007; Simmons 2010).  

Canada developed the first ‘points system’ in 1967 in order to assess the (economic) 

suitability of new immigrants (Aiken 2007). In line with the soon-to-be assented 

Multiculturalism Act, the points system was and is believed to consider applicants “under the 

same standards, applied on a universal basis;” however, selection criteria tend to favour 

particular works skills (ibid:9; Simmons 2010). More specifically, immigrants are admitted 

based on their “job skills, education, and official language abilities” (Simmons 2010:73). 

Accordingly, some scholars argue that the points system ‘micro-manages’ immigrants by 

initially defining labour market needs, which may or may not be relevant (Aiken 2007). Some of 
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these needs are now being filled by the Provincial Nominee Program (Kenny 2011). One of the 

more discriminatory applications of the points system is the required landing fee of $11,000 in 

liquid cash that all adult immigrants must pay to enter Canada, an amount difficult for many 

individuals migrating from non-traditional countries to amass (Aiken 2007). Another highly 

problematic application regards the power that immigration officers have to affect immigrant 

lives. Immigration officers can override the points system, “to either accept or refuse an 

applicant on the basis that the rating does not reflect the ‘immigrant’s chances of becoming 

successfully established’” (ibid:81).8  

Arguably, one of the more important points in the history of Canadian immigration was 

the development of the iconic Canadian Multiculturalism Act (Kobayashi 2007; Banting 2010). 

It was not until 1971 that the Canadian government announced its multicultural policy, the first 

country in the world to do so (CIC 2008d).With the purpose of encouraging cultural diversity, 

the concept of ‘multiculturalism,’ according to the Canadian Government, is “the presence and 

persistence of diverse racial and ethnic minorities who define themselves as different and who 

wish to remain so” (Dewing and Leman 2006:1). The above definition seems to suggest that it is 

the immigrants who define themselves as ‘different,’ which is interesting when one considers 

that this is a Parliamentary definition of a concept which constructs minority groups from the 

inside. Furthermore, regardless of the Multiculturalism Act’s sporadic reference to “Canadian 

citizens,” ideas about multiculturalism can be tied to immigration and immigrants because 

multicultural definitions and policies generally address the experiences of racial and ethnic 

minorities in Canada (Canadian Multiculturalism Act 1985).9  

More pertinent to the conversation is how multiculturalism is defined as both a policy and 

a process. Accordingly, at the policy level, multiculturalism is “structured around the 

management of diversity through formal initiatives in the federal, provincial and municipal 

domains” (Canadian Multiculturalism Act 1985). These are of course national initiatives that 

may expand into provincial, or perhaps, international agreements that support cultural diversity, 

which lays the ground work for a discussion on forms of local governance (ibid). Process-wise, 

this concept also addresses the need for supports and the ability of minority groups to access 

these supports in order to achieve particular ends (Dewing et al. 2006). These understandings of 

                                                           
8Successful integration is not defined in either the Multiculturalism Act or the IRPA. 
9 The Act also uses the word ‘Individual.’ 
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multiculturalism reflect the openness with which immigrants are thought to have been and 

continue to be received. More importantly, this indicates the ways in which the cultural diversity 

of immigrants has fundamentally been viewed on an institutional level.  

In line with policy changes of the time, amendments were also made to the Immigration 

Act in 1976 (Simmons 2010). Some of these amendments included population goals, which also 

reflect the support for family reunification, the development of a ‘strong’ economy and aid for 

refugees (Aiken 2007). In addition, the development of security and safety provisions is also 

evidenced at this time (ibid). According to Sharryn Aiken, immigration was divided into four 

classes: refugees, family class, assisted relatives, and independent immigrants (2007:10). Beyond 

changes to the Immigration Act, the nation also established the Charter of Rights and Freedoms 

in 1982, which increased discussions in the realm of multiculturalism (ibid). 

The Governance of Immigrants and Refugees: The IRPA 

Beyond the Multiculturalism Act, the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act directly 

defines the boundaries of immigration in Canada; the IRPA’s objectives organize and shape 

immigrant lives, particularly as they regard acceptances and settlement. The IRPA was assented 

in 2001 with the purpose of increasing the pool of immigrants with accessible knowledge skills 

(Simmons 2010). This Act was also designed to “better manage the administration of 

immigration and refugee admission, reinforce prohibition and deportation procedures, and work 

more closely with the provinces” (ibid:86). It is evident that the revision and establishment of 

objectives for immigrants, and refugees, serve to maintain a high level of state-based control, 

specifically those that serve to protect citizens. In addition, the decentralization of power serves 

to provide more autonomy to the provinces and municipal governments.     

While all of the Act’s provisions are relevant to the discussion of governance there are 

several that relate specifically to the more localized direction that immigrant management is 

taking. For example, objectives call for the ‘mutual obligation’ of immigrants and Canadian 

citizens to support the successful integration of newcomers in Canada (IRPA 2011).  What 

defines successful integration is not established in the scope of this Act; however, goals 

developed by the LIPs seem to define both strategies for successful integration as well as how 

community members should be involved in this process. These strategies will be discussed more 

thoroughly at a later point in this paper. It is also thought that the acceptance of immigrants 

should both maintain the “federal, bilingual and multicultural character of Canada,” while 
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‘enriching’ the “social and cultural fabric of Canadian society” (ibid). This provision reflects 

long-standing political ideologies in Canada that accept difference, in particular ways, in 

Canadian societies. It is also interesting that the economic value of immigrants is referenced in a 

separate provision, which seems to characterize discussions that take place surrounding 

immigration as opposed to multiculturalism. Another point worth noting is the inclusion of 

objectives that relate to the maintenance of national security and the protection of Canadian 

citizens. Objectives for both immigrants and refugees should “promote international justice and 

security by fostering respect for human rights and by denying access to Canadian territory to 

persons who are criminals or security risks” (IRPA 2011). The rhetoric of security comes into 

play in reference to the ‘health and safety’ of Canadian citizens, but often included in these 

discussions is the concept of human rights and Canada’s efforts in this realm.  

