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Immigration
and Racism

Immigration is an unpopular and
emotional topic. The very word con-
jures up images of restriction, repres-
s10n, discrimination, bureaucratic
bungling and the exploitation of our
charitable and compassionate instincts.

Rarely do we think of immigration
as a positive and essential force in
Canada’s economic, demographic, social
and cultural growth and development.
And rarely do we think of immigration
policy and practice in terms of non-
discrimination, justice, and equal op-
portunity for all regardless of race,
religion or nationality.

This prevailing negativism towards
immigration may seem contradictory
and awkwardly embarrassing when
Canada has just been internationally
recognized for its generosity to immi-
grants and refugees by being awarded
the Nansen prize.

At a time when we may be encour-
aged to sit back in self-congratulation
for being humanitarian, it might seem
churlish to comment critically on
public attitudes and public policies
towards immigration.

Creators, Not Parasites,
Of Economic Growth

Canada’s immigration policy, his-
torically, has always been determined
first, by economic factors. Yet, the
bureaucratic fusion of Employment
and Immigration together with the
Unemployment Insurance Commis-
sion 1s clearly indicative of the con-
tinuing pattern of shaping immigration
policy solely according to employment
rates. It 1s surely time that policy and
practice should no longer be dictated
by these old myths surrounding the
relationship between immigration levels
and employment levels. It is about
time that our Government, the media,
and other major institutions take a
rigorous pro-active responsibility for
demolishing the tired myths, the false
fear and loathing, towards immigra-
tion, and demonstrate the vital impor-

tance to the past and future develop-
ment of Canada.

Racial Preferences

Secondly, Canadian immigration
policy has historically always been
determined by racial preferences.
Despite the 1967 regulations that
supposedly heralded the end of racial
discrimination in immigration policy,
David Sangha’s article clearly shows
that we are still a long way from
anything that could be regarded as
non-racist in both intent and impact. In
addition, one might note the public
attitudes expressed in response to the
recent arrival of 155 Tamils to the
shores of Newfoundland appeared to
reflect an unwelcoming strain of
racism.

Refugees

The arrival of the 155 Tamils in
such dramatic fashion has also high-
lighted for Canada a rather tardy
realization of the new, more urgent
realities of global migration patterns in
the 1980’s. The first two articles of this
issue of Currents clearly warn that
Canada can no longer afford to be
comfortably cocooned in the back-
waters of world affairs, disinclined to
recognize or grapple with its responsi-
bilities towards the global refugee
Crisis.

G A v

Immigrant Literature

In attaining a fuller understanding
of the issue of immigration however,
one needs more than an analysis of the
global context, the detailed regulations
of policy, or the statistics of immigra-
tion. We need to know and understand
the perceptions and experiences of the
individual immigrant — of the stranger
trying to fit into an alien geography
and culture. We need the personal as

- well as the informational knowledge.

“We're all immigrants here”,

| Margaret Atwood has said, suggesting

that the immigrant experience is a
central theme of all writing in Canada.
One of the best sources of understand-

- ing the nature of Canadian society is

‘immigrant literature’. The book re-
views in this issue of Currents are an
acknowledgement of this fact and a
reminder that one of the functions of
art 18 to make us more conscious of
ourselves and of our world.

The immigrants of today come to
Canada to escape from war, persecu-
tion and poverty. They come to Canada
in search of freedom, security and
prosperity. These are of course the
very same reasons that immigrants
have been coming to Canada for over
200 years. The only difference today is

that most of them are non-white.
Tim Rees
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Immugration to The Year 2000:
A Canadian Perspective

Gerry Weiner

I believe immigration is becoming one
of the most important issues facing us
on this planet. Since accepting my post
as Minister of State for Immigration I
have become sensitized to the impor-
tance of this issue. One has only to look
at some recent events to illustrate this:
the response of the French govern-
ment to terrorist acts by placing visa
requirements on most countries of the
world; the most recent attempt to
secure passage of a comprehensive
immigration bill in the U.S.; and the
arrival in August off the shores of
Newtoundland, of boatloads of Sri
Lankans seeking a home in Canada.
These events illustrate the impact that
migration is having today on many
countries of the world. '

In this article, however, I would
like to reflect with you on my percep-
tions of tomorrow and beyond, at least
to the end of the century. First, by
reviewing some demographic facts
that underlie our future challenges to
plan and manage migration in the
world; secondly, by focussing on the
planning tools currently in place in
Canada which allow us to have a more
tlexible, longer-term vision of the role
of migration in our development; and
thirdly, by indicating how we are
moving to link our immigration plan-
ning more closely to demographic
1ssues in the longer term. Finally, I
would like to outline to you my views
on how these migration issues are
converging in developed countries in
similar ways. It seems clear to me that,
during the next 15 years, we will need
to develop an international framework

if we are to achieve success in manag-
ing and controlling these large and
growing movements of peoples. This
framework must facilitate a collective
approach to these problems while
continuing to recognize the sovereignty
of each nation-state.

World Population Change:
The Migration Context

The world population is estimated
to have reached 5 billion this year and
1s expected to grow by at least another
billion by the year 2000. Currently,
about 2.7 billion live in the developing
world (excluding China); of these
people, 41% or 1.1 billion are under
age 15. Most of these children will be of
labour-force age in the next 15 years;
many will migrate to local urban areas;
others will choose to migrate to other
countries.

At the same time as the developing
world struggles to absorb growth in its
labour force, new births will add
another one billion people to total size
in the next 15 years (again excluding
China). The number of urban ag-
glomerates of more than five million
inhabitants (there are 23 at present)
may double between now and the end
of the century. Virtually all new ag-
glomerations seem likely to emerge in
the developing countries. The continu-
ing push of rural migration to urban
centres no longer prepared or capable
to handle such migration may induce
migrants to emigrate to more pros-
perous urban-industrialized centres
outside the country.
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The conditions lead me to believe
that we are currently living in the
"Golden Age” with respect to migra-

~ton policy. The challenges which

these global population changes will
bring to us over the next 15 years will
be enormous; they will require new
approaches and new forms of institu-
tions if we are to continue to have
planned and controlled movements of
people.

At the same time as we foresee this
potential demographic exodus of unique
proportions compared to any mass
migration in history, a demographic
implosion is being faced by most
developed countries. Fertility rates
below the replacement level have
become the norm. Canada is no
exception; for the past 15 years, we
have had below replacement fertility
reaching our current level of 1.65.
While demographic growth in Canada
will probably continue for most of this
century, population decline will be
inevitable early in the 21st century
unless fertility increases or we use
Immigration more actively to sustain
Or Increase our population size.

50, while the developing world
struggles to accommodate growth in
the next 15 years, we in the developed
world face equally challenging ques-
tions centred on demographic im-
plosion. With a certain inevitability,
post-industrial societies are witnessing
their own reduction in total global
population size. Their economic growth,
which has been predicted on popula-
tion expansion, can no longer be
viewed as a given. Can our societies
adjust to declining population growth
and remain healthy? Should we be
prepared to let our total population
fall? Are members of the public pre-
pared to accept fertility or immigration
policies intended to prevent popula-
tion decline? The answers to these
questions are not easy. But the in-
exorable demographic change which
we are witnessing will surely force us
to look at them seriously in the next 15
years.

“This atticle by the Hon. Gerry Weiner, Minister of State (Immigration) was first presented as a speech to the
Georgetown Leadership Seminar, Washington, D.C
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Planning Immigration
to Canada:
Flexibility and Vision

Canada is a country of immigrants.
For over 100 years Canada has used
immigration as a program to promote
social and economic development.
Our first immigration act was passed in
1869; the most recent act was passed in
1977 and implemented in 1978. In this
Act, for the first time, 10 objectives of
immigration policy are set out.

These provide for non-discrimina-
tory admission policies, the reunifica-
tion of close relatives, the necessity to
fulfill our international legal obligations
with respect to refugees, and the role
of immigration in fostering economic
development, to name a few. These
objectives illustrate the multi-dimen-
sional impact of immigration on
Canadian life and our use of the
program to promote social and econo-
mic objectives.

Although the objectives of the Act
are clear, their achievement is facili-
tated through a tlexible planning system
which allows the government to adjust
the intake of legal immigration to
Canada according to social and eco-
nomic conditions inside Canada and
international events. Shortly, Canada
will be receiving the Nansen Medal
from the UNHCR is recognition of our
international efforts on behalf of re-
fugees. I am extremely proud of our
recent record in this important area of
migration and believe that we will
continue to show strong leadership in

this field as we move towards the year
2000.

Since World War II, Canada has
accepted over 5.3 million immigrants.
No wonder that our 1981 census
indicated 16% of the total Canadian
population was foreign-born. I believe
that the multicultural character of most
of our major cities is welcomed by an
increasing number of Canadians.

