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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The INTI-project "One-Stop-Shop, A New Answer Fomiigrant Integration’ is a European
Commission (JLS) funded project that aimed to esgtbe feasibility of a specific format of

service provision to immigrants within the more gext framework of an integration policy
for immigrants. The European Commission’s Commoefta for Integration recommended
the OSS as useful format, which legitimates thé&iative to explore its feasibility. The

specific format as it was developed in Portugalcesir2004 under the name National
Immigrant Support Centres (CNAI) has been the exampsource of inspiration for the

project that was initiated and coordinated by thatiyuese High Commissioner for
Immigration and Intercultural Dialogue (ACIDI).

Key elements of the Portuguese CNAI-Centres are:

» Services for immigrants are available and accessblone particular physical point
(concentration);

e Such services cover in principle all domains that aelevant for immigrants
(immigration and integration related services);

* Such services are coordinated in time and contenugh intensive and on the spot
coordination of the various services;

» Services and their coordination include not onlplfu(governmental) ones but also
those relevant services provided by non-governrhemtgnisations, which implies
structural public-private cooperation;

* In the practice of providing the services language cultural mediation is made
available on the spot to smoothen communicationtarodild trust;

* Migrant organisations are involved as advisorshi@a $etup and functioning of such
centers, also as an element of trust building.

Two national Centers (in Lisbon and Oporto) arerapenal since 2004. The International
Organisation for Migration has evaluated them pealy in two reports (IOM 2006 and
2009). They represent “a clear example of concegetion of different Governmental
agencies, in partnership with civil society” (IONM@, 37).

In order to explore the feasibility of this formaft service provision to immigrants in other
EU-countries the project brought together projeutigers from six countries: Germany
(Netzwerk Migration in Europa e.V.), Greece (HeiteMigration Policy Institute), Ireland
(the Immigrant Council of Ireland), Italy (the GeakDirectorate for Immigration), Portugal
(The High Commissioner's Office) and Spain (Direate General for Integration of
Immigrants). These partners accepted basicallytasks. The first was to make an inventory
of immigration and integration policies in genesiad service provision to immigrants in their
country in particular, specifically identifying séce practices that come near to the One-
Stop-Shop-format. This has been done in six couejpgrts. The second task was to mobilise
stakeholders in the country in Advisory Committeesl discuss with them — on the basis of
the inventory - the feasibility and desirability déveloping and applying that OSS-format.
IOM Portugal was the seventh partner in the projget particularly helped in the
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comparative analysis of reports by making two wagkilocuments. The comparative process
was given additional depth by organising three spp&orkshops on key themes of the OSS-
format: one on the role of socio-cultural mediatamse on the comparison of practices of
integrated service provision to immigrants, and ame partnership between NGOs and
governmental actors in service provision.

This whole exercise was planned to result in a Hao# that would bring together empirical
experience with OSS-practices, and advice and rewordations as to how best realise
service provision in this format.

This evaluation of the project is done in this mtpmn two separate levels. The first level
evaluates the project procedurally as it has begtemented, measured against the original
project plan. On this level of evaluation the caisabns can be pretty straightforward:

- The country teams’ have delivered country repddagthe lines of a format that was
developed in advance in order to facilitate comppagaanalysis; they have organised
Advisory Committees to discuss the country repand the desirability and feasibility
of implementing the OSS-format in their countriéso(igh results vary per country:
see later).

- The coordinator has steered the project with a coation of perseverance and
diplomacy along the lines set out in the plan, ¢@srdinated the activities, provided
adequate internal communication, collected andedigsated several inspiring OSS
practices, made results available (easily accessidn the website:
http://www.oss.inti.acidi.gov.ptand has written the Handbook (in co-authorshith wi
IOM in Portugal).

- IOM has provided guidance and a framework for tbengarative exercise by two
working documents and has contributed to the Haoklbo

- The special workshops have been to a great ext@mmamon effort realised in a
division of tasks among the various partners.

On this level of evaluation one can safely conclild the project as a whole and the partners
in particular, have lived up to the expectationghef original plan.

Whereas this first level of evaluation is purelycheical-analytical (aims-procedures-
outcomes of the project out of context), the sectmwel of evaluation takes the broader
context into account and asks questions aboutdlesance of the exercise and outcomes. It
means that the OSS-format and its possible relevame feasibility has to be evaluated
against the general background in which it is sgpdoto have certain functions and serve
certain aims: in this case against the backgrodrleogeneral policy framing of immigration
and integration in a country, the existing instdoal structures for such policies, the
configuration of actors involved in it (governmdntdGOs, migrants themselves), and even
the specific characteristics of the clients/immigsa Viewed and evaluated from such a
perspective a number of observations can be made.

The first is that there is a number of assumptiomderlying the OSS-format that are related
to the orientation and content of immigration aniggration policies in general that should be
fulfilled in order to make the OSS-formapalitically feasibleinstrument. Not only need such
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general policies to be coherent and pro-activey thiso should be mobilising and trust
building — welcoming as some express it —, theyukhbe right based, client-centered, and
prepared to cooperate with all relevant non-govermiad organisations and receptive for
influence of immigrant organisations. These condgi should be fulfilled not only in the
domain of integration, but at the same time alsthendomain of regulation of admission and
immigration. In actual practice, such conditions fmund in only a few European countries. It
is not accidental — from this perspective — that @5S-format or model as described above,
developed in Portugal, and that it finds quite s@ugport in Ireland, as transpires from the
project. Both are countries with a relatively shugtory of immigration; they start from what
is sometimes called an “open situation’, not bemgdered by a past of restrictive
immigration policies and absence of coherent iraign policies for immigrants (who were
defined as temporary "guests’), as has been theircasost Northwest-European countries. In
other words, conditions relating to the politicaarhing of immigration and integration in
these two countries makes the OSS-format in priedgasible.