A significant application of the Act’s objectives is in the proposed increase in 

collaboration between the Government of Canada and the provincial governments as well as 

“foreign states, international organizations, and non-governmental organizations” (IRPA 2011). 

This demonstrates a focus on the provinces as a means through which the Government can 

further control and manage immigrants. Furthermore, the Minister of Citizenship and 

Immigration may enter into any number of agreements with provincial governments in an effort 

to fulfil objectives of the Act (ibid). It appears that a greater level of cooperation actually serves 

to shift, and perhaps increase, the responsibilities of immigration from the federal to the 

provincial government and related organizations, which will be demonstrated in the discussion 

below regarding the LIPs.   

Through an examination of the Canadian Multiculturalism Act and the Immigration and 

Refugee Protection Act one can better understand the landscape of governance in Canada as well 

as discourses that currently surround immigration in the country. Ultimately, immigration in 

Canada has been highly managed by the federal government, and only recently has more 

responsibility and control been formally afforded to provincial and local governments to develop 

more successful methods of attraction and retention for particular types of immigrants (Simmons 

2010). Current ideologies through which diversity and pluralism are viewed have been 

historically formed. In the next section, I will discuss the provincial environment, and more 

specifically, immigrant agreements and settlement service provision in the Province of Ontario. 

It is important to note that there have been only five major Immigration Acts assented, in the 
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years 1869, 1919, 1952, 1976, and 2001 (Simmons 2010). While amendments were made to all 

of these Acts, they have been maintained over long periods of time and minor revisions have 

been taken up by governmental councils (ibid). In addition, the opportunity to speak more in 

depth about the history of immigration policies in Canada would have provided a more 

contextualized understanding of immigration in Canada today; however, limits of space do not 

enable me to do so. Not surprisingly, some theorists criticise contemporary immigration laws and 

policies; Martin Collacott, for example, suggests that “immigration policy has become 

increasingly disengaged from any rational or systematic consideration of what is beneficial to 

Canada” (2002:6). 

Federal-Provincial Immigration Agreements 

To understand the development of local immigration regimes it is important to identify 

the steps that have been taken in the decentralization of related policies and laws. In Canada, the 

national government delivers programming in all provinces and territories, except in the 

provinces of British Columbia, Manitoba, Quebec, Ontario, and Alberta, where bi-lateral 

agreements have been developed. The next sections will outline agreements made between the 

federal and provincial governments, and will continue with a discussion of local partnerships in 

Ontario.  

In an effort to increase retention rates, the governments of British Columbia and 

Manitoba developed programs to attract and integrate new immigrants in 1998 (Siemiatycki et al. 

2010). Given Canada’s long immigration history, it is interesting that these two provinces were 

the first of three in Canada to formally coordinate agreements with the Government of Canada - 

the third province being Quebec. This may indicate with what importance immigrants have 

traditionally been received at the national versus the provincial levels. In the cases of British 

Columbia and Manitoba, the provincial governments exercise a greater role in the design, 

coordination and delivery of settlement services than the Government of Canada does; however, 

programs must conform to and reach CIC determined goals and outcomes (Siemiatycki et al. 

2010; CIC 2010f).  A similar model exists in Quebec, but this province continues to have 

autonomy in the selection of newcomers as well as in the organization of settlement services 
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(Siemiatycki et al. 2010). All of these provinces have developed innovative initiatives which 

address the needs of many different immigrant groups in their communities (ibid).10  

In Ontario, the Ministry of Citizenship and Immigration (MCI) is responsible for 

immigrants at the provincial level. The Canada-Ontario Immigration Agreement (COIA) was 

signed in 2005 in order to develop a vision for immigration and to coordinate federal, provincial 

and municipal energies (Siemiatycki et al. 2010). A similar co-management agreement was 

signed by the Province of Alberta in 2007 (Alberta Employment and Immigration 2007). The 

Canada-Alberta Cooperation on Immigration agreement defines collaboration between national 

and subnational groups; for example, Alberta consults with the federal government to create 

viable plans for immigration and to support provincial needs effectively (ibid). Ontario’s federal-

provincial agreement expired in 2010, and was extended until March 2011; however, a report has 

yet to be made on the new agreement (MCI 2009). The Ontario and Alberta agreements are 

different than the devolution agreements made in British Columbia and Manitoba because the 

governments in the latter two provinces control the ability to administer finances (Pagliaro and 

Mahoney 2010).11 Subnationally, the argument for devolution is based on the idea that the 

province is closer to the immigrants that live within provincial boundaries. While Ontario and 

Alberta maintain co-operative agreements with the Government of Canada, the action to further 

decentralize processes of immigration can be seen in the development of municipal-level Local 

Immigration Partnerships (LIPs).  

While the purpose of COIA is to establish better practices and partnerships relating to 

methods of integration, the agreement also provides the Province an opportunity to more 

formally participate in federal decision-making processes (MCI 2009; Burr 2010). Arguably, 

such agreements equally provide the federal government with insights into provincial 

management techniques, and therefore, the ability to regulate immigration from within. 

According to Siemiatycki and Triadafilopoulos, in developing an agreement with the Canadian 

Government, the Province of Ontario has ensured increased funding for settlement and related 

programs, in the billions of dollars, as well as the involvement of municipal sectors in processes 

of immigration (2010; MCI 2009). However, it is interesting to note that while British Columbia 
                                                           
10In 2010, the number of permanent residents entering British Columbia and Manitoba were 44,176 and 15,803 
respectively (CIC 2010b). A total of 53,981 were recorded in Quebec (ibid). Canada received a total of 280,636 new 
immigrants. In this case, the statistics do not include the number of temporary residents arriving in each province.  
11 All provinces continue to receive money from the federal government. 
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and Manitoba have received federal funding; Ontario and Alberta have not received a significant 

amount of the funding promised for their projects (Siemiatycki et al. 2010). This action points to 

the federal government’s ability to control subnational programming through financial means. 

