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Immigration and the growth in the size of the Misilminority population are making
significant changes to the face of Canada beyoadatigest immigrant-receiving
metropolises of Toronto, Vancouver and MontreabwiNere will these changes become
more apparent than in Ontario, where mid-size@<itave already experienced
significant growth in the cultural diversity of tin@opulations (Federation of Canadian
Municipalities 2009).

Since 2001, successive federal governments hawvaqted the regionalization of
immigration, which would see more newcomers landingd staying in second and third
tier immigration cities (Frideres 2006; Abu-Ayyashd Brochu 2006). The impetus for
regionalization stemmed from concerns that the eotration of immigrants in the
largest census metropolitan areas had adverselgtadf the size and demographic profile
of smaller provinces and their communities, as agltheir prospects for economic
development and political power. Regionalizaticasvgeen as a vehicle for economic
growth, a more regionally balanced population, grehter uniformity in the
demographic profile of smaller and larger provinaed their respective local
communities (Garcea 2003). Over the past decadens tier immigration cities such as
Calgary, Edmonton, Winnipeg, Hamilton and Ottawed third tier municipalities with
populations of approximately 100,000 or less, deroted increasing attention to
attracting and retaining newcomers (Krahn, Dervand Abu-Laban 2003).

The convergence of federal and local interedténrégionalization of
immigration has been accompanied by the devolforsponsibility for the reception,
settlement and integration of new arrivals. Sitheeearly 1990s, greater provincial
involvement has been formalized in intergovernmeajeeements between the federal
government and all ten provinces and the Yukore@iBurstein and Frideres 2008). A
growing number of municipal governments and lotakesholders have also become
more active political agents in developing immidreettlement policy at the local level
(Poirier 2004). The 2005 Canada-Ontario Immigrafd@gneement (COIA) was the first
federal-provincial agreement to include a provigimimvolve municipalities in planning
and discussions on immigrant settlement. ThroughACfDnding has been provided for
the Local Immigration Partnership (LIP) initiativee multi-level collaborative governance
arrangement that has spurred the interest of npalites and neighbourhood
associations across the province in developingesfi@plans to build inclusive and
responsive environments for newcomers (Burr 2011).

The regionalization policy, the LIPs initiative,daohanges in immigration flows
that are seeing more Ontario-bound immigrantsisgtith second and third-tier
municipalities outside the Greater Toronto Area Az Bpeak to the importance of
understanding whether and why local governmentiséee communities are interested in
immigration, how demographic change is viewed lBaaesidents, and whether these
municipalities have the capacity to meet changemgise needs. Existing studies of
interest, receptivity and capacity in the provirscemall and mid-sized urban centres
have been dominated by comparative analyses of coities in the GTA. The urban
public policy literature has tracked the growingatvement of some municipalities



outside the GTA in the attraction and retentiom@ivcomers (Frideres 2006; Biles 2008;
Tolley, forthcoming), but it has lagged in geogriaptoverage. Early studies on the
capacity of suburban communities in the GTA to mevappropriate forms of settlement
and integration assistance suggested they faceddable challenges (Frisken and
Wallace 2003). Much less is known about capacity ieceptivity to immigration in
municipalities outside the GTA

This paper will broaden the scope of analysisSi@edcond and third-tier
municipalities situated outside the GTA and acthesprovince. Through a series of 10
confidential interviews with opinion leaders frohetgovernmental and non-
governmental sectors @achcommunity, the interview agenda addresses foeslof
inquiry. First, it explores perceptions about wieetand why their respective local
and/or regional governments are interested in imetimn. It also probes their views on
whether community leaders in general see immigrad® contributing to the identity,
economic, social/cultural, and political/civic lit¢ the community, as well as their
personal assessments of the advantages and disaglsof immigration. Second, it
discusses their perceptions of whether the brdadat public is interested in more
immigration, and whether their communities are welig places for newcomers and
visible minorities. A third theme captures opirsabout the municipality’s capacity to
meet changing program and service needs, anddqaeed steps for improving the
warmth of welcome for newcomers. Finally, demogieplata on the age, gender,
length of community residency, immigrant status] ethnic and racial origins of the
interviewees have been collected in order to pamifile of community leadership.
Overall, the study furnishes important insightswahinterest in, and receptivity to,
immigration and diversity in less well-studied unb@entres, as well as policy
recommendations that support the development afomeihg communities. The
following section reviews the literature relatedhese lines of inquiry.

Drivers of local government interest in immigration

The desire to stimulate economic competitivenedslaoour market development has
driven local interest in immigrant attraction amedention initiatives in London (London
Economic Development Corporation 2005), Ottawaqi8ts, Hughes and Amery
forthcoming), Windsor (Munro 2006), the Region oatfloo (Abu-Ayyash and Brochu
2006), Greater Sudbury (Walton-Roberts 2007), an@&harines-Niagara (Tossutti and
Morettin 2011). Greater Sudbury and the RegionahMipality of Niagara have also
identified immigration as a means to counter agiagulations and youth out-migration.
In Greater Sudbury and London, immigration has beded to a broader economic and
cultural development strategy based on economist Richaritigle creative class thesis
(Block 2006; Brochu and Abu-Ayyash 2006). Accordind-lorida, members of the
creative class include skilled workers who cre&e rdeas, technology and creative
content, as well as creative professionals init#ldd of business, law, finance, health
care etc. In the “Rise of the Creative Class”, fgpas that members of the creative class
prefer to locate to environments with technologinflastructure, high-quality arts and
recreational amenities, high levels of acceptafigags, immigrants and “bohemians”



(professional artists, writers and performers) lawdlevels of racial segregation. Since
businesses move to locations with the greatestigopgkilled labour, the fostering of a
welcoming community for immigrants and cultural ities is part of a holistic strategy
to attract business investment and creative claskexs (2004).

Immigration and diversity: national and local opam

Compared to people in most other immigrant-recgiaauntries, Canadians are more
likely to believe that immigrants have a good iefige on the country (German Marshall
Fund 2011; Gross 2004), are less likely to calrémluctions in immigration levels, and
are more likely to agree that immigrants improveiesty by introducing new ideas and
cultures (Jedwab 2008). An analysis of Canadettitudes about immigration between
1975 and 2005 found that a majority wanted immigralevels to remain the same
(Wilkes, Guppy and Farris 2007). However, studhi@ge also shown that public opinion
shifts when survey questions are preceded by fguid/hen actual immigration levels
are cited, Canadians are more likely to change #msiwer to “too many” immigrants are
coming to the country. With respect to attitudesd cultural diversity, national surveys
reveal that not all cultures are valued equallyl981 survey of 2,500 Canadian
respondents about their “comfort level” with peopfalifferent ethnocultural
backgrounds found that visible minority groups wess well-regarded than European
groups (Berry and Kalin 1995; Kalin 1996). "Comftavels” were highest for those
groups perceived to be integrated into mainstreaitare (Simon and Lynch 1999).

There are only a limited number of mass public mpirsurveys about
immigration in mid-sized and small Ontario commigsit A survey of more than 1200
individuals commissioned by the City of Kitchenbow/ed that nearly 70 percent
disagreed with the statement that there was todvnmimigration. When items were
targeted toward immigrants and their acculturateoomajority (55 percent) agreed that
immigrants should assimilate into Canadian cularé 67 percent felt that the city
should provide a common set of services rather thiatomize programs for different
groups and cultures (Abu-Ayyash and Brochu 20068 leater Sudbury, a report on
attitudes about race relations found significaméle of resentment and discrimination
towards visible minorities, Aboriginals and the ii@aphone population (Block 2006).

Attitudinal drivers

A significant body of research has examined theahpf objective economic

conditions, subjective perceptions about the ecgngmoup competition, or personal
economic status, as well as occupational charatitsj on attitudes about immigration.
Some Canadian scholars have noted that suppanhifoigration is highly correlated

with economic events, and that it plummeted dutiregrecessions of the early 1980s and
early 1990s (Hiebert 2003; Palmer 1996). In yedren there were sharp, relative
economic declines from the previous year, Canadisarse more likely to prefer



restricting immigration (Wilkes, Guppy and Farr30Z). Others have demonstrated that
perceptionsof economic competition, whether based on reaheguc conditions or
merely perceptions of group competition, play anary role (Esses, Hodson and
Dovidio 2003). A related line of inquiry arguesitisubjective evaluations of one’s
personal economic status are more important th@cke status (Chandler and Tsai
2001). Economic competition models predicting thatupational characteristics
influence attitudes about immigration have producexkd evidence. According to these
models, the presence of immigrants is believetieaten and displace native-born
workers due to the willingness of the former to kvfar lower wages. Consequently, the
most vulnerable groups of native-born workers apeeted to express the greatest
aversion to immigration. Some studies have folmad less skilled workers express the
strongest aversion to immigration (Scheve and $iEr@001; O’'Rourke and Sinnott
2004), but that the unemployed and the economicadigtive are less averse because
they have nothing further to lose by immigratioraf@ et al. 2002).

Support for immigration in Canada also varies betwgocial groups. In general,
men, youths, and individuals with a post-seconédrycation are more likely to accept
existing immigration levels, while women, oldermduals, and those with less
education preferred reduced levels. Economic caitigpemodels have been used to
account for the lower support expressed by womelrtlam less educated (Palmer 1996;
Mahtani and Mountz 2002). Canadians who reportednaOfficial Language mother
tongue were also more likely to prefer increasechignation (Wilkes, Guppy and Farris).

