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Abstract
Immigrant women’s needs and their experiences of neighbourhood livability in
multicultural countries such as Canada have been demonstrated to be worthy of study because they
face barriers to settlement, accessing supports, and social integration. This dissertation, therefore,
aims to achieve a deeper knowledge of immigrant women’s experiences in residential
neighbourhoods and specifically asks the main question of what makes a neighbourhood livable
for them in multicultural cities? This study was conducted in the Metro Vancouver region of
British Columbia, Canada, using mixed methods. The findings of this study have been organized
into three major manuscript-based chapters.
Using a survey, the first manuscript examines how immigrant women perceive the
importance of livability factors and tests the combined effect of those factors on their
neighbourhood selection. The results stress the importance of neighbourhood safety, housing
affordability and quality, and proximity to public transit. This manuscript also argues that
immigrant women who valued socio-cultural amenities/events, ethnolinguistic signs, and social
contacts among neighbours preferred to live close to co-ethnics. Finally, this study reveals that
participants who highly valued the factors of nightlife and proximity to workplaces, restaurants,
and cafes had a tendency toward Vancouver neighbourhoods, while those who valued the factors
of proximity to schools and daycares, police stations, and having friendly neighbours had a
tendency toward suburban neighbourhoods.
Data for the second manuscript was collected through interviews. Exploring how
newcomer women experience the social aspects of neighbourhood livability, this manuscript
identifies four potential actions to make neighbourhoods socially livable for newcomer women:
iii

boosting social cohesion, building multicultural neighbourhoods, developing settlement supports,
and improving neighbourhood safety.
The research data in the final manuscript was drawn from mental mapping exercises,
investigating how newcomer women perceive their physical neighbourhood boundaries. The
results of this manuscript demonstrate the contribution of the following four main amenities to
shaping the perceived neighbourhood boundaries and livability: lively social and communitybased spaces, inviting green spaces, shopping streets and shopping malls, and ethnic markets.
According to these results, I proposed a guiding framework in the concluding chapter,
including ten dimensions, for the design and development of more livable neighbourhoods in
multicultural cities.
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Lay Summary
The concept of livability has received much attention over the last two decades among
urban planners, policymakers, and researchers. However, there has been little discussion on
immigrant women’s experiences and perceptions of neighbourhood livability in the Canadian
context. By conducting 362 surveys, 28 semi-structured interviews, and 12 mental mapping
exercises, this study contributes to filling this gap and explores the qualities of a livable
neighbourhood in a multicultural city. Based on the research findings, a livable neighbourhood in
a multicultural city: 1) provides information and settlement supports, 2) supports cultural diversity
and needs, 3) facilitates intercultural communications and neighbourly interactions, 4) supports
community engagement and social participation, 5) has lively community spaces, 6) has vibrant
street markets, malls and other ethnic markets/stores, 7) has inviting local parks and playgrounds,
8) has affordable and quality housing, 9) is safe and healthy, and 10) is well-connected to different
parts of a city.
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Preface
This dissertation is an original and unpublished work by the author, Marjanossadat
Ebneshahidi. All studies enclosed in this dissertation were reviewed and approved by the
University of British Columbia’s Research Ethics Board (certificate # H16-02022), under the
original title of “Multicultural Livable Neighbourhoods: Immigrant Women’s Experiences.”
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Chapter 1: Introduction
“All day I think about it, then at night I say it:
Where did I come from, and what am I supposed
to be doing? I have no idea. My soul is from
elsewhere, I’m sure of that, and I intend to end up
there,” Rumi said.
From my perspective, the definition of
immigration is summarized in this poem!
“Immigration is like being born again.”1 Entering
an unknown world with half-open eyes. A world
that accepts us as new members and can change
us, but we have no role in changing it. We have
to adapt to this world until we grow up and gain
power. We have to learn a new language from the
beginning like a child, a new culture, and new
rules and customs. We should make new friends,
prove our strengths and abilities, etc. So, to grow
and jump over these high obstacles, we need the
warm and protective embrace of our new mother
and a livable home. However, despite living with
a kind mother and in comfort and plenty, the
dream of the world we came from will always be
with us. This is the life of an immigrant, I believe!

1.1

The starting point of my study
Each year, many people, including women, immigrate to Canada for various reasons such

as seeking education, work, or escaping war and/or ethnic, political, and religious struggles. I,
Marjan, am one of these people who immigrated voluntarily to Vancouver, Canada, seven years
ago, to be in one of the most livable cities in the world. It was probably the only image that I had
in my mind about my destination: a livable and beautiful city. I defined a livable city and
neighbourhood based on what I had experienced in my home country. However, after immigrating,
I, as a newcomer woman, had bittersweet experiences which significantly influenced my
perception of livability.

1

Recently I read an online student newspaper and I noticed that Guash (2017) has the same idea:
https://www.mdcthereporter.com/immigrants-immigrating-another-country-like-born/
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When I arrived, I rented a suite in a very walkable neighbourhood where I could access my
basic needs, including a local grocery store, bank, local restaurant, cafe, nature park, and bus
station within a 5-minute walking distance from my home. Living close to those services and
public amenities gave me a sense of safety, satisfaction, and comfort upon my arrival. In summary,
I can say that I was happy with my neighbourhood, and I enjoyed living there during the first
months. However, that is not the end of my story of a livable neighbourhood that I experienced.
My definition of livability gradually started to change when I encountered some challenges in my
daily life, which I had never experienced in my home country. These challenges ranged from very
simple issues such as lack of access to my favourite rice, meat, and bread to more complicated
ones such as a sense of isolation, lack of nighttime activities, which gave me a sense of insecurity
and sadness at night, and a general loss of my cultural identity in the neighbourhood.
The first moment I asked myself what is a livable neighbourhood in a multicultural city
was when I experienced unfriendly and unacceptable behaviour from one of my neighbours due
to my country of origin. I faced such a situation many times not only because of my nationality
but due to culture and language barriers, which made me feel like a stranger, a foreigner, and
feeling lost and alone. It was at this point that I realized that a livable neighbourhood or city for a
newcomer has wider dimensions, as compared to non-immigrants.
I experienced how life could be difficult and stressful when you were concerned about not
being accepted into the new society due to various barriers; how a livable neighbourhood could
become the worst place to live when people judge you and treat you as “other” because of your
differences and language or culture; how cultural differences might become barriers to making
friends with your neighbours who may be from other countries; how living in a neighbourhood or
a city could be frustrating when you do not have information about available resources and do not
2

know how to find them; how important it is to live close to a bus station or an ethnic store or a
restaurant selling foods from your country; and how a neighbourhood becomes the best place to
live when you could find someone who could help you and understand you. And I learned many
other similar things during the past seven years as a new immigrant woman.
To me, all these moments were like puzzle pieces that have shaped my definition of
neighbourhood livability in a multicultural city. Putting together my own puzzle, I always used to
ask myself whether other newcomer women had experiences and perceptions similar to mine. It
led me to select the topic of “livable neighbourhoods in multicultural cities” for my PhD
dissertation and encouraged me to answer questions that came out of my own experience.
This chapter begins by reviewing literature pertaining to livability. It will then go on to
discuss the concepts of culture and multiculturalism, followed by a discussion of the importance
of livability aspects in facilitating [female] immigrants’ settlement process, and an articulation of
the barriers they have in residential neighbourhoods and cities. Then I will give an overview of the
study site and general methodology used in this dissertation, discuss the research questions, and
explain the significance of the study. The final section provides an overview of the next chapters.
1.2
1.2.1

Review of relevant literature
What is community/urban livability?
The concept of livability has been applied across a range of disciplines and represents

important and fundamental concerns that have been discussed in numerous studies in the fields of
urban and community planning, urban geography, sociology, economics, and health sciences. This
concept parallels other conceptions, including quality of life and sustainability. But what do we
mean when we speak of community and urban livability? Providing a single answer is difficult, as
there exist numerous valid definitions (Ahmed, El-Halafawy, & Amin, 2019; de Haan et al., 2014;
3

Saitluanga, 2014), and the concept has evolved over time and across spaces (Gough, 2015; Lloyd,
Fullagar, & Reid, 2016). Generally speaking, livability is termed an “ensemble concept”
(Saitluanga, 2014, p. 542), and depending on what a researcher wishes to study, it may focus on
one or more features of a city or a neighbourhood.
According to the Merriam-Webster dictionary, a “livable” place is defined as “one that is
suitable for living in, on, or with.” It translates into a place in which people are physically and
emotionally satisfied. Donald Appleyard (D. Appleyard, 1980; D. Appleyard & Lintell, 1972; A.
Jacobs & Appleyard, 1987), an urban designer and theorist, was one of the first to coin the term
livability in the field of urban planning and design (Szibbo, 2015). Appleyard illustrated the
objectives of this concept using a street scale. Following Jane Jacobs (1993) and Kevin Lynch
(1981), he makes a connection between humans and the built environment and claims that
livability provides an opportunity for people to live in high-quality urban areas and “in relative
comfort” (A. Jacobs & Appleyard, 1987, p. 115). For him, a livable street is “well-managed”,
“healthy”, “safe”, “secure”, “clean”, and “pleasant”; it is a space where community life is possible
(D. Appleyard, 1980, pp. 107–108; A. Jacobs & Appleyard, 1987, pp. 114–117).
Following Appleyard, Bosselmann (2008) defined livability as “conditions in
neighbourhoods where residents live relatively free from intrusions” (pp. 141-143). This author
believes that livability can create a fertile ground for cultivating “a sense of place” and “vitality”
(p. 155). In Urban Transformation, he differentiates between the concepts of “a sense of
belonging” and “livability” and considers the latter a result of the individuals’ perception of
“concrete physical elements” and “physical settings”–– which has 5 main attributes, including
“personal safety”, “well-managed traffic”, “ease of walking”, “centrality”, and “the presence of
nature in cities”––, while the former refers to “the psychological or emotional dimensions of living
4

in a neighbourhood, on a street, or in a building, or when walking through a field without holding
any rights to material ownership” (p. 143).
Likewise, other scholars make it clear that livability is a purely subjective phenomenon
(e.g., Pacione, 2003; Zhan et al., 2018), which is an assumption of my dissertation. As de Haan et
al. (2014) point out, this term has its “origins in satisfaction of human needs” and thus is
“inherently anthropocentric” (p. 123). Defining livability, van Dorst (2012) makes a linkage
between “a subject (an organism, a person, or a community) and the environment” and sees this
strong connection through three different interconnected lenses: “the perceived livability”, “the
apparent livability”, and “the presumed livability” (pp. 225-226). He defines the perceived
livability as “the individual’s appreciation of his or her environment” derived from their interaction
with the environment and other people, while the other forms of livability focus mostly on the
objective aspect and measure the influence of the built environment on individuals’ quality of life,
happiness, and well-being (p. 225).
Thus, it is assumed that this concept is not only objective and is related to “the quality of
the shared living environment in cities” (Myers, 1988, p. 353) but it is also subjective and can
contribute to improving quality of life, human well-being (de Haan et al., 2014; Okulicz-Kozaryn,
2013; Veenhoven, 2013; Zhan et al., 2018), and happiness (Veenhoven, 2013, 2014; Veenhoven
& Ehrhardt, 1995; Veenhoven, Ehrhardt, Ho, & de Vries, 1993; Veenhoven & Ouweneel, 1995).
Further, it has been argued that more than just the measurement of the physical features of the built
environment, livability is concerned with the “pure expression of values or desires” (Chazal, 2010,
p. 587).
Van Kamp et al. (2003), in a review of earlier studies aimed at defining the concept,
illustrate a model proposed by The Dutch National Institute for Public Health and the Environment
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(RIVM group) that presents livability and health as “two separate dimensions of quality of life,
and treated as aspects of a dynamic (transactional) process” (p. 9). Particularly, Okulicz-Kozaryn
(2013) emphasizes the importance of the concept and defines livability as “a measure of objective
quality of life” that affects subjective well-being as well (p. 434).
Referring to livability as “an umbrella term for the various qualities of the environment”
(Veenhoven, 2013, p. 205) and linking this concept with happiness and quality of life, Ruut
Veenhoven 2 and his co-authors argue that the livability of nations can be estimated by two
approaches: first, by “input” indicators or “presumed” livability, which is “assumed conditions for
a good life” (Veenhoven et al., 1993, p. 9), and second by “output” indicators or “apparent”
livability, including health (physical health, [healthy] life-expectancy, and mental health) and
satisfaction (alienation3, suicide, and happiness) (Veenhoven et al., 1993, pp. 11–15; Veenhoven
& Ouweneel, 1995, pp. 4–5). On the basis of these indicators, he formulated a livability theory
(Veenhoven & Ehrhardt, 1995) involving 6 assumptions that “explains observed differences in
happiness in terms of need-environment fit” (Veenhoven, 2014, p. 3645). These assumptions are
as follows:
1) “Like all animals, humans have innate needs, such as for food, safety, and
companionship.
2) Gratification of needs manifests in hedonic experience.
3) Hedonic experience determines how much we like the life we live (happiness). Hence,
happiness depends on need gratification.

2

A pioneer in the study of happiness.
As Veenhoven (1993) defines, “alienation is seen as something that results from a lack of fit between ways of life
provided by a society and human potentials. That condition is believed to manifest in individual feelings of
powerlessness and meaninglessness. There are many variations in this theme, some of which come close to
conceptions of mental health” (p. 13)
3
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4) Need gratification depends on both external living conditions and inner abilities to
use these. Hence, bad living conditions will reduce happiness, in particular when its
demands exceed human capabilities.
5) Societies are systems for meeting human needs, but not all societies do that job
equally well. Consequently, people are not equally happy in all societies.
6) Improvement of the fit between social institutions and human needs will result in
greater happiness.” (Veenhoven, 2014, p. 3645)

These interrelationships among the quality of human life, well-being, satisfaction,
happiness, and livability shed light on the importance of livability research. Further, it leads
planners to ask what exactly the “input indicators” of livability are, as suggested by Veenhoven
(1993, p. 15), and what makes a city or neighbourhood a place in which people can be happy. With
a view to addressing these questions, various physical and non-physical dimensions of livability
have been identified.
Following past studies and theories, Timmer & Seymoar4 (2005) view a livable city as a
“living organism” consisting of four “metaphors” 5 and four “components”, including 1)
“governance and participation”; 2) “common values, a sense of identity and place”; 3) “complete
communities, vital Downtown core, industrial clusters, green space”; and 4) “natural resource
flows, green corridors, energy grids, communication, transportation” (pp. 5-6). According to
Badland et al. (2014), this concept has “eleven domains” that are significantly related to health and
quality of life: “crime and safety”, “education”, “employment and income”, “housing”, “health

“Focusing on the development of the Livable Region Strategic Plan, the Sustainable Region Initiative, and the cities
PLUS 100-year vision for the the Greater Vancouver Regional District (GVRD)” (p. 6)
5 “The brain and nervous system of the Livable City”; “The heart of the Livable City”; “The organs of the Livable
City”; “The circulatory system of the Livable City” (p5-6)
4
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and social services”, “leisure and culture”, “local food and other goods”, “natural environment”,
“transport”, “social cohesion and local democracy”, and “public open space” (p. 64). Leby Lau &
Hashim (2010) summarized physical and non-physical livability indicators into the four groups of
“social dimension (social relations)”, “physical dimension (residential environment)”, “functional
dimension (facilities and services)”, and “safety dimension (crime and sense of safety)” (p. 77).
Concerning the social dimension, Lloyd, Fullagar, & Reid (2016) discuss “three social
constructs: community, social interaction and social cohesion” (p. 347). Balsas (2004) asserts that
a livable city centre has 6 physical and non-physical dimensions: “fit”, “access”, “control”,
“sense”, “vitality” [suggested by Kevin Lynch], and “viability” (p. 103). Szibbo (2015) linked
livability with “privacy”, “walkability”, “a view of trees and natural landscape”, “a sense of
community with neighbours”, and “safety” (pp. 20-22).
While the above authors considered livability as the sum of both physical and social factors,
some other livability studies to date appear to be primarily concerned with the physical and
environmental attributes of the built environment such as traffic and noise level (D. Appleyard,
1980; D. Appleyard & Lintell, 1972; Bosselmann, Macdonald, & Kronemeyer, 1999; McAndrews
& Marshall, 2018), land use, availability of amenities and accessibility of services (e.g.,
Bosselmann, 2008; Mahmoudi, Ahmad, & Abbasi, 2015; McAndrews & Marshall, 2018; Ruggeri,
Harvey, & Bosselmann, 2018; Saitluanga, 2014), public transportation access (B. Appleyard,
Ferrell, & Taecker, 2017; B. S. Appleyard, Frost, & Allen, 2019; Australian Government
Department of Infrastructure and Transport, 2013; Buys, Vine, & Miller, 2013; Kashef, 2016;
Kotulla, Denstadli, Oust, & Beusker, 2019; Wey & Huang, 2018), and urban density (McCrea &
Walters, 2012). In Measuring Urban Design, Ewing and Clemente (2013) identify and explicate
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other metrics6 linked to livability, such as imageability, legibility, transparency, complexity, and
human scale. Furthermore, air quality has been considered as an important indicator in livability
studies (e.g., D. Appleyard, 1980; D. Appleyard & Lintell, 1972) and in livability ranking systems
such as the Economist Intelligence Unit's (EIU) livability ranking and the Mercer Quality of Living
Survey (Kashef, 2016, p. 243). In this regard, Ruth & Franklin (2014) expressed concerns over the
influence of climate change and urbanization on air quality and livability of cities, noting that
“urban infrastructures are already strained to or beyond their capacities to meet growing demands
for water, energy, transportation, communication, and other services” (p. 21).
A cursory review of the literature also reveals that there have been numerous urban
livability studies and indexes7 that measure safety and security in public areas and neighbourhoods
(Alderton, Henry, Foster, & Badland, 2020; de Haan et al., 2014; Fabish & Haas, 2011; Kaal,
2011; Kashef, 2016; Okulicz-Kozaryn, 2013; Szibbo, 2015), which in the case of sustainable
development is also a prime concern (van Dorst, 2012).
The economic factors of financial security, cost of living, and access to employment
opportunities have been frequently used as dimensions of livability, quality of life, and
sustainability (e.g., Balsas, 2004; Gough, 2015; Kaal, 2011; Kashef, 2016; Omuta, 1988). For
instance, Omuta (1988) asserts that “intra-city differences in job opportunities are important to
environmental quality and perception because journey to work involves friction of space and urban

6

To see the list of the metrics, refer to Ewing and Clemente (2013).

“A livability index is a table that ranks a set of cities, regions, or nations according to a defined combination of
quantitative and qualitative properties. The most prominent of these are developed and produced by commercial
interests. The properties are usually based on data from subjective surveys of, for example, “life satisfaction,” “wellbeing,” or “happiness,” as well as on data yielding more objective determinants of “quality of life,” such as
assessments based on public statistics, “economic climate,” “political stability,” or “public services.” A livability score
or ranking given by such an index is an aggregate account of the situation in a city, region, or nation that is purported
to obtain there over a given period, usually 1 year” (Scerri, 2014, p. 3640)
7
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residents vary in their sensitivity and capability to overcome this friction” (pp. 418-419). Along
the same lines, the availability of affordable food and housing are considered in almost every study
in this area and are linked to health and well-being (Australian Government Department of
Infrastructure and Transport, 2013; Badland et al., 2014; Gough, 2015; Kashef, 2016; Leby Lau &
Hashim, 2010). Hamilton (2014) links “living in quality affordable housing” to enhanced quality
of life, satisfaction, and better mental health, and also asserts that adequate housing located in a
quality neighbourhood can provide opportunities to engage in social activities, form social
networks and access services (p. 191). In addition, Szibbo (2015) offers a similar argument and
reveals that most of the respondents in her study associated the perceived livability of their
neighbourhoods with “the cost of housing” (p. 17).
Table 1-1 presents a range of important themes pertaining to livability compiled from the
above studies, which elucidate important dimensions of neighbourhood livability.
LIVABILITY DIMENSIONS
Social Dimension
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Community participation
A sense of place
A sense of safety
Social interactions
Social cohesion
A sense of community
Neighbourhood disorder
and crime

Environmental and Physical Dimension
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Transportation
Access to green areas/networks
Health care services//facilities
Housing quality
Public spaces
Access to food and other goods
Vitality
Privacy
Walkability
Traffic and noise level
Air quality
Availability of amenities, social
services/ facilities
Building density
Land use
Legibility
Attractiveness
Cleanliness

Economic Dimension
•
•
•
•
•

Employment
Housing affordability
Cost of living
Financial security
Food affordability

Table 1-1: Important indicators used for measuring livability in selected studies
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In summary, the above studies highlight that the meaning of livability and its domains
varies across disciplines, urban scales, and time frames. Further, it is illustrated that, while
livability can be defined in different ways, considering the economic, physical, and social aspects
of the environment is crucial to understanding and measuring this concept.
1.2.2

The concept of culture and multiculturalism
The concept of culture, which is “multifaceted” (Bond, 2005, p. 34) as well as broad in

scope, has been recognized as important by planners, sociologists, psychologists, human
geographers, anthropologists, and all other scholars who study human groups. There is a great deal
of literature that views culture as a set of values, attitudes, behaviours, traditions, beliefs, practices,
symbols, and meanings, which are created, learned, developed, and transmitted (e.g., James, 2000;
Parekh, 2006; Rapoport, 1980, 2013). According to Rapoport (2013), “a worldview”, “a building
style”, or “a landscape of a settlement” can be derived from the consistent transmission of these
shared beliefs and values to other people across time periods (p. 51).
Over the past few decades, Stuart McPhail Hall, a cultural theorist, wrote extensively about
cultural identity, arguing that shared “historical experiences”, beliefs and “cultural codes” shape
our identity and “play[ed] a critical role in all the post-colonial struggles” (Hall, 1990, p. 223).
However, he claims that cultural identity can be viewed from another lens, noting,
[Cultural identity] is a matter of 'becoming' as well as of 'being'. It belongs
to the future as much as to the past. It is not something which already
exists, transcending place, time, history and culture. Cultural identities
come from somewhere, have histories. But, like everything which is
historical, they undergo constant transformation. Far from being eternally
fixed in some essentialized past, they are subject to the continuous 'play'
of history, culture and power (Hall, 1990, p. 225).
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In Culture and social behaviour, Triandis8 (1994) saw culture from a different perspective,
referring to
A set of human-made objective and subjective elements that in the past
have increased the probability of survival and resulted in satisfaction for
the participants in an ecological niche, and thus became shared among
those who could communicate with each other because they had a common
language and they lived in the same time and place (p. 22).
In his book, he argued for interconnections between “ecology 9”, “culture”, and “social
behvaiour”(p. 15), and revealed that behaviours are the result of the cultures emerging from the
environment. Broadly speaking, culture serves as a mediator between people/groups and places
(Low & Altman, 1992) 10. Regarding this connection, Triandis (1994) refers to cultural stability
and survival over time and claims that people “come and go” while “the cultures remain more or
less stable”, which he defines as “superorganic” (p. 21). However, he further asserts that despite
this ability, there are distances between cultures that are the result of differences in “language”,
“family structure”, “religion”, “level of affluence”, and “values” (p. 33). Similarly, Sandercock
(2003) believes that
‘Culture’ cannot be understood as static, eternally given, essentialist. It is
always evolving, dynamic and hybrid of necessity. All cultures, even
allegedly conservative or traditional ones, contain multiple differences
within themselves that are continually being re-negotiated (p. 103).
Highlighting these differences, Rapoport (1980) also notes that “groups stress different
things, rank them differently, and relate them differently, so that, for any group, there is a core of

8

A pioneer of cross-cultural psychology.
He defines ecology as a combination of “the objects, the resources, and the geography of the environment, and the
ways one can make a living and survive” (1994, p. 14).
10 Defining the concept of “place attachment”, Low and Altman (1992) mentioned that “the word "attachment"
emphasizes affect; the word "place" focuses on the environmental settings to which people are emotionally and
culturally attached. The question arises, however, as to what is meant by the word place. Place, in our general lexicon,
refers to space that has been given meaning through personal, group, or cultural processes” (p. 5).
9

12

elements which are important and define the group to itself and to others and which are not easily
given up” (p.16). Others also highlighted the influence of culture on shaping human behaviours,
perceptions, motivations, and activities (e.g., Chirkov, Ryan, & Willness, 2005; Herzog, Herbert,
Kaplan, & Crooks, 2000; Kaplan & Herbert, 1987; Ng, 1998; Özgüner, 2011; Rapoport, 1980).
As such, some scholars (e.g., Burayidi, 2000; James, 2000; Qadeer, 2016; Sandercock,
2003) have voiced support for recognizing cultural differences and norms11 in culturally diverse
societies and planning systems, stipulating that a diverse city should value people’s cultural
identity. As Sandercock (2003) notes, cultural diversity has so many benefits for the society as “all
cultures have something to learn from and contribute to others” (p. 103). Burayidi (2000) also
argues that “since communities differ in their needs and socio-cultural groups within communities
seek different ends, it necessarily follows that effective planning would result in a plurality of plans
to suit the needs of the diverse public” (p. 1).
To respond to those cultural differences and the challenges posed by them,
“multiculturalism”, which has two components of “multi” and “culture” (Baum, 2000, p. 115), has
emerged as a main concept in planning, social and political studies, movements and strategies, all
of which provide opportunities for diverse groups with different legitimate needs and
characteristics to be involved and housed in the larger community (Burayidi, 2015; Colombo,
2015; Forbes, 2019; Mansouri & Modood, 2021; Qadeer, 1997, 2005, 2016; Reitz, 2009;
Sandercock, 2003; Sandercock & Brock, 2009; Sandercock & Kliger, 1998).