Moreover, this lack in funding does not explain the result of increased settlement service funding 

in the past five years, nor does it account for the transaction costs associated with moving federal 

money into different programs. The federal government has recently cut funding for settlement 

service programs, particularly in the province of Ontario, which will be discussed in the 

following portion of this paper.  

The Contemporary Landscape of Immigration in Ontario 

In December 2010 the federal government made significant cuts, $53 million in total, to 

essential services that help new immigrants settle in Canadian communities (Pagliaro et al. 2010; 

Taylor 2011). The Province of Ontario, which received just over 118,000 permanent residents in 

201012, was subjected to nearly $44 million in cuts, approximately twenty percent per immigrant 

service organization (CIC 2010b; Taylor 2011). This was done without a plan to “transition 

vulnerable people,” as Liberal MP Gerard Kennedy commented (Keung 2010). In discussions 

post-cuts, Immigration Minister Jason Kenney claimed that immigration rates have decreased, 

conveniently reporting the number of permanent residents received in Ontario in 2009, 11,257 

less than the amount recorded for 2010 (Kenney 2011; Keung 2010; Pagliaro et al. 2010; Taylor 

2011). Kenney also reported that the provinces receive disproportionate funding, where he 

similarly misquoted rates of immigration per province (ibid). Arguably, his comments do not 

provide an accurate account of the immigrant landscape, one where Ontario continues to gain the 

greatest number of immigrants per year.13 Quebec is the second highest immigrant receiving 

province, accepting nearly 54,000 permanent residents in 2010 (CIC 2010b). Moreover, these 

calculations do not reflect the number of temporary residents and refugee claimants that are also 

supported by these services. Similarly, Kenney argued that Ontario has received increased 

funding since 2006, but failed to mention that some of this funding had been transferred to 

related projects, such as LIPs, that do not directly provide services to new immigrants (Kenney 

2011; Keung 2010; Pagliaro et al. 2010).  

                                                           
12 Please see Table 2.  
13 Please see Table 3. 
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Canada is renowned for its comprehensive settlement programs; however, agencies were 

notified on December 24, 2010, the day before a national holiday, that they would face a 

reduction to core funding by twenty percent (Siemiatycki et al. 2010). The cuts were delivered 

equally to settlement service agencies, while auxiliary organizations were asked to renegotiate 

their contracts with CIC for continued support (Taylor 2011). This occurred at a time when 

Kenney was wooing the ‘ethnic’ vote. Arguably, a more individualized approach to such cuts 

would have been beneficial, but the federal government maintains that funding cuts will “help 

achieve positive settlement outcomes for newcomers and meet the needs of Canada” (CIC 

2010f). These cutbacks change the ability of service providers to effectively deliver services to 

new immigrants; while responsibility may not increase, they are unable to fully support 

additional services important to integration. Additionally, cuts to funding change organizational 

management strategies and force an environment where survival becomes a priority. In the 

community, provisions for other social services such as education and health care, have similarly 

been reduced, which ensures that the successful integration of new immigrants and the ability of 

Canadians to support this process is jeopardized (Keung 2011). Social policies and services 

should match different cultural and ethnic needs and practices (Castles 2009).  

Immigrant Services Kingston and Area (ISKA) will continue to provide its core 

settlement function, but will reduce staff and services in areas relating to social and professional 

programming. It is in this space that community members are expected to fill in on a volunteer 

basis. In my experience, the search for additional funding opportunities has taken a level of 

priority locally, one which was once matched only by the focus on new immigrants. Insecurity 

experienced at the agency level is often met with the material and existential insecurity felt by 

the immigrant. This can create a harmful form of management that serves to further marginalize 

new immigrants.    

  Ultimately, should individuals continue to accept government rhetoric regarding best 

practices in the ‘business’ of immigration, than the purpose behind the government’s 

determination to shift financial responsibility to individuals and community groups will continue 

to go largely unnoticed. Canada’s settlement service programming has long relied on the support 

of community agencies, but has also traditionally received formal coordination and financial 

support from the federal government. According to Siemtiatycki and Triadafilopoulos, “a 

tangible commitment from the national government is critical to achieving effective newcomer 
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service systems...” (2010:22). Therefore, how can service agencies be effective if the Canadian 

government continues to cut funding? Moreover, CIC and Minister Kenney will be able to justify 

additional cuts if agencies are purposely made unsuccessful. Available funding is currently more 

likely to be filtered into the formal coordination of LIPs (MCI 2009). The following paragraphs 

will explore LIPs, and will more specifically examine Kingston’s Immigration Partnership. 

Local Immigration Partnerships  

Within the last three years, CIC and the MCI have funded LIP programs across Ontario, 

which serve to coordinate community efforts to attract, settle and retain new immigrants (Burr 

2010). In 2008, the federal and provincial governments funded a joint call for proposals for this 

partnership project, with a specialized aim to better “support local communities in serving and 

integrating immigrants, through the creation of a community-built strategic plan and a 

collaborative local council representing multiple stakeholders” (KIP Strategy 2010:8; Bradford 

2010). This was in part a result of CIC’s new management priorities, including one called 

‘Community Connections,’ which encompasses a multi-level governance strategy to serve clients 

from within the settlement communities and to promote mutual engagement at the community 

level (Burr 2011). According to Minister Kenney, CIC “[tries] to get better coordination so, 

instead of dozens of little micro-organizations providing services in their own little silos, [CIC 

is] trying to have a more rational approach to services in a particular region” (2011). This is a 

clear example of where responsibilization exists, as LIPs ensure that community stakeholders act 

as the micro-organizations instead, but without the financial support for the federal government. 

It is for this reason that forty-five LIPs14 currently exist in the Province, and it is expected that 

these partnership structures will soon traverse provincial boundaries (Burr 2010).  