A second set of assumptions relate to questiomsstifutional arrangements and divisions of
competences and tasks in policymaking and impleatient | call thisstructural feasibility
The key elements of the OSS-format that are fortadlaabove can only feasibly be
organised, if institutional structures allow thisservices of OSS are supposed to cover all
domains relevant for integration, then there sh@uéderably be an organisational structure in
which policies for admission and immigration and ifdegration are brought together in such
a way that there is coherence (a condition of galit feasibility). In most countries
immigration and integration policies are locateddifferent ministries; and not only that:
these competences may also be situated on quiteredif levels, like in Spain where
immigration is a national competence, but integratone of the autonomous regions and
local governments. The independent competencesypgbals and orientations of these
different agencies may well and actually do conttaglach other. Again, here Portugal is the
exception rather than the rule, having brought tfogrethe two domains in one governmental
agency. The fact that the OSS in Portugal is abledlude even services to illegal residents
in its practice is unimaginable in most other Ew@ap countries.

But there are also other institutional legacies tra relevant to realise the key elements of
the OSS-format and that make it more or less féasiine existence or absence of traditions
of cooperation between state agencies and civiegom general is such a legacy, as is the
tradition of more client or citizen oriented atties versus a more passive and authoritarian
orientations of governmental agencies. The lattaracteristic often goes together with more
or less openness for diversity, both in its consega of allowing for influence of organised
clients (immigrants and their organisations) orviserprovision and for more awareness that
material equality in service provision may be seslg hindered by linguistic and cultural
barriers and should thus be solved by using inééeps and mediators.

Finally, there is a third category of conditionattishould be fulfilled for an OSS to function
properly that pertain tpractical feasibility they have to do with the physical place of the
facility (easy to reach), opening hours, internaineunication between agents involved and
with clients, a welcoming atmosphere, etceterairBemany of such factors — but surely not
all — there is the question of funding. That maydeéned as a practical question, but it surely
much more. The funding question is a good illugirabf how the three levels of feasibility —
the political, structural and practical one - date to each other. The first level of political
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feasibility is the most important one. If thereaspolitical orientation that fits the OSS-
approach and a political will to implement it, thatructural factors — even if these
traditionally would not fit — can be transformeddaadapted and funding questions be solved.
Practical feasibility questions are in terms ofitleentent in principle solved on the basis of
experience and proper management, but such sadut@m only be applied if structures and
funds are made available through a political will.

The distinction between the three levels of fedigibis a generally accepted one in policy
analysis, in this case applied to the OSS-formasestice provision. Looking through this

analytical lens to the project, a few observatioas be made on the project itself and its
implementation.

The first is that the selection of the countrieatthave decided to be involved in the project
has steered its content. When we look at the paringolved in the project, we see that five
relatively new immigration countries (with a reladi open situation’ to start from and at the
same time a need to develop adequate instrumenetfast of the project, while only one of
the "old immigration’ countries is part of the prcf, Germany. It is particularly this latter
case that illustrates not only the partial absersicéhe political conditions (although since
2000 much changed in the FRG), but also partiquiamumber of structural conditions and
‘legacies’ that do not directly fit the conditiorf$his absence of “old immigration countries’
is not a consequence of deliberate choice befaetbject was conceptualized; it was — as
the initiators made it clear — a consequence offéloé that most of the old immigration
countries asked as partners did simply not reathdaanvitation. In this sense the feasibility
guestion was part of the project even before ittelathrough the selective process of
participation).

The second is the choice of the partner instituteslved. These partner institutes are very
divers, when it comes to their relation to policigsthree cases it have been governmental
institutes (Portugal, Spain and Italy), in one daseas an NGO closely related to immigrants
(Ireland), and in the two other cases it have bresparch institutes, a private one in the case
of the FRG and a government related researchutssim the case of Greece. Although in all
cases researchers have been asked to do the coeprys, staff members of the respective
institutions have done all other tasks in the mogeich as the Steering Committee work, the
management of the Advisory Committees and theicudisions, and deliberations on the
Handbook. The project and the way it worked illastrthe consequences of the structural
positioning of the partners.

The third is that the project itself was a hybriteadhat combined elements of an analytical-
scientific approach, particularly in the countrydies, and an approach of mobilization of
stakeholders for OSS. The creation of the Advigdoynmittees in which policymakers from
different Governmental agencies, non-governmentgargzations and representatives from
immigrant associations were brought together toudis the OSS-approach, was on the one
hand innovative and successful, in that it stimadad dialogue between Governmental and
Non-Governmental stakeholders and representatifesmmigrant communities, as is
illustrated in the minutes of these meeting&p://www.oss.inti.acidi.gov.pt On the other
hand such exercises followed understandably mardatfic of a policymaking process than
the logic of an analytical scientific exercise.
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The Handbook that results from the common workestfl this diversity of contexts in
countries, the positioning of researchers and ptggff involved and the hybrid nature of the
project itself. This has had both disadvantagesaaivéintages. Among the disadvantages is a
certain imbalance of the empirical data presemetthé handbook. Most of the examples are
coming from the five relative new immigration coues; empirical material from “old
immigration countries’ of the EU is relatively absgwhile on the website there are some
examples from the USA). There is also to a cemrtabent a lack of analytical clarity, which is
first and foremost a consequence of the fact tftenccompromise formulations had to be
used in the handbook in order to find consensusgrtize divers participants of the project.

But the fact that the handbook is not primarilyceestific exercise, but essentially an effort to
raise awareness and mobilize different stakeholalensnd a specific instrument to be used in
policy implementation, also leads to the concludivet as such the handbook is a valuable
instrument, notwithstanding its scientific disadizages:

- It provides the full range of elements that areeveaht for policy makers and
practitioners reading the handbook, be it formulatepolitical rather than analytical
terms;

- It gives the full range of legitimation arguments the approach, particularly focusing
on legitimating arguments from EU-policy developmethese may be particularly
important in cases of “politically open situatigns’

- It provides a comprehensive sample of examples $6-ke instruments and their
functioning;

- It gives a list of recommendations (do’s and dos)dhat are not so much derived
from a strong analytical diagnosis, but are negedi@ompromises from a very mixed
team of participants, reflecting elements from ¢éheésferent backgrounds.