[ could continue at some length on
the importance of developing an open
planning system for legal migration at
the same time that proper controls are
instituted to assure the public that we
can continue to manager and select our
immigrants. [ believe that we have one
of the most open planning systems in
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the world which could well serve as a

model to others. For example, we

have

® Annual consultations with pro-
vinces, non-governmental organ-
1zations, academics, and others prior
to announcing future immigration
levels:

® Comprehensive planning by immi-
gration component to meet the
needs of family, refugee, and eco-
nomic immigrants; and

® Settlement programs for immigrants
which provide access to basic settle-
ment services for those most in
need, and a Citizenship Act which

permits citizenship after three years
of landing,

Canada’s Demographic Future
and Immigration

Canada has a long tradition which
links the immigration program to
national development. Many prede-
cessors of mine have, at various times,
taken the opportunity to make an
explicit linkage between immigration
and demographic growth in policy
statements, white papers and green
papers. The current legislation re-
quires that I table a forward-looking
report to Parliament each fall announ-
cing future levels of immigration. In
doing so,  am obliged under our Act to
indicate the demographic considera-
tions that were taken into account in
the determination of the level

Last fall, the federal government
announced a new immigration pro-
gram which would see levels increased
from 94,000 in 1985 to 115,000 to
125,000 in 1987. One of the key factors
which led to the decision to increase
immigration was a growing concern
about the prospects of demographic
decline in Canada at or shortly after the
turn of the century. Our projections
indicated that if immigration was not
increased from its recent low levels
(we've averaged about 140,000 an-
nually over the past 40 years) and if
fertility did not increase, we would
reach a maximum population of about
28 million and then begin to decline
slowly. A growing number of interest
groups and academics have expressed
concern about this demographic
prospect. The government’s announce-
ment recognized that the new pro-

gram would not prevent decline, but
only delay it. We had, nevertheless,
included a concern for the next genera-
tion rather than the current one in the
rationale to increase levels.

Canada does not have a demo-
graphic policy. In this way, we are not
dissimilar from most developed coun-
tries. But last May the government
initiated a three year study of Canada’s
demographic future. The review of
demography and its implications for
economic and social policy will be
centred in the Department of National
Health and Welfare and will look as far
ahead as 2025 to see how possible
changes in the size, structure, and
distribution of the population of Canada
might affect our future social and
economic life. Immigration will play an
important part in this review as the
longer-term benefits and costs of
immigration to and emigration from
Canada will be assessed.

[t is hard to be a soothsayer about
demographic policy development in
developed countries over the next 15
years. Most of us have got by with a
fragmented, and in some cases non-
existent, policy approach up to now.
One wonders, however, how much
longer this can continue. The combina-
tion of continuing extremely low
tertility rates and increasing pressures
tor people to migrate to industrialized
countries is probably going to make
many of us develop explicit demo-
graphic policies by the end of the
century. In Canada, we are embarking
upon a journey which may see the
framework for such a policy by the end
of this decade. If this does occur, it will
greatly aid in our immigration levels
determination in the 1990s as we look
ahead to the turn of the century.

Given the diversity of developed
nations’ approaches to demographic
policy, it is difficult to predict how
things will turn out. I am, however,
somewhat taken by an analysis made
by Dr. Leon Bouvier just prior to the
1984 World Population Conference. In
his assessment, Dr. Bouvier suggested
that post-industrial societies such as
ours would become service and infor-
mation societies with total fertility
between 14 and 1.7. Since a 2.1
equivalent rate ensures replacement,
the remaining deficit would be contri-
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buted by active immigration policies to
ensure stationary sizes. If this does
come to pass, it will require some
fundamental transformation in atti-
tudes about immigration in many
developed countries, especially those
in the Old World. Nevertheless, a
recent article in The Economist suggests
that, based on current demographic
trends, an appreciation of the important
role of immigration in European popu-
lation development may not seem so
out of place by the end of the century.

While I have chosen to stress the
- importance of demographic policy as a
guiding element in immigration plan-
ning, I recognize it cannot be a panacea.
It will probably never be possible to
define an optimum population size or
distribution; it may be more preferable
to adjust to shifts in the age structure
rather than to try to adjust the age
structure; public sensitivities will al-
ways provide limits on what may seem
desirable from a planning perspective.
Nonetheless, I believe that the chal-
lenges we will be facing over the next
15 years will be greatly facilitated if
demographic planning does become
institutionalized. But this alone will not
be enough — we must also reach outin
a direct way to build international
bridges in support of a more managed

and controlled approach to the future
people flows on the globe.

Converging Policy
Perspectives: The Need for an
International Framework

No one country, no one immigra-
tion program or demographic policy
will, in itself, be sufficient to deal with
the migration challenges we will face
over the next 15 years. Currently, it is
estimated that some 70-80 million
people are on the move around the
world: about 10-15 million of these are
refugees. During this decade, a series
of incidents has led to conditions
which have driven people from their
homelands. In addition, a growing
number of economic migrants have
been impatiently waiting for economic
improvement and have decided to
move to where that improvement
exists. Most of them are moving from
south to north and we are under no
iilusion that this will diminish in the

tuture given the demographic trends I
have outlined.

In Canada, the most recent mani-
festation of this movement has been
the challenge to our procedures for
refugee determination within the
country. Currently, we are preparing
legislation to improve our refugee

- determination process. But each pass-

ing day sees increasing numbers of
applicants arriving at our borders
without documentation or with falsi-
fied papers to claim refugee status.
Many of them have come via developed
countries where they find opportunity

~denied. We are going to design a

system to protect bona-fide refugees in
a fair and expedient way. But most will
probably not qualify: where will they
go? WIill they continue to remain in
orbit in a stateless limbo? How will
they be returned? These kinds of
questions cannot be answered by
individual nations alone. We now
recognize that a more international
approach must be taken towards this
large and increasing flow of migrants.
Canada is participating actively in the
O.E.C.D. and the UN.H.C.R. to develop
these approaches. For this task, we

have developed a framework which
reflects the following factors:

1) Policy Convergence

International migration trends and
conditions are converging; they
should lead to development of more

common approaches among developed
countries.

2) Sovereignty

The global movements of people
now foreseen for the rest of this
century will challenge our fundamen-
tal concepts of sovereignty as reflected
in immigration law and practice. Nations
can no longer act as individual gate-
keepers who try to build a higher and
higher wall.

Instead, we will have to acknow-
ledge that co-operative action will
require, in part the protection and
settlement of some of these migrants
and the return of others.

3) Economic Role of Immigration
It would appear that the future

economic role of immigration will

need to be more macro-economic and
longer-term in outlook, instead of
being tied to short-term labour short-
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ages. Regardless of how immigrants
are selected, recognition will need to
be given to the permanence of this
kind of migration.
4) Social Role of Immigration

The volumes of immigrants desired
over time will need to reflect an
assessment of longer-term social, eco-
nomic and demographic needs. Most
developed countries will find it a major
challenge to stabilize their population
sizes in view of declining fertility.
Immigration will, to the extent desired,
be generally able to contribute signifi-
cantly to these demographic needs.
5) Control of Immigration

Immigration policy must be bal-
anced. We must devise positive pro-
grams for accepting more immigrants
to meet social and economic needs
while, at the same time, contain what
will be large and growing migration
pressures. The latter, if continued on a
separate national basis, will make entry
easier for migrants as they will con-
tinue to find techniques for gaining
access to the most vulnerable coun-
tries, and at the same time, will destroy
public support for immigration.
6) Accommodating New Migrants

Most developed countries will be
receiving and selecting immigrants in
the future and we will need to do this
in an open way with full consultation
and participation of our citizens. Qur
future societies will be more pluralistic
and the task of policy-makers will be to
maximize the contribution of immi-
grants through proper settlement pro-
grams. Legislation will be needed, in
some cases, to permit permanent
residence and to protect the rights of
these migrants. The changes that our
societies will undergo must be under-
taken in moderate, controlled ways
that are supported by the public and
which emphasize the positive contri-
butions of immigrants to national
development.

7) Responsibility to the Sending
Country

We know that, given current and
projected world population growth,
emigration is not, in most instances, a
solution to development contraints.
Recent evidence does suggest, how-
ever, thatin the short term, remittances
can help the sending country and that
emigration can ease social and political
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pressures. But it is obvious that longer-
term development solutions must
focus on providing an environment
which creates an incentive to remain in
the sending countries.