CIC has identified four outcomes that LIPs should strive toward: LIPs should increase 

access to and the synchronization of effective services; support job accessibility; strengthen local 

awareness and ability to integrate; and encourage partnerships among multiple stakeholders and 

the coordination of CIC and MCI service delivery programs (Bradford 2010; Burr 2010). As Neil 

Bradford notes, LIPs act as “social incubators,” helping to coordinate services versus deliver 

them (2010). This type of partnership has been described as a ‘hybrid institutional structure’ or a 

form of meta-governance, where parameters are set for national goals, but program designs are 

unique to the local and regional areas (ibid). In this sense, LIP objectives to “mandate 

                                                           
14 Please see Table 4.  
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representation, set goals, build capacity, supply incentives,” as well as share accountability, are 

done jointly with the help of community members and groups (ibid).  

On the operational side, the majority of LIPs are organized by municipal governments, 

particularly in urban centres, whereas LIPs that exist in more rural areas tend to be organized by 

local service providers and other not-for-profit groups. According to Kathleen Burr, there are 

five steps in the LIP process (2010). These steps include: set up a partnership council; create 

council terms of reference; establish a local integration strategy with a three-year implementation 

plan; create an annual action plan to tackle local priorities; and report annually on the plan’s 

implementation (ibid). The LIP partnership councils are important in the development and 

implementation of localized strategies for integration and coordination; these councils may 

include individuals from a number of civic spheres, including: community groups; health 

centres; police, senior and family services; potential employers; immigrants living in the host 

community; language training programs; as well as libraries (ibid). In involving such a large 

number of community partners, LIPs intend to empower local community members in creating 

sustainable options for integration and to “assess needs, identify assets and gaps/barriers, and 

coordinate services” for new immigrants (ibid). In addition, immigrants are also encouraged to 

take an active role in LIP plans, and often pre-existing social and cultural programming is 

incorporated into the collaboration process. It is important to note that all LIPs are in various 

stages of development (ibid).  

The Kingston Immigration Partnership (KIP) was established on September 30, 2009 and 

was developed as a joint initiative between the Kingston Community Health Centres (KCHC), or 

more specifically ISKA, Keys Employment Services and the Kingston Economic Development 

Corporation (KEDCO). Since 2000, Kingston has received about 380 new permanent residents a 

year, which represents approximately fourteen percent15 of Kingston’s 118,000 person 

population (KIP Strategy 2010; City of Kingston Statistics 2010).16 Again, this number does not 

include temporary residents, including international students and work permit holders, or refugee 

claimants.17 The KIP council, whose vision is “working to build an inclusive, welcoming 

community” is made up of twelve to sixteen representatives from various organizations and 

                                                           
15 This is approximately 16,205 people (KIP 2011).  
16 At the provincial level the number is twenty-eight percent and for Canada, twenty percent.  
17 In terms of refugees, Kingston receives anywhere from 10-20 a year (KIP 2011). 
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groups in the city, and it is the council, with input from two community assemblies, that 

developed the KIP Strategic Action Plan (KIP 2011).  

The planning process was important to the development of KIP’s overall goals; 

community driven assemblies came together to create the organization’s first Strategic Action 

Plan, which was unveiled in the fall of 2010 (KIP Strategy 2010). Assembly agendas asked 

participants to list common needs and challenges for newcomers in Kingston as well as group 

similar themes and determine how best to deal with these challenges (ibid). These assemblies 

provided insight to the KIP council, through which the Partnership’s Strategic Action Plan was 

created. KIP’s Strategic Action Plan covers eight main themes and “consists of achievable goals 

and specific strategies and actions”, some of which are innovative, while others are simply 

recommendations (ibid).  

Although the City of Kingston does not officially lay claim to the development of the LIP 

in Kingston, municipal representatives do support this initiative. Kingston’s Mayor, Mark 

Gerretsen has noted that immigration is important to stimulate economic growth in the City 

(Political Update 2011). The City’s support for immigration can also be linked to its desire to be 

Canada’s most ‘sustainable’ city, which equally supports views held by CIC (Sustainable 

Kingston 2010; CIC 2010a). In this context, sustainability is defined as “development that meets 

the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own 

needs” (Sustainable Kingston Plan 2010:i). The City’s Sustainability Plan outlines the ‘four 

pillars’ of sustainability, which include, “cultural vitality, economic health, environmental 

responsibility and social equity,” through which sustainability will be realized (ibid:14). It is the 

sustainability plan’s cultural pillar that compliments KIP objectives. Sustainable Kingston is a 

project that equally integrates community groups in the planning process (ibid). This suggests 

that municipal priorities are also important to the success of LIP strategies, particularly if the 

municipality is the key contributor; however, the existence of LIPs does not necessarily indicate 

a tri-level system of governance. 

The LIP groups are highly coordinated, and receive funding from the federal government 

to organize successful integration strategies for new immigrants. LIPs bring services closer to the 

client and involve multiple stakeholders in the process. The fact that many LIPs have developed 

their strategic action plans in such a short period of time indicates a robust and energetic 

program, and these partnerships are receiving a lot of attention from all levels of government.  
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Discussion  

The creation of LIPs and their management goals are consistent with federal objectives as 

conveyed through the IRPA, CIC initiatives, among other policies and agreements. Importance 

has been placed on the development of strategies that are unique to local configurations and 

encourage community cooperation and programming. These localized strategies must also, at 

some point, support national goals for immigration, which hope to attract and retain immigrants 

who encourage economic growth through transferable knowledge skills. Despite the fact that 

funding from the federal government in this area has increased over the last five years, current 

cuts to settlement service funding assists a change in governance that necessarily requires the 

involvement of individuals and groups in the host community. Community-based resources are 

required to help new immigrants navigate processes that, with the exception of Quebec, continue 

to occur at the federal level. It is difficult to determine whether this will lead to a system of 

governance where national parameters for immigration no longer hold and localized strategies, 

which require multi-tiered community efforts, expand to control and manage immigration at the 

local level. This may serve to survey and further marginalize new immigrants or support vibrant 

immigrant groups in Canadian communities. Although the Province of Quebec receives federal 

funding, this province may be the closest Canadian example of this style of governance, where 

immigrant selection occurs at the subnational level.  