Hiebert has detected puzzling differences in Caradublic opinion about
immigration between the provincial and metropolgaales. While more negative
attitudes exist in provinces with high rates of igrant settlement, the same is not true at
the metropolitan scale in these same provinces3(20Be suggests this paradox might
be explained by the more “immigrant friendly” viewvided by immigrants in these
same metropolitan areas. This urban/non-urbarotbahy thesis was supported by a
study showing that residents of Vancouver and Viatawere more positively
predisposed to immigration than British Columbilwisg in smaller cities and non-
urban areas (Mahtani and Mountz 2002). The idatresidents in larger urban centres
may be more open to immigration has been suppbstednational study showing that
residents in Montreal, Toronto and Vancouver reggbthe highest levels of agreement
with the proposition that immigrants have a posiiimpact (Environics 2000).

Hiebert’'s survey of public attitudes about immigyatin Greater Vancouver in
2001-2002 found that participants were supportiienmigration as a whole, but less so
about refugees (2003). Although respondents agprof immigration from nearly all
areas of the world, a hierarchy of cultural prefiees was evident. Just over 70 percent
expressed positive sentiments about European iranmtigircompared to 50-60 percent
who were positive about immigration from other wiorkgions. The exception to this
openness was the Middle East, as only 45 percenidad a positive response to
immigration from that region. Hiebert attributégse findings to cultural bias or to a
short-term reaction to the events of 9/11. Atsidvere also shaped by differences in
education and household income. In both casesymdgnts with university degrees were



more comfortable with immigration and were mordimed to agree that Canada had a
moral responsibility to admit refugees. Those Jativer educational credentials tended
to feel that Canada was accepting too many immigraind that they threatened the
employment prospects of the native-born. Theses f@are associated with other
concerns about disease and crime (2003).

The cultural and national origins of the respondevere less consistently
associated with attitudes about immigration. Betinopean-origin and visible minority
Canadians were equally supportive of immigratiboputgh the former were more
favourable to admitting refugees and to believé @anada benefits from immigration.
Few differences were noted in the attitudes expreby immigrants and the Canadian-
born. Some exceptions were that the Canadianiswera more likely to see admitting
refugees as a moral responsibility and were mosgipe about immigrants from
different world regions. The Canadian-born were a®re likely to state that
immigration rates were too high - a view linkedagprehensions that immigration places
a strain on social services (2003).

Perceived benefits and disadvantages of immigration

Hiebert's survey also probed the respondents’ péimes about the benefits of
immigration. Most referred to cultural diversitycathe economic advantages (e.g.
labour market development and consumer demand)rfgpfrom immigration, while a
smaller number believed that immigration was imgitrfor demographic reasons. Those
who mentioned diversity believed that it was mbrantjust a source of interesting
restaurant choices - that it promoted tolerancepamsional growth (2003). When asked
to name the disadvantages of immigration, five sypiestatements were offered. First,
about one-quarter of the Canadian-born believedrivaigrants placed a strain on
Canadian social programs. Second, 8 percent agsbammigrants with high rates of
crime or terrorism. About the same number critidifge management and priorities of
the Canadian immigration system. Fourth, just &\ respondents referred to refugees
in negative terms, associating them with deceit@amdinality. A few castigated the
Canadian government for not admitting enough refgageFinally, five percent of
respondents felt that many immigrants were nohgiteng to adapt to the mainstream
culture or dominant language (2003).

Welcome and capacity of small and mid-sized centres

The successful integration of immigrants dependtherwillingness of local actors to
provide a welcoming environment for newcomers. élasmingcommunity is the
product of a collective effort to create a placeevehindividuals feel valued and included.
sense of comfort, belonging, and mutual esteem gmmambers of the established non-
minority population and recent immigrants and mities are essential ingredients for
establishing successful, pluralistic communities\ldio, Gaertner and Esses 2008).



welcoming community attracts and retains newcorgradentifying and removing barriers;
promoting a sense of belonging; meeting diverseviddal needs and offering services that
promote successful integration, with successfiggration defined as the “ability to
contribute, free of barriers, to every dimensioiCahadian life — economic, social, cultural
and political” (Esses, Hamilton, Abu-Ayyash and Burstein 2010).

Given the relatively recent arrival of immigrantsdaminorities in many second
and third tier Ontario cities, and the consequack bf experience with diversity among
the more established members of these commuretissiring that such conditions are
met can pose substantial challenges (Kunz and @@g). While larger immigration
destinations have multiple service organizatiotisgioregions suffer from a shortage of
services or the absence of such organizationsr&eeports on the challenges facing
newcomers in the Waterloo Region have identified ilacomes, underemployment, and
the inability of qualified newcomers to fill vacambsitions in the technology industry or
immigrant physicians to find work, as issues. lmrant youths also identified
challenges stemming from having to reconcile caitng cultures in the school and
family spheres, language struggles, peer pressdreiacrimination. Reports have also
identified the need for additional refugee servieassimmigrants in this category are
more susceptible to poverty and health problemsi{Apyash and Brochu).

The barriers inhibiting the integration and setéatof immigrants in London are
familiar in both large and smaller centres acrogsada. Many recent immigrants face
unemployment or underemployment. London is alsimtaa severe shortage of health
care providers and lacks health and mental heathat services for refugees who have
experienced trauma and torture. Many newcomersm@mwaiting lists for ESL training
or are unable to access language training becdussues related to traveling distance
and child care. Many landlords will not rent tonmgrants and many service providers
will not provide services to immigrants, simply bese of their status. As in Waterloo,
the city has developed strategies and plans teeadémployment barriers, but other
problems regarding health services, affordable ingutanguage and discrimination have
until recently received less attention (Brochu Abdi-Ayyash 2006).

Greater Sudbury’'s municipal government and noregowiental organizations
have been working to recruit francophone immigraexpand employment opportunities,
stimulate diversity though arts and culture, niatywuth attachments to the community
and facilitate cross-cultural awareness and intera@among children. Although a range
of programs have been underway, Block identifiex@d for more services specifically
designed for immigrants, in the areas of housieglth and the promotion of civic
engagement (2006). In Ottawa, members of non-govental organizations felt that the
city had provided little leadership in immigrantteEment initiatives. A 2007 analysis of
immigrant labour market integration found that #negho landed between 1996 and 2001
experienced lower average incomes and higher uroymglnt rates than the Canadian-
born. Programs and services that were limitedobtargeted towards immigrants and
employers were also mentioned as issues (City @f¥at Economic Development and
Strategic Projects Branch and the Employment andrféial Assistance Branch 2007).



Immigrants and visible minorities in the governnaéand non-governmental sectors

Studies of visible minority representation on looalincils in Toronto (Siemiatycki
2009), Ottawa (Biles and Tolley 2009) and Hamil(Bird 2009) have found that visible
minorities have not achieved proportional repres@m in the province’s largest
immigrant-receiving cities. An email survey of catates in the 2010 local elections in
Ontario’s 23 largest cities found that visible mities and immigrants were all strongly
underrepresented in municipal politics. Followihg elections, just 19 percent of
council seats (including the office of mayor) waedd by immigrants and less than eight
percent of council seats were held by visible mtres, despite the fact that immigrants
comprised 36.9 percent and visible minorities 3Z@et of the general populations in
these cities (Bird 2011). Bird points to the lowandidacy rates of these groups as a
partial explanation for these trends. However|oneer success rates of visible minority
candidates suggest they may also face additiorstaoles once they become candidates.
Since the survey includes Toronto and other GTAmomities, it is unclear whether
immigrants and visible minorities are underreprésgim municipal politics in this
study’s fifteen communities.

There are no corresponding studies of visible niiypor immigrant
representation in the non-governmental sector dé@yis municipalities. However,
national studies show a lack of inclusiveness enstenior ranks of public, private and
non-profit organizations. In 2006, although visintinorities comprised 16.2 percent of
the population, they held only 5.2 percent of semanagement positions in large
companies and 1.6 percent of executive managenosiiiqms in the federal public
sector. Comparable figures for the non-profit seate scarce, but a 2005 study in
Alberta found that just five percent of the semmnagement of non-profit organizations
were comprised of visible minorities in a provirwkere they made up 11 percent of the
population (Conference Board of Canada 2008).

Research Method and Study Design

This study relies on structured, focused compasisiriifteen cases in order to explore
interest, receptivity and capacity in Ontario’sa@®tt and third tier centres. The study is
structured since the same interview questions pesed to the respondents in order to
standardize data collection, and it is focusedoom thematic lines of inquiry and not on
all aspects of each municipality. The selection t#frger number of cases allowed for a
more “orderly and cumulative” development of knodde about the research questions
(George and Bennett 2004). Fifteen municipalitvese selected on the basis of their
status as second and third-tier immigration cerduside the Greater Toronto Area.
They included: Barrie, Brantford, Durham Regiongph, Hamilton, Kingston, London,
North Bay, Ottawa, Peterborough, St. Catharinegiia, Sudbury, Thunder Bay,
Waterloo, and Windsor. These municipalities alssthuniversities belonging to the



Welcoming Communities Initiative (WCI) network ofademic and community-based
researchers.

A mixed qualitative-quantitative methods approaas\adopted in order to
investigate the research questions. The quangtdimension of this study is based on a
statistical analysis of the interview data, whér@ tnumber and proportion of responses to
the interview questions are compared across conti@sini The results of the
guantitative analysis are presented in Tablesdutiir 11 (Appendix A). The qualitative
research strategy involved the administration ofdenfidential, semi-structured
interviews with opinion leaders from the governnadand non-governmental sectors in
each municipality, for a total of 150 interviewBhe semi-standardized interview
features predetermined questions that are askedobfinterviewee in a systematic and
consistent order, but the interviewer has the maetb probe beyond the answers. This
flexibility allows interviewers to ask structuredegtions, permitting comparisons across
interviews, and to pursue areas spontaneously orediby the interviewee. This
approach has the advantage of producing a moneréskset of accounts from
participants (Berg 2009). The interview agendaéapinto opinion leader perceptions of
local and regional (if applicable) government ietrin immigration; the perceived
contributions of immigration to various dimensiafsommunity life, as well as its
advantages and disadvantages; perceptions of broachenunity interest in immigration
and whether the community welcomes newcomers asibleiminorities; evaluations of
the community’s capacity to service newcomers afulgees; recommendations to
improve the community’s welcome to immigrants aetprthem find meaningful work;
and demographic data. A copy of the discussion@géollows the list of references.