Conclusion

A fundamental transformation is
under way in migration issues in
developed countries which will, in
part, require new collective institu-
tional responses as we look ahead to
the 21st century. National govern-
ments will need planning instruments
which will provide for flexibility and a
longer-term outlook in immigration
policy-making. A fundamental com-
ponent of the new approach should be
the development of demographic policy
which recognizes the important role of
immigration to developed countries.
Finally, there must be greater recogni-
tion of the shared concerns that we are
all facing and with this, a much greater
emphasis on international dialogue to
find common approaches to these
converging issues.

g
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The Nielsen Task Force Fraud

Howard Adelman

The Nielsen Task Force Study Team Report on Citizenship, Labour and Immigration holds
major implications for the future of Canada. Formulated earlier this year, the Report is
representative of the Federal Government’s policy intentions and as such, has serious

implications for prospective immigrants and refugees hoping to come to this country. The
possibility exists that the Report may well fix the objectives, substance and tone of the
government’s immigration policy formulations for the balance of its term in office. The following
15 a crifique of some of the key issues and recommendations of the Nielsen Task Force

The Task Force on Program Review
ostensibly was set up to propose
methods of eliminating waste and
inefficiencies in overlapping, ineffec-
tive and redundant federal govern-
ment programs. Darcy McKeough, a
former Ontario treasurer and a senior
member of the Nielsen Task Force,
described the purpose pithily in a
Saturday morning C.B.C. radio inter-
view: “The key question was whether
we are getting value for our money,
$1.00 of benefit for one hundred cents
spent.”

I had looked forward to reading a

report on inefficiencies and waste in

the area of immigration and refugee
programs. I was curious to learn if any
of the results and recommendations
for improvement made by myself and
my academic colleagues in past reports
and studies had been adopted. I regret
to say, there is no evidence they were
even read. If the Task Force had even
decided to examine the existing system
themselves without the benefit of past
studies, this might have been a helpful,
though wasteful, procedure.

Misrepresentation

The Study Team Report on Citizen-
ship, Labour and Immigration, dealing
in particular with the assessment of
immigration and refugee programs, is
not only a waste of money, but an out
and out fraud, a deception, something
which totally fails to fulfill the claims
and representations made on behalf of
the Task Force. [t is not a report on
“Improved Program Delivery”, as its
authors purport. It is simply a call for a

tion”,
authors is made clear. The report

new philosophy on immigration and
refugee assistance. And it blandishes
its opinions ignorant of the research in
the field, basing its case on factual
errors, distorted history, misrepresen-
tations, misuse of English, illogical self-
contradictory argument and false
premises.

Darcy McKeough said that the
method of reviewing government
programs entailed stating their exist-
Ing objectives, analyzing the methods
for achieving those objectives, asking
how well the job is being done, and
proposing various options for im-
provements. The reportI read ascribed
its own objectives, called its opinions
analyses and, ironically, in its one and
only reference to a previous study,
quoted an authoritative evaluation
which determined that the programs
were “well managed”. Instead of offer-
ing a set of options for improvements,
the report makes its own program-
matic recommendations which re-
vealed the abysmal ignorance of the
authors, not only of the relevant
research, but of the whole immigration
and refugee field.

Absolute Rights or
Qualified Rights

Atthe very beginning of the Report
on Immigration and Citizenship, in a
section erroneously called “Descrip-
the ideological position of the

stales:.
“The Immigration Act of 1978
(they mean the 1976 Act which
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was proclaimed in 1978) was
based on the fundamental propo-
sition that it is Canada’s absolute
and sovereign right to determine
who to admit as an immigrant and
who shall become a Canadian
citizen.” (p. 18)

It was that very same Act which
gave up an older philosophy of abso-
lute control over determining who
could stay in Canada. Furthermore,
though the Act spells out the rights of
refugees who are lawfully in Canada to
remain In Canada (4.2), it does imply
that unless such persons are a security
risk or have criminal records, they
would automatically have the right to
become citizens in due course. This
means that Canada’s absolute and
sovereign right to determine who to
admit and permit to become a Canadian
citizen was qualified by signing the
[nternational Refugee Convention and
the incorporation of its provisions into
domestic legislation.

In fact, in the beginning statement
of Objectives enshrined in the Act,
Canadian immigration policy and the
rules and regulations made under the
1976 Act require the fulfillment of
“Canada’s international legal obliga-
tions with respect to refugees.” Clause
3(g) does not restrict those obligations
to Convention Refugees, a specific
small subclass of refugees for whom
actual individual threats of persecution
can be established. The Immigration
Act goes even further; as well as
including within our immigration
policy international legal obligations
with respect to 4ll and not just Con-
vention Refugees, the Act also extends
our immigration obligations to dis-
placed persons.

The Report does not provide one
shred of evidence to support its claim
for absolute control, and ignores all the
evidence and research arguing that
claims for absolute control over immi-

gration are remnants of older discard-
ed premises rather than the intention

of the 1976 Act In fact section 4,
subsection 2 of the Act specifically
qualifies that absolute rights by stating
that, unless another Act of Parliament
takes away such rights, Convention
refugees, with some exceptions for
those who are security risks or who

have serious criminal records, have the
right to remain in Canada. It is not just a
Canadian responsibility to allow them
to stay.

Objectives

The Report goes on to specifically
limit the Objectives of the Act to
Canadian self-interest by stating that
“the Act provides a framework intend-
ed to permit the government to shape
the immigration movement to Canada’s
best interests.”

In actual fact, the Act does no such
thing. The Act specifically spells out
the promotion of international under-
standing, the international legal obliga-
tions delineated above, and the obliga-
tion of promoting international order
and justice.

Even domestic considerations are
not restricted to self interest. The Act
specifically requires that immigration
policy “facilitate the reunion in Canada
of Canadian citizens and permanent
residents with their close relatives
abroad.” The Report would not allow
parents under 60 to be reunited with
their children. Such a policy has
nothing to do with programs which are
inefficient or overlapping, but with the
promotion of a policy which in my
estimation would not only be callous
and inhumane, but would be illegal as
well, running directly contrary to the
humane objectives promoting family
reunification in the 1976 Immigration
Act.

The Report provides no evidence
to support its claim that Canadian
immigration policy is based on self-
interest. In fact, the Report goes on to
contradict the assertion that the philo-
sophical premise of the Act was based
strictly on Canadian self-interest and
absolute control, by accurately stating
that the Act sets out “a balanced (my
italics) set of objectives relating to
economic, social, demographic, family
reunification, refugee and other human-
itarian goals as well as the health,
security, and well-being of Canadians.”

The Report’'s proposals do not tell
us how, more effectively, to achieve
these objectives; they undermine the
humanitarian refugee and family re-
unification goals. While barely men-
tioning demographic objectives, the
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recommendations would, in fact under-
mine any objective of using immigra-
tion at least to maintain our population
base if not increase it. The proposals
put forth would not only be socially
disruptive, but, ironically, would be
economically costly and detrimental to
Canada as well

The 1976 Act struck a balance
between self-interest and humanita-
rianism, between sovereign control
and international and humanitarian
obligations to respect the rights of
refugees. The Report, by contrast, opts
for imbalance by minimizing humani-
tarian responsibilities and the rights of
refugees. One feels thrust back to a
period in which exercising self-interest
and absolute control meant that Canada
had one of the worst humanitarian
records in a world already infamous
for its cold indifference. Rather than
Canada having, “a long tradition of
accepting refugees and the displaced”
as the Report misleadingly states,
Canada took in fewer Jewish refugees
fleeing Nazi Germany before, during
and even immediately after the war.
(Read Abella and Troper, None Is Too
Many.)

Yet this Report reads into the 1976
Act the very objectives that the Act was
intended to bury, an overwhelming
self-interested ideology. The Report
does not ask what the program’s
objectives are and if the programs are
etfective in achieving them. It states
what it believes the objectives should be

and then projects them onto Canadian
legislation.

Ignorance

The Report states that one of the
broad themes dominating the Report
was the belief (which, by the way, has
nothing to do with efficiency and
overlapping programs) that, “Who we
bring is more important than how
many people we bring.” This is a
plausible position — quality is more
important than quantity — but it is a
contentious thesis requiring evidence
to support 1t; it is not a self-evident
truth. The government has examined
and has published a series of reports
based on academic research which
concludes the very opposite; namely,
that the most appropriate approach to
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immigration is not labour-based, but
rather one which is oriented to at least
maintaining and hopefully increasing
our population to provide for the
economic future of Canada. Immigra-
tion must be increased significantly.
Otherwise our population will decline
and Canada cannot afford a population
decline.

Perhaps the academics and scholars
are wrong and the authors of this
Report are correct. But they could
provide some, even a little bit of
evidence, to support their position, or
at least show why the evidence offered
and arguments used by the scholars
are 1naccurate, inadequate or even
misleading. The Report gives no in-
dication that its authors are even aware
of these studies which were paid for by
and large with government funds. That
1s waste. When a Report ignores the
results of research already paid for by
the government in favour of opinion
based on ignorance (in the literal sense
of the term), the money spent on the
Report (over $3,500,000 as I heard it) is
wasted.