11

Chirkov, Ryan, & Willness (2005) argue how cultural norms are adopted through three processes suggested by Le
Vine (1973): “willing con- formity, when human needs and social norms organically fit together; coerced
conformity, wherein personality structure and normative pressures make incompatible behavioral demands; and
normative pluralism, in which a diversity of norms exists in society and there is room for persons to find norms and
values that best match their personality demands” (p. 424-425).
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Emphasizing the use of the word “difference” instead of “culture”, Modood (2010) asserts
that “multiculturalism refers to the struggle, the political mobilization but also the policy and
institutional outcomes, to the forms of accommodation in which ‘differences’ are not eliminated,
are not washed away but to some extent recognized” (p. 153). In defining multiculturalism, Parekh
(2006) also refers to cultural diversity and believes that it goes beyond a concept exclusively
derived from different beliefs or practices, and it can include different forms of diversity. However,
it is argued that “political multiculturalism” should be distinguished from “anthropological
multiculturalism”, as the former is less concerned with all cultural groups (Baum, 2000, p. 115).
According to Baum (2000), for many political multiculturalists, “culture refers to social groups
assumed to have common political interests and, associated with these, common ways of thinking”
(p. 116).
These cultural differences can also “refer to immigrants” in multicultural societies such as
Canada, and multiculturalism is serving them by recognizing their “individual rights” along with
their “cultural rights” (Colombo, 2015, p. 803). In this regard, Sandercock & Brock (2009) state
that multiculturalism in Canada and Australia “was introduced by the state as a way of managing
increasingly diverse streams of immigration” (p.16). As Ameyaw (2000) notes,
The Canada Multiculturalism Act (1981) and the Charter of Rights and
Freedoms (1982) have promoted and addressed barriers toward diversity
and individual rights. Most of these policy initiatives totally or partially
affirm the right for cultural, ethnic, and racial groups to live free from all
forms of discrimination and to have the opportunity to participate fully in
Canadian society (p.103).
Therefore, not only is culture an ambiguous concept but the ambiguity of the concept of
multiculturalism is also undeniable (Forester, 2000). This ambiguity can be a cause of intergroup
conflicts among urban planning professionals and urban designers in multicultural countries and
14

raises the following key questions: “How do we design a multicultural city?” (Madanipour, 2007,
p. 143), How can cities and neighbourhoods support cultural diversity? How do immigrants and
newcomers experience culturally diverse communities? What challenges do immigrant
communities have in a multicultural city or neighbourhood?
To address these questions, in the next section, I shall focus on previous studies evaluating
immigrant experiences in multicultural cities and explore the challenges facing them, particularly
newcomers and women, in such societies.
1.2.3

Livability indicators and settlement challenges of [female] immigrants: A brief

review
A review of past studies in different fields shows that the literature on immigrants and their
experiences of different aspects of livability, as well as the challenges they face in residential
neighbourhoods, appears to focus primarily on: 1) housing challenges such as access to quality
and affordable housing (e.g., Friedman & Rosenbaum, 2004; C. Teixeira, 2008, 2009, 2011, 2014)
and 2) social aspects of livability such as safety, a sense of belonging, social support, and social
capital (e.g., Agyekum & Newbold, 2016; C. Avenarius, 2007; Gallina & Williams, 2015; Kitchen,
Williams, & Gallina, 2015; Oropesa, 2012; Ray & Preston, 2009), followed by 3) transportation
and mobility (e.g., Blumenberg & Shiki, 2007; Heisz & Schellenberg, 2004), 4) access to amenities
(e.g., Moore, Diez Roux, Evenson, McGinn, & Brines, 2008; Powell, Slater, Mirtcheva, Bao, &
Chaloupka, 2007), 5) access to employment (e.g., Spehar, 2021; Udah et al., 2019), and 6) food
security (e.g., Tarraf, Sanou, & Giroux, 2017).
All of these indicators are briefly discussed in the following sections. I should note that
while reviewing the literature, I also found numerous studies examining immigrants’ residential
15

locations, settlement patterns, and their experiences of segregation and suburbanization (e.g., Alba,
Logan, Stults, Marzan, & Zhang, 1999; Coenen, Verhaeghe, & Van de Putte, 2019), which I will
discuss in-depth in Chapter 2.
1.2.3.1

Housing
In respect to housing, studies have shown that access to affordable and quality housing is

not only an important indicator of livability, as discussed above, but it is also one of the most
important indicators of immigrant integration and settlement success (N. R. Brown, 2017; Carter,
Polevychok, & Osborne, 2009; Fozdar & Hartley, 2014; Hiebert, Mendez, & Wyly, 2008; Murdie,
2008b; C. Teixeira, 2007; C. Teixeira & Drolet, 2018). Affordable housing has also been
considered as an indicator of a welcoming community (C. Teixeira & Drolet, 2018).
However, previous immigration and settlement studies, particularly in Canada, highlighted
the major challenges that low-income minority residents and immigrants, and in particular [recent]
immigrant women, face in securing affordable quality housing, such as lack of access to financial
supports and settlement services, and lack of knowledge about their rights, which enhances the
likelihood that they will experience homelessness in the host society (N. R. Brown, 2017; Carter
& Osborne, 2009; Dion, 2001; Fiedler, Schuurman, & Hyndman, 2006; Hiebert, 2009b, 2017;
Hiebert et al., 2006; Ley & Murphy, 2001; J. Logan & Murdie, 2016; Preston et al., 2010; C.
Teixeira, 2014; Thurston et al., 2006, 2013; Walsh, Hanley, Ives, & Hordyk, 2016). Drawing on
interviews with 26 immigrant women in Montreal, Canada, for instance, Walsh et al., (2016) found
that newcomer women’s barriers to securing quality housing are associated with weak economic,
“employment”, and social integration, gender-based oppression, “violence”, and “discrimination”,
“conflicts with landlords, neighbours or roommates”, and “lack of familiarity with the dominant
culture” (pp. 895-896).
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Several Canadian studies have also underlined the role of demographic backgrounds such
as gender, length of stay, income level, and ethnicity (e.g., Carter & Osborne, 2009; Dion, 2001;
Hiebert, 2017) on intensifying these challenges. For instance, in evaluating housing challenges of
immigrants and newcomers in the three metropolitan areas of Vancouver, Toronto, and Montreal,
Hiebert (2017) asserts that “among home owners, members of visible minority groups are twice
as likely to be under financial pressure given their housing costs relative to income” (p. 63). In
another study by Dion (2001), rental “housing discrimination” has been viewed from the
perspective of three groups of recent immigrants in Toronto, Canada: Jamaicans, Poles, and
Somalis. This study, first, revealed the important role of gender in shaping the immigrants’
perception of “personal and group discrimination” (p. 523) and highlighted that “women perceived
greater housing discrimination than men on almost every individual dimension of personal
discrimination”12 and “on several of the group discrimination items”13 (p. 534). Second, there were
some differences among “ethnic groups” regarding their perceptions of “personal and group
discrimination”.
Others have also discussed the important role of community and immigrant organizations,
information sources, co-ethnic resources, and social connections in overcoming these barriers
facing immigrants in the housing search process (e.g., Murdie, 2008b; C. Teixeira, 2011; C.
Teixeira & Drolet, 2018).
1.2.3.2

Social and safety needs
Findings from numerous studies attest to the importance of social factors such as a sense

of community, a sense of safety, a sense of belonging, social participation, and social support to

12
13

“The personal experience of the respondent and his or her immediate family” (p. 532).
“To what extent respondents thought their ethnic group was facing housing discrimination” (p. 532).
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the social integration, satisfaction with life, and well-being of [female] immigrants, and highlight
the barriers to social participation and community activities among them (e.g., Açikalin et al.,
2020; Bathum & Baumann, 2007; Boateng, 2010; Chaumba & Nackerud, 2013; Couton & Gaudet,
2008; Dixon, Bessaha, & Post, 2018; Fong & Ooka, 2006; Hurtado-de-Mendoza, Gonzales,
Serrano, & Kaltman, 2014; Jops, Lenette, & Breckenridge, 2019; J. Kim, 2012; J. Kim, Kim,
Henderson, Han, & Park, 2016; J. Kim, Moon, & Song, 2016). Further, exploring the benefits of
social inclusion, other studies revealed that interaction with religious groups or connections with
organizations can lead to an increase in labour market integration among immigrants and refugees
(Cheung & Phillimore, 2014; Gericke, Burmeister, Löwe, Deller, & Pundt, 2018; Nasrat, 2020).
Thus, these studies show that there is a close connection between the economic needs and social
needs of immigrants.
However, focusing on the social integration of Syrian women in Turkey, Açikalin et al
(2020) stated that “women are not adequately involved in the migration policies of countries. In
addition, immigrant women, who are seen as an unskilled-labour force, stay in the background in
the community” (p. 5). Similar studies have associated immigrants’ reluctance to participate in
social and community activities with challenges such as the lack of trust, the lack of safety and
security, the lack of access to public services or transportation services, language barriers, time
restrictions, workload, and discrimination (Bathum & Baumann, 2007; Hurtado-de-Mendoza et
al., 2014; Jansen, Chioncel, & Dekkers, 2006). Bathum & Baumann (2007), for example,
investigated “how Latina immigrant women view and express a sense of community in their
process of adapting to life in the United States” (p. 167) and identified four barriers to
establishing and developing a sense of community among ethnic monitories: “the necessity of
working

long

and

irregular

hours

for

survival”,

“discrimination”,

“racism”,

and
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“misunderstandings from the dominant culture” (p. 172) (See Chapter 3 for a further discussion
on social inclusion of immigrants). Hence, as Harper and Stein (2015) noted, “a primary goal of
accommodation should be to engage all minorities as full participants in the public realm” (p. 49).
Further, some studies have focused specifically on safety issues and problems of
immigrants and ethnic minorities in neighbourhoods such as perceptions of neighbourhood crime,
and violence, racism, and discrimination (Meng, 2014, 2017; Quillian & Pager, 2001; E. A.
Stewart, Baumer, Brunson, & Simons, 2009; Y. Wu & Wen, 2014). As Y. Wu and Wen (2014),
for example, discussed, fear of crime among immigrant minorities is greater than that of the
majority (p.496). In addition, they noted that “increased uncertainty in life, together with
heightened pressure to learn a new language, and new customs, norms, housing arrangement, and
working situation within a short period of time, can bring high levels of fear and anxiety” (p. 498).
1.2.3.3

Transportation and mobility

Access to public transportation plays an important role in the successful integration and
settlement of immigrants (Okour, 2019). According to multiple studies, some immigrants,
particularly newcomers, are dependent on public transportation compared to non-immigrants (e.g.,
Asgari, Zaman, & Jin, 2017; Blumenberg, 2009; Blumenberg & Evans, 2010; Blumenberg &
Shiki, 2007; Blumenberg & Smart, 2014; Heisz & Schellenberg, 2004; Lo, Shalaby, & Alshalalfah,
2011). Therefore, it is suggested that immigrants’ “housing choice and access to transportation are
strongly linked” (Amar & Teelucksingh, 2015, p. 53). Particularly, Blumenberg (2009) argued that
“female immigrants are more likely to rely on alternative modes of travel than male immigrants”
in the U.S. (p. 172).
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However, many studies highlighted transportation barriers among immigrants and refugees
(e.g., Bailey, Hower, Ratner, & Spencer, 2019; Beckman & Goulias, 2008; Okour, 2019) such as
cost and affordability, cultural barriers, responsibilities, language and information barriers, and the
level of transit services in some geographical locations such as suburban and ethnic areas (Amar
& Teelucksingh, 2015; Bailey et al., 2019; Basu & Fiedler, 2017; Blumenberg, 2009; Lo et al.,
2011). For example, Blumenberg (2009) articulates that “culturally-based gender roles may
influence travel behaviour” when it comes to immigrants, particularly in the case of women (p.
175).
1.2.3.4

Access to amenities
As noted above, a factor playing an important role in promoting neighbourhood livability

is accessibility to retail outlets, restaurants, parks, and so forth. Despite the importance of this
indicator, a review of the existing literature shows that, unfortunately, there exist few studies that
examine immigrants’ experiences of urban amenities and public and private services, particularly
in Canada.
A number of previous studies in health science, for example, have examined immigrants’
experiences of health care services (e.g., Dastjerdi, Olson, & Ogilvie, 2012; Giordano, Dsouza,
McGhee-Hassrick, Martinez, & Martinez-Donate, 2021; J. S. Yang, 2010) and the inequalities that
they face in terms of reaching health services in cities and neighbourhoods (Bissonnette, Wilson,
Bell, & Shah, 2012; Devillanova & Frattini, 2016; Ku & Matani, 2001; Sypek, Clugston, &
Phillips, 2008). Security of health, as a main indicator of livable places, has been also connected
with immigrants’ settlement success and quality of life. In addition, scholars have explored how
socio-cultural factors such as lack of trust in healthcare providers, perceived racism (Benkert,
Peters, Clark, & Keves-Foster, 2006; Næss, 2019), and language barriers (Sypek et al., 2008) can
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adversely affect the health needs of immigrants and visible minorities and their settlement process.
For instance, the work of Næss (2019) associated a lack of trust in health care institutions with
“worse self-reported health, reduced willingness to pursue services, lower relationship quality with
health care providers, lower treatment adherence, and poorer service satisfaction” (p. 298).
With regards to other amenities, my review shows that other studies are mostly concerned
with the effect of ethnicity and race on the distribution of services and amenities in neighbourhoods,
including grocery stores (e.g., Moore et al., 2008; Powell et al., 2007) and access to high-quality
green spaces and recreational facilities (e.g., Dai, 2011; Gobster, 2002). For example, Morland et
al., (2002) examined the association between the number of local grocery stores and supermarkets
and neighbourhood racial/ethnic and socioeconomic composition in selected census tracts in
Mississippi, North Carolina, Maryland, and New York. The authors found that “minority”
neighbourhoods had fewer supermarkets than non-minority neighbourhoods, though small grocery
stores were plentiful.
1.2.3.5

Access to employment

Labour force participation and access to jobs and workplaces have frequently been studied
and illustrated as indicators of immigrant integration, health, well-being, and successful settlement
(A. F. Teixeira & Dias, 2018; Udah, Singh, & Chamberlain, 2019). However, past studies show
that there are some difficulties faced by [female] immigrants in accessing job opportunities (S. H.
O. Kim, Ehrich, & Ficorilli, 2012; Spehar, 2021; Udah et al., 2019). For instance, interviewing
black African immigrants in Australia, Udah, Singh, & Chamberlain (2019) highlighted that
“discrimination and negative racial and cultural biases remain important factors contributing to the
poor employment and integration outcomes of black Africans in Australia” (p. 70). They also
suggested that the poor employment outcomes of “visible minority immigrants” are also related to
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other barriers, including “low levels of skills recognition, differences in communicating in English,
lack of social and cultural capital, lack of mainstream networks and discrimination” (p. 70).
Transportation is also recognized as a barrier to labour force participation among immigrants
(Okour, 2019).
1.2.3.6

Food security
In addition to the above studies, other studies have investigated the influence of food access

and security14 on the integration process, ethnic identity formation and maintenance, and the wellbeing of (female) immigrants and refugees (Hadley & Sellen, 2006; Koc & Welsh, 2002; McKay
& Dunn, 2015; Tarraf et al., 2017; Vahabi & Damba, 2013; Vallianatos & Raine, 2008; Weller &
Turkon, 2015). According to Weller & Turkon (2015), in addition to the physiological need for
food, “food is a physical manifestation of memory that connects immigrants to geographically and
chronologically distant family members, experiences, and communities indicative of the fact that
food consumption and preparation function as both physical symbols and acts of nostalgia” (p.71).
However, Vahabi and Damba (2013) conducted a study in Toronto, Canada and reported
that “limited financial resources”, “language barriers”, “poor knowledge of community-based food
resources and services” and “cultural food preferences” (p 4-7) contributed to food insecurity
among recent Latin American immigrants, who were mainly women. Tarraf, Sanou, & Giroux
(2017) have also developed a similar line of thought and associated immigration and the risk of
food insecurity among some immigrants and newcomers in Canada, and point to the fact that they

14

According to the Food and Agriculture Organization’s food security definition, “food security exists when all
people, at all times, have physical, social and economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food that meets their
dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life. The four pillars of food security are availability,
access, utilization, and stability. The nutritional dimension is integral to the concept of food security and to the work
of CFS” (FAO, 2009, p. 1).
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may likely experience not only economic and physical difficulties in securing food but social and
cultural barriers.
1.3

Rationale of the study: Why neighbourhood livability from a gender perspective?
Urbanization, population growth, human activities, a rapidly rising cost of living, and the

“loss of community” almost always negatively impact cities, reducing the quality of life and
exacerbating ecological, social, and economic problems while increasing inequality. In addition,
over the course of the past three decades, immigration has had a major impact on urban landscapes
in the host countries. Thus, perhaps the single greatest challenge for multicultural countries in the
twenty-first century lies in developing livable and “just cities” (Fainstein, 2011) in which cultural
diversity is respected and everyone is equally treated.
Gender is part of this cultural diversity, and women’s rights and their empowerment are
one of the social goals in livable, sustainable, and smart cities development (Buckingham, 2013;
Huning, Mölders, & Zibell, 2019; Odera & Mulusa, 2020; Rudolf, 2020; Timmer & Seymoar,
2005). For example, as Buckingham (2013) argue
The ‘smarter’ (to use a North American term) the city, the better it should
be for women: compact; more efficient, affordable public transport; safe
for the most vulnerable city dwellers; mixed use at the local scale reducing
the need for travel; energy efficient; opportunities for growing and buying
local food (p. 29).
Focusing on Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), Rudolf (2020) listed the following
goals which address gender equality and empowerment: eliminating all forms of “discrimination”,
“violence”, and “harmful practices”, which have been committed against women and girls;
“recogniz[ing] and value[ing] unpaid care and domestic work”; providing opportunities for
participation “in political, economic and public life”; and “access to sexual and reproductive health
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and reproductive rights” (pp. 74-75). Arguing the importance of gender categories’ 15 and
perspectives in sustainable spatial development, however, Huning, Molders, and Zibell (2019)
point out that “[t]he planning perspective often loses its gender focus when addressing such issues
in practice” (p. 14). They further note:
“We are planning for everyone”, is the commitment of planners who feel
dedicated to their duty of providing common welfare for everybody. In
most cases there is an implicit attitude towards good planning in terms of
user- oriented planning. Planners are convinced of the need to do the best
for people and spatial development in general. But the same planners who
are claiming such “good” planning for themselves often are those who
refuse or do not understand why gender perspectives should be included in
their plans and strategies (p. 14).
These complex issues of gender-inclusive and gender-sensitive cities, women’s rights in
public and private settings, and their participation in the community planning process have
acquired more importance among feminist activists, as well as scholars and planners, since the
1970s (Beall, 1996; Hayden, 1980; Moser, 1993; Sandercock, 1998; Sandercock & Forsyth, 1992).
Using a gendered perspective, these theorists raise concerns over women’s poverty, safety,
and their social, political, and economic exclusion. For example, Beall (1996) pointed to the fact
that women are more likely to suffer from poverty because of the following three reasons: low
wages and job insecurity, unequal distribution of resources and power in the household, and the
lack of control over economic resources and assets. She also argued that women have restricted
access to resources and mobility because of their fear of violence and sexual assault. Thus, she
suggests that a gendered approach can respond to this poverty as the number of “women-headed
households in cities” and “women-maintained families” are growing (p. 10). As she notes,

15

They categorize gender into two main categories of “biological category” and “societal category”. They also believe
that societal category can be also differentiated into “structural category” and “process category” (Hunting et al., 2019,
pp:4-5).
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Policy and planning with a gender perspective can be learnt. It does not
depend on the sex of the urban practitioner, but on the perspective he or
she adopts. A gender perspective needs to become embedded in planning
expertise and development action and recognized as best practice.
Together with public action, this will begin combatting a long history in
which women’s interests and needs as users of cities have rarely featured
as significantly as those men in urban policy investments (Beall, 1996, p.
15).
However, women are not a homogeneous group, and there is an intersectionality between
different identities such as gender, nativity, ethnicity, and race. Neglecting this intersectionality
can exacerbate the risk of discrimination and violence against women. Hence, it is important to
understand the experiences and challenges of female subgroups. One of these groups is immigrant
women. According to previous studies (e.g., Morey et al., 2020; Preston & Giles, 1997; Rahder &
McLean, 2013), minority and recent immigrant women suffer from gendered racism, poverty,
social exclusion, marginalization, and ignorance. Therefore, scholars have criticized the ignorance
of immigrant “women as women” in multiculturalism theory (Ley & Murphy, 2001, p. 154) and
city and community planning. As Rahder & McLean (2013) note, “immigrant women have a vital
role to play in the creation of more sustainable and equitable cities” (p. 146), and “adding a feminist
lens to environmental justice allows us to explicitly identify the differential risks and burdens
experienced by women” (p. 151). However, as of yet, the existing urban and community planning
research has a lack of immigrant women’s perception and experiences of cities and residential
neighbourhoods in the Canadian context.
As previously mentioned, there are very few studies — mostly in social and health science,
and psychological research — focused on immigrant women’s experiences of different aspects of
livability in general such as housing needs and challenges (e.g., Kwok & Ku, 2008; Thurston et
al., 2013; Walsh et al., 2016), social supports and integration (e.g., Açikalin et al., 2020; Boateng,
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2010; Domínguez & Lubitow, 2008; Guruge, Thomson, George, & Chaze, 2015; Holtmann, 2016;
Hsiao & Schmidt, 2015; Lenette, 2015; Martıń ez Garcı́a, Garcı́a Ramıŕ ez, & Maya Jariego, 2002;
McMichael & Manderson, 2004; O’Connor, 1990; Oo & Kusakabe, 2010), transportation needs
(Okour, 2019), health care needs (Dias, Gama, & Rocha, 2010), experiences of public open spaces
(A. M. Johnson & Miles, 2014), service use (Baker, 2004), leisure participation (Suto, 2013),
labour market participation (Ngoubene-Atioky, Lu, Muse, & Tokplo, 2020; Parks, 2009; Preston
& Giles, 1997; Spehar, 2021), and gender-based violence and discrimination in women’s lives
(Dominguez & Menjivar, 2014; Morey et al., 2020). By exploring immigrant women’s experiences
and perception of residential neighbourhoods, this study, therefore, contributes to the existing
literature in the planning field and emphasizes the significant importance of gender in the
“understanding and evaluation of spatial structures and process” (Huning et al., 2019, p. 3).
1.4

Research questions
This dissertation looks at livability from a gender perspective, seeking to facilitate an

understanding of immigrant women’s everyday lives and their experiences of, and preference for,
residential neighbourhoods and livability. As such, the following main and sub-questions will
guide my research:
The main question:
What makes a neighbourhood more livable for immigrant women in multicultural cities?
Sub-questions:
o Where would immigrant women like to live?
o What makes a neighbourhood more socially livable for newcomer women?
o How do newcomer women define a neighbourhood boundary and what physical
amenities do immigrant women prefer to have in their neighbourhoods?
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1.5

Immigrant demographics in study site
I conducted this study in the Metro Vancouver region of British Columbia, Canada.

Canada, as one of the most diverse countries in the world, has admitted 7,540,830 immigrants16
up to 2016, which is 21.9% of the Canadian population (Statistics Canada, 2017b). Significantly,
census graphs show that the largest number of foreign-born people who resided in Canada were
from India (668,565), followed by other countries such as China, Philippines, UK, US, Italy, Hong
Kong, Pakistan, Viet Nam, and Iran17.
NewToBC (2018) has reported that “British Columbia has the second highest immigrant
population compared to any other province or territory in Canada, only Ontario has a greater
immigrant population” (p. 3). In 2016, there were 1,292,675 immigrants or 28.3% of the
population who had by then settled in British Columbia. Of this population, however, the majority
(81.2%) of recent immigrants18 lived in the Metro Vancouver region which were found to live in
the following cities: Vancouver (26.2%), Surrey (25.5%), Burnaby (11.3%), Richmond (10.7%),
and Coquitlam (6.7%). “Census 2016 shows that China was the largest source country of
immigrants to the City of Vancouver” (25%), as well as Metro Vancouver (25.2%) (NewToBC,
2018, p. 8). The census graphs also indicate that the proportion of college and university-educated

16

According to the definitions provided by Statistics Canada, “an immigrant (or permanent immigrant) refers
to a person who is or has been a landed immigrant (permanent resident) and who has been granted the right to
live in Canada permanently by immigration authorities. Immigrants are either Canadian citizens by naturalization
(the citizenship process) or permanent residents under Canadian legislation”. Moreover, “a non-permanent
resident (or temporary immigrant) is a person who is lawfully in Canada on a temporary basis and who holds a
work, study or other (excluding visitor visas) permit issued for that person along with members of their family
living with them. This group also includes individuals who seek refugee status upon or after their arrival in
Canada and remain in the country pending the outcome of processes relative to their claim” (Statistics Canada,
2021, p. 3)
17

Refer to https://www.statista.com/statistics/556078/top-10-countries-of-birth-for-foreign-born-canadian-citizens/
“Recent immigrant refers to a person who obtained a landed immigrant or permanent resident status up to five
years prior to a given census year” (Statistics Canada, 2017a, p. 8).
18
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immigrants in the Metro Vancouver region was higher compared to Canadian-born people. “53.2%
of recent immigrants and 41.7% of total immigrants had a bachelor’s degree or higher, compared
to 33.6% of the Canadian born population” (ibid. p. 13).
Moreover, according to the 2016 Canadian census, Metro Vancouver had a total population
of 527,885 immigrant women, which is 42% of the entire female population and 22% of the whole
population in this region19 (Statistics Canada, 2017c). Census data also shows that among female
immigrants living in this region, 14% were recent immigrants who landed in Canada between 2011
and 2016.
1.6

Methodological framework
Advocacy for combining quantitative and qualitative approaches in a “third major research

approach” (R. B. Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007, p. 112) known as mixed methods
research design (MMRD) or “triangulation” (Jick, 1979) has been growing in numerous fields such
as social science since the 1960s (Collins, Onwuegbuzie, & Jiao, 2007, p. 267).
MMRD is particularly useful for research design, data collection, data analysis, and
interpretation of findings; indeed, it can remedy the inherent weakness and shortcomings in all
these areas (Panda & Gupta, 2013; Roer-Strier & Kurman, 2009; Sieber, 1973). Johnson et al.
(2007) note that MMRD has been employed by researchers who believe that the combination of
qualitative and quantitative methods provides the optimum approach to addressing research
questions (p. 113). Jick (1979) identifies six advantages of MMRD: 1) greater confidence in
research findings; 2) provision of new data collection methods; 3) uncovering the “deviant or offquadrant dimensions” of phenomena; 4) richer explanations of research problems/questions; 5)

19

Author calculations.
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superior synthesis or integration of theories; and 6) ability to serve as a critical test (pp. 608-609).
Venkatesh, Brown, & Bala (2013) focus on the ability of MMRD to “address both exploratory and
confirmatory questions within the same research inquiry” (p. 24). Panda and Gupta (2013)
demonstrate the ability of MMRD to “reduce bias and increase validity” (p. 292) in cross-cultural
studies, noting that “culture can be best explored by employing mixed methods” (p. 293).
To illustrate these points, Thomas (2013), for example, used interviews as a qualitative
method to elicit views as to “why housing choices may have changed over time” among Filipino
immigrants, and census data to discover “which housing and transportation” choices these
respondents made over time (pp. 413-414).
Hence, the methodological approach taken in this dissertation is a mixed methodology to
address the research question(s) in a comprehensive manner, and both qualitative and quantitative
methods were used in this investigation. I collected data from the same respondents, using different
methods, including a survey, interviews, and a mental mapping exercise. I will discuss data
collection and analysis methods in each chapter separately. However, I gave greater weight to
qualitative research methods while using quantitative data/methods in a supplementary role. I view
this approach to be warranted as my major research questions revolve around exploring the
meaning of “individual lived experience” (p. 56), which Marshall and Rossman (2006) define as
a “genre” of qualitative research.
1.7

Dissertation Overview
The overall structure of this manuscript-based dissertation takes the form of 3 major

chapters, as well as this introductory chapter and the concluding chapter. Each major chapter
represents one aspect of the fieldwork I have done in my PhD program, written as a separate piece
of writing for publication, each of which presents the results relating to some specific research
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questions. But there is an interrelation between these chapters, aiming to address the main research
question. What follows is a description of each chapter:
In Chapter 1, I aim to provide a brief overview of the related concepts and past studies,
study site, the significance of the study, research questions, and the methodological framework
used in this study.
In Chapter 2, I aim to generate new insights about immigrant women’s preference for
residential neighbourhoods and the multiple aspects of livability that can relatively affect their
preferences for three neighbourhood types, using statistical analysis: 1) ethnically concentrated
neighbourhoods; 2) Vancouver neighbourhoods; and 3) suburban neighbourhoods in the Metro
Vancouver region. To do this, I first review the published literature and theories discussing the
benefits and disadvantages of co-ethnic concentration for immigrants and their movement to
peripheral municipalities. Second, I describe the research hypotheses and the methods used to
gather and analyze data. Based on a survey collected from 362 immigrant women in the Metro
Vancouver region, this study tests three main hypotheses: “the proximity hypothesis”, “the social
quality hypothesis”, and “the environmental and visual quality hypothesis”. Subsequent sections
provide a review of the results, discussion of findings, concluding comments, and limitations of
the study.
In Chapter 3, conducting 28 semi-structured interviews with newcomer women in the
same study site, I explore newcomers’ definitions of neighbourhood livability and dig into their
experiences of social aspects of livability in their residential neighbourhoods. I first review the
relevant previous studies with a view to understanding the indicators of social environment and
the social barriers facing immigrants in residential neighbourhoods. Next, I elaborate on the
qualitative methods used in this study, and then I provide a summary of participant characteristics
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and describe the analytical methods. The rest of the chapter presents the emerging themes, and
critically discusses the findings. Finally, the final sections give a summary of the main findings
and discuss the limitations of the study.
In Chapter 4, following a similar pattern, I focus primarily on physical indicators of
livability and newcomers’ perceptions of their neighbourhood environment and boundaries. I first
review how the literature has defined the concept of neighbourhood. This is followed by a
discussion of the methodology, as well as neighbourhood and participants’ profiles. This chapter
is built primally on mental mapping exercises and interviews conducted with 12 newcomer women
who lived in walkable neighbourhoods. This chapter ends with a summary of the results, a
discussion of findings, concluding comments, and limitations of the study.
In Chapter 5, I first integrate the research findings generated from all the methods
employed and discuss 10 domains of a livable neighbourhood in multicultural cities, including a
discussion of the implications of the findings for public policy. Finally, I discuss implications and
suggestions for future research.
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Chapter 2: Where would you like to live? Assessing the relationship
between immigrant women’s preferences for neighbourhood
locations and the perceived importance of livability indicators
“Neighbourhoods are for people, and the
only justification for having them is that
they are good places for people to liveindeed better places for most of us to live
than any available alternative in
metropolitan life. The final justification
for the neighbourhood is that it is a
guarantee and a protection for human
freedom […]” (Andrew Greeley, qtd. in
Ahlbrandt & Cunningham, 1979, p. 10).

