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Question 1: Does it matter if immigrants
feel like they belong?

“Do immigrants feel like they belong?”

Question often asked because of fear that a weak
sense of belonging could mean weak engagement with
host community

Yet research rarely studies how belonging relates to
other dimensions of immigrant integration

Most research documents sources of belonging



Question 2: What do we mean when we ask
whether immigrants “belong’?

0 feel attached to the HC?

iUt host community

igrants — have to prove

lo immigrants feel accepted by HC?
rden is on host community — it must

yrovide gestures of welcoming




Research design and data

Focus on visible minority Canadians
Growing population
Large share of immigrant population

Experience of discrimination

Provincial Diversity Project

Visible minority survey (Quebec, Ontario, Alberta, BC)
1** generation (n=891 )
1.5 & 2" generation (n=736 )

General Canadian population (n=3933)



Research design and data

Measuring belonging
How attached do you feel to Canada? (0-10)
How much do you feel you have been accepted by Canada? (0-10)

Measuring political integration
Interest in federal politics (0-10)
Confidence in institutions (HofC, Senate, Supreme Court) — (0-10)

| would feel guilty if | did not vote in a federal election

(strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree)
Voted in previous federal election (0O-1)

| would rather live in Canada than in any other country
(strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree)



Feeling attached and accepted:

Mean scores for 15" and 2" generations
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Political integration by Attachment and

Acceptance
T =

Interest in federal politics (0-100)

B Impact of

Confidence in Can. Pol. Institutions (0-100) Attachment

B Impact of
I would feel guilty if | didn't vote (% Acceptance

strongly agree)

Voted in previous federal election (%)

Rather live in Canada than any other country
(% strongly agree)

Results derived from multivariate analyses.



A typology of belonging
I

ATTACHMENT TO HOST COMMUNITY

WEAK STRONG

Alienated Excluded
9% /9% 10%,/8%

WEAK

ACCEPTED BY
HOST COMMUNITY

Ambivalent Belong
11%,/12% 70%,/70%

STRONG

(% 1st gen / % 1.5 & 2" gen)



Political integration by type of belonging

Interest in federal politics (0-100)

Confidence in Can. Pol. Institutions (0-100)

I would feel guilt if | did not vote (% strongly)

Voted in previous federal election (%)

| would rather live in Canada than in any other
country (% strongly agree)
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Results derived from multivariate analyses.



Conclusions

There is an added value in thinking about belonging in
terms of attachment and acceptance

Attachment: “do | want to be a community member?”

Acceptance: “does the community want me to join ing”

Only when both conditions are met are immigrants as
engaged as the rest of the Canadian population

Belonging (and integration) is thus best understood as a
two-way street



Table 2. Feeling Attached and Accepted: Relationship with Political Integration

Interest in Confidence in | Feel guilty if Voted in Would rather
federal institutions® not voting’ federal live in
puliﬁt:sl election’ Canada’

B | SE B | SE B | SE B | SE B | SE

Apge 28 | .06a -.26 | .05a 03 [ Ola 05 [ .0la 01 | .00b
Education 485 | 9la 298 | 92b 24 | 06a 25 | .08b -05 | .08
Women -6.08 | 1.51a 39 | 1.38 -18 | .11 -24 | .14 19 | 12
Feeling accepted 2.07 | .65b 271 | 53a 12 | .05b 14 | .06¢c 16 | .05b
Feeling attached 2.59 | .60a 168 | 47a 19 | 04a 13 | .06c 31 | 05a
Second generation 6.61 | 7.60 -194 | 6.17 233 | .60a 1.74 | .69c -24 | 62
Feeling accepted (2™ gen.) -37 | 92 -46 | 72 -.09 | .07 -06 | .08 -06 | .07
Feeling attached (2 gen)) -74 | 88 -37 | 66 -.18 | .06a -06 | .07 10 | .07
Province (ref. cat.: ON)

Quebec 268 | 2.10 -3.67 | 181c -04 | 16 51 | 20c -02 | 17

Alberta -2.10 | 2.05 451 | 2.01c -29 | 15 -31 | .19 -07 | 17

British Columbia 420 | 231 -333 [ 191 -33 | .16c 01 | .20 -03 | 17
Constant 352 [ 6.10 2960 | 5.05a -—- 443 | 64a -—

fcutl - --- 244 | 44 --- 05 | 61

feut2 — --- 3.61 | 45 — 204 | 59

fcut3 — — 5.19 [ 46 -—- 431 [ 60
R-square/pseudo R-square 15 .16 04 11 10
N 1513 1293 1402 1313 1463

Source: 2014 Provincial Diversity Project.
Entries report unstandardized B coefficients.
1. OLS regression. 2. Ordered logit regression. 3. Binomial logit regression.

a: p<001; b: p<01; c: p<05;



Table 3. Feeling Attached and Accepted: Ex

lanatory Power of Political Integration

Interestin | Confidence | Feel guilty | Voted in | Would rather
federal in if not federal Live in
paliﬁ{:sl institutions’ 1.'uiing1 election® Canada’

Only with socio-demographic vanables 085 065 030 086 012
With feeling attached only 131 119 042 100 091
(+.046) (+.054) (+.012) (+.014) (+.079)
With feeling accepted only 1232 141 038 100 046
(+.037) (+.076) (+.008) (+.014) (+.034)
With both feeling attached and accepted 145 158 (45 105 098
(+.060) (+.093) (+.015) (+.019) (+.086)

Entries report R-square/pseudo R-square based on analyses presented 1n Table 2.
Entries in parentheses report change 1n value in R-square/pseudo R-square with model of reference mcluding only

socio-demographic vanables.