Obviously, immigration, to fulfill a
demographic objective, should be
selective. But the Task Force recom-
mends “higher numbers of more
selected immigrants”, that is, more
than the 12,000 to 18,000 in this
category, and thus far fewer immi-
grants, ignoring completely the demo-
graphic objectives of our immigration
policy specifically set out in legislation.
Furthermore, some of the recommen-
dations of the Report would be econo-
mically counterproductive.

For example, the Report recom-
mends excluding from family sponsor-
ship “children” of working age, and
recommends lowering the age for
eligibility from 21 to 18. Ironically, this
might have been a relevant policy ten
or fifteen years ago when that age
group of immigrants was competing
with the baby-boomers and com-
pounding the problem of short-term
employment competition. But the
results of research indicate that intro-
ducing more obstacles to young im-
migrants now that the baby-boomers
are in their twenties and thirties, would
decrease the numbers of the very
people we should be trying to attract,

particularly those who would have a
network of family support. In fact,
Protfessor David Foot of the University
of Toronto suggests that we raise the
age of sponsorship, not decrease it, by
one year each year for the next period
of immigration to offset the boom and

bust of the baby cycle.

The Bogey of Competition for
Employment

The Report ignores research data.
[t also stirs up bogeymen in the guise
of analysis. For example, in its descrip-
tion of the 1984 immigration inflow,
from the accurate assertion that about
2,500 of that year’s 88,000 immigrants
entered to find jobs for which Canadian
workers could not be found, the
Report concludes that,

“The remaining immigrants enter-

ing the labour force were, in

varying degrees, competing with

Canadian workers.”

This is not analysis. It is a statement
of a very misleading conclusion. Further-
more, since the authors recommend
removing the requirement of a pre-
arranged job, they merely advocate
that immigrants competing for jobs be
better educated.

However, the flaws in the analysis
are far more serious. The authors
presume that there are a static number
of jobs; for every immigrant and
refugee obtaining a job against a
competing Canadian, there is one
more unemployed Canadian. Though
there are some economic studies of the
displacement effect of immigrants
which oppose additional immigration
on these grounds (S. Star in an article
in Canadian Public Policy, 1975), other
studies note the role of immigrants as a
stimulant to demand, generating more
employment in turn. In addition,
studies which focus on the short term
increase in unemployment usually
assume no difference between domes-
tic and imported labour, and that
domestic labour would fill the jobs
immugrants take up. The experience
with seasonal migration or temporary
worker programs and other research
seems to belie such assumptions.

There are other factors which
influence the creation and competition
for jobs such as the difference between
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immigrant and domestic consumption
patterns. The research of William Marr
and Doug McCready of the School of
Business and Economics of Wilfrid
Laurier University indicate clearly that
immigrants spend a significantly high-
er proportion of their income on food,
shelter, household furnishings, cloth-
ing and transportation. If a much
higher proportion of income is spent
on domestically produced products
and services, immigrant spending
patterns would create more Canadian
jobs than non-immigrant consumption
patterns.

If one adds factors into the equa-
tion such as the fact that immigrants
also bring with them human and
cultural capital which is of value to
Canada, the simplistic notion of simply
focussing on short term employment
competition is totally misleading, and
In any case has little if anything to do
with government inefficiency and a
great deal to do with the fundamental
premises of immigration policy.

Achievement

But then the Report contradicts
itself. After first implying that the
immigrants will take jobs from Canadians,
1t goes on to assert the contrary — that
we are taking in a bunch of people who
will become dependent on welfare.
While the Report states that one fifth of
immigrants are deliberately selected
for what they can contribute to Canada,
(though in another part of the Report
the figure is only 14%) and many of
those not selected will make a valuable
contribution, the Report emphasizes
that, “It is inevitable (by what divine
decree, pray telll) that a much larger
percentage of them, being much less
qualified, will have great difficulty” (p.
19). No evidence is provided to sup-
port the conclusion that those not
deliberately selected are less qualified,
nor do the authors state that for which
they are less qualified. Some studies
indicate higher levels of skills than are
found in the same proportion of
domestic born, and that a higher
percentage of the succeeding genera-
tion of immigrants attend institutions
of higher learning than the children of
those born in Canada, confounding
the old belief that the longest esta-
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blished groups would have the great-
est socio-economic achievements. The
1984 study of Professors Kalbach,
Lanphier, Rhyne and Richmond con-
cluded that, “the second generation (of
immigrants) achieved levels of educa-
tion, occupation and income above
expectations and usually above that of
their counterparts in the ‘third-plus’
generation.”

They do not seem to know the
research and evidence that indicates
that the pattern of job-targeted immi-
gration was a failure (again see Pro-
tessor David Foot's older studies), and
that those who immigrated to Canada
tor specific jobs and who were subse-
quently laid off when an economic
downturn arrived, were, understand-
ably, the most resentful and had the
greatest ditficulty in adapting.

The Bogey of Welfarism —
Misuse of Language

T'he Report also misuses the English
language. For example, it continually
refers to the indigent immigrants
(mainly federally sponsored refugees)
who are dependent on welfare. But
dependent means “unable to do with-
out that support”. Overwhelmingly
the refugees quickly become inde-
pendent. They are not dependent in
the proper meaning of that term
because they rely temporarily on
government assistance only while they
establish a basis for self-support. Further-
more, within a relatively short time,
through taxes and additions to our
gross national productivity, they quick-
ly repay the initial investment in their
resettlement costs — which the Report
calls welfare — and thereafter the
Canadian economy realizes a net
gain.

Privatizing Sponsorship

T'he Report not only ignores evi-
dence that would refute its beliefs, but
some fundamental facts it cites are
dead wrong. For example, the Report
states, “Among the 15,000 refugees
and other designated classes,....about
4,000 were sponsored by the private
sector (largely church) organization at
no cost (my italics) to the federal
government” (p. 19). Privately spon-
sored refugees do cost the government
moneyv. As the Report acknowledges
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later, the government advances funds
for transportation. The government
pays for health benefits until the
refugees become self-supporting. Pro-
grams for language training are avail-
able to private as well as to govern-
ment sponsored refugees.

Such blatant errors as well as
significant omissions indicate the wil-
lingness of the authors to adapt the
facts to suit whatever case they want to
make rather than undertake a detach-
ed objective analysis. The Report sets
out an agenda for privatizing refugee
sponsorship by recommending, “a
new partnership with the private
sector in immigrant adjustment”.

The Report's authors either do not
know or do not acknowledge that a
partnership, however tenuous and
weak, already exists. Furthermore, this
Report directly threatens that partner-
ship’s continuation. As one who has
worked extremely hard to nurture and
develop that partnership through my
actions as well as research, I am keenly
aware that the partnership was built
against the suspicion that the govern-
ment would use the commitment of
the private sector to forego its own
responsibilities. The partnership was
forged by gradually replacing the
previous distrust and mutual suspicion.

Employmentand

The government had to reiterate over
and over again that private sector
involvement would enhance and not
substitute for the government commit-
ment. This Report belies that commit-
ment. The voluntary involvement of
those assisting the government in the
tulfillment of its international obliga-
tions is threatened by the govern-
ment's sponsorship of this Report.

Pseudo History

l'o support its case and reinforce
the distortions, we are provided with
pseudo historical recapitulations. The
Report states that, “The federal govern-
ment, in the late 1970s, announced that
it would ‘sponsor’ a refugee for each

refugee ‘sponsored’ by private sector
groups. Over time, federal sponsor-
ship has risen to about 10,000 yearly,
while private sponsorship has re-
mained essentially static at about 4,000
annually” (p. 22).

What, in fact, happened? The 1976
Immigration Act (proclaimed in 1978)
tor the first time made a provision for
private sponsorship. There was a clear,
expressed, and repeated commitment
that such sponsorship would be in
addition to the government commit-
ment. Ron Atkey, Minister of Employ-
ment and Immigration in the Clarke
Tory government, in a bold, courag-
eous and innovative move, proposed
to increase the number of refugees the
government would sponsor over and
above the 8,000 the government al-
ready planned to sponsor from South-
BEast Asia. It offered to sponsor one
additional refugee for every refugee
the private sector sponsored to a
maximum of 50,000. There was no
limit on the private sector, just a ceiling
on the matching formula. The govern-
ment would end up sponsoring 29,000
refugees if the private sector sponsored
at least 21,000 refugees.

The Report not only ignores the
circumstances and conditions of the
matching formula, but conveniently
ignores or is ignorant of what hap-
pened when the government reneged
on its commitment. Because the pri-
vate sector was so responsive to the
challenge, and funds were desperately
needed to assist Cambodian refugees
abroad, the government stopped spon-
soring at the 21,000 level instead of
tulfilling its commitment of 29,000
without consulting its partners in the
private sector. That act of betrayal
would have lost the trust of the private
sector had that government not fallen
(for other reasons) and had the new
government not fulfilled the original
commitment.