2.1

Introduction
One of the basic needs of immigrants after arriving in the host country is a place to live.

But it raises the noteworthy questions of what factors encourage immigrants to move to certain
parts of a city and in what geographical areas do they prefer to live. Previous studies on
neighbourhood choices and settlement patterns of immigrants have primarily investigated
neighbourhood segregation and suburbanization — especially in the US and European countries
— (e.g., Alba et al., 1999; Benassi, Iglesias-Pascual, & Salvati, 2020; Coenen et al., 2019; Cutler,
Glaeser, & Vigdor, 2008; Dill, Jirjahn, & Tsertsvadze, 2015; C. Teixeira, 2007), and highlighted
the barriers and challenges that limit neighbourhood selection for immigrants (Carter & Osborne,
2009; Chaney, Mohamed, & Williams, 2018; J. Logan & Murdie, 2016). These studies20 have
shown that proximity to job opportunities, ethno-cultural amenities and communities, social
involvement and support, and housing affordability and quality are the most important reasons for

20

The majority of these studies are qualitative. Quantitative studies mostly examined the association between
demographic factors and the settlement patterns of immigrants or the influence of neighbourhood type on experiences,
perception, and satisfaction of immigrants.
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selecting a neighbourhood according to immigrants. Additionally, some scholars have examined
the association between individual characteristics and immigrants’ neighbourhood choices (e.g.,
Fong & Chan, 2010; Havekes, Bader, & Krysan, 2016). In this regard, as discussed in Chapter 1,
a few studies attached great importance to the neighbourhood environment and public places in
immigrant women’s everyday lives and focused on gendered discrimination against immigrants in
neighbourhoods and cities (Rahder & McLean, 2013; Walsh et al., 2016). Nevertheless, there has
been little discussion on the intersection between gender, nativity, ethnicity, and neighbourhood
preferences, especially in Canada, and a more comprehensive and systematic analysis is therefore
required. Furthermore, it is frequently overlooked that there is an interconnection between various
social and physical factors affecting neighbourhood preferences.
Aiming to fill these research gaps, I first explore the perceived importance of
neighbourhood features among immigrant women. Then I examine the effect of multiple livability
aspects on their preferences for three neighbourhood types: 1) ethnically concentrated
neighbourhoods 21 ; 2) Vancouver) neighbourhoods; and 3) suburban neighbourhoods in Metro
Vancouver. This chapter has been divided into six sections: the first section gives a brief overview
of the existing literature about immigrant preference for living close by co-ethnic groups and
suburban neighbourhoods. The next section is concerned with formulating the research hypotheses
and methodology used for this study. The final sections present and discuss the findings of the
research and its limitations.

As Daniel Hiebert (2015) notes: “concentration indicates a medium degree of segregation. In a general sense, a
group is said to be concentrated when it is closely associated with an area (or several areas); but its degree of
segregation is still modest. More importantly, the neighbourhoods inhabited by the group may also house many
members of other groups. Concentration often indicates that some members of a group are dispersed while others
congregate, which is a common situation” (p.5).
21
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2.2
2.2.1

Background
Ethnically concentrated neighbourhoods or multicultural neighbourhoods?
Ethnically concentrated neighbourhoods in central cities or “ethnoburbs” remain an

undeniable fact in culturally heterogeneous countries such as Canada, and some immigrants and
members of minority populations are living in those neighbourhoods (Alba & Foner, 2015). For
decades, therefore, the benefits and disadvantages associated with living in such neighbourhoods
are among the most commonly discussed topics in planning, geography, and social research (e.g.,
Hiebert, 2015; Magee, Fong, & Wilkes RIMA, 2008; Tselios, McCann, & van Dijk, 2017), and
various approaches have been developed to assess those areas.
As discussed in Chapter 1, citizenship rights for immigrants and the preservation of their
cultural, ethnic, and racial values are among the priorities of multicultural societies (Sandercock
& Brock, 2009). However, this may raise concerns about the tensions and “conflicts” caused by
differences across cultures in those societies (e.g., Amin, 2002; Madanipour, 2004, 2007), which
can likely be addressed by facilitating respectful dialogue and interactions (Modood, 2017), and
encouraging an attitude of “tolerance” toward differences (Forbes, 2019). Concerning these
cultural differences and interactions between immigrants and the host community, some studies,
therefore, draw attention to the connection between social integration and multiculturalism (e.g.,
Dijkstra, Geuijen, & de Ruijter, 2001; Forbes, 2019; Qadeer, 2005; Reitz, 2009)22 and discuss the

Reitz (2009) notes that “problems integrating immigrants might provide fuel for the critics of multiculturalism, but
the viability of multiculturalism should not be decided automatically on this basis” (p. 11). On a different note, he
mentions that “in the case of Canada, the trend toward worries about the integration of immigrants (such as noted by
Adams) has not, in fact, produced a substantial backlash against the multiculturalism policy itself. There has been
general public support in Canada for multiculturalism and a belief in the validity of its underlying assumptions” (p.
11). For an in-depth discussion of different approaches to multiculturalism in Canada, see Reitz et al.,(2009).
22
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negative effect of co-ethnic concentration and “spatial segregation”23 on the social integration and
social life of immigrants and ethnic minorities (e.g., Alba & Foner, 2015; Fajth & Bilgili, 2020;
Madanipour, 2004; Magee et al., 2008; Semyonov & Glikman, 2009; Vervoort, 2012; Ziller &
Spörlein, 2020).
Particularly, many attempts have been made to highlight the association between
neighbourhood ethnic concentration or segregation, and increased perceived discrimination and
stigma (Dill & Jirjahn, 2014; Madanipour, 2004; Magee et al., 2008), decreased social trust
(Kearns & Whitley, 2018; Ziller & Spörlein, 2020), lacking a sense of belonging (Kearns &
Whitley, 2018), and weak social ties between immigrants and non-immigrants (Kearns & Whitley,
2018; Vervoort, 2012). For example, Alba and Foner (2015) argue that “for the children growing
up in these areas [immigrant neighbourhoods], the possibility looms that they will end up living,
and even preferring, a life without much mainstream involvement” (p.83). Ali Madanipour (2014)
also discussed that “advocating the partition of the city into hard-edged neighbourhoods, therefore,
may offer some cultural distinctions, but in the context of unequal and fragmented societies it may
be associated with some unacceptable social consequences” (p. 143).
Thus, in contrast to concentrated neighbourhoods, a mixed neighbourhood is seen as a
place for building “social cohesion” (Søholt & Lynnebakke, 2015, p. 2316), where communication
can be established among minority and majority groups, and diverse groups can “live together
peacefully” (Madanipour, 2004, p. 267) and “mingle with one another” (Madanipour, 2007, p.
144, 2014). These arguments support different theories and hypotheses, including “the contact

“Scholarly research has defined spatial segregation as the overrepresentation of a particular group in some parts of
a city and the under-representation of the same group in other areas” (Bolt et al., 2010, p. 171)
23
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theory” 24 (Allport, 1954; Gijsberts, Van Der Meer, & Dagevos, 2012), “the development and
discrimination hypothesis” 25 (e.g., Magee et al., 2008), “the assimilation theory”26 (e.g., Ziller &
Spörlein, 2020), and “the ethnic competition theory” 27 (e.g., Gijsberts et al., 2012; Vervoort,
2012).
But the argument here is that although multiculturalism values cultural diversity and social
integration, it “recognizes the legitimacy of ethnic neighbourhoods and enclaves” (Qadeer, 1997,
p. 483). It has also been argued that cultural differences and diversity not only lead to the
emergence and development of multicultural neighbourhoods but those differences can also
“reshape cities” (Sandercock, 1998, p. 15) and cause division between different areas. As
Sandercock (1998) noted, “the urban experience of new immigrants, their struggles to redefine the
conditions of belonging to “their” new society, are reshaping cities the world over, but particularly
the so-called “world cities”” (p. 15). Hence, multiculturalism acknowledges both different cultural
identities and the areas in which those identities are represented and maintained, as long as it does
not cause conflict and violence. These areas can be as small as a mosque or temple, or as large as
a neighbourhood. As Qadeer (2005) states
Today, social segregation, including its spatial manifestations, has a
different meaning than it did in the early twentieth century. In Canada,
social identity, personal roots, and cultural differences are valued and
diversity is regarded as an asset for a city and the nation as a whole. Cities
are not only being carved into ethnic enclaves, but also into areas defined
by life style (e.g., gay districts) (p. 60).
“Which posits that mutual contact (if certain conditions are met) leads to a positive attitude towards the 'outgroup'”
(Gijsberts, Van Der Meer, & Dagevos, 2012, p. 529)
25 “The development and discrimination hypothesis posits that residence in an ethnically dense neighbourhood may
increase risk for exposure to discrimination among those living in neighbourhoods that support ethnic economies that
attract outsiders” (Magee et al., 2008, p. 43)
26 This theory “suggests that living in segregated areas prevents them from having social interactions with majority
members (or members of the receiving society in case of immigrants), which in turn hampers their social integration”
(Ziller & Spörlein, 2020, p. 3)
27 This theory states that “the more members of other ethnic groups are in a neighbourhood, the more threatened
people feel and the more they withdraw into their own group” (Gijsberts, Van Der Meer, & Dagevos, 2012, p. 535)
24
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In this regard, several arguments have been made concerning the benefits of co-ethnic
concentration for immigrants (e.g., Tselios et al., 2017; Z. Wu, Hou, Schimmele, & Carmichael,
2018), and point to the negative relationship between neighbourhood ethnic diversity and “a sense
of safety”, “social cohesion” (Glas, Engbersen, & Snel, 2019), as well as “social capital” and
“solidarity” (Putnam, 2007). Logan, Zhang, and Alba (2002) see ethnically concentrated
neighbourhoods as places shaped by preferences in which ethnic identity can be “symbolized” and
“sustained” (p. 300). Tselios et al. (2017) also suggest that ethnic concentration contributes
significantly to the local social engagement of Moroccans and Turks in the Netherlands, and helps
“maintain their cultural tradition” (p. 2609). By the same token, in the Canadian context, Wu et
al., (2018) point to the role of such neighbourhoods in increasing social “trust” among neighbours.
Hiebert (2015) also argues that these neighbourhoods in Canada can likely serve as places of
cultural exchange and “socio-cultural integration” (p. 39).
Bolt, Sule Özüekren, & Phillips (2010), however, assert that these cross-cultural
interactions can be influenced by the location of co-ethnic neighbourhoods relative to other
neighbourhoods. As they noted, for example, “in densely populated cities, where the borders of
residential neighbourhoods are not clear, or are very close, it may well be that inhabitants will be
more frequently exposed to each other compared to those living in isolated suburbs.” (p. 171).
Further, Cutler, Glaeser, & Vigdor (2008) suggest that education level has a mediating effect on
the outcomes of ethnic concentration. Broadly speaking, “isolation in an enclave where most adults
have post-secondary degrees appears beneficial in many respects, while isolation in an enclave
where most adults have education below minimum domestic standards appears harmful” (p. 770).
The question that may arise at this point is why some recent and long-standing immigrants
prefer to live with co-ethnic groups in a neighbourhood. A closer look at the literature about the
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reasons for leaving or living in ethnically concentrated neighbourhoods in the Canadian context
reveals several gaps and shortcomings in the existing research.
Regarding the preference for the racial composition of a neighbourhood in the US, Ellen
(2000) formulates the “race-based, neighbourhood projection hypothesis”, claiming that “in
choosing a neighbourhood, households care less about present racial composition than they do
about expectations about future conditions, such as school quality, crime rates, and property
values” (p. 1513).
Conversely, investigating Latinos’ neighbourhood satisfaction in the US, Schachter, Sharp,
& Kimbro (2020) found that “increases in the proportion of Black neighbourhood residents
decrease [Latinos’] satisfaction, whereas increases in the proportion of Asian residents have
positive effects, indicating that ethno-racial composition remains important to Latinos’
satisfaction” (p. 10). Additionally, Mazza, Gabrielli, & Strozza (2018) discuss two sources of
residential segregation: “enforced” and “voluntary”. With regard to the former, a large body of
literature has discussed how restrictions and limitations such as housing barriers, discrimination in
the housing market (Bolt, van Kempen, & van Ham, 2008; Boschman & van Ham, 2015; Dill &
Jirjahn, 2014; Dill et al., 2015; Hiebert, 2015; Mazza et al., 2018; C. Teixeira, 2007), and lack of
access to information and language barriers (J. R. Logan et al., 2002; C. Teixeira, 2007) force
immigrants to live in ethnically concentrated neighbourhoods. Moreover, the relationship between
racial and ethnic composition and the quality of amenities has also been studied (e.g., Dai, 2011;
Moore et al., 2008) — this is an important consideration that was briefly discussed in chapter 1.
For example, when examining spatial accessibility to green spaces in metropolitan Atlanta, Dai
(2011) found that in neighbourhoods with a high concentration of ethnic minorities, including
African-Americans and Asians, access to green spaces was limited.
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In addition to the aforementioned barriers and restrictions, some of the above scholars,
along with others, have explored what may encourage immigrants to live among co-ethnics (Barry
R. & Miller, 2005; Boschman & van Ham, 2015; Dill & Jirjahn, 2014; Dill et al., 2015; Hedman,
2013; Hiebert, 2015; J. R. Logan et al., 2002; Mazza et al., 2018; Pamuk, 2004). For example, they
have suggested cultural identities and socio-cultural support, access to job opportunities and ethnic
employment, proximity to co-ethnic friends and family, as well as access to ethnic resources,
facilities, and goods as important reasons for settling in such neighbourhoods. As Hiebert (2009a)
notes
Enclaves foster a market for ethno-specific goods and services that are
typically labour intensive, meaning that there are jobs available to
newcomers that do not require proficiency in the host language, and
entrepreneurial possibilities. “Ethnic economies” therefore become
enmeshed with the maintenance of ethnic identities (p.6).
Further, some scholars have highlighted the role of household characteristics such as
gender and marital status (Coenen et al., 2019), education (J. R. Logan et al., 2002), income
(Boschman & van Ham, 2015; J. R. Logan et al., 2002), and ethnicity (Boschman, Kleinhans, &
van Ham, 2017) in shaping preferences for living in ethnic neighbourhoods. However, immigrants’
preferences for living in such areas from a gendered perspective have been assessed to a very
limited extent. Thus, it is of great importance to study this topic.
As contended previously in Chapter 1, minority and recent immigrant women suffer from
social exclusion and marginalization. Therefore, it has been suggested that ethnic enclaves can
facilitate and cultivate social support for recent immigrant women. Focusing on ethnic
concentration, Morey et al., (2020) found that perceived stress and discrimination among recent
Asian American female immigrants was higher when they interacted with non-Asians, while living
with co-ethnics and “close to cultural institutions that provide community support and services
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that are culturally and linguistically concordant” led to less negative experiences (p. 468). In
another study conducted by Bolt et al. (2010), “clustering” is positively linked to “the sense of
security and support” among women (p. 170). By the same token, Ley & Murphy (2001) argue
that immigrant women in “smaller ethnocultural” communities or in neighbourhoods with a lower
proportion of immigrants lack adequate access to settlement services and social communication.
As such, it is of interest to know how social supports and connections, as attractors,
encourage immigrant women to live in ethnically concentrated neighbourhoods. Further, the
association between immigrant women's preferences for the built-environment factors of a
neighbourhood (physical aspects of livability) and their preference for living in ethnically
concentrated neighbourhoods is understudied. Therefore, in this chapter, I examine the effect of
the perceived importance of various social and physical features of a neighbourhood on an
immigrant women’s choice to “live close to co-ethnics”.
2.2.2

Suburban neighbourhoods or Vancouver neighbourhoods?
Numerous studies claim that the number of both established immigrants and newcomers

living in suburban areas is growing in Canada’s major cities (Ley & Murphy, 2001; Lo et al., 2011;
Murdie & Teixeira, 2003; Vézina & Houle, 2017; Zuberi, Ivemark, & Ptashnick, 2018); some have
called those areas, therefore, “new immigrant gateway communities” (Carpio, Irazábal, & Pulido,
2011). Statistics Canada also shows that “Canada’s suburbs are diversifying and growing faster
than the inner cities” (Lo et al., 2011). These trends lead us to address the question of why
immigrants tend to live in suburban areas.
According to the literature, there exist a range of physical and social factors that affect the
movement of immigrants to peripheral municipalities. The most frequently cited and influential
factors in Canadian studies are housing price, housing type, and homeownership (e.g., Hiebert et
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al., 2008; Preston et al., 2010; C. Teixeira, 2007, 2014). In this respect, on the one hand, some
studies argue that suburban neighbourhoods may provide significant benefits for immigrants and
offer “higher quality housing” or bigger and “owner-occupied dwellings” at a lower price
compared to inner-city neighbourhoods (e.g, Burgers & van der Lugt, 2006; Sichling & Roth,
2017). Interviewing Surinamese in the Rotterdam region, Burgers and van der Lugt (2006)
declared that “the lack of owner-occupied”, “the lack of low-rise dwellings”, and “low quality and
expensive housing” in central cities affected their decision to move to suburban neighbourhoods
(p. 134).
But such neighbourhoods are not only a destination for low-income immigrants, but also
for some wealthy immigrant homebuyers who are looking for their dream home. As Murdie
(2008a) claims, suburban areas are more attractive targets for rich Asian immigrants who want to
buy a newly constructed house in the Metro Vancouver region. Similarly, Teixeira (2007) asserts
that “access to housing has become one of the primary routes for immigrants’ social and economic
integration into the host society, and settlement in the suburbs represents the achievement of the
‘Canadian dream’” (p. 496).
However, Lee, Parrott, & Ahn (2012) argue that homeownership and living in American
rural or suburban areas are associated with living in substandard housing among low-income
minority households. This is to say, these groups live in low-quality housing because they are
unable to afford to purchase or rent anything better. As Preston et al. (2010) argue, suburban
neighbourhoods may not be meeting the increasing demand for rental units which affects the
affordability of housing in those areas.
In addition to the above studies, other studies have investigated the positive relationship
between the movement of immigrants from cities to suburban areas and a preference for living
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close to employment opportunities, and living in safe (South & Crowder, 1997), quiet (Burgers &
van der Lugt, 2006), child-friendly environments (Burgers & van der Lugt, 2006; C. Teixeira,
2007), as well as a preference for living in close proximity to family and friends (Burgers & van
der Lugt, 2006). Dawkins (2009) also reveals that the preference of immigrants for living close to
amenities such as restaurants and bars is inversely related to the preference for moving to suburban
areas.
Other studies have examined the association between socio-demographic factors and the
preference of immigrants and visible minorities for living in suburban areas, such as household
income, education, race, family characteristics, occupation, homeownership, the presence of
children at home, and country of origin (Alba et al., 1999; Dawkins, 2009; Frey & Kobrin, 1982;
J. R. Logan & Alba, 1993; South & Crowder, 1997). Some of the above researchers have linked
the assimilation theory28 to immigrants’ tendency towards suburban neighbourhoods and argue
that this tendency increases with the passage of time and improvement of their social and economic
conditions (Dawkins, 2009; J. R. Logan & Alba, 1993). With regard to socio-economic factors and
“spatial assimilation”, Logan & Alba (1993) note that “the central tenet of spatial assimilation is
that when other household and cultural characteristics are controlled, minority-group members
who have achieved higher socioeconomic standing will gain access to desirable locations equal to
those of majority-group members of the same status” (p. 252).
Following feminist theories, it has also been argued that there are gender differences in the
lived experiences of suburban neighbourhoods (Strong-Boag, Dyck, England, & Johnson, 1999).
In this respect, some studies describe the difference between the travel behaviour of women and

As García & Schmalzbauer (2017) note, “theories of assimilation centre on how immigrants move into mainstream
society by altering practices and behaviors to become like the native-born.” (p.66).
28
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men (e.g., Hanson & Geraldine, 2005; J. Lee, Vojnovic, & Grady, 2018), and highlight the
inequalities women face regarding access to a private car (J. Lee et al., 2018); which likely affect
newcomers’ (Lo et al., 2011), low-income women’s, mothers’, and elderly women’s (Leavitt &
Welch, 1989) experiences of living in suburban areas. As Fava (1988) notes:
Despite women’s greatly increased labor force participation they still have
major responsibility for household tasks and rely more on public
transportation than men. Access to workplaces, shopping, childcare,
medical, recreational, and other facilities is therefore crucial for women
because it reduces time pressures, enabling them to integrate their various
roles (p. 109).
It is also suggested that residential location likely limits the employment opportunities of
women, and mothers in particular (Hanson & Geraldine, 2005; Parks, 2004). England (1993)
highlights the role of demographic factors in shaping women’s preferences for, and experiences
of, suburban areas, and suggests that
suburban women are much more likely to be married than are central city
women, and their class structure, relatively higher levels of education, and
related homeownership characteristics are believed to enhance their
employment stability and productivity, and to limit labor union activity (p.
29).
In addition, the effect of family responsibilities such as raising children and the need for
childcare services or neighbourhood safety on women’s experiences of suburbs has been discussed
in past studies (Andrews, Shelley, Rich, & James, 2018; Leavitt & Welch, 1989). Listerborn
(2013) sheds light on how immigrant women are more vulnerable to suffering discrimination in
suburban neighbourhoods in Sweden. Linking immigrants’ tendency toward suburban areas with
gender and ethnicity, he notes that “the understanding of women’s lives in the underprivileged
suburbs can enlarge the discussion around ethnicity, place and marginalization, which is important
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in relation to the integration of policy practice, planning, and local development, as well as labour
market strategies” (p. 291).
Together, these studies highlight the importance of investigating urban and suburban life,
and immigrant women’s neighbourhood preferences. Whilst immigrants’ attitudes toward
suburban areas and central cities have been fully investigated in Australia, Europe, and the US,
their preferences for urban or suburban neighbourhoods have not been discussed fully in Canadian
planning studies. Another purpose of this chapter is, therefore, to broaden our knowledge about
this intersectionality and assess the extent to which livability factors explain immigrant women’s
likelihood of living in suburban or Vancouver neighbourhoods in the Metro Vancouver region.
2.3

Research design

2.3.1

Research question and hypotheses
Drawing upon the above discussion, I conclude that the physical and social characteristics

of a neighbourhood play a significant role in shaping immigrants’ neighbourhood choices.
However, only a few studies in the literature investigated “the combined effect of multiple
neighbourhood characteristics on neighbourhood selection”, as suggested by Boschman & Ham
(2015, p. 1158). Therefore, in this chapter, I address the following main question:
Q: What is the most important factor(s) motivating immigrant women to live in the
following residential neighbourhoods, after controlling for demographic factors?
-Neighbourhood type (1): Ethnically concentrated neighbourhoods (areas with a
higher proportion of co-ethnics) in the Metro Vancouver region (EC)
-Neighbourhood type (2): Suburban neighbourhoods in the Metro Vancouver
region (SU)
-Neighbourhood type (3): Vancouver neighbourhoods (VA)
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In this study, I have also formulated 6 hypotheses based on past studies and theories. First,
in general, I expect that the perceived importance of living close to amenities and resources that
respond to immigrants’ needs significantly affect immigrant women’s neighbourhood choices. As
Pamuk (2004) notes, “there is increasing evidence that immigrants are drawn to ethnic
neighbourhoods because of the rich social and institutional infrastructure that responds to the
quality of life needs which are transnational in scope and unavailable elsewhere” (p.288). Further,
as mentioned earlier, the positive association between proximity to ethnic career resources and the
tendency to live close to co-ethnic groups was investigated in past studies (e.g., Yu, 2016).
Therefore, I hypothesize that
Hypothesis 1: Immigrant women who prefer to live close to ethnocultural,
religious and social amenities have more of a tendency toward EC
neighbourhoods.
Due to the inequalities faced by immigrants, particularly immigrant women, in terms
of mobility (J. Lee et al., 2018), I hypothesize that
Hypothesis 2: Immigrant women who prefer to live close to neighbourhood
amenities and employment opportunities have less of a tendency toward SU
neighbourhoods compared to VA neighbourhoods.
Second, I expect that the perceived importance of the social features of a neighbourhood
significantly affects immigrant women’s neighbourhood choices. Building on the theories
claiming that “minorities move to ethnic enclaves because they expect benefits from living among
co-ethnics”, such as “social support and a sense of security or belonging” (Boschman & van Ham,
2015, p. 1157), and “homogeneity theory”, claiming that individuals from the same culture or
ethnicity have a greater desire to live and interact with each other (Gijsberts et al., 2012, p. 528), I
hypothesize that
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Hypothesis 3: Immigrant women who prefer to have friendly social interactions
with neighbours have more of a tendency toward EC neighbourhoods.
Previous qualitative studies (Burgers & van der Lugt, 2006; C. Teixeira, 2007) also point
to the effect of friendly connections on preferences for suburban areas which lead us to formulate
the following hypothesis that
Hypothesis 4: Immigrant women who prefer to live close to friendly neighbours
have more of a tendency toward SU neighbourhoods compared to VA
neighbourhoods.
Next, following the argument that “signs lead us to practices, and practices lead us to
people: individuals and groups who live in a given area in a particular configuration, with a
particular degree of regulation and order, and with different forms of social and cultural
organization in relation to each other” (qtd. in Shortell, 2016, p. 70), it is possible to hypothesize
that
Hypothesis 5: Immigrant women who prefer to live in a neighbourhood with
familiar ethnic businesses and organizations (ethno-linguistic signs) have more
of a tendency toward EC neighbourhoods.
Finally, some previous studies argued that there is an association between housing quality,
housing attractiveness, environmental quality, and the preference for living in suburban areas
(Burgers & van der Lugt, 2006; Murdie, 2008a). This study, therefore, hypothesizes that
Hypothesis 6: Immigrant women who prefer to live in a neighbourhood with
higher environmental quality (clean, quiet at night, attractive housing) have more
of a tendency toward SU neighbourhoods compared to VA neighbourhoods.
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2.3.2