If one foresees that handbooks and their recomntiemdaare always used differently,
according to the need of the reader, it would st#&hin this case advantages prevail. Some
readers will be more interested in the politicaljitimating arguments that are abundantly
available in the first part of the Handbook; othemders will be more interested in empirical
examples and recommendations based on such cdsesth&se are fully available in the
Handbook.

So, in conclusion: yes, the OSS-format is an idgpé of service provision, particularly
geared to early reception of newcomers, if thetjgaliand structural conditions are fulfilled.
In such a case, the questions are to a great dkteted to practical feasibility questions of
organisation and logistics and to fine-tuning af ttemand for and offer of services. That can
be done by systematic monitoring and adaptationisagone in the Portuguese case by
continuous evaluations.

But the answer to the question whether such a mmatelbe implemented in other contexts
cannot be as affirmative. The political and struagifwwonditions that underlie the format are
only partially existent in other EU-countries, ootrat all. There is a lot of political and
institutional work to be done first in creating skeeconditions, before the format can be
introduced meaningfully and successfully in thesentries. Taking such initiatives without
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these conditions being fulfilled may lead to fadlsy as is illustrated by the Italian case of the
Sportello Unico per 'lmmigrazione in the Handbdgpk 36).

These observations lead us to one of the basictignesof learning in policymaking: the
transferability of good practices from one context@another. To know about structures and
procedures of such good practices is not enoudtuitbully transfer them. We also need to
know about the conditions to be fulfilled and theamanisms on which good practices are
based, in order to be able to ‘translate’ thessher contexts. Reading the Handbook in such
a way makes it a great help for many.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The INTI-project "One-Stop-Shop (OSS), A New Ansviar Immigrant Integration’ is a
European Commission (JLS) funded project that aitnezkplore the feasibility of a specific
format of service provision to immigrants withinethmore general framework of an
integration policy for immigrants.

The specific OSS-format was developed in Portugades2004 under the name National
Immigrant Support Centers (CNAI), initiated and aboated by the Portuguese High
Commissioner for Immigration and Intercultural @glbe (ACIDI).

The OSS-format as developed in the Portuguese >doihi@s quickly received a good
reputation as an instrument for targeted, adege#fieient and welcoming service provision
for immigrants, helped by positive evaluations oteenal expert organisations like the
International Organisation for Migration. The Eueap Commission’s Common Agenda for
Integration (2005, 389) recommended the OSS asilusemat.

This formed the ground for the Portuguese High Casioner for Immigration and
Intercultural Dialogue (ACIDI) to formulate an imtational comparative INTI-project that
aimed to explore the feasibility of the OSS-fornmatother EU countries. The European
Commission selected, approved and funded thetingign 2007 as one that fitted perfectly in
the aims and goals of its INTI-programme (the fonerer of the present European Integration
Fund).

The project aimed firstly at bringing together empeces of OSS-like initiatives in six EU
countries and comparing them. Secondly, based o iswventories, discussions were to be
organised in Advisory Committee of stakeholderstloa feasibility of developing the OSS-
format in the countries concerned. This whole eserwvas planned to result in a Handbook
that would bring together empirical experience wi@SS-practices, and advice and
recommendations as to how best realise servicagioovn this format.

The Institute for Migration and Ethnic Studies lo¢ tUniversity of Amsterdam, represented in
the person of professor Rinus Penninx, was engagie project as an evaluator. This report
is the result of that (post-hoc) evaluation of pineject.

1.1. Theproject

The specific OSS-format as it was developed inlR@itsince 2004 under the name National
Immigrant Support Centers (CNAI) has been the exampsource of inspiration for the
project. The directly visible form of such centessthat these are easily accessible and
reachable buildings to which any immigrant may comith any kind of question or problem
at all times. The place is a safe and welcomingelahere specialised service providers
solve problems of their clients.
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Key elements of the Portuguese CNAI-Centers are:

Services for immigrants are available and accessablone particular physical point
(concentration);

Such services cover in principle all domains the¢ aelevant for immigrants
(immigration and integration related services);

Such services are coordinated in time and conteotgh intensive and on the spot
coordination of the various services;

Services and their coordination include not onlplmu(governmental) ones but also
those relevant services provided by non-governnhemtgnisations, which implies
structural public-private cooperation;

In the practice of providing the services languagel cultural mediation is made
available on the spot to smoothen communicationtalild trust;

Migrant organisations are involved as advisorshia $etup and functioning of such
centers, also as an element of trust building.

Two national Centers (in Lisbon and Oporto) arerapenal since 2005. The International
Organisation for Migration has evaluated them pealy in two reports (IOM 2006 and
2009). According to the IOM the CNALI's representcle@ar example of concerted action of
different Governmental agencies, in partnershipwivil society” (IOM 2009, 37).

In order to explore the feasibility of this formaft service provision to immigrants in other
EU-countries the project initiators have in the gghaf the conception of the project tried to
recruit project partners from different EU courdrieThe response to invitations has not
always been positive. In some countries, as wagsrteg by the coordinator, there was little
enthusiasm to participate, particularly in NorthiMesropean countries with a longer tradition
of immigration. When the proposal was filed, projpartners had been found from six
countries:

Germany (Netzwerk Migration in Europa e.V.),

Greece (Hellenic Migration Policy Institute),

Ireland (the Immigrant Council of Ireland),

Italy (the General Directorate for Immigration),

Portugal (The High Commission for Immigration Irtgitural Dialogue), and
Spain (General Directorate for Integration of Imraigs).