It is important to understand the effectiveness of LIPs as a hybrid form of governance, 

and the premise behind them. Is national support for localized strategies really a more successful 

method of managing immigration, and are these strategies the ‘solution’ to current levels of 

attraction and retention rates in communities across Ontario? This is the type of research that is 

presently being conducted by the Welcoming Communities Initiative (WCI) network; however, 

this research does not explain the force by which LIPs are being supported. LIPs have only 

recently unveiled their strategic action plans, and as such, the goal of the WCI research is not 

necessarily to determine the effectiveness of local governance strategies, or potential alternatives 

to this model, but instead to measure indicators that will eventually help define organizational 

‘best practices.’ Neil Bradford and Caroline Andrew note that LIPs have adopted a number of 

successful practices, including a “strong client focus, broad-based leadership and membership, 

cultural competence, transparency, empowerment, positive communication strategies, and social 

learning/information sharing” (Burr 2011). Given the nature of neoliberal ideologies in Canada, 
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it is likely that Rose’s responsibilization is a process that underlies these new management 

strategies; it is Friedman’s empowerment without the power. While the successful practices 

listed above are undeniably important, they are usually not examined in relation to retention 

rates, nor do they discuss whether the coordination of services is sufficient in settling new 

immigrants given the decrease in funding to settlement service groups. In fact, measures have not 

yet determined how funding cuts have impacted settlement agency outputs. In addition, is the 

lack of funding an implication of the desire for particular types of immigrants, who can more 

easily be supported through community-organized endeavours, and what will this mean for 

immigrants who tend to face barriers in establishing themselves? These and similar questions 

have yet to be asked or answered. 

  Although immigration has always been an important part of Canada’s history there has 

never been such a coordinated effort to attract, integrate and retain immigrants at all levels of 

government. As Alan Simmons notes, it was not until 1947 that Prime Minister King set in 

motion a second wave of large-scale immigration policies, which have continued to this day 

(2010). At this time immigrants were sought to boost population and economic growth, 

particularly after the Second World War (ibid). It was in 1971 when Quebec began coordinating 

immigrant services provincially and it was not until 1998 that the provinces of British Columbia 

and Manitoba helped arrange their own local programs. During the 90s, neoliberal policy 

strategies also began to take shape and this was evident in immigrant and other social services. 

Support for similar localized management strategies did not occur in the Province of Ontario 

until 2005, and in Alberta, in 2007. At this time, funding for related services began to increase, 

but started to decrease with immigration levels. Given the relative newness of this form of 

governance, it is surprising with what certainty LIPs are thought to be effective in their mandate. 

As Kathleen Burr states, LIPs have received a “greater-than-anticipated uptake and partnerships 

have proved more robust than envisioned” (2011). Equally, researchers from the WCI network 

claim that there is much excitement about LIP outcomes at all levels of government, particularly 

as it regards partnership coordination and action. Arguably, this is an example of neoliberal 

ideology in action too; LIP activities are being advanced without proper assessment and have not 

been discussed in the context of service cutbacks, a fact which is often thought insignificant. 

While the positive impacts of LIPs are continually being identified, it is difficult to say whether 

LIPs are the solution to issues of immigrant retention in particular communities. 



25 
 

The focus on the host society’s role in the integration process is a relatively recent 

phenomenon as well. This role informed the Multiculturalism Act, and was also defined in the 

IRPA, as the ‘mutual obligation’ of new immigrants and Canadian citizens (2011). The 

provision, to encourage collaborative strategies, is regarded to be in the long-term best interest of 

both groups. The collective responsibility for immigration lends support to LIP objectives, to 

develop action-oriented strategies through community-based councils and assemblies. However, 

the costs to community stakeholders and new immigrants have yet to be considered.  

There is much community-based discussion about the positive impacts of community-led 

initiatives for new immigrants. For example, Toby Guevin argues that “communities need 

linguistically and culturally competent workers in community-based organizations that have 

legitimacy within an immigrant community” (Martin 2009). As the Director of the 

Massachusetts Immigrant and Refugee Advocacy Coalition, Guevin’s discussion is in reference 

to accessing social services such as housing, and alludes to the need for mutual engagement 

amongst new immigrants and community members in collaboratively organized environments. 

Paul Born suggests that cities need to take active roles in “transforming their communities” 

(2011). LIP organization typically involves some degree of municipal level support. In regards to 

settlement services more specifically, collaborative forms of governance that involve informed 

community members, have been cited as a ‘best practice’ by the Parliamentary Standing 

Committee on Citizenship and Immigration (Tilson 2010). Even settlement service agencies are 

encouraged to engage members of the community to help deliver services to newcomers. 

Community endeavours to create environments in which immigrants can successfully live, work 

and play in are obviously valuable; however, the shift in responsibility from federal to local 

governments and community groups should not go unnoticed. The Government of Canada 

continues to be implicated in the process, through immigrant selection, funding for services and 

related projects. Parameters set by the national government ensure that community efforts to 

coordinate immigration continue to be directed and controlled by government objectives for 

immigration, often as it pertains to an immigrant’s economic suitability. Perhaps LIPs and their 

ability to coordinate local ‘support’ will provide the Government of Canada with a greater 

capacity to govern through localized systems of surveillance and control (not to mention less 

administrative work to complete).    
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The style of governance that includes subnational governments and coordinates strategies 

for community engagement, while simultaneously reducing service delivery for the same 

population, is arguably neoliberal in composition. As Neil Brenner (2002:47) concludes:  

Neoliberalism licenses an extrospective, reflexive, and aggressive posture on the part of 
local elites and states, in contrast to the inward-oriented concerns with social welfare and 
infrastructure provision under the Keynesian era. Today, cities must actively—and 
responsively—scan the horizon for investment and promotion opportunities, monitoring 
“competitors” and emulating “best practice,” lest they be left behind in this intensifying 
competitive struggle for the kinds of resources (public and private) that neoliberalism has 
helped make (more) mobile. 