Since that period, the government
commitment has not risen to 10,000 as
the Report states; it has fallen, though
in the last two years, the government,
however cautiously and gently, has
begun to reverse this trend. After the
year of betrayal, private sponsorship
initialiy declined, although it then rose
to a steady state of about 4,000 per
year.
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Privatizing Refugee
Sponsorship

The Report ignores the existence of
the current partnership and offers
proposals which in their unilateral
character as well as content would
destroy that partnership. The Report
deforms the historical foundation and
is blind to the tenuous nature of that
partnership. However, the authors at
least seem to be aware of one of the
conclusions of our research, although
neither our nor any other scholarship
in the field is acknowledged. The
Report restates one recommendation
of our study comparing private and
public government sponsorship. “The
private sector is better able to aid
individual adaptation and integration
than the federal government, and can
do so at lower real cost” (p. 22). (The
cost to the private sector was actually
55.4% less than government costs.)
The Report continues, “it (the private
sector) utilized, on a voluntary basis,
energy and expertise which would
require large sums to purchase.” In
fact, the savings mostly came from four
sources: donated furniture, donated
clothing, lower housing costs and
earlier job placement using the net-
work of contacts of the private sector.
There were also flaws in private
sponsorship, the existence of which
the Report conveniently ignores. As
well, no attention is paid to the other
recommendations for building the
partnership and offsetting the weak-
nesses of the private sector.

Thus, though we are pleased our
results are being utilized, we are
dismayed when they are taken out of
context. Their misuse in the Report
seriously threatens a partnership many
have worked hard and long to build
which would help the government
save money while maintaining and
increasing our humanitarian commit-
ments.

The Task Force recommends,
“ceasing direct sponsorship of refugees;
instead it (the government) should
combine with the private sector to
provide 50 per cent of the cost of a
major private sector refugee sponsor-
ship program.” The form of this recom-
mendation (not the idea of matching
the private sector dollar for dollar)
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would effectively eliminate the refugee
sponsorship program altogether. If
that is the route the authors believe the
government should follow, let them
openly state their position, while
clearly acknowledging that such re-
commendations have nothing to do
with government efficiency and every-
thing to do with their own ideology of
absolute, narrow and short-sighted self-
interest.

All the studies have shown that the
partnership only works if there is a
pre-existing fundamental government
commitment, which is needed to
respond adequately to the crisis char-
acter of refugee movements. Savings
can be made, but only if the private
sector 1s assured that a significant
portion of those savings will be used to
help others or improve the help
already being provided. The savings
won't be made, the partnership won't
work, if it is used as a means to
abrogate direct government responsi-
bility in the area. The authors of the
Report deliberately chose or were kept
ignorant of the conditions and qualifi-
cation required to make such savings.

Lies and False Juxtaposition

It unjustified projections of objec-
tives onto Canadian legislation, illogical
and false conclusions, misrepresenta-
tion of facts, distortions of history,
misuse of language and abysmal ig-
norance of research results are not a
sufficient list of sins, the Report en-
gages In a form of lying made famous
by Nixon: the juxtaposition of two
statements which, while each true in
itselt, creates a clear impression which
1s a lie.

T'he Report states, “By 1984, there
were a significant but unknown
number of persons in the country
without permanent legal status. Twenty
thousand were seeking it through the
refugee claims system” (p. 19). Itis true
that there are an unknown number of
illegal immigrants in Canada. It is true
that there are twenty thousand refugee
claimants seeking to obtain permanent
legal status as refugees. But someone
who seeks refugee status, though
lacking legal status, is not thereby an
illegal alien as the juxtaposition implies.
T'he Report suggests all refugee claim-

ants belong to the category of illegal
immigrants, a false implication rein-
torced by the discussion which follows
dealing with preventing illegal entry or
removing persons in Canada without
legal status.

Refugee Status Determination

The Task Force wants measures
introduced “whereby all (my italics)
future refugee determination takes
place abroad rather than in Canada”,
where the refugee would not be
protected by domestic requirements to
ensure fairness in proceedings, aside
from the fact that such limitations
would contravene our international
and legal and more obligations.

The Task Force Report states that,
“The inflow of refugee claimants is
currently rising at a rate of close to
8,000 yearly compared with a proces-
sing capacity of about 1,000 cases
yearly on the part of the Immigration
Appeal Board” The rate of refugee
claims is not rising at the rate of 8,000
per year. The acceleration of claims may
have even declined to zero. The actual
rate has probably stabilized at about
9,000 claims. Perhaps the authors
meant to say the number of claims has
risen to 8,000 per year, a very different
assertion than claiming that the rate of
Increase is 8,000 per year. Further-
more, contrasting the capacity of the
Immigration Appeal Board (the IAB)
to hear claims — a current capacity of
1,000 — to the figure of 8,000, is
extremely misleading because the IAB
hears appeals. The relevant body is the
Refugee Status Advisory Committee
(RSAC) which has an inadequate
current capacity to handle about 5,000
hearings per year.

A number of the claims made are
illegitimate. Most reports, including
the Plaut Report (1985), which the
Task Force cites but does not seem to
understand, have made recommenda-
tions to speed up the process and
reduce the backlog and, thereby, elimi-
nate most of the benefits of filing an
illegitimate claim. The Task Force
makes its own set of recommendations
which are at odds with those in the
Plaut Report without making clear
why it found the Plaut recommenda-
tions to be inadequate. It proposes to
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apply visa requirements to most coun-
tries from which we receive visitors.
This would, of course, not stop those
with false passports coming from
countries such as Germany where no
one suggests that a visa be required.

Secondly, only those in “hot flight”
(the authors have added their own
new terminology to the refugee lexicon),
that is those boarding a plane directly
for Canada, would be eligible to claim
refugee status within Canada. By these
standards, probably the only source of
potentially legitimate inland claimants
would be Lima, Peru. (This makes
sense since the authors want all refugee
claims to originate abroad.) In addi-
tion, the measures would still allow
those who left Portugal (one of the
largest current sources of illegitimate
claims) who managed to obtain visas
to make a refugee claim.

Aside from ignoring the sound
management principle of not using a
sledgehammer to deal with a problem
that could be solved with a fly swatter,
the proposed method would not suc-
ceed in damning a significant source
of illegitimate claimants just because
successive governments have lacked
the political will to resolve this pro-
blem and have allowed the system to
fall apart. At the same time, most
genuine refugees would be denied
access to Canada’s inland claims pro-
cedure. A general visa requirement
would not improve Canada’s ability to
fulfill its obligations under the refugee
convention and our international in-
terest in and commitment to interna-
tional burden sharing. As well, a
virtually universal visa requirement
would be very costly, quite aside from
the fact that it would likely do serious
damage to our bilateral relations with
many countries.

Designated Classes

Not satisfied with proposals which
would virtually eliminate the oppor-
tunity for an inland claim for most
legitimate refugees without elimina-
ting a costly source of abuse, the report
would require “designated class” refu-
gees to meet the same standards as a
convention refugee. This, of course,
destroys the whole point of the desig-
nated class category which explicitly
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recognizes that most refugees do not
meet the very narrow requirements of
the Convention. For example, most
Jews fleeing Nazi Germany in the late
thirties probably would not qualify as
convention refugees. The whole point
of the designated class category is to
allow the government to determine
that all those fleeing a specific country
or set of countries are refugees, though
not necessarily convention refugees, in
that they can prove that individually
they are targets for persecution. The
Designated Class category eliminates
the need for the costly procedure of
determining an individual's eligibility.
By defining one category in terms of
the other, the whole objective of the
differentiation is destroyed. One can
only conclude that the Task Force was
profoundly ignorant of some of the
problems and programs it was studying,

However, I think the distortions
and omissions are deliberate. For after
admitting that Canadians have a great
deal of sympathy for genuine refugees
and wish to assist in their resettlement,
the authors are dominated by the
theme that “Aside from true con-
vention refugees (as if these were the
only genuine ones, and for whom the
authors would, in any case severely
restrict access to the inland claims
procedure) and immediate families,
there is no reason to continue admit-
ting what appears to be a significant
proportion of persons who face real
ditficulties in adapting.” The reasons
are patently obvious — our humani-
tarianism, our international interests,
the explicit objectives of our legisla-
tion, and most of all, our self-interest.
Although almost all immigrants, inclu-
ding refugees, have difficulty in adapt-
ing (and who would not?), over-
whelmingly they and their children

make a very positive contribution to
Canada as have immigrants in the past.