Sampling procedure
I conducted this study in the Metro Vancouver region in British Columbia, Canada. To

recruit potential participants, I designed an English online survey (see Appendix B) using the UBC
Qualtrics survey tool and translated the survey into 5 languages, including Chinese, Korean,
Punjabi, Arabic, and Farsi with the assistance of volunteer research assistants. I tested the accuracy
and clarity of each translation by two other volunteers who spoke the target languages. I also
evaluated the clarity and validity of the survey and translations by conducting a pre-test survey
among immigrant students and non-immigrant residents in Canada. All the participants in the pilot
study were my friends or my colleagues. I should note that the answers collected in this stage were
not entered into the final analysis. The survey took about 15 minutes to complete and survey
participants could win one of two $50 gift cards.
To recruit participants, I used convenience sampling employed in different ways, including
online advertisements, and sending out flyers and posters (see Appendix A) to libraries,
community centres, religious centres, immigrant and neighbourhood groups, as well as to nonprofit organizations in Vancouver, Richmond, Burnaby, Surrey, and Coquitlam between 2018 and
2020. Although the second phase of survey distribution was during the Coronavirus pandemic, I
asked participants to answer the questions based on their experiences and preferences before the
outbreak. Criteria for selecting the participants were as follows: 1) people who identified as female,
2) people who came to Canada as an immigrant/refugee or had a study or work permit, and 3)
people living in the Metro Vancouver region at the time of evaluation. After finishing the data
collection, I also excluded senior immigrants aged 65 years and above from the present study
because of their low participation (N=6) and their different walkability needs to make a more
homogeneous data set.
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The minimum sample size suggested by Dillman, Smyth, & Christian (2014) for
populations greater than 1 million, maximum heterogeneity, and with a 95% confidence interval
and 5% margin of error is 384, and for a 95% confidence level with an 80/20 split is 246 (p. 80).
Of the 638 participants who agreed to participate, 362 immigrant women completed the survey
and were eligible for this study, which is more than the conservative sample size suggested by
Dillman, Smyth, & Christian (2014). It was not possible to calculate the response rate for the
survey because the survey was online. Participation in this survey was completely voluntary and
all the participants signed a consent form prior to entering the survey (see Appendix B). This study
was approved by the Office of Research Ethics at the University of British Columbia in 2017.
2.3.3

Measurement
The questionnaire consisted of two sections: The first section collected information

regarding travel and walking behaviour, neighbourhood choice, neighbourhood change reasons,
community connection, and neighbourhood and socio-demographic characteristics. At the end of
this section, I invited recent female immigrants to participate in an interview to gain a better
impression of their neighbourhood experiences and preferences. The second section was
comprised of 13 questions pertaining to neighbourhood satisfaction, neighbourhood feature
preferences, housing location preferences, physical and social activity preferences, and perceived
barriers to walking in their current neighbourhoods. The present study contains questions in the
following domains:
2.3.3.1

Individual-level characteristics (confounders)
The individual-level variables were obtained on 10 items: age group, education level, main

occupation, length of residence in Canada, household structure, ethnicity, religion, English level,
owner or renter occupancy, and dwelling type. I measured all the characteristics on a nominal or
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ordinal scale except for the length of residence in Canada, which was measured on an interval
scale, ranging from 1 year to 50 years. The main variables included in the analysis to confound the
association between neighbourhood preferences and livability indicators are the presence of
children, homeownership, length of stay in Canada, ethnicity (White vs. visible minority), and
occupation. According to the definition provided by Statistics Canada (2008), in the analysis
process, I converted the length of stay to two groups of 1) newcomers as immigrants who have
been in Canada for five years or less and 2) established immigrants who have been in Canada over
5 years. Ethnicity was also categorized into two groups of 1) White/European and 2) visible
minority29.
2.3.3.2

Reasons for choosing a neighbourhood
The neighbourhood choice reasons were assessed by asking participants to choose the three

most important features from two groups of neighbourhood features. I also provided an openended question to allow the participants to write down the items which were not included in the
groups.
2.3.3.3

Dependent variables: measuring neighbourhood preferences
I designed a question to capture the preferences for dwelling density and city of residence

in the Metro Vancouver Regional district using 6 response options as follows: 1) Vancouver, where
homes are mostly apartments, 2) Vancouver, where most homes have yards, 3) cities close to
Vancouver30, where homes are mostly apartments, 4) cities close to Vancouver, where most homes

29

According to Statistics Canada (2015), “visible minority refers to whether a person belongs to a visible minority
group as defined by the Employment Equity Act and, if so, the visible minority group to which the person belongs.
The Employment Equity Act defines visible minorities as "persons, other than Aboriginal peoples, who are nonCaucasian in race or non-white in colour". The visible minority population consists mainly of the following groups:
South Asian, Chinese, Black, Filipino, Latin American, Arab, Southeast Asian, West Asian, Korean and Japanese”.
For more information, see: https://www23.statcan.gc.ca/imdb/p3Var.pl?Function=DEC&Id=45152
30 Including Burnaby, North Vancouver, West Vancouver, Richmond
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have yards, 5) cities far from Vancouver31, where homes are mostly apartments, and 6) cities far
from Vancouver, where most homes have yards. Participants could only select one response option
from this list. For this chapter, I dichotomized the answers into two groups of “preference for living
in Vancouver neighbourhoods” versus “preference for living in suburban neighbourhoods”32.
The preference for living close to co-ethnic groups was also measured using a 5-point
Likert scale ranged from (1) “not at all important” to (5) “extremely important”. This question was
embedded in a matrix question, asking how important it is to live in a neighbourhood with many
residents from the same culture, country, or community. The responses to this question were
rescaled to two scores of 0=not important (slightly important, and not at all important) and
1=important (extremely important, very important, moderately important)33.
2.3.3.4

Independent variables: preferences for neighbourhood features
I measured the perceived importance of neighbourhood features (independent variables)

by using a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from (1) not at all important to (5) extremely important.
This matrix question was composed of multiple response options taken from the livability
indicators used in previous studies and questionnaires (Leby Lau & Hashim, 2010; Namazi-Rad,
Perez, Berryman, & Wickramasuriya, 2016; Stolper D, 2011). To simplify the question and
analysis, I divided those items into two questions of accessibility to and availability/quality of
resources and amenities in the survey. The preference for social interactions with neighbours was
also measured using a similar 5-point Likert scale in a separate question. In the analysis process,
all the indicators were categorized into four groups of preferences for social quality, economic
quality, proximity, and environmental and visual quality (the presence of familiar ethnic

31

Including Port Moody, Coquitlam, Port Coquitlam, Delta, Surrey, Langley, Maple Ridge, Pitt Meadows
Refer to Jeong and Lee (2016) to find more information about the validity of dichotomizing Likert responses.
33 Ibid.
32
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businesses and organizations). Furthermore, except for the sense of safety and housing quality, all
the independent variables were rescaled to (1) important and (0) not important in this analysis. The
variables of safety and housing quality were rescaled to (1) very important and (0) moderately
important because there were no observations for the “not important” category.
2.3.4

Analysis
In this chapter, I use descriptive analysis to provide a summary of participants’ socio-

demographic characteristics, neighbourhood choice factors, and preferences for neighbourhood
features presented as frequencies, percentages, means, and standard deviations (see Appendix E
for more analyses, including Chi-square, Spearman Rank correlation, and Mann-Whitney tests).
In addition, I apply logistic regression to determine the impact of the perceived importance of
livability dimensions on the likelihood of immigrant women’s preferences for living in the three
neighbourhood types, after controlling for demographic factors and homeownership as they may
have influenced the immigrant women’s preferences. For each dependent variable, the first model
(model 1 and model 1-1) examined the effect of proximity variables on the preferences for the
neighbourhood types, which also tests Hypothesis 1 and 2. In the second model (model 2), the
economic quality variable was entered. Next, the social quality (model 3) and environmental and
visual quality (the presence of familiar ethnic businesses and organizations) (model 4) variables
were entered to test Hypotheses 3,4, 5, and 6. In model 5, I mixed all those variables, except for
the proximity variables (model 1), to investigate how the combination of those variables affected
the preferences. Finally, all the variables were entered into a full model (model 6) to find the most
important predictors of neighbourhood preferences. All the logistic regression assumptions were
tested and met before the analysis. There was no multicollinearity among factors (VIF<2) and all
models were significant. The SPSS software, version 26, was used for the statistical analysis, and
51

the significance level alpha was set at equal to or less than .05. All the tables show the odds ratio
(ORs) and the coefficient (B).
2.4
2.4.1

Results
Description of participants and their preferences
As can be seen in Table 2-1, nearly half of those who completed the survey were young

adults aged 18 – 34 (48.1%), 78.8% had a university degree, 62.40% were employed, 61% lived
with their partner or husband, and 40.6% had children at home. Slightly less than half (43.4%)
practiced a religion. Over three-quarters of the immigrant women could communicate well in
English (85.7%), and slightly more than half lived in suburban areas in Metro Vancouver (61%).
The majority of participants (90.4%) identified as visible minority women or multiracial, and only
9.6% identified as European or white. The mean length of stay in Canada for participants was
approximately seven years (SD= 6.93). Additionally, the majority of the sample group did not own
a home (72.7%) and nearly half of them lived in low-rise or high-rise apartments (53.1%).
The neighbourhood choice reasons among all the immigrant women are presented in Figure
2-1. Overall, in terms of availability or quality of resources or amenities in neighbourhoods, nearly
half of the participants indicated that safety (53.3%), housing affordability (45.9%), and available
public services (43.1%) were the most important reasons, and from the proximity list, the majority
of participants selected the factor of proximity to public transit (60.8%) as the most important
reason why they chose their current neighbourhood. Using a chi-sure test, I found a significant
difference between the neighbourhood selections of newcomers and established immigrants with
respect to the perceived importance of proximity to public transit, availability of public services,
quality housing, quiet neighbourhoods, proximity to schools/daycares, proximity to
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highways/main streets, and proximity to cultural, social, and religious centres or events (see
Appendix E, Section 1).
Table 2-2 illustrates neighbourhood preferences among the participants. The results show
that of 362 participants, 113 (31.2%) preferred to live in Vancouver where most homes have yards,
while only 2.8% selected cities far from Vancouver where homes are mostly apartments.
According to these results, the majority of participants preferred to live in low-density housing
neighbourhoods. Tables 2-3 and 2-4 indicate that the majority of participants did not live in
ethnically concentrated neighbourhoods (74.9%), whereas they socialized mostly with people from
their cultural group or country in the Metro Vancouver region (61.9%). In fact, these results imply
that the majority of participants did not have frequent social interaction with their neighbours.
Table 2-5 indicates the mean and standard deviation scores for the perceived importance
of livability indicators. According to the results, the highest mean score was for safety
(Mean=4.75, SD=.493), followed by housing quality (Mean=4.47, SD=.641), housing
affordability (Mean= 4.43, SD=.843), and proximity to public transit (Mean=4.33, SD=.909), and
the lowest mean score was for signs in the first language of residents (Mean=1.57, SD=1.008). I
also compared the mean ranks differences in perception between newcomers vs. established
immigrants by using a Mann-Whitney U test (see Appendix E, section 2). This test revealed that
newcomers had a significantly higher mean rank score (Mean=195.10) than established
immigrants (Mean=163.68) in terms of the perceived importance of living in a neighbourhood
close to public transit. However, there were no statistically significant differences between these
two groups concerning other features.
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Number (%) or Mean (Std. Dev.)
Age group
18-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49
50-54
55-59
60-64
Education
Postgraduate degree
Bachelor’s degree
College or trade certificate
High school or no certificate/diploma
Main occupation
Employed
Student
Unemployed
Actively practice any religion (yes)
English proficiency (speaking)
Completely
Mostly
Somewhat
Children in the household (yes)
Couples (yes)
City of residence
Vancouver
Suburban areas
Ethnicity
European/white
Latin/central/south American
African
Middle Eastern
South Asian
East and Southeast Asian
Multiracial
Type of dwelling
House
Townhouse/Duplex
Apartment
Other
Homeownership
Rented
Owned
Length of stay in Canada (years)

28 (7.8%)
70 (19.3%)
76 (21.0%)
81 (22.4%)
44 (12.2%)
30 (8.3%)
16 (4.4%)
11 (3%)
6 (1.7%)
157 (43.4%)
128 (35.4%)
41 (11.3%)
36 (9.9%)
226 (62.4%)
65 (18%)
71 (19.6%)
157 (43.4%)
229 (63.3%)
81 (22.4%)
52 (14.4%)
147 (40.6%)
221 (61.0%)
141 (39%)
221 (61%)
35 (9.6%)
38 (10.5%)
9 (2.5%)
125 (34.5%)
51 (14.1%)
80 (22.1%)
24 (6.7%)
93 (25.7%)
55 (15.2%)
192 (53.1%)
22 (7.0%)
263 (72.7%)
99 (27.3%)
7.03 (6.93)

Table 2-1: Descriptive statistics for individual-level and neighbourhood-level characteristics
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96.7
87.3
87.3
87.3
85.4
79.3
70.2
69.6
67.1
39.2
96.4
92.8
90.6
88.7
88.4
80.9
74.6
56.9
54.1
46.7

3.3
12.7
12.7
12.7
14.6
20.7
29.8
30.4
32.9
60.8
3.6
7.2
9.4
11.3
11.6
19.1
25.4
43.1
45.9
53.3

Close
to cultural,
social
or religious
centers
or events
Close
to cultural,
social,
or religious
centres/
events
Close to friends and relatives
Close to highways/main streets
Close to police station /healthcare facilities
Close to ethnic grocery stores
Closetotoschools/day
schools/daycares
Close
cares
Close to green spaces/parks/playgrounds
Close to workplaces
Close to shops/grocery stores
Closeto
toPublic
public transit
transit
Close
Night
life
Nightlife
Attractiveness
Many residents belonging to my culture/community
Friendly neighbours
Privacy/secured buildings
Housing quality
Quiet
Quite
Available public services
Affordable housing
Safety
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Figure 2-1: Reasons for choosing a neighbourhood

Neighbourhood location

Frequency (N)

Percent (%)

Vancouver where homes are mostly apartments
Vancouver where most homes have yards

71
113

19.6
31.2

Cities close to Vancouver where homes are mostly apartments

35

9.7

Cities close to Vancouver where most homes have yards

97

26.8

Cities far from Vancouver where homes are mostly apartments

10

2.8

Cities far from Vancouver where most homes have yards

36

9.9

Total

362

100

Table 2-2: Neighbourhood preferences – descriptive analysis
Social interaction with co-ethnic groups in Metro Vancouver

Frequency (N)

Percent (%)

No
Yes

138
224

38.1
61.9

Total

362

100

Table 2-3: Social ties with co-ethnic groups
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Are most of your neighbours from your cultural group/your country?

Frequency (N)

Percent (%)

49
271
42
362

13.5
74.9
11.6
100

Yes
No
I do not know my neighbours
Total
Table 2-4: Ethnic/cultural background of neighbours

Quality of neighbourhood
and resources

Dummy=1 if the person perceived this
feature as:

Safety
Housing quality
Affordable housing
Cleanliness
Friendly neighbours
Housing and building
attractiveness
Social interaction with
neighbours
Nightlife
Many residents belonging to
my culture/community/country
Signs in the first language of
residents

Dummy (%)

Mean

SD

extremely and very important
extremely and very important
extremely and very important
extremely, very, and moderately important
extremely, very, and moderately important
extremely, very, and moderately important

98.3%
92.5%
97%
92.8%
88.1%
82.3%

4.75
4.47
4.43
4.12
3.71
3.35

.493
.641
.843
.962
1.064
1.016

extremely, very, and moderately important

67.1%

2.93

1.052

extremely, very, and moderately important

41.2%

2.28

1.2421

extremely, very, and moderately important

30.9%

1.99

1.058

extremely, very, and moderately important

14.9%

1.57

1.008

extremely, very, and moderately important
extremely, very, and moderately important

95.6%
93.1%

4.33
3.97

.909
.984

extremely, very, and moderately important
extremely, very, and moderately important
extremely, very, and moderately important

91.7%
91.2%
81.8%

3.77
3.75
3.40

1.0181
.961
1.1021

extremely, very, and moderately important
extremely, very, and moderately important
extremely, very, and moderately important

76.5%
59.9%
66.6%

3.20
2.99
2.93

1.0841
1.633
1.185

extremely, very, and moderately important

55.2%

2.65

1.221

Proximity to cultural, social, or
extremely, very, and moderately important
48.9%
religious centres or events
Table 2-5: The perceived importance of neighbourhood features (livability indicators)

2.45

1.241

Proximity
Proximity to public transit
Proximity to green
spaces/parks/playground
Proximity to workplaces
Proximity to shops
Proximity to health
centres/hospitals
Proximity to restaurants/cafes
Proximity to schools/daycares
Proximity to Ethnic grocery
stores
Proximity to the police station
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2.4.2
2.4.2.1

The perceived importance of neighbourhood features and neighbourhood types
Preference for living among co-ethnics (EC neighbourhoods)
Logistic regression was run to find the factors predicting the preference for living in EC

neighbourhoods. As presented in Table 2-6, of all the main variables in model 1 (χ2(15) = 76.504, p
< .0005), only two remained statistically significant. Immigrant women who perceived the
variables of proximity to ethnic grocery stores (p=.009, OR=2.312) and proximity to
cultural/social/religious centres or events (p=.000, OR=4.295) as important had more of a tendency
toward EC neighbourhoods compared to those who did not value those features. Moreover, I found
that unemployed immigrant women had more of a tendency toward EC neighbourhoods (p=.012,
OR=2.018).
Model 2 (χ2(6) = 17.639, p <.01) tested the effect of the preference for housing
affordability and homeownership together on the likelihood of preference for living in EC
neighbourhoods. Although I did not observe any association between the preference for living in
a neighbourhood with affordable housing and the tendency toward living among co-ethnics, the
effect of homeownership became significant in this model.
In Model 3 (χ2(8) = 34.856, p <.0005), I focused only on the effect of social quality factors
on the likelihood of preference for living in EC neighbourhoods. As can be seen in the model,
there is an association between neighbourhood preference and the perceived importance of social
factors, including social interactions with neighbours (p=.003, OR=2.331) and living near friendly
neighbours (p=.014, OR=3.947). In other words, the results show that the higher the immigrant
women’s preferences for social interactions and connections with neighbours, the greater the
likelihood of a tendency toward EC neighbourhoods. However, I did not find any association
between the preference for safety and preference for living among co-ethnics in this model.
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In Model 4 (χ2(10) = 53.696, p < .0005), I introduced only environmental and visual
quality factors (the presence of familiar ethnic businesses and organizations) and found that among
all the variables, preference for signs in the first language of participants (p=.000, OR=4.877)
predicted the preference for living in EC neighbourhoods, after adjusting for confounding
variables. However, homeownership and employment were no longer associated with the outcome.
I also did not find any association between other factors and immigrant women’s neighbourhood
preference in this model.
Once I added the social and economic factors to the environmental factors, the results of
Model 5 (χ2(14) = 74.754, p < .0005) suggested that the preference for living in a neighbourhood
with friendly neighbours was no longer associated with their preference for living in EC
neighbourhoods, while the higher preference for housing quality reduced the likelihood of a
tendency toward EC neighbourhoods (p=.027, OR=.32). However, the significant effect of
ethnolinguistic signs remained statistically significant.
In the full model (Model 6) (χ2(24) = 103.688, p < .0005), of all the neighbourhood
variables, only three predictors remained significant, including access to socio-cultural/religious
centres and events (p=.000, OR=3.125), social interaction with neighbours (p=.002, OR=2.728)
and the presence of signs in the first language of immigrants (p=.004, OR=3.036) in a
neighbourhood. Put another way, increasing the perceived importance of these variables was
associated with a higher preference for living in EC neighbourhoods. However, by including the
proximity variables in this model, the ORs of those variables were reduced, except for social
interactions. In addition, the effect of housing quality became statistically non-significant.
Moreover, when I look at the demographic factors, it is surprising that employment status was the
only significant predictor of living in EC neighbourhoods.
58

Preference for
ethnically concentrated
neighbourhoods

Model 1
B

Model 2
OR

Preference for proximity
Ethnic grocery stores
0.838**
2.312
Cultural/social/religious
centres
1.457***
4.295
Shops
0.377
1.459
Workplaces
0.197
1.218
Green
spaces/park/playgrounds
-0.896
0.408
Public transit
0.395
1.484
Schools/daycares
0.32
1.377
Police station
0.079
1.083
Health centres/hospitals
0.55
1.733
Restaurants/cafes
0.179
1.196
Preference for social quality
Safe a
Social interactions with
neighbours
Friendly neighbours
Preference for economic quality
Housing affordability
Preference for environmental and visual quality
Housing quality b
Attractive buildings
Cleanliness
Nightlife
Signs in the first language
of residents
Demographics
Presence of children
-0.019
0.982
Homeownership
0.584
1.794
Being a newcomer c
-0.228
0.796
White/European d
0.138
1.148
Unemployed f
0.702*
2.018
-3.506
Constant
0.03

B

1.520

OR

Model 3
B

OR

Model 4
B

Model 5
OR

B

Model 6
OR

B

OR

0.59

1.805

1.139***
0.212
0.357

3.125
1.236
1.43

-1.047
0.286
0.235
0.099
0.482
0.126

0.351
1.331
1.265
1.104
1.62
1.135

.451

1.570

1.678

5.357

1.256

3.51

.846**
1.373*

2.331
3.947

0.995***
1.066

2.705
2.902

1.004**
0.61

2.728
1.84

1.475

4.37

1.76

5.811

4.573
-0.825
0.718
1.073
0.238

0.438
2.049
2.924
1.269

-1.14*
0.63
1.062
0.286

0.32
1.877
2.892
1.33

-0.831
0.275
0.633
0.167

0.436
1.317
1.884
1.182

1.585***

4.877

1.599***

4.949

1.11**

3.036

-0.123
0.474
-0.134
-0.129
0.619*
-7.235

0.884
1.606
0.875
0.879
1.856
0.001

0.387
1.472
.117
1.124
0.399
1.49
0.111
1.117
0.618*
1.855
.589*
1.802
0.231
1.26
0.312
1.365
-0.56
.946
-.054
.948
-0.182
0.834
-0.093
0.911
-0.484
.616
-.491
.612
-0.797
0.451
-0.76
0.468
0.548*
1.730
.614*
1.848
0.492
1.635
0.471
1.601
-2.778
.062
-6.689
-3.504
.030
-2.301
0.1
0.001
* significant at the 0.05 level, ** significant at the 0.01 level, ***significant at the .001 level
a, b (0=moderately important, 1=very/ extremely important), c (0=No, 1=Yes), d (0=visible minority women, 1=White/European), f (0=employed, 1=non-employed/student), Other
important, 1=important)

variables (0=not

Table 2-6: Preferences for ethnically concentrated neighbourhoods
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2.4.2.2

Preference for living in Vancouver neighbourhoods (VA) versus suburban

neighbourhoods (SU)
Table 2-7 illustrates the ORs for the preference for living in Vancouver neighbourhoods
compared to suburban neighbourhoods (SU). Model 1-1 (χ2(10) = 32.067, p < .0005) introduced
the proximity variables before adjusting for the demographic factors and homeownership. This
model indicated that of all the variables, only two variables of the preference for living close to
workplaces (p=.005, OR=3.509) and restaurants/cafes (p=.017, OR=.665) predicted the preference
for living in VA neighbourhoods, whereas the preference for living in neighbourhoods near
schools/daycares (p=.025, OR=.580) and the police station (p=.013, OR=.527) predicted the
preference for living in SU neighbourhoods.
After controlling for the demographic variables and homeownership, as expected, the
results (Model 1-2: χ2(15) = 66.268, p < .0005) showed that homeownership and employment
increased the preference for living in SU neighbourhoods, while the relationship between the
perceived importance of living close to schools/daycares and the preference for living in SU
neighbourhoods became insignificant.
Examining the relationship between the preference for housing affordability and living in
VA and SU neighbourhoods, I found no significant association in Model 2 (χ2(6) = 48.175, p <
.0005). However, along with homeownership and employment, the presence of children at home
became significant in this model (p=.000, OR=.407).
Model 3 demonstrates that the perceived importance of living in a neighbourhood with
friendly neighbours has a positive significant effect on immigrant women’s preference for living
in SU neighbourhoods (p=.046, OR=.461). In other words, immigrant women who valued this
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feature were .461 times less likely to choose Vancouver neighbourhoods. However, the effect of
other social factors was non-significant in this model.
In Model 4 (χ2(10) = 61.142, p < .0005), I introduced environmental and visual quality
factors. As can be seen in Table 2-7, the only significant predictor was nightlife (p=.004,
OR=1.981), illustrating that immigrant women who valued this feature had 1.981 times higher
odds of choosing Vancouver neighbourhoods. The effect of homeownership, employment, and
parenthood has remained significant in this model.
In model 5 (χ2(14) = 66.999, p < .0005), I entered all the socio-economic and
environmental factors, and the results showed that the effects of nightlife, friendly neighbours,
homeownership, and presence of children at home have remained significant.
The full model (Model 6: χ2(24) = 85.212, p < .0005) suggests the same predictors
illustrated in Models 1-2, 2, 3, and 5, except for the effect of the perceived importance of
restaurants and cafes and parenthood which became non-significant. Respondents who were
unemployed and those who perceived the proximity to workplaces and neighbourhood nightlife as
important had 2.795–, 3.563– and 2.130–times higher odds, respectively, of choosing Vancouver
neighbourhoods. However, homeowners and those who perceived the factors of friendly
neighbours and proximity to the police station as important factors had 0.515–, 0.412– and 0.511–
times lower odds, respectively, of choosing Vancouver neighbourhoods.
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Preference for living in
VA (vs. SU)
neighbourhoods

Model 1-1

Model 1-2

B

B

OR

0.213

OR

Preference for proximity
Ethnic grocery stores
0.093
1.097
Cultural/social/religious
centres
-0.103
0.902
Shops
0.019
1.019
Workplaces
1.255**
3.509
Green
spaces/park/playgrounds
0.044
1.045
Public transit
0.336
1.4
Schools/daycares
-0.545*
0.58
Police station
-0.64*
0.527
Health centres/hospitals
-0.135
0.874
Restaurants/cafes
0.665*
1.944
Preference for social quality
Safe a
Social interactions with
neighbours
Friendly neighbours
Preference for economic quality
Housing affordability
Preference for environmental and visual quality
Housing quality b
Attractive buildings
Cleanliness
Nightlife
Signs in the first language
of residents
Demographics
Presence of children
Homeownership
Being a newcomer c
White/European d
Unemployed f
-1.229
0.293
Constant