These partners accepted basically two tasks. Tist Was to make an inventory of
immigration and integration policies in general a®vice provision to immigrants in their
country in particular. They were specifically askedidentify service practices that would
come near to the One-Stop-Shop-format as outliteea This task was to be done by a
researcher of the partner institute (or specifychited for that task).

The second task was to mobilise stakeholders incthumtry in Advisory Committees and
discuss with them the feasibility and desirabitfydeveloping and applying that OSS-format.
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In principle stakeholders would include all thostoas that should be involved in the ideal
type of OSS-format outlined above: various govemtale agencies of different levels

(national, regional, local) and domains (all dorsaialevant for integration of immigrants),

non-governmental actors that provide relevant sesvito immigrants and immigrants and
their organisations. The starting point of discoissiin these Advisory Committees would be
the inventory of the country report. The aim wadligcuss the feasibility of developing an
OSS-format of service provision itself. One coute shis as a form of political mobilisation

in favour of such a format.

The comparative process was given additional dbgtbrganising three special workshops
on key themes of the OSS-format. A first workshopuked on the role of socio-cultural
mediators in service provision. The second worksfumused on systematic cross-national
comparison of practices of integrated service @iow to immigrants. The third workshop
focused on again another key element of the OS8dbr partnership between NGOs and
governmental actors in service provision.

IOM Portugal was the seventh partner in the projBetticipation of this partner was very
helpful, since IOM — even the same person from I©Mad an intimate knowledge of the
practice of the OSS-practice as it was implementezhdy for some years in the Portuguese
CNAI-centers through the extended evaluation stdi®©M 2006 and 2009). The latter
evaluation did not only include the two main CNAdnters, but also the evaluation of the
smaller decentralised CNAI-information centers artBgal. The concrete input of IOM in the
project came from the comparative analysis of reggartwo working documents.

The comparative analysis of all the material caeddc through the above mentioned
procedures would feed into a Handbook for serviaipion according to the OSS-format.
Such a text was to be drafted by the coordinatadh the help of IOM, and to be discussed in
the Steering Committee of the project in whichpaitners are represented. The final version
of the Handbook was to be presented during the @oaference of the Project in February
20009.

Finally, the project plan foresaw an external eattn of the project in general and in
particular an evaluation of the results of the getj The Handbook on How to Implement a
One-Stop-Shop for Immigrant Integration. The neatagraph explains how this evaluation
has been undertaken.

1.2. Evaluation approach

Evaluations exist in many forms, depending on whaefined as the unit to be evaluated, the
aspects to be taken into account and the apprdaasen.

Inspired by literature on evaluative policy anady@tischer 1980; 1995) this evaluation of the
project has chosen for two separate levels of awaln The first level is a technical-

analytical one: it compares aims, plans, procedamelsoutcomes of the project out of context.
In that sense it evaluates the project procedurkllgoks at the implementation of the project
and measures this implementation against the aligiroject plan. It essentially answers the
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guestion: did the project what it promised to ddfsTirst level evaluation is done briefly in
section 2 of this report.

The second level of evaluation takes the evaluatfaime project a step further by taking its
broader context into account. On this level quaestiabout the relevance of the exercise and
significance of the outcomes are central issueshiliconcrete case the central topic of the
project — the feasibility of the OSS-format in Ebuatries — is the central focus of analysis.
That brings in the contexts in which such an insgnt could possibly be relevant and
feasible. In this case we have to analyse the Hiigiof the OSS-format against the
background of the general policy framing of immigra and integration in a given country.
We also have to take into account the existingtuiginal structures for such policies, the
configuration of actors involved in them (governta@nNGOs, migrants themselves), and
even the specific characteristics of the clientsiigrants. In short, in such an evaluation the
feasibility of the OSS-format has to be measureareg all implicit and explicit conditions
that have to be fulfilled to make that format fuantwell.

In doing that second level of evaluation in sectBowe will use an analytical distinction of
the concept of feasibility that is often made idigpoanalysis: political feasibility, structural

feasibility and practical feasibility. The firstfegs to the political conditions that should be
fulfilled for an OSS-service to function. The sedoefers to conditions related to institutional
and organisational arrangements of policy domaing @ctors involved in an OSS-format
service. The third refers to physical, logisticaldaorganisational conditions of the OSS-
service.

2. THEFIRST LEVEL OF EVALUATION: THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROJECT

The project planned a number of activities, a segeeof these activities, a distribution of
tasks among the participants in order to deliver glanned result of the project (see 1.1.).
Specific tasks of coordination and of communicataord dissemination were foreseen to
attain the goal of the project. Each of these allbriefly evaluated below.

Country Reports

The first step of the plan was to make an inventdrgnmigration and integration policies in
general and service provision to immigrants inrtieeuntry in particular. The country teams
were specifically asked to identify service pragsichat would come near to the One-Stop-
Shop-format as outlined above. This task was tddree by a researcher of the country team
(or specifically hired for that task).

The implementation of this task was prepared bprant (or framework) for the country
studies in order to guarantee comparability ofdhta to be collected (see document 3). This
format has been discussed in the Kick Off Meetidgcgment 2) and in later Steering
Committee Meetings. The country studies have bemre dby researchers of the Country
Teams. This has resulted in six country report&efmany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Portugal
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and Spain. All country reports have been made abvialon the website of the project:
http://www.0ss.inti.acidi.gov.pt

The comparison of the country studies has beerapedpby two Working Documents. IOM
Portugal (Maria Abranches) drafted these documestsa starting point for comparative
analysis. These documents are also availablettpry/www.oss.inti.acidi.gov.ptAlthough it

is not possible to evaluate the country reportshar coverage and completeness, it is clear
that they have had several functions in the projecstly, they have been taken as starting
points for the discussions in the Advisory ComneisteSecondly, they have been a rich source
for the Handbook, both for illustrations of indivial cases of OSS-like service provision and
for comparative analysis.