A purposive sampling selection method was useeélecsfive interview
candidates from the governmental sector and fiterview candidates from the non-
governmental sector in each of the municipaliti€ee sampling universe in each
municipality was comprised of leading members of keal governmental and non-
governmental organizations, who occupy a positicauthority and who are in a position
to influence decisions and public opinion in threspective communities. Within the
government sector, lists of key officials from tienicipal and regional (if applicable)
governments, local government agencies, policeyaddioards and broader public sector
organizations were prepared. These included edtedl municipal and regional
councillors, including mayors; senior staff in tmenicipal administration; the heads of
local economic development agencies; the chiebb€e; the head of the public library
board; the directors of English and French-langwsatp@ol boards in the public and
Catholic systems; presidents of anglophone anddaimone colleges and universities
situated in the community; hospital presidentsjanthe heads of local public health
boards. Within the non-governmental sector, thie 6$ key officials included: the
presidents of local chambers of commerce and clis&bour councils; the chief
executive officers or owners of major area emplsytre editors of daily and weekly
newspapers and/or television stations; the exezudtinectors of community service
organizations, charitable organizations, and comiydoundations, excluding
immigrant service providers and ethnic and multioall associations who have a direct
interest in the outcome of the study. The datacsgsufor these lists included



organizational websites, the community informati@atabase, follow-up phone calls for
information not in the public domain, and inforngades affiliated with the WCI.

After these lists were prepared, the principal stigators sent pre-contact letters
by electronic mail to a random sample of 12 indindlt$ from each sector, inviting them
to participate in the study. The names of respotsdeho agreed to participate in the
study were forwarded to Dr. Donna Dasko, SenioeMeesident of Environics Research
Canada, a respected national polling firm. In somaicipalities it was necessary to
issue a second round of invitations to the remgisendidates on the list in order to
achieve the target sample size. Candidates whex@a@ssed an interest in participating
in the study were then randomly selected by Drkbdsr an interview. Their identities
were never revealed to the principal investigaitoisrder to mitigate the potential for
selection bias and to preserve confidentialitync8ian upper limit of ten was placed on
the number of interviews that could be conducteelach community, response rates
cannot be calculated in a meaningful way as themrewnore willing respondents than
interviews to be granted in some municipalitieshid/the financial resources allotted to
this project and short one-year timeline limited thtal sample size to 150, the principal
investigators are confident that their responsisatanformed and candid insights about
their cities and towns, given the interviewees’ma®olvement in community life and
their long average period of residency.

The interviews were audio-recorded and transcidyeBnvironics personnel, and
then submitted to a team of research assistantstfie University of Western Ontario
and Brock University for qualitative and quantiaticontent analysis. For the qualitative
analysis, an open, manifest coding process (Beag)wsged to identify the thematic
categories and tone (positive or negative) of @sponses to the questions about
government interest, the perceived contributionsnofiigration, personal evaluations of
immigration, and perceptions of community recepyiaind capacity. The coding
categories distinguished between historical, econosocial/cultural, political/civic (e.g.
political and civic leadership), civic resourcegastructure (e.g. availability of
settlement services, networks of community, etlnieligious organizations, housing,
transportation etc.), community attitudes/grouptiehs, and “other” factors. The
categories were modified for the questions whespordents were asked to provide
recommendations on how the community could imptbeewelcome for immigrants
(i.e. economic, social/cultural, political/cividyvic resources/infrastructure, community
attitudes/group relations, educational), who sthdndar the onus for helping immigrants
find meaningful work (i.e. government policies/prags, business sector/firm initiatives,
NGOs, community member attitudes, other, no actieressary). Inter-rater reliability
tests were conducted for the first two municipeditin order to ensure consistency in the
gualitative coding of the interview questions. Agment rates of 85-90 percent were
obtained. Discrepancies were resolved throughudson so that subsequent coding was
consistent across coders. A summary of the codategory frequencies is provided in
Tables 12 thru 14 (Appendix B). The row counts e&aceed or fall short of 150 for two
reasons: first, some of the longer excerpts froannkerviews touched on factors that
addressed several coding categories. This meainthth response of one individual was
sometimes partitioned into two responses in omeapture that complexity. A second



reason why the row counts may not total 150 redléu fact that some questions were
not answered by all respondents.

Analysis
Assessments of Government Interest and Commuitiet @erceptions of Immigration

Our analysis confirmed high levels of municipakirgst in the attraction and retention of
immigrants. Slightly more than 71 percent of tagpondents in the sample agreed in an
unqualified fashion that their municipal governngewere interested in immigration,
while an additional 14 percent provided a qualifirmative response (Table 1).
Positive evaluations of the economic benefits imatigration could bring to the
community were the most frequently-mentioned reagonmunicipal interest,

supporting the findings of previous studies (T at#1¢

While overall levels of enthusiasm were high, péered interest varied
considerably across communities. Opinion leadeWindsor and North Bay
unanimously agreed that their respective munidiealivere interested in immigration
(Table 1). The Windsor interviewees attributed therest to a belief that immigration
could boost job creation in the small businessosedtversify the labour market, and
stem population decline in the wake of job lossehé automotive sector (transcripts 1
thru 9). Similarly, in North Bay, opinion leaddnsked municipal interest in
immigration to perceptions that it could be a véhfor investment and increased tax
revenues for northern communities (transcript 2 wall as for labour market and
demographic renewal. The interviewees elabomatecurrent challenges facing the
community: a mismatch between employer requiremamdsthe skills of available
labour (transcript 1), labour shortages in the smadiness, mining and health care
sectors (transcripts 3 thru 5, 7 and 9), an agopufation and the migration of younger
individuals to southern communities (transcript8 2hru 9).

In comparison, 30-40 percent of respondents ini@a8rantford and Thunder
Bay did not feel that their municipalities weregirdsted in immigration (Table 1). One
respondent in Brantford described the city’s ecoicaievelopment history as “very
insular as well as economically challenged betwherate 1960s and 2000,” although
he/she added that the municipal government hadbiegsee the advantage of a
diversified population base and the need to estalbligreater international presence
(transcript 6). In Thunder Bay, some respondeotsdcnot identify specific initiatives
aimed at attracting new immigrants. While theyid believe the municipality was
adverse to immigration, and would be interestadfor the purposes of economic
renewal or physician recruitment (transcripts 8 @nd 10), they felt that it was more
focused on dealing with the needs of the city’s\gng Aboriginal youth population
(transcripts 2, 3 and 6) and on coping with jolséssin the forestry and grain industries
(transcripts 3, 6 and 8).



Regional governments were perceived to be ever imtrested in immigration
than lower tier governments. More than 86 peroépinion leaders in the two-tier
municipalities of Durham, Niagara and Waterloo &adid their regional governments
were interested in this issue (Table 2). Since uppegovernments are responsible for
regional economic development, the dominance op#reeived economic benefits of
immigration was not surprising (Table 12). In Gatharines-Niagara, one respondent
explained how the functions of lower and uppergi@vernments influenced the
prominence of immigration on the local politicgemda:

“...the municipal governments are more about retgitite manufacturing sector
and looking at issues around hospitality and tivat kf thing. So they're in more
of a maintenance mode and trying to stabilize tmmemy as opposed to actually
boosting it. That's more of a regional initiativéfanscript 7).

Several Niagara respondents said that regionabatié#s saw immigration as a
source of broader skill sets, energy, knowledgmternational connections (transcripts 5
and 8), and as a vehicle to counteract youth ogtation (transcript 6). One interviewee
mentioned that the Region needed to adopt a lowakgyoach to promoting immigration
so as not to offend area workers who have lostr tjpdds through plant closures
(transcript 8). Interest in Durham Region was lohki® the fact that its western
constituent municipalities (e.g. Ajax, Pickering)ene already receiving secondary
migration from Toronto and needed to adapt existieggcomer services to facilitate their
integration into the community (transcripts 1 anfl 9The desire for economic
diversification in the wake of a recession thatthé& area’s manufacturing economy quite
hard was also mentioned as a factor driving redgigagernment interest (transcripts 4, 7
and 8).

Since opinion leaders were most likely to attrédbgbvernment interest in
immigration to positive economic outcomes (Tablg itavas not surprising that 84
percent of opinion leaders felt that community kEradn general would view immigration
as contributing to the community’s economic lif@aple 3). Just ten responses referred
to the possible negative economic impact of imntigraon the local economy. In
thirteen of fifteen municipalities, between 70-Ji¥rcent of respondents felt that
community leaders would see immigration as contmiguto the area’s economic life
(Table 3). In Waterloo Region, for example, thiemiewees were unanimous on this
point. They attributed these views to: the presasfdResearch in Motion and the
University of Waterloo (transcript 1); labour stegés (transcripts 9 and 10); and the
need to sustain population growth (transcriptls)Barrie and Thunder Bay, only 50-60
percent of interviewees felt that community leadessild see immigration as having a
positive impact on the economy. One Barrie redpahopined that immigration did not
seem to be a priority for council (transcript 1hil® another pointed to the
underemployment of highly-skilled and educated ignamts as an example of an
ineffective immigration process (transcript 9).