Model 2
B

0.241

1.273

-0.021
0.006

0.98
1.007

0.053
0.111

1.055
1.118

1.214**

3.368

1.271**

3.563

-0.036
-0.018

0.964
0.982

0.07
-0.275

1.073
0.759

-0.509
-0.597*

0.601
0.551

-0.583
-0.672*

0.558
0.511

-0.076
0.587*

0.927
1.799

-0.046
0.408

0.955
1.504

-.899***
-.719**
-.074
0.443
.851***
-0.418

B

OR

OR

-0.233

0.792

0.249

1.282

0.457

1.579

0.191
-0.775*

1.211
.461

0.251
-0.814*

1.285
0.443

0.328
-0.886*

1.388
0.412

0.786

2.194

0.536

1.709

2.027

0.407
0.487
0.929
1.557
2.342
0.658

B

Model 6

1.238

0.634
0.518
0.989
1.416
2.765
0.378

OR

Model 5

OR

-0.456
-0.658*
-0.011
0.348
1.017***
-0.973

B

Model 4

B

0.706

OR

Model 3

-0.845***
-0.673*
-0.077
0.534
0.888***

0.429
0.510
0.926
1.706
2.431

-0.243

0.784

-0.254

0.775

-0.132

0.876

-0.346
-0.66

0.707
0.517

-0.343
-0.55

0.71
0.577

-0.39
-0.472

0.677
0.624

0.684**

1.981

0.735**

2.085

0.756**

2.13

0.478

1.613

0.474

1.606

0.495

1.64

-0.838***
-0.844**
-0.078
0.442
0.859***
1.054

0.433
0.43
0.925
1.556
2.36
2.87

-0.8***
-0.763*
-0.055
0.525
0.846***
0.429

0.449
0.466
0.946
1.69
2.331
1.536

-0.388
-0.663*
0.039
0.493
1.028***
-0.806

0.679
0.515
1.04
1.637
2.795
0.447

Table 2-7: Preferences for living in Vancouver neighbourhoods compared to suburban neighbourhoods
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2.5

Discussion
The purpose of this study was to gain a comprehensive understanding of the neighbourhood

preferences of immigrant women in the Metro Vancouver region and investigate the perceived
importance of livability indicators in shaping preferences for living in three types of
neighbourhoods: 1) ethnically concentrated neighbourhoods (EC), 2) suburban neighbourhoods
(SU), and 3) Vancouver neighbourhoods (VA). The following is a discussion about how the results
support the hypotheses and articulate which neighbourhood features (livability indicators) and
demographic factors are important in explaining immigrant women’s preferences for residential
neighbourhoods:
Hypothesis 1: Immigrant women who prefer to live close to ethnocultural, religious
and social amenities have more of a tendency toward EC neighbourhoods.
First, this study confirmed the role of access to ethnocultural amenities, events, and ethnic
goods in shaping immigrant women’s preferences for ethnically concentrated neighbourhoods. To
put it simply, these results highlight that those socio-cultural amenities can attract immigrant
women to such neighbourhoods. These findings are in accordance with previous theories and
discussions about the influence of ethno-cultural facilities on the neighbourhood selection of
immigrants (e.g., Barry R. & Miller, 2005; Boschman & van Ham, 2015; Hiebert, 2015; Myles &
Hou, 2003; Pamuk, 2004). As Wang and Lo (2007) argued, “for immigrant and ethnic-minority
groups, patronizing ethnic stores is a way of maintaining a sense of belonging to the ethnic
community” (p.698). This finding may help us to understand how immigrant women derive
benefits from living with co-ethnic groups and sheds light on the barriers that they may face in
finding those resources in other neighbourhoods in the Metro Vancouver region. This, therefore,
points towards the idea that equal distribution of those socio-cultural and religious resources within
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multicultural cities can make neighbourhoods more culturally/ethnically diverse, which is
consistent with the goals of Canadian multiculturalism:
Canadian multiculturalism has encouraged individuals to voluntarily
associate with the culture and tradition of their choice, and there has been
significant spending, through multicultural grants, to support the
maintenance of various cultures and languages and to encourage diverse
cultural festivals in public places, as well as the symbolic gesture of public
artworks that recognize and celebrate the multiple peoples who make up
the nation (Sandercock, 2000, p. 12).
In contrast to past studies (e.g., Hiebert, 2009a), however, I did not observe an association
between participants’ preferences for living close to workplaces and a preference for living among
co-ethnics. Nevertheless, the results showed that unemployed participants preferred to live in EC
neighbourhoods, which may be explained by the fact that other factors such as social support and
the information they receive from their ethnic community may attract them to those
neighbourhoods (Dearborn, 2008).
Hypothesis 2: Immigrant women who prefer to live close to neighbourhood amenities
and employment opportunities have less of a tendency toward SU neighbourhoods compared
to VA neighbourhoods.
Next, my study findings supported the hypothesis that the immigrant women’s preference
for living close to amenities and job opportunities reduces the likelihood of a preference for living
in SU neighbourhoods and increases the likelihood of a preference for living in VA
neighbourhoods. In this regard, the perceived importance of living close to restaurants and cafes
was positively related to a preference for living in VA neighbourhoods, which is consistent with
Dawkins (2009). Nonetheless, once the environmental quality factors were added to the full model,
there was no significant association between proximity to restaurants, nightclubs, and cafes and
the preference for living in VA neighbourhoods. A possible explanation for this might be that there
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is an interconnection between the preference for living close to restaurants/bars and cafes and the
factor of nightlife, which is strongly associated with preference for living in VA neighbourhoods.
Further, these findings supported that immigrant women who wanted to live close to job
opportunities (workplaces) had more of a tendency toward VA neighbourhoods, as opposed to SU
neighbourhoods. The logistic regression analysis also showed that unemployed immigrant women,
students, and renters were more likely to choose VA neighbourhoods. In this regard, Kim (2014)
highlights that “the macroeconomic situation which determines the availability of job opportunities
and the future expectation of forward-looking economic agents, can have a significant impact not
only on job turn-overs but also on residential mobility” (p. 2865). Moreover, some scholars
acknowledged the difficulties and inequalities that [immigrant] women face with respect to their
career, job search, and mobility, especially in suburban areas (e.g., Boucher, 2007; Hayden, 1980;
Meares, 2010).
As such, these findings have raised important concerns about the lack of job opportunities
for immigrant women in suburban areas in the Metro Vancouver region and the significant effect
of income stability and homeownership on immigrant women’s orientation toward SU
neighbourhoods. Interestingly, these results illustrated that although the majority of participants
highly valued the factor of proximity to workplaces, immigrant women with higher economic
standing were more likely interested in moving to suburbs even if they did not have access to
workplaces. However, very little was found in the Canadian literature on the association between
employment opportunities and the residential location of immigrants, and for immigrant women
in particular.
In contrast to my hypothesis, it is somewhat surprising that there was a negative association
between the preference for living in VA neighbourhoods and the preference for living close to
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schools/daycares. The question that arises here is whether this is due to the better quality and lower
fees of schools/childcare services in suburban areas, or the difficulties immigrant women had
finding available daycares or schools in VA neighbourhoods, as well as long waiting lists, which
is a fundamental issue for future research. However, the effect of this variable was small and
disappeared after full adjustment. In fact, these results show that demographic factors and
homeownership moderated the association between this factor and the preference for living in
Vancouver neighbourhoods. According to the results, immigrant mothers with children at home
were more likely to choose SU neighbourhoods, which is in accord with studies investigating the
effect of household structure on immigrants’ residential preference (e.g. Frey & Kobrin, 1982).
These results verify the findings of Booi and Boterman (2020), who suggested that “the
composition of the household also influences preferences” (p. 112). Following Frey and Kobrin
(1982), South and Crowder (1997) also argue that “the locational amenities that increase the
attractiveness of suburbs, including low-density housing, high-quality schools, and less crime, are
especially salient for young families with children” (p. 526).
Another significant finding was that participants who highly valued the feature of
proximity to police stations were more oriented toward SU neighbourhoods, while those who did
not value this feature preferred to live in VA neighbourhoods, which contradicts the proximity
hypothesis. On the one hand, this result might be explained by the sense of safety that immigrant
women experience in VA neighbourhoods due to the presence of so many people and activities,
which Jacobs (1993) calls “eyes on the streets” or “street watchers”. In a similar vein, Kern (2005)
found that women felt safer in city neighbourhoods compared to suburban areas in Toronto due to
“people on the streets, the ability to access phones, businesses or other services, and the availability
of transportation” (pp. 365-364). On the other hand, it could be conceivably hypothesized
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that immigrants who value secured neighbourhoods and “want to escape from crime” (Dearborn,
2008, p. 35) are more likely to find this security in suburban areas, as discussed in past studies.
However, contrary to my expectations and previous studies (e.g. South & Crowder, 1997),
I did not find any association between the perceived importance of a sense of safety and the
preference for living in suburban areas. This contradictory result might be attributed to the small
number of participants who rated safety as not important, which makes it harder to predict the
neighbourhood preference based on the variable of safety. According to my descriptive study, the
majority of participants rated safety as the first indicator of a livable neighbourhood, which is
consistent with a study ranking neighbourhood livability indicators conducted by Leby Lau and
Hashim (2010). Further, the majority of participants selected their neighbourhood because it was
safe. All together, these findings may help us to understand how women value safety issues and
different forms of neighbourhood security. Further research is necessary to explore how immigrant
women perceive safety in different neighbourhoods in the Metro Vancouver region and how a
sense of safety affects their neighbourhood selection.
In addition, I did not find any associations between the preference for living close to parks
and green spaces, shops, healthcare services, public transit, ethnic grocery stores, cultural, social,
and religious centres, and the tendency toward suburban or Vancouver neighbourhoods.
Hypothesis 3: Immigrant women who prefer to have friendly social interactions with
neighbours have more of a tendency toward EC neighbourhoods.
In line with homogeneity theory (Gijsberts et al., 2012, p. 528), my result verifies the
perceived importance of social interactions and friendly connections with neighbours in shaping
immigrant women’s preference for residing in EC neighbourhoods.
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As descriptive analysis indicated, the majority of participants did not perceive living near
people from their own cultural background or country and having social interactions with
neighbours as very important factors, while the majority of them mostly socialized with people
from their country. Table E-3 in Appendix E also shows that the length of stay in Canada had a
positive relationship with the preference for having social interactions with neighbours which is
consistent with Millan-Franco et al. (2019). Further, the regression analysis indicated that
immigrant women who preferred to live in a neighbourhood with friendly neighbours and
neighbourly interactions had more of a tendency towards EC neighbourhoods. Taken together,
these contradictory results may be partly explained by the barriers and problems faced by some
immigrant women, especially newcomers, in socializing with people from other countries, such as
the lack of English communication skills, different cultural values and interests (Handy &
Greenspan, 2009) or the lack of trust (Hurtado-de-Mendoza et al., 2014). This social exclusion can
be also formed by the host society and local people. In this regard, Daniel Hiebert (2015) suggests
that “we should resist thinking of enclaves as arising exclusively from culturally based choice
made by members of minority groups. They arise for complex reasons, including the dynamics of
the housing market and the behaviour of the majority” (p. 42). Kazemipur (2012) also notes,
Social interaction is a two-way street and cannot happen in the absence of
a genuine effort by the host society. Moreover, in most cases, such
interactions need to be initiated by the native-born, as a message to newly
arrived immigrants that they are welcome and accepted in their new home
countries (pp. 110-111).
Although the tendency to live in EC neighbourhoods and reluctance to have social
connections with strangers from other countries might be in line with individuals’ desires, and I
acknowledge them in this study, these results raise concerns about the lack of inter-group
connections, which may force some immigrant women to live in EC neighbourhoods and affect
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their social integration process and quality of life (e.g., Fajth & Bilgili, 2020; Magee et al., 2008;
Vervoort, 2012; Ziller & Spörlein, 2020). In this regard, as quoted in Sandercock (2003), Donald
(1999) argues that “we don’t need to share cultural traditions with our neighbours in order to live
alongside them, but we do need to be able to talk to them, while also accepting that they are and
may remain strangers (as will we)” (pp. 88-89).
Hypothesis 4: Immigrant women who prefer to live close to friendly neighbours have
more of a tendency toward SU neighbourhoods compared to VA neighbourhoods.
My findings also supported the hypothesis that the perceived importance of living close to
friendly neighbours leads to a greater likelihood of a tendency toward suburban areas. It is a
significant point illustrating how suburban areas provide more opportunities for immigrant women
to find friendly neighbours compared to VA neighbourhoods. It is similar to Keller (1968) who
suggested that “among the values people may seek to maximize by moving to suburbs,
neighbouring has high priority” (p. 69).
There are several possible explanations for this result. First of all, it is possible to
hypothesize that immigrant women may find more family-oriented neighbourhoods or “social
similarities such as age, family cycle, and occupational interests” (Keller, 1968, p. 69) in suburban
areas which affect their perception of friendliness. Additionally, ethnoburbs are growing in the
Metro Vancouver region, such as in Surrey, BC. Hence, in line with the relationship I found
between the preference for living in EC neighbourhoods and the increased likelihood of a
preference for social interactions with neighbours, it could be hypothesized that immigrant women
who are interested in friendly neighbours, social interactions with neighbours, and living near close
friends prefer to live in “ethnoburbs”.
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However, in contrast to past studies (Buys et al., 2013; Shirazi, 2020), this study did not
support the negative relationship between the preference for having social connections with
neighbours and a tendency toward VA neighbourhoods. For example, Buys et al. (2013)
investigated the perceived livability of the general public in inner-city high-density
neighbourhoods in Australia and found that “most participants had not visited a neighbour in the
past week, had not attended a local community event in the past six months and did not think they
would run into friends and acquaintances when they went shopping in their local area” (p.26).
Hypothesis 5: Immigrant women who prefer to live in a neighbourhood with familiar
ethnic businesses and organizations (ethno-linguistic signs) have more of a tendency toward
EC neighbourhoods.
This study provides important insights into the effect of the presence of familiar ethnic
businesses and organizations (ethno-linguistic signs) on the preference for living in EC
neighbourhoods. As Krase & Shortell (2011) explained:
Phatic signs of immigrant identity, taken together, are the decisive marker
of a particular bounded social space as an ‘immigrant neighbourhood’.
Expressive signs of ethnic identity may be more likely to catch the
attention of urban dwellers, especially visitors, but the concentration of
phatic signs is more critical to the ascription of the place (p.373).
Conducting spatial semiotic analysis, Shortell and Karse (2010) also hypothesized that
urban residents with different social and cultural backgrounds in global cities fill social spaces
with “expressive, conative and phatic signs” that express their identity (p.2). However, further
work needs to be done to establish whether these signs are correlated with a sense of belonging
among immigrant women.
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Hypothesis 6: Immigrant women who prefer to live in a neighbourhood with higher
environmental quality (clean, quiet at night, attractive housing) have more of a tendency
toward SU neighbourhoods compared to VA neighbourhoods.
Finally, these results somewhat supported the hypothesis that immigrant women who
prefer to live in a neighbourhood with higher environmental quality (clean, quiet at night, and
attractive buildings) have more of a tendency toward SU neighbourhoods.
First, this study revealed that the indicator of nightlife significantly affects the preference
for living in VA neighbourhoods, which might support my hypothesis that better environmental
quality increases the probability of living in suburban areas. According to the descriptive analysis,
a low proportion of participants valued nightlife as an important feature. This lack of interest may
be somewhat explained by immigrant women’s fear of crime. For instance, some immigrant
women, especially newcomers, work as night-time caregivers and have to walk alone at nighttime.
According to Alfonzo (2005), “bars, liquor stores, pawnshops, or other types of land uses may
affect the level of safety felt by some pedestrians” (p. 827). Therefore, fear of crime and violence
and consumption of alcohol at night may contribute to their withdrawal from living or walking
alone after dark in nightlife districts (Schwanen, van Aalst, Brands, & Timan, 2012; Sheard, 2011;
Van Liempt & Van Aalst, 2012). As Grazian (2009) asserts,
Women (as well as men) have historically experience nightlife arenas as
distinctly and overtly gendered. The male domain turn-of-the century
workingmen's havens such as saloons and billiard halls made female
participation intensely problematic (p. 912).
However, as Schwanen et al. (2012) argue, we cannot “treat young women as a
homogeneous category or to position them as simply fearful or victims of alcohol-fuelled disorder”
(p. 2068). Hence, further research should be undertaken to investigate the intersection of gender
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with nativity and other demographic factors and explore how it affects immigrant women’s
perception of nightlife. In addition, in this study, I did not find any associations between immigrant
women’s neighbourhood preferences and the indicators of attractiveness and cleanliness, which
contradicts my hypothesis.
2.6

Concluding comments
This chapter was designed to determine the effect of combined livability indicators on the

neighbourhood preferences of immigrant women in the Canadian context and address the main
question of what motivates immigrant women to live in the three neighbourhood types.
Collectively, this chapter has argued that multiple social and physical factors are responsible for
shaping the neighbourhood preferences of immigrant women and it has confirmed that objective
indicators cannot fully explain their neighbourhood preferences.
This study also provides evidence that socio-cultural and religious amenities/events,
ethnolinguistic signs, and neighbourliness indicators (having friendly neighbours and socializing
with them) and are the most important predictors of the preference for living among co-ethnics.
Further, my results demonstrate that the majority of the immigrant women did not have social
interactions with people from different countries other than their country of origin, even though
they did NOT prefer to live among co-ethnics. Therefore, future work is certainly required to
investigate how to create opportunities for neighbourly interactions across ethnic groups in
multicultural contexts and how to develop multicultural neighbourhoods that respond to the social
and cultural needs of immigrant women and other residents (See Chapter 3 and Chapter 5 for
further discussion).
Next, this study revealed that other livability indicators, including access to workplaces,
restaurants, cafes, and nightlife, predict the immigrant women’s preference for living in Vancouver
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neighbourhoods, while access to schools and daycares, police stations, and friendly neighbours
predict their preference for living in suburban neighbourhoods. These results, therefore, raise the
important question of how to make Vancouver neighbourhoods a better place for raising a happy
family and building friendly connections among neighbours. My results also confirm that there are
inadequate employment opportunities for immigrant women in suburban areas, which should be
considered when creating suburban economic development strategies.
In addition, while this study did not find an association between other livability indicators
and the preferences for the three neighbourhood types, the descriptive study revealed that safety,
housing quality, housing affordability, cleanliness, and access to public transit were perceived as
the most important indicators of a livable neighbourhood. Therefore, further experimental tests are
needed to estimate how suburban or ethnic neighbourhoods in the Canadian context respond to
immigrant women’s needs.
This study also provided additional evidence with respect to the association between
demographic factors, homeownership, and immigrant women’s preferences for residential
neighbourhoods. With respect to these factors, one of the most significant findings to emerge from
this study is that there was a weak association between homeownership and the preference for
living in ethnically concentrated neighbourhoods, and a strong association between this factor and
the preference for living in suburban areas. These results have therefore indicated that suburban
areas or ethnoburbs may provide more affordable houses for homebuyers in the Metro Vancouver
region, an issue that might be addressed in future studies. In addition, this study has confirmed that
immigrant women who were employed were less oriented toward ethnic neighbourhoods. Taken
together, it suggests that unemployment may be a stronger predictor of living in ethnic
neighbourhoods compared to homeownership, and other demographic factors can likely moderate
73

the association between homeownership and the preference for ethnic neighbourhoods, which is
also an issue for future research to explore.
2.7

Limitations
Although this study has many strengths and makes a positive contribution to the literature

on immigrant women, I am aware that my research, similar to other studies, has a number of
limitations with regard to data collection and data analysis, which I discuss below.
The first fundamental issue that limited my data collection in the first phase of this study
was the restricted access to immigrant communities from different countries. Although different
immigrant organizations and centres agreed to help with distributing the survey posters and flyers,
they did not send the survey link directly to their clients. Unfortunately, I was also not allowed to
talk to their clients and invite them to participate in my survey. These restrictions in
communication could be the reason for having a smaller sample size with less cultural and ethnic
diversity, which may affect the generalizability of the study results and the outcomes of the full
models in the regression analysis.
In addition, to minimize costs and save time, I mostly used online platforms for
advertisement, such as Facebook, which may have skewed the results as well, because low-income
minority women might have less access to home-based internet, and it is likely that they were
excluded from the study.
The third source of uncertainty is related to the individual characteristics of the sample
group participants that may not be fully representative of immigrant women in Canada because
the majority of them had high school education, were employed, and could speak English fluently.
Another unique challenge of this study was that before starting this study, there was no
publicly available pre-existing questionnaire in the urban planning field measuring the lived
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experiences of immigrants, and their preferences for residential neighbourhoods. Thus, I had to
design all the survey questions, except for demographic questions, which may affect the validity
of the data obtained from these questions. Finally, another related limitation was the lack of
funding and sponsorship, which increased the difficulty of collecting data and engaging in the
analysis.

75

Chapter 3: What makes your neighbourhood more socially livable?
Newcomer women’s experiences

“The ideal of community denies and represses
social difference, the fact that the polity cannot be
thought of as a unity in which all participants
share a common experience and common values.
In its privileging of face-to-face relations,
moreover, the ideal of community denies
difference in the form of the temporal and spatial
distancing that characterizes social process. As an
alternative to the ideal of community, I develop
[…] an ideal of city life as a vision of social
relations affirming group difference. As a
normative ideal, city life instantiates social
relations of difference without exclusion”
(Young & Allen, 2011, p. 227 emphasis mine).

3.1

Introduction
In recent years, social indicators of livability have attracted considerable scholarly attention

around the world and several attempts have been made to highlight the importance of those
indicators to the residents’ quality of life, satisfaction, and perception of livability (Australian
Government Department of Infrastructure and Transport, 2013; Badland et al., 2014; Bosselmann
et al., 1999; Buys et al., 2013; Kashef, 2016; Li & Zhang, 2021; Lloyd et al., 2016). Put simply,
the claim is that “livable cities are socially inclusive” (Badland et al., 2014, p. 65).
However, a closer look at the health and sociological literature reveals that immigrants,
especially newcomers, suffer from social exclusion in the host communities, and face challenges
in establishing social ties and networks (S. Johnson, Bacsu, McIntosh, Jeffery, & Novik, 2019;
Valtonen, 2016). When compared with other immigrants, female newcomers experience more
challenges to social inclusion because of the intersectionality of gender, the time lived in the host
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country, and nativity (Morey et al., 2020; Rahder & McLean, 2013). The main objective of this
study is, therefore, to foster discussion about how newcomer women experience the social aspects
of livability in residential neighbourhoods in the Metro Vancouver region in British Columbia,
Canada, and how to make those neighbourhoods more socially livable for them. I also dig deeper
into the barriers and problems facing female newcomers to get socially engaged in their
neighbourhoods, and discuss the issues around how neighbourhood attributes facilitate their social
integration as “the ‘gold standard’ in the settlement of newcomers” (Wilkinson, 2013, p. 1).
This chapter is organized as follows. Section 3.2 provides a brief overview of the social
aspects of livability and examines the social barriers facing immigrants in residential
neighbourhoods. In section 3.3, I elaborate on the qualitative methods used in this study, provide
a summary of participant characteristics, and describe the analytical methods. Section 3.4 discusses
the emerged themes, and the final sections expand the discussion about the themes and research
limitations.
3.2

Social aspects of neighbourhood livability and [female] immigrant social needs
As I discussed in Chapter 1, the concept of livability is comprised of both physical and

social factors. Put another way, residents’ needs cannot be fulfilled without considering their social
needs, even if they are satisfied with the physical environment. Moreover, these social
environment “elements can have both direct effects on perceptions and behaviour related to
walking as well as important interactions with the physical environment” (Adkins, BarillasLongoria, Nevárez Martínez, & Ingram, 2019, p. 2). But what are those social elements and how
do we define a neighbourhood social environment?
Conducting a systematic review, Kepper et al. (2019) have illustrated a conceptual
framework for understanding the social environment, including the following dimensions:
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“economic and social disadvantage”, “discrimination and segregation”, “crime and safety”, “social
cohesion and social capital”, “sense of place/belonging”, “social relationships and norms”, and
“civic participation” (p. 6). Following Kepper et al. (2019), Burns, Pfledderer, & Fu (2021) also
suggest that “[n]eighbourhoods are a part of the social environment” and define the neighbourhood
social environment “as the sociodemographic composition of the neighbourhood and its residents,
as well as the relationships, groups, and social process that exist among individuals” (p. 408). In a
similar vein, Buffel et al. (2012) highlight eight dimensions of the social environment, including
“interpersonal relationships”, “beyond help and support”, “social cohesion and diversity”, “sense
of security and feelings of safety”, “the neighbourhood as a learning space”, “towards a political
conception of the social environment”, “practical and symbolic use of public space”, and
“heterogeneity and inequality” (pp. 18-25). Other researchers also used similar elements to define
the social environment (e.g., Keller, 1968; Mair, Lehning, Waldstein, Evans, & Zonderman, 2021).
According to past studies (e.g., Buffel et al., 2012), there are interconnections between
these social elements, which “contribute to mental health among the general population” (M.
Yang, Hagenauer, Dijst, & Helbich, 2021, p. 2). With respect to social interactions, for example,
Lloyd et al. (2016) noted
Notably, opportunities for social interaction are a key aspect of creating
more livable cities. These opportunities are believed to not only have
psychological and physical benefits for individuals, but to also create a
sense of belonging for people and thus may foster a psychological sense
of community (pp. 348-349).
More simply, it is claimed that there is a positive relationship between social interactions
and a sense of community and social capital (Putnam, 1995). In this regard, McMillan and Chavis
(1986) developed a model to measure the sense of community that is comprised of four
components: 1) membership (including five attributes: boundaries, emotional safety, a sense of
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belonging and identification, personal investment, and a common symbol system), 2) influence, 3)
integration and fulfillment of needs, and 4) shared emotional connection (p. 9). The social features
of a neighbourhood such as a sense of community, a sense of attachment, and social interactions
are also associated with the built environment factors such as the quality of public open spaces or
squares (Francis, Giles-Corti, Wood, & Knuiman, 2012; Leyden, 2003; Madanipour, 2014; E.
Talen, 2000; Ujang, 2012).
These social elements have been recognized as important determinants of immigrants’
social integration and inclusion (Couton & Gaudet, 2008; Dixon et al., 2018; Fong & Ooka, 2006;
Handy & Greenspan, 2009; Millán-Franco et al., 2019; Vézina & Houle, 2017; Z. Wu, Schimmele,
& Hou, 2010). Immigrants can also take advantage of building social networks to develop their
“sense of belonging” (Martinez-Callaghan & Gil-Lacruz, 2017, p. 241) and promote their labour
market integration (Cheung & Phillimore, 2014; Gericke et al., 2018; Nasrat, 2020), which have
been characterized as indicators of a livable place in Chapter 1.
However, there are some strong concerns around social isolation among immigrants and
ethnic minorities and the challenges they face with community engagement and developing social
networks (Dixon et al., 2018; Hurtado-de-Mendoza et al., 2014; Jansen et al., 2006; Marinucci &
Riva, 2021). As Jansen, Chioncel, & Dekkers (2006) state, immigrants and ethnic minorities have
limited access to “adequate competencies, attitudes, and morals for social integration” (p. 189).
From a gendered perspective, Couton and Gaudet (2008) revealed that immigrant women in
Canada are less socially engaged than Canadian women. More recently, interviewing Latina
immigrant women in the US, Hurtado-de-Mendoza et al., (2014) identified three categories of
perceived barriers to developing and strengthening social ties and connections within the host
community as follows: “socioeconomic barriers”, “environmental barriers”, and “psychosocial
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barriers” (p. 77). In relation to the environmental barriers, their study further discussed how “the
structure of physical space”, “limited access to public transportation”, and “weather conditions”
can contribute to the social isolation of immigrant women (p. 77). Residential mobility (Sampson,
1988), the lack of proficiency in the English language (Makwarimba et al., 2013), and the lack of
time (Bathum & Baumann, 2007) have also been suggested as important barriers to social
activities, development of social ties, and a sense of community among immigrants. While these
studies highlighted the barriers to participation, in another study conducted by Johnson and Miles
(2014), it is stressed that built environment indicators such as “physical accessibility”,
“streetlights”, “the openness of public spaces”, “cultural and religious appropriation of space”, and
“social diversity” facilitated social inclusion and engagement of Muslim Arab women in New
York City.
Some other studies investigated the significant association between the indicators of the
social inclusion of immigrants and demographic/personal factors such as education, length of stay,
and religion (Aleksynska, 2011; Amit, 2010; Cakir & Guneri, 2011; Martinovic, Tubergen, &
Maas, 2009; Millán-Franco et al., 2019). Evaluating the effect of “length of residence” and
“cultural distance” on different indicators of immigrant social inclusion, including “social
support”, “resilience”, “sense of community”, and “satisfaction with life”, Millán-Franco et al.
(2019) found the positive effect of the length of residence on “social inclusion” and highlighted
that “shorter cultural distance facilitates the process of social inclusion, especially among Latin
American immigrants” in Malaga (p. 119).
Safety is also a key element of the social environment and neighbourhood livability (de
Haan et al., 2014; Fabish & Haas, 2011; Kaal, 2011; Okulicz-Kozaryn, 2013; Szibbo, 2015).
According to previous studies, a lack of safety and fear of crime severely affect the everyday life
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experiences and social behvaiour of vulnerable people such as women (Callanan & Teasdale, 2009;
Day, 1999, 2001; Green & Singleton, 2006; Hille, 1999; Kern, 2005; Loukaitou-Sideris, 2006;
Sweet & Ortiz Escalante, 2015; Yates & Ceccato, 2020), immigrants, refugees and visible
minorities (Ackah, 2000; M. S. Lee & Ulmer, 2000; Y. Wu & Wen, 2014), and limits their
opportunities and mobility. For example, Callanan and Teasdale (2009) found that women are
different than men in terms of their fear of crime, and note that “feelings of vulnerability result
from the perception that one would suffer serious consequences if criminally victimized” (p. 362).
This risk of abuse, sexual harassment, and other incidents can be intensified among female
immigrants (Kern, 2005). It has also been argued that fear of crime is negatively associated with
immigrants’ social integration and inter-group connections in the host society (Ackah, 2000),
while it is positively associated with “the dynamics of race and ethnic conflicts” (M. S. Lee &
Ulmer, 2000, p. 1173).
Taken together, the above studies have contributed to our understanding of the importance
of the social environment in building livable neighbourhoods for immigrants. However, newcomer
women’s perception of neighbourhood livability, and in particular of the neighbourhood social
environment, has not been adequately studied in the Canadian context. This study, therefore,
addresses the following main research question and sub-questions:
•

What makes a neighbourhood socially livable for newcomer women?
•

What social resources are available to newcomer women in residential
neighbourhoods?