I am sure that if the forefathers of our
Prime Minister were part of the un-
educated peasantry who left Ireland
during the potato famine of the nine-
teenth century — a significant source
of our present population — they too
would have encountered difficulties in
adapting to a country far, far less able
to assist in their resettlement. And
virtually no one proposes to even open

our doors at the present time to those
who are merely fleeing their home
country because of economic hardship.

A Window Into The Future

[ am not writing this critique to
close the window on new possibilities,
which was the charge Nielsen levelled
against his critics in Parliament. I have
been committed for a long time in my
actions and in my research to assisting
the government in delivering better
programs in this area at less cost. The
factis the Task Force Report that I have
now studied is the product of men
wearing ideological blinkers who do
not seem to comprehend the vast
history of the programs or their pre-
sent purposes, let alone provide an
opening for new possibilities. Either
the individual members of the Task
Force were selected because of their
prior ideological commitments, thus
abrogating the principle of objectivity
so crucial to the credibility and reliabil -
ity of such studies, or the Task Force
was so structured that its members
were kept in ignorance of the expert
reports and expertise that was freely
available.

What [ fear is that the Report
signals something far more ominous
— a government which determines
policy by bias and prejudice and not by
knowledge and analysis. If that is
indeed the case, then the government
should not have wasted the three to
four million dollars in a farcical exer-
cise on efficiency. The government
should merely cut off all support for
research that, through objectivity,
might undermine the opinions of
ideologues. This is more cost effective
than ignoring the research it has paid
for already, as the Task Force seems to
do. We should follow the path of the
Khmer Rouge and simply place over
Ottawa a huge poster:

“lgnorance is Bliss”.

Howard Adelman is Professor of Philosophy,

York University and founder of the Refugee
Documentation Project.
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Canadian Immigration Policy and

Practice: A Systemic Perspective

David Sangha

Laws and regulations governing immi-
gration have historically proven to be
one of the major bones of contention
between visible minorities and the
Canadian state. These criticisms were
given their largest airing in recent
history during the hearings of the
opecial Parliamentary Committee on
the Participation of Visible Minorities
in Canadian Society.! In response to
concerns raised by this Committee
through its report “Eguality Now!”,
Employment and Immigration Canada
has announced two major initiatives;
one dealing with a cross cultural
training program while the other deals

with research on the adaptability of .

family class immigrants vis-a-vis in-
dependent immigrants.?

While further research and training
programs are undoubtedly welcome, it
1S submitted here that in and of
themselves, these are an inadequate
and superficial response to the forms
of discrimination faced by visible
minorities in attempting to obtain
equitable treatment by Canada’s immi-
gration system. The development of a
meaningful reform agenda will only
arise from a more thorough consider-
ation of present day models of discrim-
ination (and more particularly, systemic
discrimination), and the implications
of these models for policy reform.

Evolving Concepts
of Discrimination

Drawing on a wealth of judicial
decisions and earlier writing on the
- subject, Tarnopolsky described three
distinct stages of development in the
legal interpretation of what constitutes

- discrimination. These were: intentional

discrimination, differential treatment
and systemic discrimination.?

During the first stage, a finding of
discrimination was based on the
presence of evidence that there was
conscious intent on the part of the
accused to discriminate against the
victims according to some prohibited
ground (ie. race). During the next
stage of the expansion of the concept,

discrimination was seen to exist in

situations where individuals who held
similar qualifications were treated
differently due to some discernible
characteristic. In such cases, evidence
of the evil intent of the accused was no
longer absolutely necessary to prove

- guilt.

The latest stage in attempting to
conceptually define discrimination is
referred to as systemic discrimination,
The concern here is not exclusively
focussed on tracking down evilly
intentioned individuals or simply en-
suring equal treatment. Instead, dis-
crimination is seen to occur in any and
In every situation where policies and
practices of an organization have a
negative impact or effect upon an
identifiable group.

Application to
Immigration Policy

In reviewing the wealth of material
regarding the various forms of discrim-
ination inherent in Canada’s immi-
gration system, one can easily find
evidence of all three models of
discrimination.

Examples of intentional discrim-
Ination are clearly evident in past
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immigration legislation, such as the
Chinese Immigration Act of 1885, the
“continous journey” regulation of 1908,
and s5.38 ss(c) 36 of the 1910 Immi-
gration Act which allowed the govern-
ment by way of Order In Council to
designate any characteristic, including
race, as being undesirable.* The pass-
ing of the 1978 Immigration Act, with
its inclusion of a non-discrimination
objective, marked the end of such
open, intentional racism.

Present immigration policies and
practices exhibit forms of differential
treatment and systemic discrimination.
The most obvious form of differential
treatment 1s easily gleaned from a
consideration of how and where over-
seas immigration processing resources
are allocated. It is interesting to note,
for example, that while the United
States accounts for approximately
8.3% of Canada’s total immigration
flow, it has 12 Canadian visa offices on
its soil By comparison, India which
accounts for approximately 7.9% of the
immigration flow, has only one. The
United Kingdom, which accounts for a
negligible portion of Canada’s total
immigration, has five immigration
centres. Elsewhere, it has been noted
that immigration centres in Third
World countries are often understaffed
in comparison to “white” source
countries. The practical effect of these
two factors is that family class immi-
gration applicants from Third World
countries often experience delays of
three to four years.®

In discussing the issue of discrim-
Ination in immigration practices with
immigration lawyers and visible minor-
ity representatives, one quickly be-
comes aware of another level of
obstacles. Many aspects of immigration
legislation allow a great deal of dis-
cretionary power to immigration offic-
lals. For example, Section 19 (h), (the
‘not genuine’ section) allows an immi-
gration official to bar a potential
immigrant from entering Canada

- simply because, in their opinion, the

person does not appear to be genuinely
interested in permanently settling in
Canada. These types of wide-open
sections of the Act, it is often alleged,
are used disproportionately against
prospective non-white immigrants.




Page 12

This selective enforcement problem is
further exacerbated by the limited
acknowledgement of individual rights
and due process inherent in the

- Immigration Act and its interpretation
by the courts.

No empirical proof is presently

available to support the assertion that
- these discretionary powers are used to
screen out visible minority applicants.
The author attempted a small scale
study, in which thirty transcripts from
the Immigration Appeal Board were
chosen at random. Eleven of these
involved immigrants from white source
countries. Virtually all of these tran-
scripts involved allegations of criminal
conduct on the part of the prospective
immigrants. Of the nineteen non-
white immigrant transcripts, seven-
teen involved discretionary judgements
by immigration officials regarding
such issues as the genuineness of the
documentary proof of the relation to
the immigrant’s sponsor, or allegations

of marriages of convenience.

Several years ago, Professor Allan
Green conducted a study of the
efficiency of overseas immigration
posts in the United Kingdom, Italy and

Asia. On the basis of his evidence, he

concluded that screening procedures

In Asian posts were much more
intensive.’

A Reform Agenda

A detailed consideration of the
reforms needed in Canada’s immi-
gration system would require several
papers to adequately discuss the issue.
What is attempted here is to merely
map out some general directions
based on a systemic approach.

It 1s clearly evident that further
monitoring systems need to be set in
place in order to ensure that problem
areas can be clearly identified and dealt
with. For example, Canadian immi-
gration officials proudly provide figures
showing the rising percentage of the
total immigrant flow coming from
non-traditional source countries as
clear evidence that discrimination is
not a factor in present day immigration
procedures.” It is regrettable that they
cannot presently provide comparative
figures on the success ratio of immi-
gration applicants (that is, the number

CURRENTS

Vol. 4, No. 1

] i

of applications received divided by the
number of applicants approved) from
various countries. For example, what is
the proportion of non-white versus
white family class applicants which are
rejected? It is also presently impossible
to compare what is causing the rejection
of applicants at various overseas posts.
This type of information can and must
be demanded by groups advocating
for change in order that systematic
screens be routed out of the present
system. The lack of such information
makes it difficult to pinpoint the areas
most in need of reform. It is also
important to note that without proper
monitoring mechanisms, the definition
of problems is left in the hands of the
bureaucracy concerned.

From the discussion in the pre-
vious section, two areas of Canada’s
Immigration system are in need of
immediate attention. First, overseas
immigration processing resources
(both in terms of offices and staffing)
must be reallocated towards non-
white source countries in order to
address the interminable delays exper-
lenced by prospective immigrants
from these countries. Secondly, a
thorough review of the Canadian
Immigration Act, accompanying regu-
lations and its use ‘in the field’ should
be conducted to ensure a closer ad-
herence to the spirit of the ‘funda-
mental principles of justice’ underlying
the Charter of Rights. In any such
review, the unnecessarily wide dis-
cretionary powers afforded to immi-
gration officials should become the
subject of close scrutiny and change.