When asked whether they felt community leaders digak immigration as
contributing to the city’s social/cultural life, §&rcent of all respondents agreed (Table
4). While the potential social and cultural betse@if immigration are acknowledged in
some municipal immigrant attraction and retentimhatives, they tend to be
overshadowed by the economic case for immigratfsimce community leader appraisals
of the positive social and cultural benefits of igmation exceed the perceived economic
benefits, municipalities seeking to win broadermupfor these initiatives might
consider placing more emphasis on the former dimnandn London, for instance,
interviewees referred to new consumer choicesafstatirants and entertainment
(transcripts 2 and 9), existing cultural festiv@fanscript 8), new cultural sector jobs
created by the Spanish-speaking community (traptstfl) and to cultural heterogeneity,
as reasons why community leaders would see imnogras a contributor to the city’s
social and cultural life:

Another London respondent felt that acknowledgeroéttie social and cultural
impact of immigration in London has been slow imoag:

“..to be very blunt and completely honest, Lond®not a very politically correct
place. It's a very White Anglo- Saxon Protestarrhomunity and | don’t think that
we have recognized up until probably a few years #uat in fact our citizens
were changing and that we were getting more immigrhere.” (transcript 7).

Between 80-100 percent of respondents in eachuofdfen municipalities felt that
community leaders in general would agree that imatign had made a contribution to
their city’s social/cultural life (Table 4). In B#e, just 60 percent of respondents felt the
same way. The Barrie interviewees attributed thésss to a lack of discussion about
the potential benefits of immigration (transcript# a lack of awareness (transcript 7)
and to more pressing community priorities:

“It's not even on the radar. I've talked to manyroounity leaders and workers
that are just struggling to put food on food bahé&lges, so to throw immigration
in there and say “What's the value in that?” thag’teven think about it because
they're working so hard to do the other thingsaigscript 2).

Opinions about immigration’s contribution to they/s political/civic life or
identity were not characterized by the same lef/ebasensus as that witnessed for the
items measuring the perceived economic or sociau@h contributions of immigration
(Table 5). A plurality of opinion leaders (48 pemt) did not feel that community leaders
saw immigration as contributing to political/ci\ite, while a bare majority (53 percent)
felt that it would be viewed as contributing to t@mmunity’s overall identity. The
results might be explained by the marketing of igmation as a vehicle for local
economic development and demographic renewal,@addsser degree, cultural
enrichment. Since municipalities do not emphas@e immigration might change local
decision-making structures or the community’s idgnit was not surprising that fewer
people would see immigration as related to theseooes.



Negative political-civic factors were mentionedid responses to the question
about whether immigration contributes to the comitysapolitical/civic life (Table 12).
Examples of negative political-civic factors remetstwo different streams of thought:
the first is centered on the idea that althoughroomity leaders valued the political and
civic participation of newcomers and minoritiegithrsmall numerical presence in the
community or in political and civic organizationgant that their impact had not been
felt. The second view was that community leadetandt see the political and civic
participation of newcomers and minorities as argyio In Peterborough, the vast
majority of opinion leaders pointed to a lack okaral diversity in the community
(transcripts 2, 3, 6, 7 and 9) as the main readonimmigration would not be seen as
contributing to political/civic life. Another respdent opined that there was no strong
push to have immigrants or visible minorities onmoil because they did not possess
enough voting power to be of value for politicaders and organizations (transcript 4).
Another interviewee attributed the lack of impetmpromote more diversity on council
to attitudes rather than to demographic realities:

“...we have a very strong business leadership irpolitical representation
currently and they were not promoting women or geopother cultures at all;
they were very white maleprobably all the typical ‘we’ve got the power and
we’re going to keep it.”” (transcript 10)

Despite the relative pessimism about whether conylgaders would see
immigration as a contributor to the political/civife of the city or town, a fair number
(39) of responses were more optimistic (Table Er example, in Sudbury, where 70
percent of respondents felt community leaders weatlthese links, interviewees
pointed out that immigrants “have taken a veryrggroivic stand in contributing to the
community that has paved the way for municipal é&#ado see value” (transcript 1), and
referred to the participation of cultural groupdundraising activities, city promotion,
multicultural and ethnic associations (transcriptcharitable, hospital and university
boards (transcript 3) and as election candidate8 kgvels of government (transcripts 3
and 5).

As previously mentioned, a bare majority (53 petcehall respondents agreed
that community leaders would see immigration agrdmuting to the community identity.
Respondents were more likely to cite positive wudiis and group relations as the reason
for these views, rather than any possible economsocial/cultural benefits deriving
from immigration (Table 6). There were notableemtity differences in the extent to
which immigration would be viewed as shaping theicddentity. While 80 percent of
respondents in St. Catharines-Niagara, Durham Regiamilton and Guelph felt that it
constituted a part of the community’s identity,yoalminority in Barrie, Kingston,
Peterborough, North Bay and Thunder Bay felt tmeesavay. In Hamilton, several
respondents referred to positive community attisualeout multiculturalism and diversity



(transcript 10) or to pride in the city’s histor@e as a generous host for previous waves
of immigrants (transcripts 5 and 8):

“...and if you ask anybody about Hamilton, there'stiwings everybody thinks
that it's a steel town and it's dirty and all o&thbut a lot of immigrants will
know Hamilton because everybody they know eithe&eonas there or started off
there or got help in some way in Hamilton.” (tramsc5)

In addition to these positive attitudes and histdrconnections with immigration,
opinion leaders in Hamilton recognized the rolenoinicipal initiatives in reinforcing the
link between immigration, diversity and a broaderccidentity:

“.it’s typified by the concept of when we have tigy of Hamilton and its

leaders endorse the Pan-Am Games proposal — aadeveePan-Am community
— we are, | think, the only community who immedigtgaid that there had to be a
social inclusivity policy built into the games. Aihat’s not just for the disabled;
that’s including all elements of the community.. raftscript 1).

In contrast, respondents in Kingston noted thatityés identity was grounded in
its “largely White, Anglo Saxon and Protestant” dgraphic makeup (transcript 3). The
city’s historical heritage and older waves of Ewwap immigration were also mentioned
as cornerstones of that civic identity (transcripbtand 9):

“Ironically, I'll say that heritage is such a bignp of Kingston’s self-image, but
it's kind of hinged on the immigration of the 183@®, | would say we still come
across as quite a British Isles background kinglade, and we have all these
stone buildings built by Irish and Scottish stor@sons that came here to build
the Rideau Canal and it’s still that kind of plac&transcript 1)

When asked to offer their personal assessmertte@&dvantages of immigration,
Table 12 shows that the interviewees referred et to positive social/cultural
(n=67), positive economic (n=52) and positive comityuattitudes/group relations
(n=38) factors. In Durham Region and Thunder Bayere social/cultural factors were
the modal response, opinion leaders referred todhective benefits of increasing the
“‘cosmopolitan mix” (Durham transcript 4), the inilus of new points of view and ideas
(Thunder Bay transcripts 2,6, 7), cultural richn@@sunder Bay transcript 3) and lessons
about racial harmony for the community’s childr@&hgnder Bay transcripts 1 and 10).

Interviewees in North Bay and Ottawa were morellikhan respondents
elsewhere to mention positive economic factorasesof the advantages associated
with immigration. In Ottawa, respondents refertethe talent and skills that immigrants
could bring to communities with labour or skillsostages (transcripts 2, 3 and 6), to
their contribution to demographic replacement graipts 4, 8 and 9) or to their
international business experience (transcriptNrth Bay interviewees echoed
sentiments about desirable immigrant skills seesas and innovation in a community



that will need to fill positions vacated by retiseétranscripts 2, 3,4,6 and 8). Another
respondent referred to immigration as an incertha¢ could convince companies to
remain in the city (transcript 3), and to the bésdhat immigrants could bring to
individual companies:

“...they [area firms] can continue to operate andaex) just based on sheer
number of people, but it [immigration] also helperm identify new potential
markets. For example, if you have somebody in yalwur force who has ties to
somewhere you would like to expand into, it's akheta lot easier to build those
relationships. So that'’s really good for our compan It’s also good for our
companies to bring in different ways of doing therags well; we may have the
Canadian way we do things and the Canadian cudtfuerk, but it brings in a
different sense of how to make things happen, teithnology and things like
that.” (transcript 8)

Although theoretical expectations that economsegurity would fuel negative
assessments of immigration were observed in th@y/shegative economic factors did
not top the interviewees’ assessments of the deddges associated with immigration.
Instead, Table 12 reveals that perceptions abeutammunity’s lack of civic resources
and infrastructure to service newcomers and refigeage most common (n=41).
Negative community attitudes/group relations (n=8&) perceptions about the
potentially adverse economic impact of newcomer8Q), were the second and third
most frequently mentioned factors.

Six respondents in London referred to a lack wicaiesources as a disadvantage
for both vulnerable groups in the wider communitg dor the newcomer and refugee
population. The following excerpt is represeni&idf those sentiments:

“And immigrants, just by the fact that they’re nemgers, may need certain
services more than other folks in our community. itSust puts more demand on
social services and also might take away from qgtleeple in terms of availability
of support workers, for example. So if we have sbatdy who’s lived in London
for many years and now is, unfortunately, havingely on Ontario Works and
we have an increase in the immigrant population agoalso relying on those
services, then that person might not be able tohgeservices as quickly as they
might need because there are more people who eetipairsupport.” (transcript 7)

A perceived lack of civic resources also emergea th&me in Hamilton.
Concerns were expressed about the need for mosigoand settlement funding in
order to respond to significant secondary migrafrom Toronto and Montreal, in
addition to the challenges associated with intéggatefugees with limited or no
education (transcript 7). One respondent felt aéimanflux of refugees who depend on
social assistance would lead to increased localat®s (transcript 5), while another
observed that many refugees become reliant on ©™é&srks or other social programs
after the year of federal funding expires (transct0).