•

How satisfied are they with those resources of their neighbourhoods?

•

How satisfied are they with their neighbourhood safety?

•

What social needs do newcomer women have in their neighbourhoods?
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•

What is the role of the built environment in meeting the social needs of newcomer
women?

3.3
3.3.1

Methodology
Data collection methods
The research method was qualitative with a descriptive phenomenological approach, which

refers to the exploration of the phenomena from people’s perspectives and lived experiences
(Neubauer, Witkop, & Varpio, 2019). To collect data, I employed individual in-depth and semistructured interviews with open-ended questions (Appendix D) in order to elicit views as to how
newcomer women feel about their neighbourhood social environment and what challenges they
face in meeting their social needs.
Before starting the study interviews, I conducted 5 pilot interviews with volunteers in the
two languages of English and Farsi to explore the possible problems and improve clarity prior to
the main interviews. All the volunteers in the pilot study were immigrants and were friends or
colleagues of the author. After finalizing the interview questions, I conducted 28 individual faceto-face interviews with newcomer women recruited from an online survey 34 . I invited survey
participants to provide their contact information if they were willing to be interviewed. Then I
contacted those who were eligible for the study. Of the 80 people who agreed to participate, 50
women were eligible for this study. However, only 28 people replied to my invitations. I conducted
all the interviews between September 2018 and February 2019.
Interview inclusion criteria consisted of being a newcomer woman who had lived in
Canada for 6 years or less and currently living in a Metro Vancouver neighbourhood. All the

34

For more information about the survey, refer to Chapter 2.
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participants were able to select the language, time, and location of the interview. For those who
could not speak English, a fluent interpreter was present in the interview. Of the 28 participants,
only four requested an interpreter.
The interviews were carried out in a café or a private room in a library. All the interviews
lasted between approximately 45 and 90 minutes and were audio-recorded. All the participants
received a $10 gift card because of their participation in the study. Participation in this research
was completely voluntary, and if participants decided to participate, they could withdraw at any
time without any consequences or explanation. Three participants were interviewed in Farsi and
one participant was interviewed in Korean. Since I was fluent in Farsi, there was no need for an
interpreter for Iranians. The Korean participant also invited her friend to come and interpret the
interview. The interview began after explaining the purpose of the interview, checking the
demographic information provided in the survey, and obtaining written consent from the
participants. The first stage of the interviews started with a few warm-up questions such as:
•

Could you please tell me a little bit about the city and neighbourhood you settled in after
your arrival?

•

Why did you select that neighbourhood?

•

How did you get information about neighbourhood resources?
Next, I asked follow-up questions about their needs and their feelings about their first

neighbourhood within three or four months after entering Canada. In the second stage, I asked
several detailed questions about their experiences in their current neighbourhood. This stage
included a mapping exercise which will be explained in Chapter 4. At the end of the interview, I
asked participants to define a livable neighbourhood.
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3.3.2

Participants
All the participants were newcomer women who had lived in Canada for between nine

months and six years, were aged between 25 and 54 years old (Table 3-1) and lived in eight
different cities in the Metro Vancouver region (Figure 3-1). 10 of the 28 interviewees had children
at home.
Length of Stay in Canada

Number of participants
Age Groups

1 year or less

2 years

3 years

4 years

7 (25%)

5 (18%)

4 (14%)

6 (21%)

30-34

35-39

40-44

6 (21%)

6 (21%)

4(14%)

25-29

Number of participants

7 (25%)

5years
3 (11%)
45-49
3(11%)

6 years
3 (11%)
50-54
2 (7%)

Table 3-1: Demographic characteristics of participants

Of 28 participants, only seven participants lived in Vancouver neighbourhoods, and the
others lived in suburban neighbourhoods in the Metro Vancouver region.

Figure 3-1: Residential location of participants
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Of those who lived in suburban neighbourhoods, nine lived in Burnaby, three in Surrey,
four in Coquitlam, two in North Vancouver, one in Port Moody, one in Lions Bay, and one in New
Westminster (Figure 3-1).
The majority of the participants were employed (75%) and had higher education of some
kind (92%). Regarding the country of origin, three (11%) were originally from Italy, 11 (40%)
from Iran, one (3%) from the Philippines, one (%3) from Iraq, two (18%) from Mongolia, three
(11%) from China, two (18%) from Korea, one (%3) from Pakistan, three (11%) from India, and
one (3%) from the United Kingdom (Table 3-2). Except for three participants who spoke English
at home, others spoke another language. Among the interviewees, three had an income below
$10,000 and four had an income over $100,000 (Table 3-3). The income of other participants
ranged between $10,000 and $100,000.
Country of
Origin
Number of
participants

Italy

Iran

Philippines

Iraq

Mongolia

China

Korea

Pakistan

India

UK

3 (11%)

11 (40%)

1(3%)

1(3%)

2(18%)

3(11%)

2(18%)

1(3%)

3(11%)

1(3%)

Table 3-2: Country of origin of participants
Household
Income
Number of
participants

Less
than
$10k
3 (11%)

$10k $20k
1 (3%)

$20k $30k

$30k $40k

$40k $50k

3(11%)

4(14%)

7(25%)

$50k $60k

$60k $70k

$70k $80k

$80k $90k

$90k $10k

More
than
$100k

1(3%)

2(7%)

2(7%)

1(3%)

0(0%)

4(14%)

Table 3-3: Household income of participants

3.3.3

Data analysis
I manually transcribed the interviews and managed and analyzed them by using NVivo

software. Before transcribing, all the participants were allocated a code and a pseudonym. Table
3-4 illustrates the information of each participant. I used thematic analysis to code the data which
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is “a method for identifying, analyzing, organizing, describing, and reporting themes found within
a data set” (Nowell, Norris, White, & Moules, 2017, p. 2). This analysis consisted of 5 steps. First,
I read the interviews many times to capture the key concepts and familiarize myself with the data.
In the second phase, I read the answers to the final question (livability definition) word by word
and generated initial codes. Next, I read the rest of the responses to find new codes. After finding
the codes, I reviewed all of them and combined the codes into 11 sub-themes, four main themes,
and three categories (see Table 3-5 for the list of themes and subthemes). At the end of the analysis,
I reviewed all the themes to ensure that they were representative of my data. I should note that this
chapter discusses only the themes that are related to the social dimension of livability.

3.4

Results
In this study, participants discussed several social and physical features when I asked the

questions on how they defined a livable neighbourhood and how they felt about their
neighbourhood. In this chapter, I focus explicitly on the social features. Through the thematic
analysis, these social features were classified into 11 sub-themes and 4 broad themes as follows:
1) boosting social cohesion, 2) building multicultural neighbourhoods, 3) developing settlement
supports & community services, and 4) improving neighbourhood safety. Table 3-5 summarizes
the process of categorizing the themes. The following section of this chapter discusses all the
themes and sub-themes related to social features in greater detail by using relevant quotes.
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City of
residence

Household
income

Type of
household

Tamara

50-54

Philippines

4

Filipino

EFT

BD

H/P&
CH

Burnaby

IM2

Evie

30-34

Italy

3

Italian

EFT

PD

H/P

IM3

Lily

45-49

Iraq

4

Arabic

UE

BD

A

IM4

Polly

40-44

Iran

2

Farsi

UE

BD

IM5

Lisa

35-39

Italy

6

Italian

EFT

PD

IM6

Connie

25-29

Italy

3

Italian

EFT

PD

A

IM7

Binita

35-39

India

1/less

Hindi

EFT

BD

H/P&
CH

IM8

Isabel

25-29

Mongolia

4

Mongolian

EFT

PD

H/P

Burnaby

IM9

Katy

30-34

China

3

Cantonese

EFT

PD

PAR

Burnaby

$60K $69,999

IM10

Badri

45-49

Pakistan

2

Urdu/
English

UE

PD

CH

Surrey

Less than
$10K

IM11

Aliya

35-39

Iran

1/less

Farsi

EFT

C/D

H/P

Burnaby

$20K $29,999

IM12

Molly

30-34

Korea

2

Korean

S

BD

H/P

Vancouver

IM13

Kenya

50-54

Iran

4

Farsi

EPT

PD

PAR/S

Coquitlam

IM14

Salma

40-44

Iran

4

Farsi

SE

PD

H/P

North
Vancouver

$30K $39,999

IM15

Iona

45-49

Iran

1/less

Farsi

EPT

PD

H/P&
CH

North
Vancouver

1M16

Darcie

35-39

Iran

3

Farsi

EPT

PD

A

1M17

Kiley

40-44

Iran

6

Farsi

EPT

PD

H/P&
CH

Vancouver

1M18

Diana

30-34

Korea

5

Korean

EFT

C/D

A

Coquitlam

1M19

Eli

40-44

Iran

5

Farsi

SE

PD

H/P&
CH

Lions Bay

1M20

Sara

35-39

Iran

2`

Farsi

EFT

PD

PAR

Coquitlam

$20K $29,999
$30K $39,999
Less than
$10K
$70K $79,999
$60K $69,999
$50K $59,999

Length of
stay in
Canada

Education

Employment

The language
is spoken at
home

Country of
origin

Age group

Pseudonym

IM1

Code

H/P&
CH
H/P&
CH

Surrey
Burnaby
Coquitlam
Vancouver
Vancouver
Surrey

Burnaby

$30K$39,999
More
than
$100K
$10 K $19,999
$40K $49,999
$40K $49,999
$40K $49,999
$40K$49,999
More
than
$100K

Less than
$10K
$80K$89,999
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1M21

Sandra

25-29

India

1/less

Hindi and
English

UE

PD

H/P

IM22

Amira

25-29

India

1/less

English

SE

PD

A

Burnaby

IM23

Yadira

30-34

Iran

5

Farsi

EFT

BD

A

Vancouver

IM24

Parker

35-39

China

4

Mandarin

EFT

PD

H/P&
PAR&
CH

New
Westminst
-er

IM25

Rose

25-29

United
Kingdom

1/less

English

EFT

PD

H/P

Vancouver

IM26

Addison

25-29

China

1/less

Cantonese

S

PD

H/P

Port
Moody

IM27

Tina

25-29

Iran

6

Farsi

EFT

BD

H/P

Burnaby

IM28

Emmie

30-34

Mongolia

2

Mongolian

S

PD

H/P&
CH

Burnaby

Vancouver

$20K $29,999
$40K$49,999
$30K $39,999
$70K$79,999
$40K$49,999
More
than
$100K
More
than
$100K
$40K $49,999

Table 3-4: Summary of participants characteristics
EFT: Employed-full time
EPT: Employed-part time
UE: Unemployed
S: Student
SE: Self- employed
BD: Bachelor's degree
PD: Postgraduate degree- C/D: College or diploma
H/P: Husband or partner
CH: Children
PAR: Parents
A: Alone
S: Sister
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How to make a neighbourhood more livable for newcomer women?

Selected codes
Community interactions
People’s relations and
reactions
Know your neighbours
Willing to communicate
Getting to know neighbours
Happy to help others
Need for making friends
I am alone
Friendliness

Sub-Themes

Promoting neighbourly interactions

Boosting social cohesion

Activities

Investing in [spaces for] social and
community participation

Social features

Community groups
Library
Places for recreation
Places that you can hang out
Community events
Some spaces that connect
people
Active community centres
Mosque
Church
People can participate
Have their voice heard
Open for all cultures
Multicultural
Cultural diversity
Adopt those kinds of differences
Speak the same language
A sense of home
I felt connected to them
Still connected to my country
Sit and talk to God
I'm alone here on Eid days
Ethnic stores
Celebrating Nowruz
Supportive
Find their way very quickly
Suggest where those people go
Hard for me to know the area
Where is the store that is close
by?
I didn't have any idea about
schools
Make them more familiar with
the Canadian culture

Major themes

Investing in cultural diversity

Maintaining cultural identities and
ties

Providing accessible information
about neighbourhood resources and
amenities

Building multicultural
neighbourhoods

Developing settlement supports &
community services

Providing accessible information
about rights and bylaws
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How to make a neighbourhood more livable for newcomer women?

Selected codes
Information about Women’s
rights in Canada
Information about complaints
on transit services
There is a way to contact
RCMP
Settlement services to find a job
Help people find housing
quicker
Community centres help them
adjust to some jobs
People are walking on the
street
Lights are not quite enough

Sub-Themes

Major themes

Providing accessible information
about housing and employment

Increasing streetlights,
surveillance, and visibility at night

Quality housing

Improving neighbourhood safety

Providing more accessible and
affordable amenities and services

Developing more affordable and
quality housing

Table 3-5: Summary of the process of categorizing the themes
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Physical features

Some spaces that make it safer
like this coffee shop
Lots of bars
Controlling nightlife activities and
They are not conscious
drug/ alcohol use on the streets
Remove drug users
No traffic
Improving road /traffic safety, and
Crowded
reducing pollution and
Quiet
overcrowding
Clean streets
Without discrimination
They don't bother
They respect your
Preventing crime and offensive
independence
behaviours
They are doing something
illegal
Racism
Polite
Public transportation
Affordable and accessible local grocery stores and shopping areas
Ethnic grocery stores and restaurants
Community and learning spaces (libraries, schools, neighbourhood
houses, community centres, recreation centres, immigrant centres)
Health clinics
Green spaces, parks, playgrounds
Affordable housing

3.4.1

Boosting social cohesion: “No one knew me, and no one knocked on my door.”
From the thematic analysis, “social cohesion” emerged as a key indicator of a livable

neighbourhood. In other words, a livable neighbourhood was defined as a place with “lots of
community interactions” and in which people can “participate and be involved”. In the following,
I will discuss the two sub-themes of “promoting neighbourly interactions” and “investing in
[spaces of] social and community participation”, which emerged from this main theme.

3.4.1.1

Promoting neighbourly interactions
An important sub-theme obtained from the preliminary analysis was “having friendly

interactions and neighbours”. Examples of a friendly neighbour were people who said “hello”,
“how are you today?”, “where are you from?”, “we are happy that you are here” and a person who
“smiles” or “respects and helps other neighbours”. Asking how welcoming their first
neighbourhood was, Evie, a young lady from Italy who lived in a Burnaby neighbourhood for two
years and then moved into a Surrey neighbourhood, asserted:
Oh. Yeah! […] [that neighbourhood in Burnaby was welcoming because]
people were friendly, all the time they just stop and say hello on the street.
So, yeah, they ask things like hey, how are you today, where are you from?
(IM2).
As the results show, this friendliness gave newcomer women a sense of comfort and trust:
I know their face and we say hi, but we are not friends […]. I feel quite
comfortable with our neighbours because they always say hi when they see
us…We are quite busy and even sometimes we don’t talk with our
roommate. We come home and cook and then talk to each other and
sometimes watch movies and then we don't want to spend our time… with
people […]. I think I would trust [my neighbours] because my neighbours
are quite nice because sometimes, when I come home, some of them are at
the balcony and they wave at us, and I would definitely ask them if I
needed really help (IM8).
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However, friendliness was not sufficient for some participants, and they felt that people
were socially separated from their neighbours. Some were also disappointed concerning not being
able to interact with other neighbours, which led to a feeling of isolation: “[when I arrived] we had
good neighbours. […] [but] If I compare it to the Philippines, right? so here we are all isolated.
Right? But in the Philippines, you can just go, drop by to our neighbours’ house, alright, but here
we live in isolation,” said Tamara (IM1).
By the same token, Sandra (IM21), who lived in a Vancouver neighbourhood, complained
about the social isolation and loneliness she experienced in her neighbourhood and believed that
people in Canada “stick to their own groups.” She also had a fear of having social interactions with
people from other countries because
[…] I am not sure what people think about talking to people from other
countries. Because I feel there is a general impression about people from
India. So not everyone is very open to making friendships with them. So
that is a reason that I like being in a church because they don't discriminate.
They talk to you and get to know you, so they don't form an impression
just by looking at you (IM21).
Therefore, she defined a livable neighbourhood as a “place where people are friendly and
willing to communicate”, and added that there was no “sense of community” in her
neighbourhood:
[…] No one wanted to come in and talk or mingle. Hmmm…That is
something that I don't like about here…There’s no sense of community.
My community is in my church […]. But if I want to make friends with
my neighbors, that is not happening because there's no effort from the other
side to want to know neighbours. That is something not nice about this
country. It's very materialistic. They stick to their own […]. So, if people
put a little more effort into making friends and then getting to know what
common interests people have and if they have any need or if we could
meet out, go out, do things together or even talk, those things don't happen
here (IM21).
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This feeling of loneliness and fear that is a possible cause of depression for immigrant
women even made Lily, a single refugee who lived in Burnaby, think of leaving her
neighbourhood.
Since I have been here for 4 years, did you know that I don’t have a friend
to go with me for any activities? […]. My neighbours here, they have a full
schedule, full activities, as a woman, as a wife, as a mom. And I don’t have
in my age any friend. I miss it deeply…deeply! […] Yes, [I meet them but]
for their kids' birthday. But it isn’t my interest, but I have no choice. They
are very good people, and they love me so much but there is like attending
a movie [theatre], going to the cinema, I have no one. There is a festival
outside of Burnaby, [but] I have no one. I want to do shopping in
Metrotown, I have no one. For four years, I have no one. Just me and
sometimes that is a reason that sometimes I want to leave (IM3).
Likewise, Binita (IM7), who was NOT satisfied with the quality of social life in her
neighbourhood, commented that she preferred to move to a neighbourhood where “you find moms
like me who, you know, are working and we can share those common issues and problems and
share resources to help my kid a lot. Basically, to have that quality conversation around my child”
(IM7, a woman from India who lived in Surrey). In fact, these passages point to the important role
of shared values and interests in the socialization process among neighbours. Moreover, according
to some answers, the role of language proficiency in facilitating social interactions cannot be
denied:
I never had this kind of problem here [social networking], I have to say. I
have lots of friends...Most of them are Italian. I don’t know, I think because
it is easier sharing the same background, it is easier speaking the same
language. When you are tired like after work, you know, because English
is not my native language, so I have to…, it takes energy every day to
speak in different languages. Of course, you get used to it, but I think […]
using your spare time, speaking your native language is much easier. But,
yeah, I have friends from all around the world, also Canadian (IM2).
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In contrast to the above passages, newcomer women who received social support from their
neighbours and had social interactions with them felt part of the community and were happy about
that:
This is very good. Our landlady is very much, very much, cooperative. She
just welcomed us like a very close relative, a very dear relative, she never
makes me feel that I am new over here. She took me everywhere. She just
took me to market areas. She… took me to the shopping malls and taught
me how to do the grocery [shopping], where to go for the grocery, and took
me to doctors and she helped me a lot. I am just always thankful for
her[…]. That family is so much nice. Her husband living over there, they
gave us a ride always […]. The neighbours are very good, very helpful and
very kind. Their behaviour is good […]. Mostly I never ask for help. If I
would say, they are very good people to help, yeah, because they are
Punjabi people. They have a very good attitude towards their neighbours.
They are very open-hearted people. They're very nice people (IM10).
Overall, these results suggest that neighbourliness and social interactions between
neighbours made a neighbourhood more comfortable and livable for newcomer women.
Nevertheless, digging into the social experiences of the participants, the results indicated that some
newcomer women faced challenges in socializing with their neighbours.
3.4.1.2

Investing in [spaces of] social and community participation
A common view amongst the interviewees was that participation in community activities

and events happening in communal gathering places or community centres and libraries would
make them “feel connected to their neighbourhoods”, “feel at home”, and “feel part of a
community”. For instance, Badri (IM10), a Muslim woman living with two children in a Surrey
neighbourhood, saw the local library and a Mosque (Masjid) as places where she could find social
activities for newcomers and make a connection with other Muslim people. As she noted, these
events also help her learn about “different issues” and help her learn how to tackle “different
problems which new immigrants face.” She also added: “The library area makes me feel at home.”
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Similarly, Katy (IM9), a woman from China who lived with her parents in a Burnaby
neighbourhood, articulated the importance of social activities and events in facilitating her
settlement process and promoting the quality of life for her old parents. She further remarked that
her neighbourhood matched with her “family's lifestyle” as they could participate in a variety of
social programs offered by the Neighbourhood House and the local community centre in her
neighbourhood. For instance, she noted that her mother attended some “dance” and “English
classes” in the local community centre, or her dad liked to go to “local job fair events” held there.
As other participants added, these social activities could provide opportunities for fostering
social interactions among neighbours, and help them “improve their English language”, “make
friends”, “get information” and “make them familiar with Canadian culture.” As a whole, these
passages reveal that newcomers receive benefits from doing social activities with neighbours.
The participants also shared their positive experiences of participation in social activities
organized by the local community centres or neighbours themselves, such as “game nights”,
“potluck parties”, or “cafe times”, as a way to “get to know neighbours” and “other newcomers”.
For instance, Molly (IM12), a woman from Korea who lived with her husband in a Vancouver
neighbourhood, noted:
I think making some social groups is kind of a good way. Because I also
went to a lot of settlement service organizations like ISS of BC, MOSAIC,
or SUCCESS. I went to a similar thing, WorkBC, and whenever I met
settlement supporters, they could give a kind of just information. But I
couldn't have any kind of connection with the community. So, if I have
kind of social groups with other neighbours, because maybe other
newcomers have some kind of concerns, […], so maybe we can help each
other or if there are some senior residents or no [for example] people who
live here a little longer than me, maybe they could help me (IM12).
Then she added:
It's really hard to know someone who lives next to me. Because even if
someone lives next to me […], they don't say hello to me. Yeah, but when
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I visit the kind of welcoming event, I can hang out with them like we can
get to know each other. They have kind of some food, barbecue, and some
stuff. I can enjoy them, and I can talk with other residents. Yeah, it's kind
of a good thing (IM12).
The important role of “volunteer activities and public engagement” was also identified in
shaping the newcomer women’s perception of a “welcoming community” and developing their
sense of community and belonging. For example, Tina (IM27), a woman from Iran, noted:
I think it is very welcoming. They have an event in this centre called “know
your neighbours”. So I think that's great. I really like to participate in that
event, maybe on [my] maternity leave. It's a good feeling when you know
more people in your area and you maybe do volunteer work with them,
feel like you're more inside this community (IM27).
In addition, Binita (IM7), a young mother from India who lived in Canada for less than one
year at the time of the interview, shared a story of her participation in a volunteer activity [planting
trees] in her neighbourhood, and emphasized that “we want to do something actively for the
community.” She also highlighted those activities as a way they can “get to know the culture” and
“interact with people”. Accordingly, she suggested providing more community activities that
could help her “adapt to the new changes”. She also expressed her concern about the lack of
adequate neighbourhood activities and events for children and mothers, which severely affected
their lives:
We're not very particular about our culture. We don't miss that a lot and
we don't want something cultural to happen. But it's just like any activity
for kids, we would like to participate more. Then she [her daughter] gets a
lot of opportunities to play and interact with other kids. Because even for
her, we feel she had a lot of friends back home, but she doesn't have friends
here and we want her to give opportunities to interact and participate more
in the community events. For us culturally, it's OK. We can go to the
temple once a month and that should be OK […]. But groups, we don’t
know where we can find these groups or how to be part of [them]. When I
go to school, I meet parents. That is how we are trying to connect like new
immigrants. We just stick together like a magnet when I meet a new
immigrant. Because we have so much in common to share. And not really
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moms have been here. […] Maybe we could get together you know and
get to know our neighbours and there should be a platform. We used to
have picnics, but I don't know what you call it. Picnics and get-togethers.
You know, celebrate something together […]. There is no community
participation, no community events happening. So, yeah, I think we should
have something where we all could come together and celebrate (IM7).
This view was also echoed by Sandra (IM21), who had no children at home and lived in a
Vancouver neighbourhood:
I definitely dislike the lack of friendliness and… I would like to have a
place where people go to celebrate, and people go to meet because of some
events and not just for personal stuff but festivals like Thanksgiving or
Canada Day or even some community-related stuff like local festivals like
the Valley or some other countries’ [festivals]. I would like maybe not a
community centre but people who go around and tell neighbours: see this
event is happening over here. Please come and join us because it's hard
enough to just have a building (IM21).
There were also some negative comments about “the lack of attractiveness of activities”,
“the lack of winter activities”, and “the absence of public places for social gatherings” in residential
neighbourhoods, which presented a barrier to social inclusion:
In winter, we don’t have a place to go. Like in summer, it is full of activities
you can enjoy here in Vancouver, in downtown, […] in Surrey, there are
festivals. But in winter, we have nothing. The moms here with their kids,
they really get depressed. They don’t know where to go with the language
barrier, they don’t know where to go at all. This is a big issue […]. We
need something in winter for entertainment (IM3).
Similarly, Connie, a young woman originally from Italy, reported:
I miss the squares, like places where people hang out which are not just
pops, like public places just to stay there and just chat. Yeah, I feel like
Vancouver misses public spaces like those squares, just places where you
can hang out. Because I mean even at night we don't hang out at park
because it is supposed to be closed or whatever. But yeah, there are no
public spaces where you can just stay there and just chat. You have to go
somewhere close like even pop or like a coffee shop or restaurant. Yeah, I
miss that (IM6).