Advisory Committees

All country teams have organised Advisory Commégtdgut in doing so, it became clear that
each Country Team had to do this, given the straabfi the field of relevant actors in their
countries. This has ultimately led to significamtrigtions in a) the participants in the AC’s
(e.g. along the division of local versus nationabes); b) the frequency of meetings; and c)
the topics and direction of these discussions.hin Portuguese case things were simple,
because such an AC existed already. In the Germaar, AAC’s were convened in two
different places (Berlin and North-Rhein/Westphali&ith the benefit of hindsight one might
say that this diversity has turned out to be araathge for the project: it was direct empirical
evidence of the fact that political and structw@hditions - even for discussioron the OSS-
format of service provision - are in fact differentthe countries concerned. | will come back
to this later. The minutes of all meetings of Adwis Committees are available on the
website:http://www.0ss.inti.acidi.gov.pt

The special workshops

Three special workshops on key themes of the O88afiohave been organised. Different
partners took up responsibility for the workshopl éney were held in different places. The
first workshop was held in Dublin, February 26, 200 focused on the role of socio-cultural
mediators in service provision, who fulfil ideadynumber of important functions in the OSS-
format as proposed in this project: from the strayward function of linguistic translation,
to the more complex task of cultural translationd dorokering, to trust building and
representation of immigrants through their orgarss. The second workshop focused on
systematic cross-national comparison of practicésintegrated service provision to
immigrants. The third workshop focused on againtlzrokey element of the OSS-format:
partnership between NGOs and governmental act@srince provision. Summary reports of
the workshops are available on the website adpip://www.0ss.inti.acidi.gov.pt

Coordination and communication

The coordinator has planned and prepared the abewdioned activities thoroughly and
precisely. An adequate internal communication vwaahdished within the project. Apart from
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the internal direct communication by e-mail, thgular platform on which that coordination
took place have been the Steering Committee meetiBgx meetings of the Steering
Committee have taken place — apart from the Kick @¢eting — held in turn in the six
participating countries.

The coordinating partner has established a spa@bbkite for the OSS-project as its main
channel of dissemination of the results of the gubjhttp://www.oss.inti.acidi.gov.ptThe
website makes the results available in an easitgssible way, both the ones that normally
would have the status of ‘internal’ documents, like minutes of all meetings, and the
official deliverables, like the Country Reports atite Handbook itself. In that sense the
project has had a policy of openness from the Imegin The visitor of the site can choose
how deep he or she wants to go into the project.

The Handbook

The Handbook is clearly the result of a joint endeaof the partners. In terms of empirical
content, it draws on the material collected by @wintry Teams in the Country Reports and
the meetings of the Advisory Committees and ontaudil material that has been collected
by all partners.

In terms of its conceptualisation the Handbook defined as common product that should be
based on consensus of the whole team. Proceduinaélyneant that the coordinator drafted
the Handbook (in co-authorship with IOM in Portygahd extensive discussions in two
Steering Committee meetings have been held to nhaekdraft a consensus text.

On this first level of evaluation one can safelydade that the project as a whole and the
partners in particular, have lived up to the exagigans of the original plan.
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3. EVALUATION OF THE PROJECT IN CONTEXT

3.1. Observationson the basic assumptions underlying the project

The second level of evaluation takes the broadetezd into account and asks questions
about the relevance of the exercise and outconmethis part the central focus is on the
feasibility of the One-Stop-Shop-format in diffetaontexts, in this case different national

contexts. It means that the OSS-format and itsiplesselevance and feasibility has to be
evaluated against the general background in whishsupposed to have certain functions and
serve certain goals. The OSS-format is an instranrera wider context, in this case of

integration policies in general. So wider questidrere to be asked pertaining to the
background of the general policy framing of immigra and integration in a country, the

existing institutional structures for such poligi¢se configuration of actors involved in it

(governmental, NGOs, migrants themselves), and dékenspecific characteristics of the

clients/immigrants. Viewed and evaluated from sagberspective a number of observations
can be made.

The first is that there is a number of assumptiomderlying the OSS-format that are related
to the orientation and content of immigration antegration policies in general. The OSS-
format has to fit in into such a general framing.dther words, a number of conditions
derived from general immigration and integratiomigqes should be fulfilled in order to make
the OSS-format politically feasibleinstrument. Looking at the key elements of the ©SS
format listed above, we can deduce a number ofetloegtical conditions: such general
policies should be coherent, meaning in the filsce that there is a coherence between
immigration policies on the one hand and integrapolicies on the other. If the OSS-format
is supposed to cover the wide range of serviceigimv that is related both to immigration
competences (visa and first entrance, regularitheglegal position, residence permits, and
naturalisation) and to integration (access torajpartant domains of society, early reception
facilities etcetera) and deliver adequate and @tieservice, policies in these two domains
should not contradict each other. Even more, thee damains should have a common pro-
active orientation. Such policies should also béilrsing and trust building, i.e. they work in
their strategies from the assumption that integnaprocesses themselves cannot be steered
(and policies implemented) without using the resesravailable within the immigrant groups
themselves. They furthermore should be right baswetl client-centered. The governmental
actors involved should be allowed and prepared doperate with all relevant non-
governmental organisations and receptive for imftige of immigrant organisations. These
conditions should be fulfilled not only in the domaf integration, but at the same time also
in the domain of regulation of admission and immigm.