 
It seems that concerns for the social welfare of immigrants, at least the ones that have 

difficulties sustaining themselves, will be ignored or all-together forgotten. This will more 

particularly be the case as communities across Ontario contend for national, and therefore, global 

resources (immigrants as well as finances) that will ensure their competitiveness on the national 

and international scenes (Murakami Wood 2010). Local systems of governance will likely 

inform national goals for immigration, which stress and actively adopt the local coordination of 

immigrants. This has the potential to increase federal funds, which may then be redirected into 

projects that continue to regulate particular groups of people, such as the increased securitization 

of national borders. In this regard, the retention of accepted immigrants in communities across 

Ontario is important; statistics from the 2006 Census suggest that one-third of immigrants who 

had arrived in the 1990s had left by 2006, and immigration levels in Ontario have decreased over 

the last five years. Therefore, the development of new management strategies is particularly 

important for economic growth, but could changing conditions in immigration also impact the 

perceived useful of LIPs? 

  In terms of settlement service agencies, there are no consistent methods for reporting 

outputs, which not only diminishes the ability of researchers to determine agency success, but 

also jeopardizes funding. Decreases in funding may serve to further the ‘ineffectiveness’ of 

settlement agencies. Therefore, an immigrant’s success is dependent on the ability of settlement 

agencies to report ‘successful’ outcomes that are not standardized. While cuts to services do not 

actually indicate a reduction in agency case loads, actions have been taken to lessen agency 

activities and dismiss staff. For example, ISKA chose to limit additional services and social 

opportunities for new immigrants, which has led to staff cutbacks. The provision of social 
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activities is a role assumed under KIP, where funds have been redirected to mediate support 

services through local networks.  

  It is important to note that the word ‘newcomer,’ which is used in settlement service, KIP 

and CIC literature, generally refers to permanent residents and does not include immigrants who 

are here on a temporary basis or refugees. Similarly, the IRPA uses the term ‘permanent 

resident’ to refer to immigrants, providing a separate list of stipulations for refugee claimants. 

Many government and LIP statistics are also recorded in this manner and pertain only to 

numbers of permanent residents, whatever the research context. This suggests a preference to 

select immigrants who organize their residency prior to immigrating to Canada. The use of the 

word newcomer works to veil the acceptance of refugees and other non-skilled migrants, not to 

mention immigrants who are not recent, but also works to deter the arrival of these immigrants. 

Canada’s Bill C-49, an act to amend instances of human trafficking, is evidence of this issue 

(Keung 2011b). For Joly, Kelly and Nettleton, “refugees are increasingly presented not as people 

in need of protection but as people who are a threat, not as people who have a problem but as 

people who are a problem” (1997:35). Therefore, immigration laws and policies are shaped by 

Government rhetoric, which determines who is given entrance and who is not.  

Contemporary provisions for immigration assert the importance of national security, a 

theme which is also supported by Public Safety Canada. Particularly in contemporary Western 

societies, programs for national security and surveillance are often a product of fear and 

uncertainty at the national level, feelings which are also experienced by individual citizens 

(Coaffee et al. 2009). For instance, increased securitization could relate to globalizing forces and 

the desire to maintain territorial control as much as it does to public opinion about immigration 

and individual safety, as an expression of anxieties about ethnic difference. Ultimately, 

immigrants do not support these objectives. The development of security initiatives are also often 

an attempt to deal with social and economic issues, which is interesting given the fact that 

Canadian immigration policies more specifically support the immigration of individuals who are 

expected to contribute to the country’s economic prosperity; Immigrants who are more likely to 

support national goals in a positive way are often accepted and tend to cross borders more easily 

(Wilson and Weber 2008). This is problematic given the belief that Canada is a country that 

warmly welcomes immigrants. Furthermore, while the Canadian system of immigration is 

robust, in comparison to other Western societies, it is important to remember that in practice 
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Canadian policies may not necessarily reflect the spirit in which they were created. The 

Government’s deresponsibilization may reflect a number of things: either the expected cost 

savings that decentralization will incur; the hope to depoliticize the problem of immigration by 

giving it a local face; the belief that local initiatives for integrating immigrants are actually the 

best strategy; or perhaps, a combination of these ideas. Regardless, immigrants are often policed 

on many levels because of they are perceived to be different, a perception which is likely to be 

taken up in the realm of local strategies of governance. Rhetoric surrounding LIPs and their 

support of immigrants could equally serve to monitor immigrant lives and increase their 

vulnerability.  

 In a policy report examining international perspectives on immigration, the principle 

investigators compare Canada’s system with those of other major immigrant receiving countries 

in the West, and argue that Canada’s system of immigration is more “active, sophisticated and 

forward looking” than similar services provided in Australia, Germany, Britain, and America 

(Siemtiatycki  et al. 2010:2). While Canada’s immigration system is certainly robust it, like 

many other similar systems, tends to convey the ideas of a particular group of individuals in 

positions of power. Therefore, the relatively recent adoption of a ‘two-way street’ approach to 

immigration seems rather ideal and conceals the complexities of immigration in Canada. Local 

strategies to govern immigrants, which encourage citizens to take an active role in the integration 

process, have not been adequately assessed; however, these strategies are being implemented at 

an accelerated rate. Moreover, much is determined by national parameters that select particular 

immigrants and oblige them to participate in their own integration process.    

Conclusions  

The ideas discussed in this paper clearly have broader implications regarding the 

governance of marginal groups in contemporary Western democracies. In Canada, the new local 

governance of immigration seems to further regulate immigrants through the development of 

coordinated community strategies. As Nikolas Rose seems to point out in the quote at the outset 

of this essay; given the central government’s ability to presuppose the freedom of migrants, they 

are better able to manage immigrants through the localized suppression of this freedom. The shift 

in responsibility from central government to citizen serves to depoliticize the issue of 

immigration and requires the use of community-based resources. Immigration is no longer 

contentious when LIPs and related groups convey images of ‘good people doing good things,’ 
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which removes the ability to criticize, obscures the rules, and turns an experiment into an 

innovation. Exactly who is responsible for immigration? Furthermore, this structure of 

governance negates one’s ability to ask what skills and strategies will actually enable new 

immigrants to succeed in Canadian societies, and reflects a neoliberal policy framework; 

immigration has become a business. 