97

Moreover, the participants who were employed at the time of the interview revealed that
despite being interested in community activities, they did not have time to participate in those
community activities during the weekdays, and there was a lack of activities during the weekends.
In addition, language barriers limited the social participation of a few participants such as Addison:
I think our building manager should hold some activities to let us know
each other. For example, at the Christmas party. I know that the library has
a Christmas party and Halloween party, but our apartment doesn’t have
that. I just know the parties, but I didn’t go there because my English is not
so good. I am afraid to go to the party (IM26).
Taken together, the above passages indicate that newcomer women had a strong tendency
toward public/community places and to participate in social and community activities in their
residential neighbourhoods. Further, social involvement was seen as one of the most important
indicators of a livable neighbourhood. However, the results showed that there were several barriers
to participation in some neighbourhoods, which affected not only the life of newcomer mothers
and their families but also single newcomer women and employed women.
3.4.2

Building multicultural neighbourhoods: “You do not feel like being the only one

who is different.”
In general, for most newcomer women, a livable neighbourhood was defined as a culturally
diverse neighbourhood in which differences are tolerated and cultural identities are protected.
Thus, I argue the two sub-themes of “investing in cultural diversity” and “maintaining cultural
identities and ties” below.
3.4.2.1

Investing in cultural diversity
The importance of cultural diversity in residential neighbourhoods is another theme that

emerged from the interviews. In general, newcomer women, despite their cultural and racial
differences, consistently showed a preference for culturally diverse neighbourhoods “where people
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respect and tolerate different cultures and identities.” For example, one participant described a
livable neighbourhood as a place where its residents “are all from diffident cultures and countries”
and “adopt those kinds of differences” (IM18, Translated from Korean to English). This is because
they believe that in such neighbourhoods, they “do not feel different”, they “are accepted”, their
neighbours “know how to deal with newcomers”, and they are “more respectful” and “more
flexible”. Lily, a woman who was originally from Iraq and lived in Syria for many years, implied
that her neighbourhood matched her culture because people did not “stare at her hijab”, which was
“part of her life” (IM3). Lisa, a woman from Italy, also commented that living in multicultural
neighbourhoods did not give her a sense that she was “the only one who is different from others”
because she could hear “different accents” in her neighbourhood” (IM5). Emmie also believed that
her neighbourhood was welcoming because she did not feel excluded:
People are nice. Especially I see whites are there, people who are there
longer than other nationalities. That's how I see it. But, yeah, those people
are better than people [who] live in the US. [In] there, people treat you as
an outsider but here they treat you as one of them. So I feel comfortable,
and I didn’t feel excluded (IM28).
Other answers also showed that the newcomer women tended more toward diverse
communities where “cultural differences were accepted”. In other words, when defining a livable
neighbourhood, participants valued both cultural diversity and a culture of diversity in
multicultural neighbourhoods. In this regard, on the question of “how different is your current
neighbourhood from the neighbourhood(s) in your home country?”, Badri stated:
[…] They [residents in her current neighbourhood] never notice my
dressing, they never notice why I am living alone here. Even they
appreciate that you are living here alone and survive. They feel good. They
never give me bad comments. Always their behaviour is very respectful
towards me. They are very good people (IM10).
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Kiley also positively evaluated the quality of her current neighbourhood because she could
“live with her own identity” and “nobody annoyed her”, which gave her a sense of belonging. She
also stated:
I was in different countries, and I think here in Canada, a few people feel
that this country belongs to them. I believe that people identify themselves
as both a guest and an owner and it affects their behaviours, and they are
very kind. [I am a Muslim but] sometimes I go to church, and I feel good
at church. I feel people are very kind and welcome us and I feel that I am
part of this neighbourhood, and it also belongs to me, and I can use it too
(IM17).
However, comparing white neighbourhoods with culturally diverse neighbourhoods,
Molly, one woman from Korea who was living in Vancouver, believed that in white-dominated
areas she felt like an outsider:
One of my friends who lives in Kitsilano, I visited there to meet her several
times and I noticed that Kitsilano is for all white people. There are a lot of
white people who live there like many Canadian maybe and many old
people as well. So I feel like that area does not have much diversity […].
Whenever I go there, I feel kind of become a foreigner. Like my last
experience when I visited Kitsilano. The time I went to one cafe, and I sat
to wait for my friends […] and except us, everyone was old white. I felt
like oh well maybe I feel a little bit uncomfortable if I live here but I never
had the same feeling when I live in my neighbourhood in this area. I never
had that kind of feeling. There is full of diverse people like people from
India, from anywhere (IM12).
This opinion was similar to what Salma (IM14), a woman from Iran, noted: “you know,
[white] Canadians don’t accept us. Both young and old people. We don’t have a deep connection
with the Canadian community.” However, as the discussion developed, it also became clear that
Molly did not like to live in other majority-dominated neighbourhoods — even a neighbourhood
dominated with Korean co-ethnics — because she believed that sometimes “they are insulting each
other” and “complaining about each other”. Evie (IM2), a white woman from Italy, had the same
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feeling about the majority-dominated neighbourhoods and emphasized the benefits of cultural
diversity:
I prefer to live in a multicultural [neighbourhood][…] because in this way,
I don’t feel different. In my first apartment, it was all Chinese, nothing
against them, but I feel like OK [she was laughing]. We were the only
[Italian people]! I don’t want to say they were different. It is a bad word,
but we were the only [Italian people who] looked like different! So I think
in a multicultural neighbourhood […]. Because you find different [people],
people are more friendly […] because they know and they can see different
things, especially people from European culture or Arabic culture. I think
they are very friendly and also you find like different kind of restaurants
also, not just Chinese or Indian (IM2).
Tina, a woman from Iran, commented similarly and believed that in multicultural
neighbourhoods, “people tend to be flexible” and “they tend to make themselves to go with the
Canadian rules or be more respectful”. Similar to what Molly mentioned, Tina was also not
interested in living among co-ethnics, and argued that living in multicultural neighbourhoods has
more benefits.
I'm not saying that Iranians are not respectful. But when you walk in those
areas that are only Persians, you feel like nothing is better than your
country. You know you come from that background, and you don't like
some of the negative points and you feel like when you are here with all
those people, you don’t see those values that you come here for. So I think
when it is multicultural, you feel like even those people from different
backgrounds, they have the same new culture to follow or the same new
rules to follow (IM27).
Then she added: “[In diverse neighbourhoods] I feel like I’m one of the others but if it’s
all Canadian or if it's all Iranian I don't feel like I'm the same as others. So when it's multicultural,
you feel like everybody is kind of similar. You feel more comfortable within that culture.”
For Addison, a young woman from China who lived in Port Moody, the sense of safety
and privacy were also important reasons for living in culturally diverse areas, “because, in
Richmond, I feel I live in China, and I like different cultures and maybe feel safe because we don’t
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know each other. They want to ask me some private questions” (IM26). Further, it was discussed
that not only are diverse communities more welcoming, but they also allowed the women to learn
new cultural values, traditions, or skills from people from different cultural backgrounds and
improve their English language:
[I prefer] multicultural because when I decided, of course, to move out of
my country, that is my thinking I should be ready to mingle with any
culture. Right? I should accept any culture and it is going to be my learning
thing to get to know other cultures. Right? I don’t want to be just with my
Filipino groups. […] I think that one [the Filipino street] is enough, alright?
And then again, I could still branch out to other cultures. […] We eat out
different cuisines, we eat Indian food, we eat Chinese, Japanese, right?
(IM1).
Finally, some other participants recognized the particular importance of cultural diversity
and acceptance in developing their children’s social life and experiences.
So it is like I don’t know about the food culture and things like that. So
that is something we are learning slowly through our workplace and my
daughter is learning from her friends in school. But we still don't know
their culture. It's like there is nothing they call Canadian culture, but you
know [hmmm]…in multicultural neighbourhoods, you get to know other
people's cultures. You get to know I mean a lot of things and then you feel
it's so open and It's nice. It's good for her development [my child]. She will
have friends (IM7).

3.4.2.2

Maintaining cultural identities and ties
One of the themes that emerged in the discussions with participants was the need for

maintaining cultural identities and traditions. Participants shared the opinion that religious,
cultural, or ethnic centres and amenities are important as they made them “feel connected to their
home countries”, “shaped a sense of home and belonging”, and “developed social networks
amongst immigrants”. For example, Yadira (IM23), a single woman from Iran, commented:
I have nobody here and when I go into [went to] those events, I made lots
of friends who speak the same language, who share the same experiences,
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memories, and everything. I felt connected to them. It helped me a lot. But
…like the times that you feel homesick you go and talk to them and then
you see that you're not alone, other people have the same experience, and
they are having the same issue that you are going through. And it was kind
of like each person was trying to help the other person overcome, you
know, their problems or the issue. They were supporting each other. We
were supporting each other (IM23).
Similar passages also show that participation in events or being in places in which they can
speak their first language made them feel welcome and feel at home. Interestingly, Rose, who was
from the UK and had lived in Vancouver for less than one year, recognized that the UK has a lot
in common with Canada and believed that the same language, the presence of people from her
country, and sharing similar cultural values and norms are very important, which made her feel
welcome.
Moreover, a few participants demonstrated the important role that religious centres played
in maintaining their cultural identity and their cultural bonds. Tamara (IM1), for instance,
explained that she felt still connected to her country because she went to church every week where
she could see other Filipinos. Similarly, Aliya (IM11) stated that she could make friends with
people from her country by participating in religious activities.
I have started going to church every week which is for Farsi speakers and
also our friends who are in our church invite us and now I don’t have any
problem. [when I arrived] I even went to a Canadian church, but I couldn’t
get relaxed because I couldn't understand their language. I liked to have
friends, but I didn’t have any connection […]. Through these cultural or
religious activities, I can make friends, I can have connections with
different people and if I need it, we can have social connections with each
other during the weekdays or if I need something, I can count on them and
I can make friends and I can also relax my mind (IM11).
Yadira (IM23), who identifies as a non-practicing Muslim, did not attend any mosques, but
she recognized that she needed a place to “sit and talk to God just by myself.” As she discussed,
sometimes she went to the local church located in her neighbourhood with her boyfriend because
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these places gave her a “sense of safety”. She also added that those kinds of cultural bonds
facilitated social and cultural integration for her:
At first, when I moved here, I felt like I needed that [connections with her
own ethnic community]. Because it was really hard to detach from the
community all of a sudden. I'm not saying that I'm detached. I'm somehow
detached. But I needed that transition, so I needed to be in them and see
how they are here outside of the country, in another country. I get to know
them. I'm not saying I know all of them but what's happening between
them. So I found out about it and then I decided not to get really involved
with that community [her own community] (IM23).
Regarding the transitional process, Lily (IM3) had the same idea and believed that ethnic
ties were important for her at the beginning. However, although she met other Syrian refugees and
Iraqi families, living with her community was not important for her after 4 years. Newcomer
mothers also agreed that they needed to preserve their cultural bonds and identities due to their
children. For example, Tina commented:
Yeah, I think some of the things that we like to do every year is celebrating
Nowruz which is very valuable for us or Yalda. The day before yesterday
we had Yalda night with our Architect group. Again, I was one of the
organizers. We go to Nowruz Bazar every year to celebrate that, and I think
we will continue doing that because we want to make sure that our kids get
to know their culture (IM27).
Interestingly, Emmie from Mongolia –– while she did not like to live with other Mongolian
people in a neighbourhood–– tended to maintain her cultural bonds and traditions: “Just having
and going to different activities with people from my country but not living with people from my
country in the same area.” She also talked about the benefits of those cultural activities for her
children:
There is a Mongolian children's school. Like every Sunday they have a
school for Mongolian kids living and growing here to learn their language
and culture. So that is we go there every Sunday. That's a way we gather
when we take our kids to that place. That is the only place that I can feel
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at home, or not home, I can speak Mongolian and interact with Mongolian
(IM 28).
However, several concerns regarding the lack of those cultural services and connections in
home neighbourhoods were expressed by some participants. For example, Lily (IM3) reported that
she needed a community centre specific to Arab communities and explained further:
[We need] centres [for Arab communities], and even for marriagematching. No one knows me as a woman and I have no one here to know
as a man and then we are busy with our life, how to manage it without
help, just you, how to do it. So that’s hard (IM3).
Salma (IM14) had similar thoughts and highlighted:
I think a community centre that is specific to Iranians [can make me
connected to my community]. I saw that there is a Jewish centre, but
Iranians don’t have it. I know that other communities for example have a
church and they get together there. But we don’t have a place. Some of us
don’t like to go to mosques and there are no other places. For example,
there is an Iranian society, but it is not active. If I had a centre that we could
trust, a friendly environment where people can gather and can express their
ideas, it would provide more connections, but we don’t have it …. For
example, different groups like sports, reading books, women group. Like
the groups that we have on social media. We could have these groups in
that centre. We don’t have it. Even for some celebrations or events. Why
can we not have some celebrations? We were invited to an event in a
community centre in downtown Vancouver that was related to the Jewish
community. They gathered in that centre. It was so interesting. It is an
organized centre. Children of different age groups came to that centre. We
could have this kind of centre. I think having these centres would increase
our sense of belonging. We don’t have a strong connection with our
community (IM14).
Badri, a woman from Pakistan living in Surrey, also expressed the same concern regarding
the lack of cultural events and services in her neighbourhood, which negatively affected her
experiences of the neighbourhood and made her depressed.
I'm alone here on Eid days and just don't feel that this is Eid. Before Eid in
our country, we have a good celebration. We prepare for everything, our
home, and our dresses and there is a lot of festivity over there. But here is
just silent and boring and, on those days, we feel so much sad or depressed.
This is not a good thing over here (IM10).
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In addition to the community or cultural centres, ethnic restaurants and ethnic
stores/markets also emerged as important features that could connect newcomer women to their
culture. For instance, Tina noted:
My husband loves Persian food. So I think maybe one of the things that
you don't find in Burnaby is Persian restaurants. So maybe the restaurants
are one of them that you feel more related to your culture because, you
know, in culture, food is very important (IM27).
Taken together, the interviews demonstrate that ethnic grocery stores, ethnic markets,
ethnic services, or ethnocultural places and events could provide an opportunity for newcomer
women to speak in their mother language, maintain their cultural identities, receive social support,
and share information with other immigrants from their country of origin.
Developing settlement supports and community services: “I need help as other

3.4.3

newcomers need help.”
Developing settlement supports and community services came up as an important factor in
the discussions around a livable neighbourhood. For example, Sara (IM20) described a livable
neighbourhood as a place where the average person “tries to help newcomers to find a better way
to live here and makes them more familiar with the Canadian culture.” However, the results
indicated that most participants were struggling to find information about “available resources and
services”, “rights and bylaws”, and in getting “assistance with their housing and employment
search” in their neighbourhoods. In the following, I will elaborate further on these three subthemes.
3.4.3.1

Providing accessible information about neighbourhood resources and amenities
An important sub-theme that emerged from the analysis was the barriers to accessing

information about available local resources and amenities in residential neighbourhoods, such as
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public transit, affordable grocery stores, banks, community centres, religious centres, social groups,
events, and parks. In this regard, Isabel described herself as “a blind person” upon their arrival and
expressed concern about her lack of knowledge regarding social resources for new mothers in her
neighbourhood, which made her feel socially isolated:
I will be spending my all one year around this neighbourhood. So I don't
know what to expect. For example, if I could make a friend here with a
baby, you know, I would be walking around here with my stroller, and I
don't know what to expect really. And I don't have any information like
where women with a baby goes […]. If social workers can help me, they
could maybe suggest me where those people go and where I can make
friends. Definitely, I wouldn't like to spend my time with my friends
because they don't have kids and they are working full time and I would
definitely need more friends and social interactions, but I don't really know
where and what to do (IM8).
Similarly, Lily, a refugee woman, expressed the feeling of “insecurity” before and upon
moving to her neighbourhood due to the lack of knowledge about the available neighbourhood
amenities. She further explained how being a single woman resulted in a greater social support
need and preference for living close to Welcome House.
[Before coming] I had no idea [about my neighbourhood] at all. In the
welcome house, they gave us a name for cities to choose [from], I had no
idea which one and how long it will take to the SkyTrain and buses to
downtown [Vancouver], […] the only city that I knew […]. Yeah! It was
very hard for me to know the area! And I had no one. […]. It was just me.
I should get everything. It took me a while to know. It wasn’t easy at the
beginning (IM3).
Eli, a newcomer mother, also stated that she did not know of any resources for children in
her neighbourhood, which was a big challenge and stress for her:
For me, kids were the first. Because I didn't have any idea about schools
and any social things related to kids, how they can enter to the school, how
they should learn English, everything about kids. It was very hard for me
to find anything related to kids, but I can say that Multicultural Centre
didn’t help me. Honestly anything related kids. I tried to find a school and
find anything related to my kids (IM19).
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Specifically, when asking about the knowledge of community gardens in residential
neighbourhoods, the majority of the participants did not know what a community garden was or
how to register for them. For example, Darcie, a single newcomer, was living near a community
garden but she did not know that her neighbourhood had a community garden and said “I don’t
know how to register or rent a box, and, in this area, I did not see any [community gardens] near
me or maybe I missed it. Maybe there is” (IM16).
For these participants, therefore, community centres and supportive immigrant services
could play an important role in their settlement and integration process. As they highlighted, for
example, they could derive benefits from the events and workshops they held. For example, Iona
explained: “When we came here, we went to North Shore Multicultural Society, and they were
really really helpful. They had different workshops. […] They gave [us] a lot of information about
the neighbourhood, different places, rec centres, shopping areas, and these things” (IM15).
Similarly, Tina, who lived in Burnaby, suggested developing community centres in
neighbourhoods as places to support newcomers:
I don’t know but another maybe community centre might be helpful
because I know there are lots of those new towers and there are lots of
people that are new to this neighbourhood coming and buying these units
and it is [would be] better for those people when they come to a new
neighbourhood, they feel like they don't know a lot of places, or they don’t
know a lot of people in this neighbourhood. I think community centres that
have those events and gatherings maybe make more value for people and
help them to get to know that area (IM27).
However, several participants had limited knowledge of the availability of such settlement
and community services in the Metro Vancouver neighbourhoods or were not very satisfied with
them, which intensified their fear and stress, particularly during the first year of their settlement.
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For example, when I asked whether or not they contacted such centres or organizations to get
information about neighbourhood services, Binita responded:
We had no idea that such organizations existed. We had no idea. We did
everything online […]. OK, so the first thing we did was we went to
Service Canada for getting our SIN number. So we got a booklet of like
Welcome to Canada booklet and there we got some information. But still
not much […]. And it was very very stressful and had not gotten in touch
with the school and my daughter's school district and we would still have
been looking for a job. So, yeah, I mean about the information, there is a
gap. A newcomer when they enter Canada, they should [hmmm] you
know… like the moment we go for our SIN number, there should be a
settlement worker sitting right there. You know, not ask us to try to figure
things out because we don't know how the transit works, how to cross the
road. We were like oh everything was so different (IM7).
Similarly, Connie (IM6) mentioned that she had no idea “what a community centre is” and
expected that “social workers let them know about the community centre or like the social
activities that there are”. Notably, when asked how they felt about their neighbourhood and how
welcoming it was, this lack of access to support and knowledge of public amenities made one
participant feel unwelcome in her neighbourhood: “I didn’t feel easy to find the places or any
information for newcomers, even finding these immigrant organizations which are helping you”
(IM4). She also emphasized that “these are all the information which you gather with difficulty
and with lots of trial and error”.
As other participants mentioned, these concerns were also heightened by discontinued
support or receiving vague or complicated information. For example, one participant said that
“those people who work in these centres cannot understand newcomers. They don’t have a sense
of intimacy and closeness […]. These centres are very good but if you don’t ask, they don’t show
you the way. You have to go and ask” (IM11).
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Thus, the settlement of these newcomers–– who were not aware of the existence of these
centres or were not satisfied with the support they received from the settlement workers–– was
mostly contingent on the information they got from their “family members and relatives”, “[coethnic] friends”, “landlords”, “employers”, “social media”, “websites”, or “a [online] co-ethnic
community”. For instance, Molly (IM12) talked about how living near her co-ethnic groups and
being part of online ethnic groups provided her with information about “which supermarket is the
best, which area is good”. Tamara (IM1), who was a caregiver and lived with her employer during
the first year of her time in Canada, elaborated how her employer provided her with information
about the city and her home neighbourhood, such as “where is the store that is close by?”, “where
is the church I can go to?”, and “[where is] the park that is close by?”.
However, Badri, a Pakistani woman who lived in Surrey, described that having social
interactions with other newcomers could not help her find information, as they were in the same
situation and had the same problems:
My social network is very good. All are very good people. All are very
highly educated people, so they never put me into trouble. They're always
helpful for me. Always, always. They try to provide information, but they
had the same status like me. So [we] all have the same problems. We just
talked with each other about the problems, but we cannot do anything for
each other (IM10).
Together these results provide important insights into the barriers that these newcomer
women faced in finding neighbourhood resources and amenities, which delayed the process of
their adaptation and affected their lived experiences of the environment. Thus, it suggests that
providing more assistance would make a neighbourhood more livable for newcomer women.
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3.4.3.2

Providing accessible information about rights and bylaws
The lack of accessible information about rights and bylaws and about how to report city

issues was discussed briefly by most participants in relation to challenges that they had in their
neighbourhood. Indeed, they expected that the local community or immigration centres would
provide this information that could accelerate their settlement process. For instance, Amira, a
young mother from India who lived in Burnaby, discussed her concern over the lack of knowledge
about how to report different issues in her neighbourhood and noted that:
I don't have any suggestions, but if there is a way to, like, you know,
contact RCMP or if I can just ask for help or something, if there are centres
to help newcomers there, that would be more helpful. Yeah! Because if
there is a harassment, if there is an issue, I don't know where to go and
report, you know. Yeah, that is one main thing that I would like [to have]
in this neighbourhood […]. There is no place where I can go and ask for
help like Service Canada or something. So, yeah, if those centres are there
in this neighbourhood, that would be good. Where you can go there and
say, see, I have an issue with this. I have an issue with CRA. I have an
issue. Just to guide people, you know, and there are so many people who
fall for CRA prank calls, and they lose their money, which shouldn't be
happening because there are so many newcomers, and they should be made
aware of all these things (IM22).
Talking about this issue, another interviewee said
As I told you, I had some problems when I was walking around this area.
I saw a cyclist crossed [the sidewalk]. I also tried to find how I can
complain about that to the City of Vancouver. But, actually, I couldn't find
it. I heard that there is some, I don't remember the number of that service
centre for calling. Like if you call them, they will help to solve this kind of
problem. […] How can I do other stuff? Well, oh, actually, I don’t know
(IM12).
Tamara and her husband also wanted to complain about dark alleys and the lack of
streetlights around their home, but they did not know how to report these kinds of problems. A
few participants also expressed their concern with the lack of information about “women’s rights”,
“complaints on transit services”, and “ticket payments, appeals, and disputes”. For instance, Salma
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(IM14) voiced particular concern about her lack of knowledge of “women’s rights in Canada” and
believed that “so many women don’t know about their rights. Not only Iranian women, but also
women from other countries”. She also added that “they should receive information about their
rights” in their neighbourhoods. Speaking about the challenges facing participants during the first
months of living in Canada, Lily explained how she suffered from a lack of information about both
the public transit bylaws and disputing tickets, which affected her life and her lived experiences
during the first years:
It was a bad experience I can say. It happened because I wanted to explore
the area here [her neighbourhood]. I took the bus for the first time, and it
was a rainy day and then I had a business card saying that I am a new
refuge, and this is the welcome house centre information and settlement
worker who my file was under his hand, he is working on it, and I contact
him whenever I am in need! I took the bus and then I didn’t know the bus
is cheaper than the sky train. Cheaper to take the bus and whenever you
take the bus, it is the same payment, and you don’t have to pay […]. So I
took the bus from here to Metrotown and I took a bus from Metrotown to
another place and then after five minutes, the police came over the bus and
they asked us for the tickets. I gave my tickets […], and I was happy to
give my ticket. They said get off the bus, get off the bus and we were four
ladies, three from China and me only one wearing a hijab, and I was
surprised why he got me off. And then two police came, and he said: did
you know that your ticket here is two-zone? This bus is two-zone. Did you
know what a two-zone is? It was the first time for me to know what a twozone is.
I said: Sorry. I am new. I don’t know.
He said: no, you are not new, you are a smart lady–– because I was
speaking English with him–– no you are a smart lady.
I said: No, I am new, I don’t know.
He said: did you see this sign, the green sign over your head?
I said: Broadway?
He said: you are on Broadway. Where do you live?
I said: Burnaby.
He said: two-zone and then he gave me a ticket for $173 to pay.
And because I am new, I didn’t know I have a right to appeal it within 20
days. I didn’t know and I was crying, told him that I am new, and I am a
refugee. He didn’t understand me, and he didn’t give me an excuse. So
around more than 20 days, I heard from––I don’t know from where–– that
I can complain, I called [my settlement worker] and I said this is what
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happened to me. He said OMG, why you didn’t call me when it happened?
I said he was really mean, and he didn’t want to support me and even he
didn’t want to listen to me. But he told me there is a delay, but I will try to
help you. After two months I received an email and the department told
me that your appeal is denied, and you should pay (IM3).
In addition, there were challenges faced by the participants due to a lack of “trust” and lack
of confidence in English. Interestingly, Emmie (IM28) not only did not know how to report
neighbourhood issues or make a complaint, but she also could not trust city staff in terms of fixing
the issue, noting that she had “little faith”. Another participant also commented: “If my English
language was good, I did not have any problem here. Because sometimes I feel shy to request
something or if something happens here, I don’t know how to deal with and behave” (IM11). These
interviewees expected that the local community or local immigration centres would provide
accessible information for newcomers before they experienced these kinds of challenges.
3.4.3.3