A second set of assumptions relate to questiomsstifutional arrangements and divisions of
competences and tasks in policymaking and impleatient | call thisstructural feasibility
The key elements of the OSS-format that are fortadlaabove can only feasibly be
organised, if institutional structures allow thiat question of structural feasibility pertains
thus to a number of factors. Firstly, if servicdsG5S are supposed to cover all domains
relevant for integration, then there should prdfgrde an organisational structure in which
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policies for admission and immigration and for gregion are brought together in such a way
that coherence (a condition of political feasif)liis guaranteed. If such competences are
embodied in separate (ministerial) agencies, catéxt at different levels (national, regional,
local) this will at least complicate cooperatiorutBhere are also other institutional legaties
that are relevant to realise the key elements ®fQBS-format and that make it more or less
feasible. One of these refer to the close coomeraif governmental and non-governmental
actors. Traditions and legacies on this topic cdstadiffer significantly between (EU)
countries in general, but also specifically, whércames to countries in which practical
integration policies have been done by civil sgci@ttors, like churches and trade unions,
often in the absence of such governmental polidesomparable observation relates to the
guestion whether governmental services are basddaditions of more client or citizen
oriented attitudes versus more passive and audniant orientations of governmental
agencies.

Finally, there is a third category of conditionattishould be fulfilled for an OSS to function
properly that pertain tpractical feasibility Such conditions have to do, firstly, with factors
that make the service easily accessible: the palyglace of the facility that should be easy to
reach by public transport; opening hours that méenpossibilities from the perspective of
the client, including evening and weekend hourgo8dly, they have to do with creating a
client centered service: a welcoming atmosphendjtfas for children, an adequate logistical
processing of clients to different service provglerhirdly, they have to do with creating
conditions for internal communication between agém¢olved and with clients.

3.2. Palitical, structural and practical feasibility in the project

The distinction between the three levels of feéisjbis a generally accepted one in policy
analysis, in this case applied to the OSS-formateofice provision. It provides a tool to look
through this analytical lens to the project, as iimplemented. Three basic observations can
be made on the project that have had consequeoc#sefextent to which these three forms
of feasibility appear in the project and the Harmlband how they become manifest.

The first is that the selection of the countrieatthave decided to be involved in the project
has steered its content. When we look at the paringolved in the project, we see that five
relatively new immigration countries are part o€ throject. Immigration and integration
policies are relatively new fields of policy makingthese countries. There is — much more
than in Northwest European countries — an “operatitn’: notwithstanding the fact that they
all have become EU members and thus have had éptatteeacquis the policy situation is
much less determined by long standing and pathrikgre traditions in this field. They
furthermore have in common that they were untilerdly predominantly emigration
countries. Only one of the "old immigration’ coue$ is part of the project, Germany. It is
particularly this latter case that illustrates rwily the partial absence of the political

! Zinconeet al. (forthcoming) lists in her conclusive chapter empiessive number of institutional legacies that
may have a long-lasting effect on the making anglémentation of immigration and immigrant policidhe
most important are: Colonial past and traditionslaRons between religions, religious minoritiesl dhe State,
State and Class, State and civil society, Welfas¢esregimes and the migration experience of thenttg
concerned.
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conditions (although since 2000 much changed irFRR@&), but also particularly a number of
structural conditions and “legacies’ that do noediy fit the conditions for the OSS-format.

This absence of "old immigration countries’ in f/@ject is not a consequence of deliberate
choice before it was conceptualized. The initiatoase tried to recruit partners from many
EU countries. However, most of the old immigratmsuntries asked as partners did simply
not react to the invitation. In this way, the (pickl and structural) feasibility question seems
to have been part of the project even before iteslathe old immigration countries that did

decide not to participate may well have been mt#yaby negative expectations of the

political and structural feasibility of the OSS+iwat in their particular countries.

The second factor that has influenced particultrey form, in which political and structural
feasibility appears in the results of the projecthe choice of the partner institutes involved.
These partner institutes are very divers, wheromes to their relation to policies. In three
cases it have been governmental institutes (PdrtGgain and Italy), in one case it was an
NGO closely related to immigrants (Ireland), andhia two other cases it have been research
institutes, a private one in the case of the FR&Gagovernment related research institute in
the case of Greece. Although in all cases researdieeve been asked to do the country
reports, staff members of the respective instihgibave done all other tasks in the project
such as the Steering Committee work, the manageai¢he Advisory Committees and their
discussions, and deliberations on the Handbook.stiuetural positioning of the partners of
the project has unintendedly but surely influentezlwork and the results. This process was
most obvious in the discussion meetings on thet ddahdbook in which consensus was
‘negotiated’ and final texts approved.

The third observation is that the project itselfswaa hybrid one from its conception. It has
tried to combine elements of a scientific, anabft@pproach that was particularly represented
by the country studies, and an approach of mokibsaof stakeholders for OSS that is
actually part of policy preparation. The creatiohtbe Advisory Committees in which
policymakers from different Governmental agenciesn-governmental organizations and
representatives from immigrant associations weoedint together to discuss the OSS-format,
was on the one hand innovative and successfulhanh it stimulated a dialogue between
Governmental and Non-Governmental stakeholders eemtesentatives of immigrant
communities, as is llustrated in the minutes of esdh meetings
(http://www.oss.inti.acidi.gov.pt On the other hand such exercises followed utaledsably
more the logic of a policymaking process than tged of an analytical scientific exercise.

In view of these three observations, what do trseilte of the project teach us about the
feasibility of the OSS-format in the six countristudied? And what wider conclusions
beyond the six country studies can possibly be dfaw

3.3. OSSasapoalitically feasible for mat

Since the analytical concept of political feastlilivas not used by the project — but is
introduced by the evaluator — one will not findedir references in the results of the project.
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Nevertheless through the country reports and theutes of the Advisory Committees one
can reconstruct the following general picture.