  Attempts to align empowerment and responsibility materialize as responsibility with no 

authority to substantiate what happens in communities where immigrants live, work and play. 

What affect does this lack of empowerment have on the ability to enact and engage within the 

settlement community? I do not deny the importance of community-based strategies for new 

immigrants, provided that immigrants have input in the development of sustainable solutions, 

both at the community and policy levels, which lead to truly dignified and secure lives.  

 This paper has been critical of roll-back neoliberal strategies used in the local 

governance of immigration. Within this context, one could question, for example, whether LIPs 

are actually less expensive than national strategies for immigrant management, since the 

community is ‘empowered’ to support immigrants directly. However, if the costs to maintain 

national level programs are simply moved elsewhere (or not calculated at all), does this justify 

the cutbacks to settlement service groups in Ontario? What is the value for money? Moreover, if 

this strategy of governance is determined to be effective, than for whom is it actually effective? 

Who benefits from this strategy? In future, it would be interesting to determine whether 

immigrants find this change in governance and their experiences to be meaningful. For example, 

will temporary agricultural migrant workers, whose lives are heavily surveilled, reap the benefits 

of this strategy of governance? The implications for all classes of immigrants must be considered 

in this regard. Of course, it is debatable as to whether this is an intentional government strategy, 

and I would argue that more research is needed.  

Delving into the first set of goals from their Strategic Action Plan, it will be interesting to 

see if the LIPs are effective in creating inclusive communities, and if these partnerships actually 

increase immigrant retention rates in Ontario communities. This will help determine whether or 

not there is a future for a purely localized form of immigrant governance. The future of 

immigration for Minister Jason Kenny is in the selection of immigrants “who are most likely to 

succeed in the Canadian economy” (2011). It seems problematic to obtain the World’s ‘best and 

brightest,’ through the acceptance of particular skills and the rejection of others. Is the purpose of 
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successful integration strategies solely to ensure the nation’s prosperity? Given the contemporary 

landscape of immigration in Canada, these and many other questions need to be addressed in 

order to properly assess this strategy of governance. I hope to elaborate on these and related 

issues in future graduate research. For example, a comparative analysis examining different 

forms of governance and levels of community engagement would be helpful in determining what 

level of governance is most effective in achieving both national and subnational goals as well as 

what strategies are most successful for new immigrants. 

On a final note, international patterns increasingly govern mobility, and these patterns 

determine who is able to cross certain borders and in what ways this process occurs (Wilson and 

Weber 2008). In Canada, it seems that the localization of immigrant management strategies is 

most desirable, but for Bauman (2007:25-26) there are no local solutions to global problems: “on 

a negatively globalized planet, all the most fundamental problems ... are global, and being global 

they admit of no local solutions.” It seems that national intentions to support immigrants at the 

local level may actually serve to delay the development of successful global strategies to 

understand and govern migration. Arguably, steps need to be taken now to encourage more 

informed and sustained public debates on this topic. 
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Canadian Citizen Full access to rights - but a wealthy citizen 

would hold additional rights  

Permanent immigration = Permanent Resident 

or Skilled Worker Classes 

Independent, professional, skilled worker 

classes, business class, self-employed class, 

family sponsorship = Partial access to rights, 

cannot vote, pays taxes - economic exploitation 

Temporary immigration   Students, visitors, temporary workers (work 

permit), Live-in Caregivers, fiancé or fiancee 

classes, and humanitarian or compensate 

ground classes18 = Partial access to rights, 

cannot vote, pays taxes - economic exploitation 

Refugee Claimants/Asylum Seekers Few rights and/or protections/liberties  

 

 

 

Urban area 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010* 

St. John’s 397 380 481 454 493 

Other Newfoundland and Labrador 111 166 135 149 188 

Newfoundland and Labrador 508 546 616 603 681 

Charlottetown 490 900 1,360 1,630 2,493 

Other Prince Edward Island 75 92 83 93 88 

Prince Edward Island 565 992 1,443 1,723 2,581 

Halifax 1,966 2,023 2,057 1,792 1,803 

Other Nova Scotia 620 500 594 632 605 

Nova Scotia 2,586 2,523 2,651 2,424 2,408 

Saint John 547 523 560 585 655 

Fredericton 486 409 544 493 563 

Moncton 262 345 365 479 424 

Other New Brunswick 351 366 387 356 483 

New Brunswick 1,646 1,643 1,856 1,913 2,125 

Montréal 38,401 38,684 38,882 42,531 46,460 

Québec 1,800 2,076 2,033 2,364 2,629 

Ottawa-Gatineau (Quebec part) 1,020 1,125 1,155 1,199 1,536 

Sherbrooke 1,103 1,016 1,046 993 1,148 

Trois-Rivières 343 305 274 376 314 

                                                           
18 Canada Immigration Visa: Work & Live in Canada. 2009. Retrieved April 3, 2011 
(http://www.canadaimmigrationvisa.com/visatype.html). 

Table 2: Permanent and Temporary Residents, 2010: Permanent Residence by Province or 
Territory and Urban Area, 2006-2010 
(http://www.cic.gc.ca/english/resources/statistics/facts2010-preliminary/02.asp) 

Table 1: Categories of Immigrants in Canada (2011) – this is not a complete list 

http://www.canadaimmigrationvisa.com/visatype.html
http://www.cic.gc.ca/english/resources/statistics/facts2010-preliminary/02.asp
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Other Quebec 2,017 1,994 1,829 2,028 1,894 