An interviewee in Hamilton provided another examgpii@ow community leaders
might view the negative economic consequences @dsdavith an influx of less
advantaged immigrants and refugees:

“There are people that would argue that Hamiltots gedisproportionate number
of refugees that are socio-economically very, yagr and that that mix puts
added burden and strain on the community. Andieard people say that when
people get off the plane at Pearson that if theyelmoney they turn left and go
down the Gardiner, and if they’re very, very pdbey go down the QEW to
Hamilton. And some people actually view that iten a long-term strategy of
both federal and provincial governments to putspdiportionate amount of low-
income housing in Hamilton as a place to deposieuprivileged refugees and
immigrants. So whether you believe that to be etewr not, Hamilton does
have an immigrant and refugee population...that ar@othan the comparable
populations in Toronto. And it gets reflectedhimygs like health status, which
creates a greater health burden on the healthnrsystee...” (transcript 8)

Perceptions of community interest and welcominduates:

In contrast to perceptions about strong levelsoekEgnment interest in immigration and
community leader appreciation of its economic amdad/cultural contributions to
community life, evaluations of the broader commyisiinterest in immigration are far
less enthusiastic. Just 26 percent of all respusdelt that community members were
interested in more immigration, while slightly mdhan 50 percent described community
interest in immigration as mixed, and approximafielypercent said community members
were not interested in it at all (Table 7). Altighuno directly comparable question about
“‘interest in more immigration” was posed in Hielgegurvey of public attitudes in five
areas of Greater Vancouver, where 35 percentfettimmigration levels were too high,
the results of this study suggest there may be maséc resistance to immigration in
Ontario’s smaller centres. In general, the respatsgldid not perceive strong levels of
public interest in any municipality; Greater Sudbwuas the only municipality where a
majority of respondents felt community members weterested in more immigration
(Table 7). The lowest levels of interest were tiftto exist in Brantford and
Peterborough, where not a single respondent fedtttte general public was interested.

An analysis of the 76 “mixed” responses sugge$tsvaeasons for the perceived
ambivalence in the broader community. In Peterbgh, where eight “mixed”
responses were given, one interviewee referredars fthat immigration threatens the job
prospects of unemployed youths, and to incidentescesm in the community.

However, those same observations were balancduebyi¢w that the city had “done a
good job of trying to nip it [racism] in the bud bylding open sessions to talk about
racism, and that immigration is seen by some dsesSing in disguise” that is making
Peterborough more cosmopolitan (transcript 2) ew interviewees described local
public opinion as falling into two broad camps eatominated by residents who have
lived in the community for generations, who arestsit to change or who view



immigration as an attack on resources, their viemé culture - and a second, highly
mobile group of recent residents who have movdtdaity from GTA communities or
other countries for work or education, and who expe find cultural diversity
(transcripts 5 and 6).

The 17 percent of respondents across all munitigalvho did not perceive
broader community interest in immigration were ni&tly to attribute this to negative
attitudes (Table 13). In Brantford, for instangee interview linked the absence of local
community interest to the closure of area plantdoh’t think it serves anybody very
well to welcome new people into a city where thergarly 10 percent unemployment.
So, you know, to bring in new Canadians could pidéy set up resentment.” (transcript
3) Another Brantford respondent linked it to akl@¢ community support for change and
to media representations of [immigration as a conceproblem that “makes it into the
kitchens and coffee shops...” (transcript 5)

The items probing opinion leader perceptions efilarmth of welcome for
newcomers and visible minorities revealed similaniyed views. Just 61.3 percent of
all respondents felt that newcomers would be we&ontheir community (Table 8).
Positive community attitudes and the availabilitgiwvic resources were the first and
second-most frequently cited reasons why they desttheir communities as
welcoming. Respondents who felt their communivese less welcoming were more
likely to point to negative community attitudegh@r than to a lack of civic resources or
economic opportunities (Table 13).

Interviewees in Windsor, Guelph, Greater Sudbutiygva and North Bay were
most optimistic about the welcome for newcomersg@@ent or more), while the
highest proportions of mixed responses were foarféetterborough (70 percent) and
Hamilton (60 percent). In Windsor, respondentstfedt the city’s proportionately large,
diverse population, expansive network of culturalugps, community churches and
municipal services, affordable housing, and frigrelis, contributed to a welcoming
community for newcomers (transcripts 2, 5, 6 and 10 Guelph, most respondents
pointed to the welcoming attitudes of residentghkprofile multicultural events, the
University of Guelph’s role in diversifying the palation mix, and city cultural
initiatives that have attracted diverse membetb®fartistic community (transcripts 4,6,
8 and 10). Some Guelph respondents were lessisptrabout the welcome proffered
to newcomers. One noted the relative absencevedaraers in major local institutions,
save for the university and Linamar, an area aattspnanufacturer (transcript 9).
Another referred to inter-group tensions betweem@a and Mexican Mennonites,
between Afghani and Caucasian children, and to siipo from the South and East
Asian communities to a proposal from the area’s IMusommunity to build a mosque
(transcript 3).

The proportion of respondents who felt that themeunities welcomed visible
minorities dropped to just over 49 percent (Taldlg Ih keeping with Hiebert's findings
about a hierarchy of preferences for certain caltgroups. Those who felt that visible
minorities would feel welcome pointed to positientmunity attitudes and group



relations as driving factors, whereas the oppesgite true for those who felt visible
minorities would not be well-received. In many coomities, the presence of universities
and/or a military base — public institutions whather employ diverse staffs or
Canadians who have served abroad - were deematptove receptivity towards visible
minorities.

While only a small minority of respondents opinkdttvisible minorities would
not feel welcome (12.7 percent), one third of resfamts gave a “mixed” response
(Table 11). These mixed responses reflected apstihat certain visible minorities
would be less welcome than others, and that somegiphic groups (younger, urban,
educated) would be more receptive than others (aideal, less educated). The
following comment from a Kingston interviewee ilttstes the nature of some mixed
responses:

“Most people are welcome, but, you know, you hdaeerednecks that have
their....you have that element, but we don’t haleege “Bubba” population here.
We're an academic community—60 percent of the patpori is in the public
service in one form or another—so they don’'t hdnesé inbred prejudices
bubbling under their shirtsleeves” (Kingston traisc3)

As with the item dealing with the expected welcdorenewcomers, there were
substantial inter-community differences on the pied welcome for visible minorities
(Table 11). In both Ottawa and Windsor, 70-80 petof respondents felt that visible
minorities would be welcome. In St. Catharinesgdia, North Bay and London, as
many as three in ten opinion leaders felt thablesminorities would not feel welcome.
The reasons for discomfort in these and other conities were almost exclusively
linked to negative community attitudes (Table 1Bhe following excerpts from selected
London and North Bay transcripts illustrate thisnpo

“...I'just think that cities are products of theistary and this is a city that until
probably the last 50 years was quite isolated 200 km from Toronto and
Detroit and it developed its own sense of itsedt tvas quite Anglo-Saxon — and
quite provincial. And a lot of that mindset sortioQers on, in a covert kind of a
way, but it does...so it's not a community that | Wwbreally describe as open. .1
came here as the [deleted to preserve confidey}iahid that's a job with a lot of
community clout and even | felt like an outsidecéese | was not born here and |
came from away. So | mean, if | felt that, | daniagine how someone who is
of another colour and who doesn’t speak the langdagls. | would imagine you
would feel some cruelness about the reception gbd (i ondon transcript 5).



“My experience is that there are a lot of occaswimare visible minorities stand
out in a Euro-Canadian context that would make tfesrhcentered out....It's not
an embracing climate...I think it’s just the tendefmypeople to identify with

the familiar, i.e. ethnocentrism, and to see peuwjble are different as a threat. In
some cases, people view newcomers as not justehitfedout undermining,
especially when they think of them as having religi or cultural practices as
very different.” (North Bay transcript 5)

Capacity and solutions

In contrast to previous studies suggesting thatlsmend mid-sized generally cities lack
the capacity to serve immigrants and refugees glygmsions about a lack of capacity
were generally restricted to Ontario’s smaller cesit Table 9 shows that more than 60
percent of all interviewees felt their communitysaa a position to meet the needs of
immigrants, while fewer than half (48.7 percent) fiecould service refugees (Table 10).
Those who felt the community was prepared were tilady to refer to the presence of
civic resources and networks, while those whod#ierwise pointed to deficiencies on
this same dimension (Table 14). Only a handfukspondents referred to negative
economic factors (e.g. poor employment prospedisarcommunity) as reasons why the
community may lack capacity.

In London, Ottawa and Windsor, three of the flamgest immigrant receiving
cities in the study, between 80-100 percent ofardpnts felt their communities could
serve newcomer needs (Table 9). In Ottawa, resydadliscussed the availability of
English language training, increased federal fugdam accreditation ( transcript 4), and
strong immigrant umbrella organizations and collegeing programs for foreign
professionals (transcript 1), although concernseveapressed about the relative lack of
language training resources for francophone newcsftranscript 5) and for female
homemakers and elderly parents (transcript 7).oimdon, respondents commented on
the city’s immigration portal, strong network oframunity organizations and
cooperation with businesses to develop welcomawemtorship programs for
newcomers (transcripts 1, 4 and 10).