It is quite clear that the Portuguese politicaliiion is one in which all political conditions
for an OSS-format are fulfilled. In terms of thestoiry of this project, this is a tautology: the
OSS-format or model that was used as a startingt pai the project was actually developed
in Portugal, as we have seen. It could developetlh@cause those conditions of political
feasibility were fulfilled. That in turn made it psible to strengthen in the course of time the
cooperation between more and more governmentalnandgovernmental agencies in the
CNAI's, thus fulfilling the structural conditionshe success of the model in Portugal has
recently led to the structural integration of th& tlepartment in the OSS, more or less on its
own request. The focus in the Portuguese case has lleen on matters of practical
feasibility. Systematic evaluation of the CNAI-ptige forms the best guide for such
continuous practical improvements.

In actual practice, such political conditions aot found in the other countries of the project.
From the country reports and the minutes of theigaly Committees it transpires that
conditions in Ireland do come relatively close hattin Portugal. The OSS-format does find
also quite some support in that country. As ther@guReport on Ireland (p. 46) states quite
optimistically:

“The Irish context is characterised by a centrav&@oment, the crucial role of NGOs in
service provision to immigrants, and the recentireadf immigration to the country. It is also
of significance that the majority of immigrantstime country are from within the European
Union. The implementation of a One-Stop Shop medrlld therefore be particularly feasible
and useful in this context, as the developmentigfgration services is still at an early stage. It
will be adapted to these particularities of Irigniigration. Furthermore, Ireland has
comprehensive experience of Government serviceigioovin both English and Irish. This
expertise could be built upon by extending the reimbf languages used to facilitate
immigrant service-users.”

In the Irish case, discussions focus more on el&rarstructural feasibility, in particular the
guestion whether an OSS-format for immigrants sihdad part of a general facility for all
citizens and residents, and be more decentralised.

In the cases of Spain, Italy and Greece the baditca$ immigration and integration policies
(or the lack of coherence, as formulated earli&ygan important role as a basic obstacle for
a comprehensive OSS-format. In the texts of thentgureports and the minutes of the
Advisory Committees this is expressed mostly byiaatihg varying institutional barriers
between the two domains.

The German case is most explicit in its doubts almlitical feasibility. In the final
paragraph of the Country Report it reads:

“Based on the discussions of the roundtables thpt®ism about implementing a One-Stop-
Shop model in old countries of immigration has sigantly increased. The feedback of the
experts around the table was in between curiosagpticism and hostility. In particular the
representatives from state agencies were more dbeptical. Given the highly diversified

structure of the state and non-state immigratiod aregration organizations, given the
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competing interests and given the historically gradivision of labour it strikes me as rather
unlikely that a One-Stop-Shop model in a pure samdd be implemented in Germany”
(Country Report Germany, p. 31).

The text is formulated strongly in terms of whatduld call structural feasibility arguments,
but these refer indirectly also strongly to the 4fwlfillment of political conditions. This is all
the more clear, if one reads in the preceding padmsit the completely uncoordinated
functioning of immigration and integration policiasd the general mistrust that immigration
agencies have built up among immigrants. The pactwtlined here for Germany is one that
could be found in other older immigration countr{isse e.g. Bruguetas-Callejo et al. (2007)
for the Netherlands).

3.4. OSSasan structural/ institutional feasible for mat

In most countries, immigration and integration piels are located in different ministries.
This is not problematic in itself as long as th&ea strong coordination, politically and
structurally. Again, here Portugal is the exceptiather than the rule, having brought
together the two domains in one governmental agehioy fact that the OSS in Portugal is
able to include even services to illegal residemtiss practice is unimaginable in most other
European countries.

In most countries, the location of immigration antegration policies in different ministries

goes together with a separate structuring of thmsepetences, often situated on quite
different levels. The Spanish Country Report is biest example to illustrate the various
structural barriers that may arise for an OSS-formapired on the Portuguese example
(Country Report for Spain, p. 66-68; see also Betigg+Callejo et al. 2007):

“In Spain, policies in the area of integration ofnnigrants are shared by both the National
Government and the Autonomous Communities. Conegrthe latter, in some areas the
competences are complete, both in legislative aadwive terms, and in others competences
are only in relation to implementation. Moreové tity or town halls have, increasingly, the
need to organise and provide assistance servicgsetanmigrant population, but in many
cases they do not have sufficient resources. (...)

Thus, on the basis of the Constitutional distribmitiof responsibilities and the respective
Statutes of the Autonomous Regions, programme appost services for the immigrant
population (i.e., employment, education, healthcamcial services, housing, etc.). (...)
(P)ractically all Autonomous Regions and those mipalities with a relevant immigration
population have been, as of 2001, working on thpgcific immigration/integration plans.
Although some of these plans are limited to onlycadion or employment issues, most are
general in nature and take on multiple areas whiseefundamental challenges linked to
immigration surface: reception, education, employtrend training, health, housing, social
services, awareness raising, legal counselling,cageration in the area of development, to
name a few. Some plans read like catalogues, mdistigg resources available, but not
limited to immigrants. Others, however, have beenceived in such a way as to include
immigration into the action lines undertaken by lpupolicies. (...)

We should add to all of the above the essential petformed by civil society. Its involvement
in the formulation and implementation of immigratiand integration policies and its
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cooperation with the public administrations is stevant that it is fair to say it would have
been impossible to achieve some of the immigrategition policies undertaken in recent
years without civil society. Furthermore, thesekshmlders have taken on other proprietary
actions that have notably raised awareness amangeheral public of the migratory reality
and against possible xenophobic reactions. Theetheepecially relevant groups of
stakeholders are trade unions and business asspsjaNGOs and immigrant associations.

(...)

On the other hand, public opinion in the area ofmigrant integration responds to the
principle of normalisation: since the integratidntlis group of persons is broached from the
vantage point of access to public services on aaldgoting with the rest of the population
(i.e., access to employment, healthcare, educdtiaumsing, social welfare, etc.), the result is
the need for a network of services common to bléhitnmigrant and the local population.
Evidently within the scope of these mainstreamisesy the decision is to design programmes
that specifically target the immigrant populatiamdahat take fully into account the possible
disadvantage that they suffer...”