Quebec 44,684 45,200 45,219 49,491 53,981 

Toronto 99,289 87,139 86,900 82,637 92,181 

Ottawa-Gatineau (Ontario part) 6,279 5,798 6,286 6,297 7,173 

Hamilton 4,036 3,680 3,806 3,778 4,004 

Kitchener 3,321 3,205 2,914 2,823 3,058 

London 2,979 2,459 2,338 2,464 2,938 

Windsor 2,781 2,215 1,951 1,892 1,836 

St. Catharines-Niagara 1,599 1,384 1,235 1,114 1,259 

Oshawa 745 859 734 799 759 

Guelph 774 705 751 630 613 

Kingston 415 378 416 396 437 

Barrie 427 404 357 418 358 

Thunder Bay 180 145 142 122 155 

Sarnia 157 169 139 127 153 

Peterborough 161 161 152 201 139 

Leamington 120 91 116 99 125 

Belleville 108 95 126 108 118 

Greater Sudbury 134 138 138 146 116 

Other Ontario 2,387 2,291 2,377 2,808 2,694 

Ontario 125,892 111,316 110,878 106,859 118,116 

Winnipeg 7,715 8,480 8,140 9,972 12,340 

Other Manitoba 2,332 2,474 3,078 3,549 3,463 

Manitoba 10,047 10,954 11,218 13,521 15,803 

Saskatoon 1,164 1,618 2,061 2,564 3,178 

Regina 821 910 1,406 2,058 2,567 

Other Saskatchewan 739 988 1,368 2,268 1,872 

Saskatchewan 2,724 3,516 4,835 6,890 7,617 

Calgary 11,823 11,246 13,038 13,708 16,100 

Edmonton 6,444 6,540 7,517 8,508 11,007 

Wood Buffalo 320 431 478 681 691 

Red Deer 293 567 676 537 585 

Lethbridge 268 279 298 483 556 

Other Alberta 1,568 1,798 2,193 3,100 3,701 

Alberta 20,716 20,861 24,200 27,017 32,640 

Vancouver 36,299 32,956 37,466 34,628 37,329 

Victoria 1,267 1,270 1,491 1,482 1,517 

Abbotsford 1,387 1,306 1,397 1,368 1,360 

Kelowna 403 531 603 605 592 

Nanaimo 210 284 245 284 258 

Kamloops 177 168 226 268 228 

Prince George 152 142 148 180 175 

Chilliwack 167 194 199 228 161 

Other British Columbia 2,021 2,110 2,217 2,397 2,556 

British Columbia 42,083 38,961 43,992 41,440 44,176 

Whitehorse 56 69 100 156 323 
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Other Yukon 9 14 10 18 27 

Yukon 65 83 110 174 350 

Yellowknife 93 71 110 87 108 

Other Northwest Territories 5 17 17 20 29 

Northwest Territories 98 88 127 107 137 

Nunavut 12 19 50 10 19 

Province/territory not stated 16 52 52 0 2 

Total 251,642 236,754 247,247 252,172 280,636 

* Data for 2010 are preliminary estimates and are subject to change. For 2006-2009, these are updated numbers and may differ 
from those of Facts and Figures 2009. 

Source: Citizenship and Immigration Canada, RDM, Preliminary 2010 Data. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3: Permanent Residents Arriving by Province  
(http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/national/permanent-residents-arriving-in-
canada/article1849020/?from=1848219) 

http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/national/permanent-residents-arriving-in-canada/article1849020/?from=1848219
http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/national/permanent-residents-arriving-in-canada/article1849020/?from=1848219
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Community-wide LIPs in Ontario LIPs in Toronto Neighbourhoods 

1000 Islands Regional Workforce Development Board 
- Renfrew 

Agincourt Community Services Association 

Catholic Immigration Centre - Ottawa Jewish Vocational Services of Metropolitan Toronto 

City of Hamilton Rexdale Women's Centre - North Etobicoke 

Corporation of the Town of Smith Falls JobStart 

Corporation of the City of London Delta Family Resource Centre 

Corporation of the City of Sault Ste. Marie St. Stephen's Community House - West Downtown 

Corporation of the City of Windsor Catholic Cross-cultural Services 

County of Simcoe (18 communities) 
Community Social Planning Council of Toronto - 
York South Weston 

Eastern Ontario Training Board - Prescott-Russell Thorncliffe Neighbourhood Office 

Halton Region 
Warden Woods Community Centre - South West 
Scarborough 

Kingston Community Health Centres WoodGreen Community Services 

Municipality of Chatham-Kent Working Women Community Centre - North York East 

New Canadians Centre - Peterborough 
Canadian Centre for Victims of Torture - East 
Downtown 

North Bay & District Multicultural Centre ACCESS Employment Services 

Northwestern Ontario Municipal Partnership (32 
communities) 

Toronto City-Wide 

Peel Newcomer Strategy Group   

Quinte United Immigrant Services - Belleville   

Regional Municipality of Durham   

Regional Municipality of Waterloo   

The Corporation of the City of Greater Sudbury   

The Corporation of the City of Guelph   

The Corporation of The County of Huron   

The Corporation of the County of Lambton   

The Regional Municipality of Niagara   

The Regional Municipality of York   

Thunder Bay Multicultural Association   

Timmins Economic Development Corporation   

United Way of Leeds & Grenville   

Workforce Planning Board of Grand Erie   

YWCA - St Thomas/Elgin   

 

Table 4: Local Immigration Partnerships in Ontario 
(http://www.policyresearch.gc.ca/page.asp?pagenm=2011_0061_Burr_01) 

http://www.policyresearch.gc.ca/page.asp?pagenm=2011_0061_Burr_01

	Hennebry, Jenna and Kerry Preibisch. 2010. “A Model for Managed Migration? Re-
	Examining Best Practices in Canada’s Seasonal Agricultural Worker Program.”  International Migration 48(1):1-33. Retrieved on 
	Hunt, Alan. 2003. “Risk and Morality in Everyday Life.” Pp. 165-192 in Risk and Morality,
	edited by R. Ericson and A. Doyle. Toronto, ON: University of Toronto Press.
	Kenney, Jason. 2011. “Speaking notes for the Honourable Jason Kenney, P.C., M.P. Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Mult

	Keung, Nicholas. 2011b. “Don’t vote Conservative, immigration lawyers warn newcomers.” The
	Toronto Star, April 20. Retrieved April 21, 2011 (http://www.thestar.com/news/investigations/immigration/article/977991--don-t