Conclusion

The preceding discussion has high-
lighted the deep-seated nature of
discrimination in the provision of

- immigration services to visible minor-

ity communities. In order to address
present inequities, it is suggested that
concerned groups and individuals
begin to move towards a systemic view
of both the causes of the present
inequitable situation and the reforms
needed to address it.

Dave Sangha is an MSW student at the

University of B.C.’s School of Social Work.
He is also active in the race relations field in
Vancouver.

Footnotes

L. It is instructive to note that of the eight
submissions made to the Special Parlia-
mentary Committee by the eight member
organizations of the Committee for Racial
Justice (the largest umbrella organization of
organizations in B.C. working in the race
relations field), all eight included extensive
comments on immigration practices.

2. Government of Canada, Responses of the
Government of Canada to ‘Equality Now!” p.12.

3. Tarnopolsky, Walter, Discrimination and the
Law. Toronto: Richard De Boo Ltd., 1982.

4. A much more detailed consideration of
racism in past immigration policies is in-
cluded in the Law Union’s The Immigrant’s
Handbook, Montreal: Black Rose Books, 1981.
pp. 16-30.

5. The preceding figures were taken from the
Canadian Bar Association Immigration Sub-
section’s submission to the Parliamentary
Subcommittee on Equality Rights (Issue No.

11:66-76).

6. A smaller version of this study is referred to
in the major paper listed at the end of this
paper.

/. Green, Allan, Immigration and the Post War

Canadian Economy, Toronto: McMillan & Co.,
1976, pp. 53-54.

8. See for example, Government of Canada,
Responses of the Government of Canada to
"Equality Now!” 1984, pp. 12-13.

This paper is a condensed version of one of the
chapters in Sangha's major paper “Systemic
Inequality in the Provision of Public Services to
Visible Minorities”. Copies of this paper are
deposited with the UBC School of Social Work Library
and the library of the Urban Alliance on Race

Relations.
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Should The Victim of Racial
Discrimination Complain?

Tim Rees

Racial discrimination is prohibited in
Canada. The fundamental rights and
freedoms that Canada holds to as a
liberal democracy includes the com-
mitment to full and equal participation
of all citizens in the cultural, social,
economic and political life of the
country. They include the commit-
ments to equality of access, to equality
of opportunity, and to the equality of
all cultures.

These principles have been encoded
In various public policies at both the
federal and provincial levels. At the
same time, societal abhorrence to racial
discrimination is reflected in various
legislative forms including the Canadian
Charter of Rights and Freedoms, labour
codes and human rights acts,

However, to suggest that the bar-
riers to racial equality in Canada have
disappeared is to deny reality. The
rights of racial minorities have not
been fully secured. The practice of
racial - discrimination continues to
flourish in all facets of Canadian life.
While some of the overt manifestations
of racism may have diminished, the
barriers experienced by racial minori-
tles In our economic, educational
political, legal and cultural institutions
appear to be as pervasive and intrac-
table today as they have ever been.

Given the ideals upon which
Canadian society stands, it would
clearly appear encumbent upon the
victim of racial discrimination to com-
plain, and to complain loudly. And if
the situation is not satisfactorily re-
solved, the victim is encouraged to
seek assistance from those public
institutions — the Canadian Human
Rights Commission and all the provin-
cial human rights commissions — that

have been created specifically to pro-

tect minorities and defend the victims
of discrimination.

Punishing the Victim

So what happens when the victim
of racial discrimination does complain?

Inasurvey of 199 employees in the
Metropolitan Toronto area in 1985,
Billingsley and Muszynski found that
almost all (96%) of the 138 Non-White
complaints reported during their inter-
views were concerned with some type
of perceived racially discriminatory
behaviour on the part of Whites.

In 22 per cent of the cases handled
within the organization, management
saw the complaint as minor or un-
tfounded and took no action, or took
discreet action not directly involving
either party. Only eight per cent
actually resulted in management dis-
ciplining the White subject(s) of the
complaint, and 21 per cent were
handled thrugh an investigation and/
or joint discussion openly involving all
parties.

In an astonishing 49 per cent of
Non-White complaints brought to
management’'s attention, it was the
Non-White complainant who was
disciplined, fired or quit as a result of
management’s response. In 68 per cent
of cases handled in this fashion, Non-
White complainants were dissatisfied
enough with management responses
to seek redress from a union or human
rights body.

Billingsley and Muszynski also

found that the sanctions against Non-

Whites do not necessarily end with the
complainant. Eleven per cent of the
largely White management group
claimed that to avoid future Non-
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White complaints or “troublemakers”,
they would exclude Non-Whites from
consideration for employment. '

Management Handling of
Non-White Complaints About
Whites?

No action
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taken, or
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talked to,
disciplined, fired
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In another study undertaken by
Wilson Head on the “Attitudes and
Perceptions of Minority and Majority
Group Health Care Workers”, it was
found that one of the major difficulties
In initiating the study was the fear of
being interviewed.

“On numerous occasions, a Black
nurse or other health care worker
would agree to being interviewed only
to change her mind later. The usual
reason was fear of being reprimanded

or even fired if she participated in the
study”.’

Human Rights Commissions

Billingsley and Muszynski also
confirmed the low probability that a
race-based complainant made by a
Non-White to an outside organization*
will be resolved in the complainant's
favour. Of the 56 complaints for which
the outcome was reported in their
study, 82 per cent were either with-
drawn by the complainant or deter-
mined unfounded by the investigating
organization. This figure corresponds
closely with the Canadian Human
Rights Commission 1983 Annual Re-
port (page 38). Of 91 cases on grounds
of race or colour submitted for decision
in 1983, 81 per cent were dismissed or
discontinued, while 19 per cent were
settled, sent to conciliation or tribunal.
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Data from the Canadian Human
Rights Commission also indicates that
complaints based on race are dis-
missed at higher rates than those
involving gender or physical disabili-
ties. In attempting to understand the
higher dismissal rate for race-related
cases, a recently unpublished study
examining 184 cases found that the
CHRC. uses different investigative
procedures. A “comparative” analysis
is used for gender and other issues,
and an assessment and documentation
of the respondent’s organization is

essential. A “sequential” analysis on

the other hand is used in race cases and
involves the events of the one person
complaining and the response of the
organization to the complaint.
Another recent study for the
Canadian Human Rights Commis-
sion* addressing the same issue, con-
cluded that cases involving race tend-
ed to be resolved in an ad-hoc fashion.
Conclusions that pointed to discrimi-
nation were usually avoided and in-
stead references were often made to
interpersonal conflicts. |

The Victim is Guilty

It is of interest in this context to
note the experience of the Urban
Alliance on Race Relations. While this
voluntary organization neither pro-
motes itself, nor is equipped to counsel
or work with individual cases of
racism, it has nevertheless regularly
received, throughout its existence,
requests for assistance from such
victims. Until recently it was felt
adequate to direct them to the appro-
priate Human Rights Commission.
Now however, the Urban Alliance is
receiving an increasing number of
requests for assistance from those who
laid complaints of racial discrimination
with the appropriate Human Rights
Commission and received absolutely
no satisfaction. The impressionistic
evidence from the Urban Alliance on
Race Relations suggests that the trauma
of suffering racial discrimination is
nothing compared to the trauma ex-

perienced in fruitlessly pursuing the
incredibly

complaint through the
time-consuming, cumbersome and
unproductive procedures of the
Human Rights Commission.
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The victim of racial discrimination
has discovered the government insti-
tution specitically established to pro-
tect and defend him/her does no such

thing. The continuing existence of -

such dysfunctional bureaucracies can
only encourage minorities to believe

that the ideals of our liberal democracy

are a charade. The existence of Human
Rights Commissions are not there for
minorities, but are a facade for the
White majority to hide behind.
Should the victims of racial dis-
crimination continue to be encouraged
to pursue the ‘normal channels?
Should the victim knowingly be en-
couraged to undergo what has increa-
singly become literally years of frustra-
tion in unsuccessfully seeking justice?
The evidence clearly indicates that
those who have the temerity and
courage to object to racial discrimina-
tion, invariably invite personal pain

and humiliation as well as professional
and economic ruin.

* In almost all cases, the organization
named was a human rights commis-
sion. Four cases were resolved through
unions and one was heard by the
Ontario Labour Relations Board.

Footnotes

1. Billingsley, B. and Muszynski, L. No Discrim-
ination Here? Toronto Employers and the
Multi-Racial Workforce. Urban Alliance on
Race Relations and the Social Planning Council of
Metro Toronto, 1985.

2 Ibid.

3 Head, W. An Exploratory Study of Attitudes
and Perceptions of Minority and Majority
Group Health Care Workers. Ontario Human
Rights Commission, 1986.