The list of structural barriers in this quotatiannnay be somewhat longer than in the case of
Ireland, Greece and lItaly, but some of the elemdateeturn in each of these countries. The
policy choice for ‘mainstreaming’ in contrast toesjal services for specific groups, for
example, is one that returns under different hegdinin Spain it is indicated as
mainstreaming. In Ireland and Greece the same agum formulated under the question
whether OSS-service to immigrants could possiblyribegrated in already existent service
points for all citizens.

The German case is special — as compared to taefher countries — because in that case a
number of barriers are added that relate to a losgending tradition of immigration and
integration policies, their relation and the consages for the (non-)cooperation between
relevant partners, as was testified by the eaglietation.

Interestingly, it seems that recent immigration rdoes are in principle more open for

diversity, both in its consequence of allowing fiefluence of organised clients (immigrants

and their organisations) on service provision ardiore awareness that material equality in
service provision may be seriously hindered bydisgic and cultural barriers and should thus
be solved by using interpreters and mediators.

3.5. OSSasapractically feasible format

Discussions on conditions of practical feasibilitythis project are empirically based on two

sources: first of all, the Portuguese CNAI-centard their evaluations and secondly, limited
evidence of OSS-like service provision that hasnbieeind in the other five countries. The

first source is the most important. Most of thectical advice and instruction that is based on
this material has gone in the chapter 3, 5 and th@Handbook: how to organise mediation
services, how to guarantee maximum accessibiltyhaovd to organise human and financial

resources.

Behind many of such factors — but surely not dlhere is the question of funding. That may
be defined as a practical question, but it surelictmmore. The funding question is a good
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illustration of how the three levels of feasibilitythe political, structural and practical one -
do relate to each other. The first level of padititeasibility is the most important one. If there
is a political orientation that fits the OSS-apmioand a political will to implement it, than
structural factors — even if these traditionallyulebnot fit — can be transformed and adapted
and funding questions be solved. Practical feailjuestions are in terms of their content in
principle solved on the basis of experience anggrananagement, but such solutions can
only be applied, if structures and funds are ma@dable through a political will.

4, THE HANDBOOK: A MULTI-FUNCTIONAL TOOL

The handbook that results from the common worleotdl the diversity of contexts of the six
countries that have been involved. It also reflélts positioning of researchers and project
staff involved. Thirdly it mirrors the hybrid natirof the project itself. This has had both
disadvantages and advantages.

One of the relative disadvantages is that the eoapidata presented in the handbook are not
covering all EU countries. It is not, and it wag ptanned as a representative study. Most of
the examples are coming from the five relative mawigration countries. Empirical material
from “old immigration countries’ of the EU is ralatly absent (while on the website there are
some examples from the USA).

A more serious disadvantage from the point of vadvgcientific analysis is that to a certain
extent the project and the Handbook lack analytatatity. This is first and foremost a
consequence of the fact that the project itself hadhybrid nature (having elements of
scientific analysis and of political mobilisationjeinforced by the fact that the active
participants in the project have come from instisuthat cover the full range between
independent research institutes and policy depatsm& national ministries. The procedures
of work chosen have often led to negotiated compenformulations in the handbook in
order to find consensus among the divers partitgoaithe project.

But the fact that the handbook is not primarilyceestific exercise, but essentially an effort to
raise awareness and mobilize different stakeholalensnd a specific instrument to be used in
policy implementation, leads at the same time &dbnclusion that as such the handbook is a
valuable instrument, notwithstanding its scientifisadvantages:

- It provides the full range of elements that areeveaht for policy makers and
practitioners reading the handbook, be it formulatepolitical rather than analytical
terms;

- It gives the full range of legitimation arguments the approach, particularly focusing
on legitimating arguments from EU-policy developmethese may be particularly
important in cases of “politically open situatigns’

- It provides a comprehensive sample of examples $6-ke instruments and their
functioning;

- It gives a list of recommendations (do’s and dos)dhat are not so much derived
from a strong analytical diagnosis, but are negedizompromises from a very mixed
team of participants, reflecting elements from ¢heferent backgrounds.
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If one foresees that handbooks and their recomntiemdaare always used differently,
according to the need of the reader, it would st#ehin this case advantages prevail. Some
readers will be more interested in the politicaljitimating arguments that are abundantly
available in the first part of the Handbook; othesders will be more interested in empirical
examples and recommendations based on such cdsesthAse are plentifully available in
the Handbook.

5. INCONCLUSION

The project has shown in the first place that tl&S@ormat — as it is actually practiced for
some time in Portugal — works. It can be done anghy function as an important instrument
of a comprehensive integration policy, particulaglared to early reception of newcomers.
As an ideal type of service provision, howeverhés become clear that it can only be
transferred to other countries, if a number oftpral and structural conditions are fulfilled. If
that is the case, the questions to be answeredoaee great extent limited to practical
feasibility questions of organisation and logistasxd to fine-tuning of the demand for and
offer of services. That can be done by systematinitoring and adaptation, as is done in the
Portuguese case by continuous evaluations.

But the political and structural conditions thatlarie the format are only partially existent in
other EU-countries, or not at all. There is a Ibpolitical and institutional work to be done
first in creating these conditions, before the farncan be introduced meaningfully and
successfully in these countries. Introducing an @@®at of service provision without these
conditions being fulfiled may lead to failures, &sillustrated by the Italian case of the
Sportello Unico per 'lmmigrazione in the Handbdgpk 36).

These observations lead us to one of the basictignesof learning in policymaking: the
transferability of good practices from one contexi@another. To know about structures and
procedures of good practices is not enough tofflyttransfer them. We also need to know
about the conditions to be fulfilled and the medsiaus on which good practices are based, in
order to be able to “translate’ these to otherexdst Reading the Handbook in such a way
makes it a great help for many.
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