Pessimism about the capacity to serve newcomersneaspronounced in
Hamilton and Kingston (Table 9). In Hamilton, aespondent noted how a lack of
language and cultural supports can adversely atiecquality of emergency health care:
“whether it's people in the hospital or paramedjosg to do CPR on a woman from a
country who...is horrified that her blouse has tddden off, and there’s nobody there to
help the paramedic” (transcript 3). Other chalEsthat were identified during the
interviews in Hamilton included the financial cqlte of SISO, one of the city’s primary
settlement services organizations (transcript @den resourced organizations that are
striving to promote civic inclusion (transcript 10he need for more accessible web-
based information for immigrants (transcript 6laek of senior government support for
housing for secondary migrants, and a lack of f@dgsvernment awareness about what
is happening in the city (transcript 10).



In London, Ottawa and Windsor, optimism about comityucapacity to service
refugees was quite strong, although less so thramefwcomers (Table 10). Between 60-
70 percent of respondents in Durham Region, WaieH@amilton and Kingston felt their
communities could not deal with refugees. In Watgrconcerns were expressed about
deficiencies in support networks to help them fsedommodations and enroll their
children in school (transcripts 2 and 3) and alzorgtlative lack of funding for secondary
migration (transcript 8). In Durham, interviewesasd the community would need more
assistance from senior governments in order tawve@elarge group of refugees
(interview transcript 1) or that existing langudggning, settlement services and school
programs were inadequate (transcripts 3, 4 and&yham’s broader social services
sector was also perceived to be under strain:

“..if you asked me ten years ago what was the @tjoun mix of people accessing
our food bank, | would tell you it was all Caucasénd home-grown. But now,
especially with the recent economic hard times,ritjht across the board and so
we’re trying to pay more attention to the diversfor example, in the food
products that we carry [in the emergency food feliegram] just to give people
that they're familiar with and that they know hoswtse. We're also coming up
more and more often that we’re having issues waitiyliage and trying to
understand people’s circumstances to take cateeaf tas well as we can.” (T-7)

The interviewees were asked to recommend what ¢beimunities could do to
improve the welcome for newcomers and help thech fr@aningful work. Table 14
shows that the most common remedies to improvevdieome involve improvements to
community resources/infrastructure (n=57) and alitcivic initiatives (n=30). In St.
Catharines-Niagara, one respondent suggestedgioareould build on the Peace Bridge
Newcomers Centre or set up a new multi-service naver and refugee centre with a
housing component and language and settlement giggwices (transcript 7). It was
also felt that area political leaders had not plameough emphasis on immigration as an
important piece of the puzzle to improve Niagasenomic sustainability:

“...The problem is that Niagara just needs to fing/svaf getting new people to
want to come here and settle here. And what wi&labmis make sure that the
people who are in a position of influence are usimggright language to get other
people excited about the opportunity. Ultimatetigihk it's more of an ignorance
issue as opposed to a conscious avoidance.” (Nidgarscript 10)

In Sudbury, there were calls for a coordinatedtsgic direction from the
municipal government or for more vocal expressmisupport for diversity from some
of the larger employers and city council (transsripand 6). On the resource side, one
interviewee recommended locating a central offarenBwcomers in downtown Sudbury.
The office would provide computer access and sk#élsing, English or French as a
Second Language classes, community informationaangte about rental housing and



real estate (transcript 2). Another suggested i@ ioomal program offering subsidies or
packages from different businesses, a new produdatimigrants, or an inventory of
rental landlords who would keep immigrants andge@s on a wait list (transcript 3).

Government policies and programs were cited nreguently (n=56) as the best
vehicles for helping immigrants find meaningful \k@f able 14). Respondents were less
likely to place the onus of job creation on theibess sector (n=36) or community
members (n=22). In Guelph, a government sectoesentative referred to his/her
employer’s internship program and practice of eimguthat job postings featured more
inclusive language that did not ask for degreesspecific subject or ten years of
experience. Instead, job candidates are askeeinouistrate knowledge in required areas
of expertise, “normally acquired by a certain leseéducation or equivalent education
and experience” (transcript 5). In Thunder Basgspondent suggested that major
employers should engage in a broader and sustdiakdjue about succession planning,
that would extend to questions related to immigraind First Nations (transcript 10)

Several Waterloo respondents pointed to theyblita multisectoral approach to
immigrant job creation through the Waterloo Regimmigration and Employment
Network, which engages government, non-profit oizations and businesses in the
hiring and mentoring or new Canadians (transcbp®& and 10). The adoption of a
multisectoral approach modeled on the Toronto Retyramigration and Economic
Network, was also suggested in Durham Region (rgpis5). Another Durham
respondent placed the onus on businesses to dente

“I think a lot of it has to do with employers takiit on and saying ‘this is going
to be part of our business culture’ and to setcpdithat embrace new
populations into the workforce and then try andble to meet some of the
special needs and considerations that those nevoge®s may have (interview
transcript 7).”

Related to this point was the call for businesses/oid dismissing foreign
gualifications and credentials as this induces ignamts to:

“...accept jobs that are below their credentials $yryecause they know they
have a family to look after and financial needs awerything else and | think as a
community we do them a disservice simply by lettimat happen...I think there’s
an opportunity for us to raise awareness througlCthamber of Commerce,
business associations and medical professionatiatisns”. (transcript 8)

A community-oriented initiative in Guelph was iddied as a successful model
of integration that might be emulated in other \venuThe neighbourhood-based model
was initiated in an area with a large number of @amadians, and involved the
establishment of a community centre that helps gnamts learn about Canadian culture
and find training and employment opportunitiesngeipt 10).



Demographic profile:

Quantitative data were also gathered on the geader,residency, immigrant status,
ethnic and racial ancestry characteristics of palitbusiness and civic leaders in these
communities. Opinion leaders were predominantiytev(®3 percent), male (62 percent),
middle-aged (average age 52.4 years) and deeplgdded in their communities, having
lived in them for an average of 29.6 years. Sixgeercent of the governmental and non-
governmental organization leaders in this survesevib®rn outside Canada - a level of
representation nearly identical to the average fiértent immigrant component of the
15 communities (Statistics Canada 2006a; StatiStaagada 2006b). Visible minorities,
who comprise an average of nine percent of the latipas in these municipalities, were
slightly underrepresented in the sample of opitéaalers. Fewer than 7 percent (10
respondents) self-identified as members of raciabnty groups and just 5 respondents
did not identify their ethnic ancestry as CanadiEmpopean or British Isles. This
demographic profile confirms and builds on previcesearch about the
underrepresentation of visible minorities in pahfi civic, business and non-profit
organizations, on a national scale and in Canddajer cities.

Conclusions and Policy Recommendations

This study has shown that local governments in @yisasmaller and mid-sized urban
centres are widely perceived to hold a strong @stein immigration. Opinion leaders
overwhelmingly believed that interest has beendddby local economic imperatives.
Although these findings confirm the official rati@e for more local involvement in
immigrant attraction and retention initiatives, hés an equally strong appreciation for
the potential social and cultural benefits of imratgn, at least at the community
leadership level. Immigration was less frequerglyarded as something that has
significantly altered the city’s political/civicfé or identity. The reasons for this pattern
vary between communities, but it is telling thamigration was not perceived to have
made an impact beyond the economic and socialfallfimensions. These findings are
reflected in the perceived low levels of visiblenaity representation in political and
civic organizations, and in the study sample.

The opinion leaders are informed individuals whieiact with people from all
walks of life during the course of their daily Iseand as a result, are very familiar with
how local publics would view immigration. They dot perceive that members of the
broader public share the high levels of governmemd community leader interest in
immigration. In general, community members areveié as ambivalent or disinterested
in it, rather than hostile. Nevertheless, a mgjaf respondents felt their communities
were welcoming to newcomers and visible minoriteeg] that positive community
attitudes or the availability of civic resourcesther than employment opportunities,
played a large role in this. Some respondentsdnbte existence of negative attitudes
about certain visible or religious minority groupsid some communities seemed to be
more fraught with inter-group tensions than othé&sncerns about the availability of
sufficient resources to service immigrants, andgeés in particular, were prevalent in



most communities, and quite pronounced in somepd&ed solutions to improve the
warmth of welcome and the ability of newcomersitd imeaningful work tended to

place the onus for crafting responses on goverrsrgst, and the business sector
second. Their ideas usually involved requestsifac resources or more effective means
of recognizing foreign credentials and experiemeatching labour to needed skills, or
providing job training and mentoring opportunities.

The study suggests some approaches that policyme&e adopt to improve the
warmth of welcome for newcomers in Ontario’s snradied mid-sized centres. First,
although many communities are experiencing economitzmographic challenges,
perceptions of the role that immigration can plagddressing those needs varied across
cities. This speaks to the importance of develppittraction and retention strategies that
are sensitive to local context. Second, percegeernmental or public enthusiasm for
immigration was lower, and concerns about possibfeciencies in civic resources
higher, in communities that have experienced ecanshocks and social strains. The
size of the community was not as important a dateam of local receptivity to
immigration as local economic conditions, the atality of civic resources, and the
area’s political culture, the latter of which appe be strongly influenced by history
and demography. All levels of government and comityworganizations should
consider undertaking an education campaign thattiyraddresses the anxieties of local
publics and demonstrates how immigration can sére®e immediate and long-term
material interests. Third, since the social/cakinenefits of immigration are, in general,
widely appreciated, governments might emphasizedimension to a greater degree
when they attempt to engage community leaderstambrbader population in this
subject. Fourth, opinion leaders in some commesmpiointed to the need for senior
governments to consider the impact of secondaryatian in their funding regimes, as
well as the special needs that are associatedavgh concentrations of refugees. Fifth,
the dearth of visible minorities in community leegtgp positions was noted by several
interviewees and reflected in the study sampleesélpatterns, in addition to perceptions
that immigration has not significantly influencedlipical/civic life or municipal
identities in most cities, are of concern. Thiggests the need for research on why this
has not transpired, for programs to improve loti#taes and media representations of
visible minorities, and for local actors to considere proactive measures to encourage
the involvement of visible minorities in civic ongiaations.
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Environics Research Group
PN 6590

Opinion Leader Interviews: Final Questions
Discussion agenda
Introduction

Hello my name is and | am callinghfienvironics Research Group.
Just to confirm your name is

Thank you for agreeing to be interviewed for thigdy which is led be researchers from
the University of Western Ontario and Brock Univgrs We are interviewing
community leaders across Ontario about the costbanefits of immigration and
diversity in their communities.