4 Reeves,W. and Frideres, ]., “The Resolution
of Complaints Based on Race and Origins” in
N. Nevite and Kornberg's Minorities and the
Canadian State, Toronto: Mosaic Press, 1985.
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Serving on the Canadian Human Rights Tribunal

The following statement was submitted to the House of Commons Standing Committee on
Human Rights on October 21 by representatives of a number of major national organizations
including: Women’s Legal Education & Action Fund (LEAF), Coalition of Provincial
Organisations of the Handicapped (COPOH), La Ligue des droits et libertes, Canadian Labour
Congress, National Association of Women & the Law (NAWL), Canadian Ethno-Cultural
Council, Canadian Jewish Congress, Canadian Association for Community Living, Canadian
Human Rights Reporter, Advocacy Resource Centre for the Handicapped, Action-Travail des
Femmes, National Action Commitiee on the Status of Women (NAQC),

Canadian Human Rights Advocate.

We are asking you, as a matter of
critical urgency, to take up the question
of appointments made to the Canadian
Human Rights Tribunal Panel.

We believe those appointments
have been made in a highly improper
manner which discredits the whole
system for protection of human rights
at the federal level.

Human Rights Tribunals make the
law in human rights in Canada. They
are quasi-judicial bodies and have, for
example, developed the whole area of
protection for women against sexual
harassment and the area of reasonable
accommodation for person with a
disability.

We will not sit idly by while hard-
earned human rights protection for
women, minorities and persons with a
disability is systematically sabotaged.

The Federal Court of Appeal in the
MacBain case said last October that
there must be “no apprehension of
bias” on the part of Tribunals and that
their independence must be safe-
guarded.

Appointments to the Canadian
Human Rights Tribunal Panel should
be made on the basis of expertise and
competence in the human rights area.

- Appointees should be unimpeachable

in terms of their independence and
integrity. The process should be open
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and based on clear criteria of com-
petence.

Instead, the new Tribunal Panel
appointments (made in April and
September this year) emerged from a
closed political process. Both the cri-
teria for making these appointments
and how these individuals came to be
selected have been kept secret.

The vast majority of the appointees
have no recognizable credentials in the
human rights field. A large number,
however, identify themselves as sup-
-porters of the Progressive Conservative
party. Others gave substantial dona-
tions to the Progressive Conservative
Party. For example, Daniel H. Tingley,
I'ribunal appointee from Westmount,
gave $1,166 to the Progressive Con-
servative Party in 1984 and $1,000 in
1985. Ronald Lou-Poy, Tribunal ap-
pointee from Victoria, gave $2,300 in
1985.

Others on the Tribunal list are
recognized by people from their regions
as active workers for the Progressive
Conservative Party. For example, Manny
sonnenschein is known as a long-time
- fund-raiser for the Party in Saskatoon.

Peter A. Ross who recently dis-
missed a woman’s complaint of sex
discrimination, saying that the woman
was not discriminated against per-
sonally but only because she was a
woman, was a candidate for the Con-
servative Party.

Gerald John Kambeitz has been
appointed by the government in its
enthusiasm twice — both as Canadian
Human Rights Commissioner and as
Canadian Human Rights Tribunal
Panel member. He has no known
credentials in human rights. The only
reason for his appointment appears to
be that he has made donations to the
Progressive Conservative Party.

We believe the Canadian Human
Rights Tribunal appointments repre-
sent a savage and unethical attack on
the human rights protection of women,
minorities and persons with a dis-
ability in Canada.

Human Rights Tribunals are sup-
posed to be entirely independent.
They have responsibility for dealing
with discrimination in employment
and services in all areas that come
under federal jurisdiction, such as

banks, Bell Canada, airlines, C.P., C.N.,
etc.

They also are responsible for hear-
Ing cases against the federal govern-
ment itself. When appointees lack
credentials in the human rights area
and appear to have been appointed on
the basis of their support for the
Conservative Party, how can a person
who files a complaint against the
federal government have confidence
that they will receive a fair hearing?

The prime responsibility of the
Standing Committee on Human Rights
1s to monitor the Canadian Human
Rights Act. We call upon you to act at
this critical moment when the whole
integrity of the Canadian Human
Rights Act is in jeopardy.

We believe —

® the appointment process used by
the government was highly im-
proper

® the interference by the Minister of
Justice in stopping the Tribunal
office from giving the résumés of
appointees to the Human Rights
Committee was improper

¢ the action of the Tribunal office in
following orders from the Mini-
ster’s office and sending the résumés
to the Minister was wrong and
Improper

We are asking, as an urgent priority
matter, that the Human Rights Com-
mittee immediately
1) investigate this serious abuse of the
human rights process
2) call appointees before you, as you
are authorized to do, for question-
ing as to their competence in the
human rights area

3) call major organisations knowledge-
able in the human rights field to put
torward their views as to a proper
appointment process

4) make a report to the House of
Commons within four weeks with
recommendations as to a proper
appomtment process

Unless you undertake these actions,
we believe the credibility of the Canadian
Human Rights Act will be irrecover-
ably damaged.

READINGS
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10.

11.

N RACE

BACK ISSUES WHICH
CAN BE ORDERED

. Volume 1, No. 2 (Spring 1983)

Minorities in the
Media

.Volume 1, No. 3 (Summer/

Fall 1983)
Human Rights in B.C.; Race
Relations Training ..... $6.00

.Volume 1, No. 4 (Winter

1883/84)
Visible Minority Women

. Volume 2, No. 1 (Spring 1984)

Visible Minorities: Invisible (A
Content Analysis of Submis-
sions to the Special Committee
on the Participation of Visible
Minorities in Canadian Society
........................ $7.50

. Volume 2, No. 2

(Summer 1984)
Advocacy and the Media

. Volume 2, No. 3 (Fall 1984

“The Fourth R?” Racism and
Education ............. $6.00

.Voiume 2, No. 4 (Winter

1984/85)
Discrimination in Employment
........................ $6.00

. Volume 3, No. 1 (Spring 1985)

Race Relations and Municipal
Government ........... $6.00

. Volume 3, No. 2

(Summer 1985)
Policing in a Multiracial
Society ... ... $6.00

Volume 3, No. 3 (Spring 1986)
Racism in the Press ...%6.00

Volume 3, No. 4
(Summer 1986)

Apartheid in Canada and
S. Africa
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Between the Mosaic and the
Melting Pot: Chronicling the

Immigrant Experience in Canada
and the U.S.

Michele DuCharme

North America has a lengthy and
proven history of prejudice and dis-
crimination towards immigrants and
refugees. Yet rather than concentrate
on the necessity of becoming more
sensitive and responsive to the needs
and problems encountered by new
arrivals, the tendency has been to
regard racism as merely part of the
Immigrant initiation process. The strug-

gles of the immigrant and minority

experience have too often been glori-
fied as part of North American myth-
ology. As a result, a genuine apprecia-
tion and understanding of the diffi-
culties and injustices faced by new
arrivals, particularly those who are
non-white, has still to be attained.
The first step in presenting the
issues of such powderkeg topics as
immigration is either to communicate
them in an appropriate and realistic
manner or not at all. Unfortunately, the
attainment of this seemingly obvious
goal has eluded us so far. Much of what
has already been written on racism has
been clouded by the sacrosanct notion
that multiculturalism is the cure-all to
overcoming our differences and dis-
criminatory practices. But the acknow-
ledgement of culture has not been
sufficient in ensuring the integration of
the new immigrant into Canadian
society, nor has it served to accelerate
the process of adjustment or equal
access. Thus writing about the “immi-
grant experience” takes on an added
importance as perhaps the only means
of sensitizing us to the difficulties
which the immigrant is undergoing.

The methodology of communica-
ting this body of emotionally charged
facts is therefore of critical importance
if it is to contribute, as it should, to
informing and improving immigra-
tion, immigrant integration and other
social policies and practices. One
approach is through oral history, in
which “living documents” can be used
to gather impressions, opinions, and
attitudes. Standard reports and studies,
as valuable as they may be, too often
lack the human dimension which is an
essential ingredient to understanding
the range of circumstances inherent in
the immigrant experience.

Previously, the immigrant's story
tended to remain unrecorded due to
lack of opportunity, literary skill, in-
clination, leisure time or knowledge of
the English language. Now however,
oral history has been hailed as a
fundamental and sometimes primary
research tool in the study of immigrant
communities. Generally speaking, it is
a technique for collecting information
based upon the personal experiences
of individual participants or witnesses
of particular events. At its best, oral
history can provide a detailed and
informative account of a person’s
feelings, values and encounters. Yet
despite the popularity of oral history, it
takes particular skill to pull the pieces
together in such a way as fo enlighten
the reader and direct future behaviour
and action.

Untortunately, this does not always
occur as shown by the authors’ treat-
ment of the materials in the three
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books under review. While each work
can be classified as an oral history in
one way-—an examination of the
immigrant and minority experience by
letting first-person accounts tell the
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