We have requested that the interview be tapednfdirmation collected through the
interview is administered in accordance with thigdty Act and will be treated as
strictly confidential. The research team will mgsociate any of the opinions or
information provided with particular individuals organizations. The report of the
results of the study will contain no informatioratitould identify you or your
organization.

Do you have any questions before we begin?
START RECORDING
Main Interview

* Is your municipal and/or regional government intézd in seeing more
immigration to the region? Why or why not?

* Isimmigration seen by community leaders as somgtmnportant to the
economic growth of your community? Why or why not?

* Isimmigration seen by community leaders as somgttiiat contributes to
the social and cultural life of your community? Wrywhy not?

* Isimmigration seen by community leaders as somgttiiat contributes to
the political and civic life of your community? Wiay why not?

* Isimmigration seen by community leaders as somgttiiat contributes to
the identity of your community? Why or why not?

* Inyour opinion, what are the advantages of having more immigrants
including refugees, settle in your community?



* In your opinion, what are the disadvantages ofiingwore immigrants,
including refugees, settle in your community?

* Do you think thatmembers of yourcommunity are interested in seeing more
immigration to the region? Why or why not?

* Would you describe your community as one in whielwcomers from other
countries would feel welcome? Why or why not?

* Does your community have the capacity to servenéezls of recent
immigrants? Why or why not?

» Does your community have the capacity to servenéezls of refugees? Why
or why not?

* How, if at all, can your community improve the waywhich it welcomes
immigrants to the community?

* How, if at all, can your community improve the algibf immigrants to find
meaningful work in the community?

* Would you describe your community as one in whidible minorities would
feel welcome? Why or why not?

Now some final question about yourself.
How many years have you lived in (NAME OF COMMUNITY

Were you born in Canada or in another country?

People in Canada come from many racial and culgralps. Are you..
READ
01 - White
02 - Chinese
03 - Latin American, Hispanic or Latino-Canad{arg. Mexican,
Brazilian, Cuban etc...)
04 - Black or African-Canadian
05 - South Asian (e.g. Indo-Pakistani Canadianl,-&kan, Tamil
Canadian etc...)
06 - East-Asian (e.g. Japanese, Korean)
07 - South-East Asian (e.g. Viethamese, Cambodiaailand,
Philippines etc...)
08 - Arab or West Asian (e.g. Persian, TurkisigbA Afghan
etc...)
09 - Aboriginal
10 - Or another group?
99 - DK/NA



| want to ask about your ethnic ancestry, heritalgebackground. What were the ethnic
or cultural origins of your ancestors?

And finally what is your age?
Thank you very much for participating in this study

ON THE TRANSCRIPT RECORD NAME OF COMMUNITY AND WHET HER
RESPONDENT IS GOVERNMENT OR NON-GOVERNMENT / RECORD
GENDER

IF ASKED:
The research team for this study is led by:

Professor Victoria M. Esses

Professor, Department of Psychology

Director, Centre for Research on Migration and Ettitelations Faculty of Social Science
University of Western Ontario London, Ontario Cam&tbA 5C2

519 661-2111 x 84650

FAX: 519 661-3961

The website for more information swelcomingcommunities.ca







Table 1: Municipal government interest in immigration by community

Crosstab
Community
St.
Catharines-Nla Greater
gara London Sudbury Ottawa Windsor Durham Hamilton | North Bay Guelph Thunder Bay | Peterborough | Waterloo Barrie Brantford Kingston Total

Municipal government Yes Count 8 7 7 6 10 7 9 10 9 4 9 6 3 3 9 107
interest % within Community 80.0% 70.0% 70.0% 60.0% 100.0% 70.0% 90.0% 100.0% 90.0% 40.0% 90.0% 60.0% 30.0% 30.0% 90.0% 71.3%
Qualified Yes Count 0 1 2 2 0 1 1 0 1 5 0 3 0 4 1 21

% within Community .0% 10.0% 20.0% 20.0% .0% 10.0% 10.0% .0% 10.0% 50.0% .0% 30.0% .0% 40.0% 10.0% 14.0%

No Count 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 5

% within Community 10.0% 10.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% .0% 3.3%

Qualified No Count 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 1 0 9

% within Community 10.0% 10.0% .0% 10.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 10.0% .0% .0% 40.0% 10.0% .0% 6.0%

DK/no response Count 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 1 0 8

% within Community .0% .0% 10.0% 10.0% .0% 20.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 10.0% .0% 20.0% 10.0% .0% 5.3%

Total Count 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 150
% within Community 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table 2: Regional government interest in immigration by Community

Crosstab
Community
St.
Catharines-Nla Greater
gara London Sudbury Ottawa Windsor Durham Hamilton | North Bay Guelph Thunder Bay | Peterborough | Waterloo Barrie Brantford Kingston Total

Regional government Yes Count 9 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 26
interest % within Community 90.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 70.0% .0% .0% .0% 17.3%
No Count 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2

% within Community 10.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 10.0% .0% .0% .0% 1.3%

DK/no response Count 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2

% within Community .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 20.0% .0% .0% .0% 1.3%

not available Count 0 10 10 10 10 0 10 10 10 10 10 0 10 10 10 120

% within Community .0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% .0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% .0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 80.0%

Total Count 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 150
% within Community 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table 3: Perceptions about the contribution of immigration to economic growth by Community

Crosstab
Community
St.
Catharines-Nla Greater
gara London Sudbury Ottawa Windsor Durham Hamilton | North Bay Guelph Thunder Bay | Peterborough | Waterloo Barrie Brantford Kingston Total

Contribution to ecomic Yes Count 9 9 7 10 9 8 8 9 9 6 9 10 5 9 9 126
growth % within Community 90.0% 90.0% 70.0% 100.0% 90.0% 80.0% 80.0% 90.0% 90.0% 60.0% 90.0% 100.0% 50.0% 90.0% 90.0% 84.0%
No Count 1 1 2 0 1 2 2 1 0 4 0 0 5 1 1 21

% within Community 10.0% 10.0% 20.0% .0% 10.0% 20.0% 20.0% 10.0% .0% 40.0% .0% .0% 50.0% 10.0% 10.0% 14.0%

DK/no response Count 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 3

% within Community .0% .0% 10.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 10.0% .0% 10.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 2.0%

Total Count 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 150
% within Community 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table 4: Perceptions about the contribution of immigration to social-cultural life by Community

Crosstab
Community
St.
Catharines-Nla Greater
gara London Sudbury Ottawa Windsor Durham Hamilton | North Bay Guelph Thunder Bay | Peterborough | Waterloo Barrie Brantford Kingston Total

Contribution to Yes Count 9 9 10 9 10 9 10 8 10 8 8 8 6 9 8 131
social-cultural life % within Community 90.0% 90.0% 100.0% 90.0% |  100.0% 90.0% |  100.0% 80.0% |  100.0% 80.0% 80.0% 80.0% 60.0% 90.0% 80.0% 87.3%
No Count 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 3 0 0 10

% within Community 10.0% 10.0% .0% .0% .0% 10.0% .0% 10.0% .0% 10.0% .0% 20.0% 30.0% .0% .0% 6.7%

DK/no response Count 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 1 1 2 9

% within Community .0% .0% .0% 10.0% .0% .0% .0% 10.0% .0% 10.0% 20.0% .0% 10.0% 10.0% 20.0% 6.0%

Total Count 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 150
% within Community 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table 5: Perceptions about the contribution of immigration to political-civic life by community

Crosstab
Community
St.
Catharines-Nla Greater
gara London Sudbury Ottawa Windsor Durham Hamilton | North Bay Guelph Thunder Bay | Peterborough | Waterloo Barrie Brantford Kingston Total

Contribution to political-civic Yes Count 6 6 7 7 2 5 3 3 7 3 1 3 2 5 5 65
life % within Community 60.0% 60.0% 70.0% 70.0% 20.0% 50.0% 30.0% 30.0% 70.0% 30.0% 10.0% 30.0% 20.0% 50.0% 50.0% 43.3%
No Count 4 3 2 2 7 5 7 5 3 6 9 6 7 2 4 72

% within Community 40.0% 30.0% 20.0% 20.0% 70.0% 50.0% 70.0% 50.0% 30.0% 60.0% 90.0% 60.0% 70.0% 20.0% 40.0% 48.0%

DK/no response Count 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 1 3 1 13

% within Community .0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% .0% .0% 20.0% .0% 10.0% .0% 10.0% 10.0% 30.0% 10.0% 8.7%

Total Count 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 150
% within Community 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table 6: Perceptions about the contribution of immigration to community identity by community

Crosstab
Community
St.
Catharines-Nla Greater

gara London Sudbury Ottawa Windsor Durham Hamilton | North Bay Guelph Thunder Bay | Peterborough | Waterloo Barrie Brantford Kingston Total
Contribution to community  Yes Count 8 5 6 5 9 8 8 4 8 4 3 5 1 6 0 80
identity % within Community 80.0% 50.0% 60.0% 50.0% 90.0% 80.0% 80.0% 40.0% 80.0% 40.0% 30.0% 50.0% 10.0% 60.0% .0% 53.3%
No Count 1 3 3 1 1 2 2 4 2 4 7 4 9 4 10 57
% within Community 10.0% 30.0% 30.0% 10.0% 10.0% 20.0% 20.0% 40.0% 20.0% 40.0% 70.0% 40.0% 90.0% 40.0% 100.0% 38.0%
DK/no response Count 1 2 1 4 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 13
% within Community 10.0% 20.0% 10.0% 40.0% .0% .0% .0% 20.0% .0% 20.0% .0% 10.0% .0% .0% .0% 8.7%
Total Count 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 150
% within Community 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table 7: Perceived levels of community member interest in more immigration by community

Crosstab
Community
St.
Catharines-Nla Greater

gara London Sudbury Ottawa Windsor Durham Hamilton | North Bay Guelph Thunder Bay | Peterborough | Waterloo Barrie Brantford Kingston Total
Community member interest Yes Count 4 2 6 2 2 4 3 1 3 3 0 3 2 0 5 40
in more immigration % within Community 40.0% 20.0% 60.0% 20.0% 20.0% 40.0% 30.0% 10.0% 30.0% 30.0% 0% 30.0% 20.0% .0% 50.0% 26.7%
No Count 5 0 2 0 1 2 2 1 3 2 2 0 2 1 3 26
% within Community 50.0% .0% 20.0% .0% 10.0% 20.0% 20.0% 10.0% 30.0% 20.0% 20.0% .0% 20.0% 10.0% 30.0% 17.3%
Mixed Count 0 8 2 6 7 3 5 7 4 5 8 6 5 8 2 76
% within Community .0% 80.0% 20.0% 60.0% 70.0% 30.0% 50.0% 70.0% 40.0% 50.0% 80.0% 60.0% 50.0% 80.0% 20.0% 50.7%
DK/no response Count 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 8
% within Community 10.0% .0% .0% 20.0% .0% 10.0% .0% 10.0% .0% .0% .0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% .0% 5.3%
Total Count 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 150
% within Community 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table 8: Perceptions of welcome for newcomers by community

Crosstab
Community
St.
Catharines-Nla Greater
gara London Sudbury Ottawa Windsor Durham Hamilton | North Bay Guelph Thunder Bay | Peterborough | Waterloo Barrie Brantford Kingston Total

Newcomers welcome in Yes Count 6 5 8 8 10 5 4 8 9 5 2 5 6 6 5 92
your community % within Community 60.0% 50.0% 80.0% 80.0% 100.0% 50.0% 40.0% 80.0% 90.0% 50.0% 20.0% 50.0% 60.0% 60.0% 50.0% 61.3%
No Count 1 2 0 2 0 3 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 3 16

% within Community 10.0% 20.0% .0% 20.0% .0% 30.0% .0% 10.0% 10.0% .0% 10.0% .0% 10.0% 10.0% 30.0% 10.7%

Mixed Count 2 1 1 0 0 1 6 1 0 5 7 4 2 3 2 35

% within Community 20.0% 10.0% 10.0% .0% .0% 10.0% 60.0% 10.0% .0% 50.0% 70.0% 40.0% 20.0% 30.0% 20.0% 23.3%

DK/no response Count 1 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 7

% within Community 10.0% 20.0% 10.0% .0% .0% 10.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 10.0% 10.0% .0% .0% 4.7%

Total Count 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 150
% within Community 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table 9: Perceptions of community capacity to serve recent immigrants by community

Crosstab
Community
St.
Catharines-Nla Greater
gara London Sudbury Ottawa Windsor Durham Hamilton | North Bay Guelph Thunder Bay | Peterborough | Waterloo Barrie Brantford Kingston Total

Community capacity to Yes Count 6 8 5 9 10 5 3 7 5 7 6 4 5 7 4 91
serve recent immigrants % within Community 60.0% 80.0% 50.0% 90.0% 100.0% 50.0% 30.0% 70.0% 50.0% 70.0% 60.0% 40.0% 50.0% 70.0% 40.0% 60.7%
No Count 3 2 2 1 0 5 7 2 5 1 3 5 5 2 6 49

% within Community 30.0% 20.0% 20.0% 10.0% .0% 50.0% 70.0% 20.0% 50.0% 10.0% 30.0% 50.0% 50.0% 20.0% 60.0% 32.7%

DK/no response Count 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 0 10

% within Community 10.0% .0% 30.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 10.0% .0% 20.0% 10.0% 10.0% .0% 10.0% .0% 6.7%

Total Count 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 150
% within Community 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table 10: Perceptions of community capacity to serve refugees by community

Crosstab
Community
St.
Catharines-Nla Greater
gara London Sudbury Ottawa Windsor Durham Hamilton | North Bay Guelph Thunder Bay | Peterborough | Waterloo Barrie Brantford Kingston Total

Community capacity to Yes Count 5 7 6 8 8 2 2 4 5 6 4 3 5 4 4 73
serve refugees % within Community 50.0% 70.0% 60.0% 80.0% 80.0% 20.0% 20.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 40.0% 30.0% 50.0% 40.0% 40.0% 48.7%
No Count 4 2 2 2 2 7 7 4 5 2 3 6 5 3 6 60

% within Community 40.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 70.0% 70.0% 40.0% 50.0% 20.0% 30.0% 60.0% 50.0% 30.0% 60.0% 40.0%

DK/no response Count 1 1 2 0 0 1 1 2 0 2 3 1 0 3 0 17

% within Community 10.0% 10.0% 20.0% .0% .0% 10.0% 10.0% 20.0% .0% 20.0% 30.0% 10.0% .0% 30.0% .0% 11.3%

Total Count 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 150
% within Community 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table 11: Perceptions of welcome for visible minorities by community

Crosstab
Community
St.
Catharines-Nla Greater
gara London Sudbury Ottawa Windsor Durham Hamilton | North Bay Guelph Thunder Bay | Peterborough | Waterloo Barrie Brantford Kingston Total

Visible minorities welcome  Yes Count 7 3 6 7 8 6 5 5 6 1 4 5 5 3 3 74
in your community % within Community 70.0% 30.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0% 60.0% 50.0% 50.0% 60.0% 10.0% 40.0% 50.0% 50.0% 30.0% 30.0% 49.3%
No Count 3 3 1 1 1 2 1 3 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 19

% within Community 30.0% 30.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 20.0% 10.0% 30.0% 20.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 10.0% 10.0% 12.7%

Mixed Count 0 2 1 2 1 2 3 2 1 9 6 5 4 6 6 50

% within Community .0% 20.0% 10.0% 20.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 20.0% 10.0% 90.0% 60.0% 50.0% 40.0% 60.0% 60.0% 33.3%

DK/no response Count 0 2 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 7

% within Community .0% 20.0% 20.0% .0% .0% .0% 10.0% .0% 10.0% .0% .0% .0% 10.0% .0% .0% 4.7%

Total Count 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 150
% within Community 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table 12: Perceptions of Government Interest and Aitudes About Immigration in 15 Communities (n)

Histor'al | Histor'al | Econ’ic | Econ’ic | Socia- Socia- Political- | Political- | Comm’ity | Comm’ity | Comm'ity | Comm’ity | Other
positive | negative | Positive | Negative | Cultural Cultural | Civic Civic or Civic or Civic Attitudes | Attitudes
Positive Negative | Positive | Negative | Resources | Resources | or Group | or Group
Positive Negative | Relations | Relations
Positive Negative
Municipal 8 0 74 4 15 1 16 9 7 2 15 2 16
goVv'tinterest?
Regonal 0 0 15 0 3 0 0 1 5 0 5 1 1
goVv'tinterest?
!mmigration 1 0 83 10 6 1 14 3 6 1 18 7 14
important to
economic
growth?
Immigration | 4 0 8 0 75 5 9 1 8 2 30 5 18
contributes to
social and
cultural life?
Immigration | O 2 1 0 2 0 39 50 3 0 17 10 26
contributes to
political and
civic life?
Immigration | 6 7 9 1 19 6 6 8 3 2 36 14 29
contributes to
community
identity?
Afdvantages 1 0 52 2 67 1 3 0 3 1 38 1 9
0
immigration?
Disadvantage O 2 2 30 3 7 0 0 0 41 9 32 33

of

Immigration?




Table 13: Perceptions of Community Interest, Receptity and Community Capacity (n)

Hist'al Hist'al Econ’ic | Econ’ic | Socia- Socia- Political- | Political- | Comm’ity | Comm’ity | Comm'ity | Comm’ity | Other
Positive | Negative | Positive | Negative | Cultural Cultural | Civic Civic or Civic or Civic Attitudes | Attitudes
Positive Negative | Positive | Negative | Resources | Resources | or Group | or Group
Positive Negative | Relations | Relations
Positive Negative
Community |3 3 15 13 6 2 1 0 3 1 43 43 38
members
interested in
more
immigration?
Is your 3 1 2 2 9 2 2 0 35 10 49 27 21
community
welcoming to
newcomers?
Does you 3 0 1 6 1 0 11 6 65 47 4 0 1€
community
have the
capacity to
serve recent
immigrants?
Does you 3 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 47 23 1 2 8
community
have the
capacity to
serve
refugees?
Would you | 2 2 1 0 3 0 4 2 9 2 68 32 3C

describe your
community as

welcoming to
visible
minorities?




Table 14: Perceptions about Required Remedial Actits (n)

Economic Socia- Political- Community Community Educational
Cultural Civic Resources/ attitudes/group
Infrastructure relations
How can your communit 9 7 30 57 17 19
improve the way in which it
welcomes immigrants to the
community?
Government | Business NGO (other Community Other No action
Policies/ Sector/Firm | than business)| Member necessary
Programs Initiatives initiatives Attitudes/
Initiatives
How can your communit 5€ 36 15 22 14 13

improve the ability of
immigrants to find meaningful
work in the community?
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