Providing accessible information about housing and employment
In the conversations I had with participants, many of them mentioned that they had lived

with their relatives, friends, or in a temporary home during the first weeks or months after their
arrival and they were looking for a permanent home at that time. However, finding a permanent
home in a good neighbourhood was a big challenge for them due to their limited knowledge of
Metro Vancouver neighbourhoods, the housing market, and the lack of financial resources. As
Katy (IM9), a woman from China, highlighted, they were “not very familiar with the city”, which
made the housing search for them more complicated. At the same time, they had similar challenges
in terms of finding a job. In this regard, when I asked an interviewee to specify which of her needs
were very important and should be addressed, Evie (IM2), who lived in Surrey, stated: “I don’t
know […]. I think like organizing more events for welcoming the newcomers in the new society.
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I mean in my neighbourhood I don’t think there is anything about that. Yeah! More things like to
find a job, who is the person can help you…with recommending this stuff.”
Badri (IM10), who had two children, lived without her husband and was unemployed at
the time of the interview, talked about her challenges when searching for a job as she did not know
any people in Surrey. She had some in-laws in Vancouver, but as she explained, they were not
helpful and told her that “we don't care about you people”. Then she added that “they are also
surviving like me, so they are not able to help me […] because we have all the same situations.”
Therefore, she visited Neighbourhood Houses and settlement services to find a job related to her
educational background. As she further stated, they guided her on how to look for a job and how
to make connections and then she found a labour job. But she was not satisfied with her job because
as a Muslim, it is very hard for me. It is very weird for people that what
kind of person I am but day by day I just overcame my fears and all
challenges and now I left that labour job. I don't want to lose my capacity
and abilities in these kinds of jobs and now I'm jobless and looking for a
new job (IM10).
In other words, she needed more local support and information to find a relevant job and
believed that settlement centres should help them to “adjust to some jobs”. Similarly, other women
mentioned that the available information or services did not satisfy their expectations. For
example, Eli noted:
I, as a newcomer, don’t know how to buy a house. I need help as other
newcomers need help. I think the government can help this group. I always
think about why funding and services from the government are used only
for poor newcomers. Why the government of Canada doesn’t help people
with higher financial and educational levels and those newcomers should
figure out what to do. There is nobody who can help me with my resume.
The best services are for refugees and people with a lower level of
education or income (IM19).
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In this regard, Iona highlighted the role of these local centres in her neighbourhood and
described how those centres helped her and her family during the first three months after their
arrival:
Northshore Multicultural Society (NMS), every day we used to go there.
Every day we had lots of meetings because beside NMS, there was
WorkBC organization and there were lots of workshops that they taught
us how to write a resume, cover letter, a lot to get in touch on LinkedIn,
how to find a job. They helped us. My husband and I, we had a case
manager and job developer. They helped us a lot. We had to go there, and
we used their help. It was very good. This was the only place we visited
many many times maybe (IM15).
However, she suggested that “if there is an organization that helps you find a job that you
want quicker, if there is an organization that helps people financially as well, especially people
how are coming from third world countries, it is going to be better.” Like Eli, she also voiced
concern over the lack of assistance with housing search and said:
People are responsible for finding the house themselves but if there is an
organization, nonprofit organization, that can help people find housing
quicker can be very helpful. I know it is a big challenge for many families.
[…] I know there are some families that they have challenges, they have
to stay in a hotel, they have to stay in some places, they have to spend lots
of money. Spending money is very good, I spent money in my country
because I had a very good income but here, I have to be very careful. If I
emphasize spending money, it doesn’t mean that I am a stingy person. It
means that I care about the saving because the saving finishes and there is
no income and it is going to be a disaster and that is why I want some
organizations to be there and help people find a house very quickly with
reasonable prices or at least I want the government to arrange some
reasonable prices, governed palaces for the newcomers to give those places
to the people for three months, two months whatever…for short time and
helping them to find a good place to live after that or if they can help the
newcomers financially, any sort of help, OK, do it. Don’t bother the
people, don’t put the people under pressure because some documents are
not easily accessible, so I want the government to do that for newcomers
especially. The people who are coming from low-income countries
(IM15).
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These passages point to the fact that participants, especially those who had financial
problems, expressed a desire to have high-quality local centres in their neighbourhood in which
they could get information about housing and job requirements and find appropriate workshops
for newcomers.
3.4.4

Improving neighbourhood safety: “sometimes we feel it is not safe.”
When asked to describe a livable neighbourhood, some participants referred to a sense of

safety/security as an important factor. Throughout the interviews, it was clear that the majority of
participants, despite their differences, were generally satisfied with the safety of their home
neighbourhoods. However, some participants expressed a feeling of unsafety or felt threatened in
some specific locations in their neighbourhoods, particularly at night. Below I will describe the
safety problems and suggestions that newcomer women had for their neighbourhoods within the
following four sub-themes: “increasing streetlights, surveillance, and visibility at night”,
“controlling nightlife activities and drug/alcohol use on the streets”, “improving road/traffic safety
and reducing pollution and overcrowding”, and “preventing crime and offensive behaviours”.
3.4.4.1

Increasing streetlights, surveillance, and visibility at night
Several immigrant women, particularly those who worked night shifts or had to commute

early in the morning, frequently raised concerns regarding the darkness of the streets, which had a
significant impact on their mobility behvaiour and limited the places they could visit at night in
their neighbourhoods. For example, Tamara, a caregiver working until midnight who relies on
public transit to commute from downtown Vancouver to Burnaby, emphasized that her
neighbourhood was safe, which made her “feel welcome”. However, she preferred to walk on the
main street at night as alleys were very dark:

116

When I get to walk in this back alley… it is too dark [...]. There are other
alleys as well. That is my observation. All the alleys are not well-lighted.
So, if I need to walk at night because we walk also at night when it is dusk
already. […] I just walk on the main street. Just the main street, not these
alleys of course but again there are alleys of course around this place
(IM1).
Similarly, Parker (IM24), who was living in New Westminster, talked about how this lack
of visibility and lights at night limited her use of the local park: “Once is dark, I don’t like Moody
Park. Only once is dark because the lights are not quite enough, and sometimes there are some
smells of cannabis and there are fewer people there and a lot of trees, so I don't like it.”
This passage and other similar passages show that participants expressed a desire for
“streetlights” and the “presence of safe activities” that could mediate their fears. Talking about this
issue, Katy said:
Yes, [I feel safe]. Because there are so many people. Well, it is not quiet.
It's always busy. Yeah! Yeah! I feel safe. But sometimes when I go home
quite late when it's quiet and I feel unsafe. There's an alley. […] There's a
very short alley about a five-minute walk. Especially during the night.
Because I did some volunteering before. So the volunteering group
finished at 8:30 pm and when I came home, it was already 9:30 pm. So I
did feel unsafe. [Because]It's too quiet (IM9).
Moreover, installing surveillance cameras on the streets was suggested as an important
feature of a neighbourhood by Molly who did not feel safe walking at night in her neighbourhood.
Sharing a story of her parents who came from Korea to visit her, she explained that her parents did
not feel safe walking at night because it was very dark, and nobody walked in her neighbourhood
at that time, while in Korea they could walk until late. However, Molly felt safe in the daytime
because it was close to a secondary school. Similar to Molly, Isabel (IM8) said that she could not
walk at night alone without her husband, while in the daytime she liked to walk and felt safe. This
was because there was “an elementary school” that increased her perception of safety and
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sometimes she could see “a police car”. Regarding street activities and visibility, Yadira clarified
that the presence of “people”, “police”, and “businesses” in her neighbourhood increased her
perception of safety:
[In this area] I can see people walking around, jogging, or walking their
dogs. I know that if something happens, they are there. They can see me.
And some businesses are open, so if something happens, I can run to them
or I can see cops going around in their cars, monitoring the neighbourhood.
Because probably they know that there is that centre [rehabilitation centre].
They want to have…to keep a close eye on them. There is no like hidden
space like space where they can hide. There is one space in that rehab
centre. There are lots of greenery and bushes and they saw them hiding
drugs inside the trees or plants or I can see them just jumping in using
drugs in there. But other than that area all other places are open. There's
no hidden place for them to hide themselves or do something illegal. It's
defensible (IM23).
Generally, these passages point to the fact that “visibility and “the presence of activities
and police stations” increased the women’s perception of safety. The presence of police was also
perceived as an important factor by Aliya, who wanted to walk in a secluded park in her
neighbourhood, but “the fear of being a victim of crime” stopped her from using that local park:
I went to Central Park a lot. But after some incidents happened in Central
Park, I didn’t go to that area a lot because it is unsafe. […] I would like to
have more safety in Central Park that we can use it more because people
make us frightened and tell us don’t go there alone. But it is so beautiful.
[…] [It can be safer] If there are police or security and you can see them
(IM11).
Similarly, Sandra (IM21) suggested that “maybe a security guard should be around [the
local park in her neighbourhood] because this is a place where families, children go, and it is
always empty. So just for the sake of security maybe someone should be walking around for
safety.” Another concern expressed by a few newcomers who were living near urban forests or
mountains and wanted to walk at night was “the presence of wild animals”. When asking about
the feeling of safety in the neighbourhood, for instance, Tina, living in Burnaby, stated:
118

I have to rate it [safety of my neighbourhood] 8 out of 10. At night, there
is less light and the main reason it is not from the gangsters, I think it is
more from the wild animals. Because it is so close to nature and we had to
walk through and there is a little path and I think this is all forest, so you
walk through this forest, and they don’t have light to get to here. So, at
night, sometimes there are animals. Even during the day, there are animals
running (IM28).
Contrary to Tina, Yadira (IM23) felt safe despite the fact she was living close to wild
animals because “there was University security around”. But she stated that it was not friendly at
night because “after 5 or 6 p.m. everybody was gone and there was nobody outside. It was you and
bears and coyotes outside. Oh yeah, there was nobody around.”
As a whole, these passages highlighted the impact of street darkness and the lack of
visibility and activities on the fear of walking alone, particularly at night, among the newcomer
women in their neighbourhoods. These statements also revealed how the presence of activities,
police, and surveillance contributed to their feeling of safety.
3.4.4.2

Controlling nightlife activities and drug/alcohol use on the streets
A few participants associated their fear with “the presence of bars and clubs at night” and

“people who use drugs and alcohol on the street”, especially those women who had children at
home. For example, Polly mentioned that she did not like to walk in her neighbourhood in
downtown Vancouver because those places were not child-friendly and safe:
There are lots of bars and during the night when we walk with my kids,
she was like a weird person, everyone looked at her, and even when we
went to MacDonald downtown, they didn’t have any kids package as a kid
meal. So it looks like you can hardly find parks or anything nice that kids
can play without those addictive people, being around those homeless.
There are lots of things that I did not prefer my daughter to experience
(IM4).
Similarly, walking and living close to bars and clubs at night was the main concern of Lily,
a single woman who lived in Burnaby. She was very pleased that her neighbourhood did not have
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those services or people: “Alhamdulillah [thank god]! There is no club, there is no drug, there is
no alcohol service here. There is one but at the end of the road. People take it home, but it is not
like a café or nightclub […]. Yes. [I feel safe] for that reason” (IM3). Tina had similar concerns
and she did not feel safe in some places in her neighbourhood because:
Sometimes you see a lot of people hanging around that area, going to the
bar, and they are not conscious. Sometimes I found them a bit terrifying.
Sometimes they walk around that area and I see some like security is
walking in this area. I think the main reason is because of the people are
using this place. Yes, since I think they are doing something illegal, that
maybe makes it more terrifying. So, yeah, that is the only place that I think.
I said it is not as scary on the weekend. We actually went there a couple of
times but during the week, sometimes I get a bit like…not a good place
that you want to be there (IM27).
Further, “the presence of drug users” on the streets and addicted people who were living in
shelters and addiction rehabilitation centres made a few newcomers frightened. This was because
they did not have enough information about them or had bad experiences of those places in their
neighbourhood. For instance, Sandra mentioned:
I would definitely want more security to remove them [drug users] from
that place or to discipline them. It is kind of sad that they are in that state.
But I feel some of them like the ones who stand in the middle of the road,
and they hold a board, I have seen them multiple times and they do not
look poor. It looks like they are trying to con people. So maybe there
should be better facilities or maybe better laws or some kind of police
people who research into their lives […]. Yeah, or maybe some social
service can be done for them and provide them food and, yeah, help them
stay away from drugs (IM21).
In a similar vein, Binita talked about her fear of drug users in her neighbourhood, which
caused her to change routes:
It's [my neighbourhood] very convenient. But preference-wise, we would
not prefer [this neighbourhood] because sometimes we feel it's not safe.
You know, sometimes we are walking late at night, [and] coming back,
because it's far from the bus stop. So you will find people using drugs you
know and sitting at the corner [of the street] and that scares me (IM7).
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Yadira, who was living in downtown Vancouver, also said that she experienced some
problems in her neighbourhood that were related to a local rehabilitation centre and their clients:
Sometimes [it is a problem]. Yeah. Because you see some of them hanging
out outside the building [rehab centre] and I mean [when] you're trying to
get into your building, they tried to walk behind you to get in. But so you
pay attention not to let them in. And sometimes they just pretend that they
leave in here as they get into the building and it's not safe. And then other
times you see them walking, shouting, yelling because they're drunk and
high and I don't feel safe walking around or on that side of the street where
the shelter is. I don't feel safe walking. And I know that some of my friends
when they come over, they drive and they're like no we don't want to park
there because you know we are worried that they might break into the car.
So that's one issue (IM23).
In a similar vein, Lisa, who had a child and was living in the same neighbourhood, believed
that those places and the drug users living on the street in Vancouver made her feel unwelcome.
However, she emphasized that the presence of those people did not limit her participation in the
city: “I prefer not to be in close contact with them maybe. So it is not really welcoming but I mean
it is not a reason why I don’t go there. I go there anyway” (IM5).
Taken together, these results highlighted the contribution of controlling nightlife activities
and drug and alcohol use on the streets to the increased sense of safety of newcomer women,
especially at night, which could also make their neighbourhoods more livable.
3.4.4.3

Improving road/traffic safety and reducing pollution and overcrowding
Participants’ concerns were not limited only to darkness and drug use and some concerns

were raised around “road traffic”, “crowded streets”, “street noise”, and “lack of cleanliness”,
which were associated with the loss of a sense of safety and security. For example, Isabel explained
how crowding affected her sense of safety:
At first, Coquitlam was really great as the first destination in Canada.
Because the neighbourhood was very quiet and so green and then less
crowded. And I really enjoyed living there because I feel like I'm in a
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different environment than I used to grow up or whatever. And then when
I moved to Oakridge Centre […] that neighbourhood was quite different
because it was so much crowded and then I was far from the Skytrain
station. We were only accessible to buses. We could walk to Skytrain, and
it was 15 or 20 minutes. I didn't feel safe around that neighbourhood. […]
I don't know. Because it was so crowded and then I didn’t know
somehow... I didn't feel safe and it's not clean as it used to be in Coquitlam
(IM8).
Similarly, Amira talked about the effect of cleanliness on her sense of safety. A few
participants, such as Tina, a woman who had two children, complained about a lack of road safety
in their neighbourhoods:
I don't feel safe because this is a crossroad and there is no light or anything.
So there are a lot of cars just running like oooffff and there are cars that
their speed going up, so [it is dangerous] for kids. […] when we walk, we
had to wait. Sometimes the cars don't stop. So it's a danger of cars. There
are no stoplights and only a small sign, but people don’t see it. Some
people especially like the students or like Asians, they don't stop. They are
like, you know, racially I guess whites. They always stop. I think it is also
a cultural thing. Then we just have to wait. This is the place where I don't
feel safe at night only though (IM28).

3.4.4.4

Preventing crime and offensive behaviours
From my conversations with research participants, it became apparent that a sense of safety

was not only associated with the built environment features but offensive behaviours and crime.
For example, Kiley associated her fear of crime with her past experiences and noted: “I have also
fear. Fear of being in some situations such as being a victim of sexual assault or even if someone
stares at me” (IM17). In like manner, Salma, a newcomer living in North Vancouver, articulated
that the good and respectful behaviour of pedestrians, especially at night, in her neighbourhood
increased her sense of safety, which she had not experienced in downtown Vancouver.
Now I feel that I belong to this area more than before. I don’t know why.
Maybe because of the time, or maybe there are lots of places that I got
familiar with. Nature and the sense of safety I have here. I always walk
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and run at 7.30 pm and if someone is right behind me, they say hello
because they don’t want to frighten me. Both females and males. Even at
night, if I want to go home from this village and for example, one man is
walking beside me, he will distance themselves from me and it is important
to me. I don’t see these kinds of behaviours in Downtown. But I have this
sense here (IM14).
Kenya also referred to her past victimization experience in her home country that affected
her perception of safety in her current neighbourhood. She believed that the good behaviour of
residents could increase her sense of safety when she walked on the streets at night. In contrast,
Molly explained how some inappropriate behaviours on the streets would make her feel
uncomfortable and limited her activities in her neighbourhood:
I think near this Subway Station and like the SkyTrain area, there are many
homeless people, like this area. […] I saw there is some kind of fighting
between homeless people, or I saw some homeless people tried to ask for
money there. Whenever I go there, I just drive there and just drive back.
Yeah. I don't try to use the sidewalk. That area has also some homeless
people living there (IM12).
Similarly, Addison (IM26), a pregnant woman, reported that overcrowding and rude
behaviours in public spaces or grocery stores could evoke her fear: “they are not polite, and they
don’t stay in the line, and it is dangerous for me.” But she believed that living close to students
increased her sense of safety: “Near the university, we can see so many students which makes me
feel safe.” Additionally, some participants highlighted the fear of violence and street harassment.
Badri, who was living in Surrey, acknowledged how safe her current neighbourhood is, while she
did not feel safe in their home country because of street harassment.
Yes, [I feel safe] because it is safe for women. In our country, I never feel
much safety [sic] because, you know, all people bother if a lady goes alone
somewhere, even if she is covered, even people bother her. They feel they
have bad comments, and their look is very bad, annoying look but here
never people bother that what time I go, why I am alone, why I am living
here alone, never questions like that (IM10).
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Further elaborating on how she felt about her neighbourhood, she stated:
Very safe environment over here, especially as a female living alone
without a husband. I don't face any problem in this regard and if I live over
there [my country], I never inform any people that I am living here [her
neighbourhood in her hometown]. If my husband goes to the field and If I
am alone at home, and my husband is away from home, I never tell people
that he's not at home (IM10).
Kenya also shed light on the important role of residents’ behaviours in creating a sense of
safety in communities and stated:
It [safety] is more about the culture and the texture of the people living
together. In the beginning, you want to love the places. But for me, the
thing that makes some places safe is not just the house. It is the people who
live around you. So I cannot say how to plan that. Because you cannot
divide people, you live here, you live there. So the thing that I like about
here is that people are OK. One of my friends, two days ago, went for like
an interview for being a background for movies. So she told me that one
of the interviewees was homeless and they were very kind and very taking
care of her to take a picture and asking questions and very very caring. And
it's the thing that I like, you know. It makes me feel safe (IM13).
“Racism” was also raised as another important concern affecting the perception of safety.
Sandra and her husband experienced racism while using public transit in another neighbourhood
because of their skin colour. She further explained that her husband was disturbed and scared, and
she would not want to experience that situation in her neighbourhood:
[…] I fear sometimes that these people [who are drunk and] who are not
in the right senses attack me. Apart from that, I try my best to stay out of
trouble. Like I said that my husband felt as if he was targeted because of
the colour of his skin. If I notice someone might be like that, I tried to move
away from them…but in this neighbourhood, I have not felt unsafe apart
from these places where people hang out (IM21).

3.5

Discussion: Toward more livable neighbourhoods
The argument of this chapter orbits around how the social features of a neighbourhood

contribute to more livable neighbourhoods in multicultural cities. The research findings evidenced
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four potential actions to make neighbourhoods more socially livable for newcomer women (Figure
3-2). The following sections of this chapter discuss what was learned from this study and look at
how these results agree with the findings of other studies.

Figure 3-2: Four potential actions to make neighbourhoods more
socially livable in multicultural cities, “Designed by PresentationGo”

3.5.1

The first action–Developing settlement supports and community services
First, this study focuses on the ongoing discussion about the important role of information

support, neighbourhood immigrant settlement centres, and community-based organizations in the
successful integration and settlement process of newcomers (Beretta, Sayyad Abdi, & Bruce, 2018;
Simich, Beiser, Stewart, & Mwakarimba, 2005; Valtonen, 2016; Zaman & Bukhari, 2013). In this
regard, Valtonen (2016) has discussed that
[t]he importance of information can never be emphasized enough.
Information and insight into the new community and society are powerful
tools for enabling individuals to develop short- and long-term life
strategies with competence. The concrete demands of settlement require
immigrants to amass salient information on the new society and the way it
actually functions (p. 15).
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As previously mentioned, several participants had concerns around unfamiliarity with the
available services, and the lack of information about available neighbourhood amenities and
services, housing and employment, and rights/bylaws when they arrived in Canada. Similarly,
interviewing Chinese immigrants and Somali refugees in Canada, Stewart et al. (2008) found that
“for newly arrived immigrants and refugees, available support services were unknown” (p. 139).
Additionally, some participants referred to the inadequacy of community resources. Thus, some
participants relied on their friends and family or co-ethnic groups for getting basic information
about housing, employment, neighbourhood amenities, and city bylaws, which is also discussed
by Teixeira (2011). Simich et al. (2005) also found that ““learning where to go for what” is difficult
for most newcomers, who encounter a confusing, fragmented health and social service sector” (p.
261).
Therefore, current findings suggest that more efforts are needed to address the information
needs of newcomer women in residential neighbourhoods, especially for those who do not have
family or friends in the host community.
3.5.2

The second action–Building multicultural neighbourhoods
Next, the findings turn our attention toward cultural diversity and a culture of diversity in

residential neighbourhoods. Interestingly, this study highlights that living in multicultural
neighbourhoods has a positive impact on some newcomer’s perceptions of livability, safety,
privacy, acceptance, and dignity, while in some cases living in ethnically homogeneous
neighbourhoods— either people from their country or people from other countries, such as
immigrants of colour, or living in White neighbourhoods— contributed to the fear of being
harassed, the feeling of being unwelcome, or the feeling of being an outsider. These results are
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inconsistent with the results of previous studies indicating that diversity evokes fear of crime
among immigrants (Glas et al., 2019; Lane & Meeker, 2000; Sandercock, 2017). Therefore, it will
be important for future quantitative research to investigate the effect of cultural diversity on a sense
of privacy, a sense of safety, social trust among neighbours, and newcomer adaptation in the
Canadian context.
It was also noticeable that the participants not only emphasized the need for building and
developing cross-cultural interactions and social bonds in livable neighbourhoods and preferred
cultural diversity but also highlighted the benefits and importance of religious and ethnocultural
ties and amenities, which is consistent with previous studies (e.g., C. B. Avenarius, 2012; Son,
2018; Vázquez-Medina & Medina, 2016). For example, for some participants, participation in
cultural or religious activities such as church or mosque involvement or visiting ethnic markets or
cultural centres helped develop their social networks and enhance their sense of home and
belonging. In a similar vein, Vázquez-Medina & Medina (2016) saw the ethnic market as a “social
context” and noted that these spaces are “needed by the migrant people to express themselves and
reaffirm their identity, inspired by the fusion of memories and sensory experience generated in this
type of environment” (p. 33). In this regard, Jansen (2008) also notes that cultural identities can be
sources of civic engagement (p. 82).
Therefore, designing and developing multicultural neighbourhoods in which ethnocultural,
and religious needs, diversity, and differences could be accommodated may increase immigrant
women’s satisfaction of residential neighbourhoods and provide an opportunity for them to be
successfully integrated into the new society.
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3.5.3

The third action–Boosting social cohesion
Third, the results direct our attention toward the importance of different dimensions of

social cohesion in enhancing the livability of residential neighbourhoods for newcomer women,
which is also in agreement with previous livability studies (e.g., Buys et al., 2013; Kashef, 2016;
Lloyd et al., 2016).
The key lesson learned through this finding is that building friendly social ties and bonds
among neighbours and developing “public spaces” for social participation can make a
neighbourhood more livable for newcomer women, promote “social integration” and “cultural
tolerance” in the community (Madanipour, 2014, p. 144), and create a “sense of cohesion”
(Madanipour, 2003, p. 142). The interviews also confirmed the supportive and crucial role of
libraries, and community centres or neighbourhood houses in the social lives and integration
process of newcomer women, particularly single newcomer women, newcomer women with
children, and women who were financially challenged. In other words, this study shows that both
social and built environment factors can strengthen social bonds among neighbours and their social
involvement. As proposed by Wilkerson et al. (2012), “neighbourliness—including reciprocal
relationships and trust of neighbours as well as neighbourly knowledge and contacts—increases
with the cumulative presence of physical-environment characteristics that provide semiprivate
space for informal interaction” (p. 605).
Next, this study supports the idea that social support and connections can create and
engender a sense of belonging among newcomers and improve their quality of life in the new
society. Similarly, in a systematic review, Guruge et al. (2015) revealed that there is an association
between social support and immigrants’ well-being and integration process. However, for several
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participants, the lack of adequate social activities, the lack of social interactions, and the lack of
social ties in neighbourhoods were important concerns.
The findings also demonstrate that newcomer women tended to live with cultural diversity
in residential neighbourhoods, but they could not build solidarity within that diversity, which
coincides with the results of previous studies pointing out the social isolation of immigrants
(Guruge et al., 2015; Salma & Salami, 2020). This result also substantiates the idea that “a
multicultural society needs a broadly shared culture to sustain it. Since it involves several cultures,
the shared culture can only grow out of their interaction and should both respect and nurture their
diversity and unite them around a common way of life” (Parekh, 2006, p. 219).
In line with other studies (Bathum & Baumann, 2007; M. Stewart et al., 2008), this study
demonstrated that there are a variety of barriers facing newcomer women to building social
connections with neighbours, especially people from other countries, including the lack of time,
the lack of shared values and interests, the lack of proficiency in English, prejudice, racism, and
limited access to [adequate or attractive] activities and public places for social interaction.
Taken together, this fieldwork suggests that social planners and social workers should
focus on how to increase inter-group relations, social supports, and develop equitable social and
community engagement opportunities for newcomer women in multicultural residential
neighbourhoods. In addition to that, the results underlined the need for developing a variety of
public spaces, such as parks or public squares, that foster social bonds among people in residential
neighbourhoods (Cabrera & Najarian, 2015; Madanipour, 2014). As Wu and Tsai (2008)
discussed, “a community or neighbourhood that is relatively livable and that also has safe and
interesting public spaces is more favourable in building community-level social capital although
it may need social factors to sustain it” (p. 7).
129

3.5.4

The fourth action–Improving neighbourhood safety
Finally, this study emphasizes that a livable neighbourhood is a safe place. This finding is

widely accepted in earlier livability studies that claimed safety was an important indicator of
livability (e.g., de Haan et al., 2014; Fabish & Haas, 2011; Kaal, 2011; Okulicz-Kozaryn, 2013;
Szibbo, 2015). Furthermore, consistent with some general studies about neighbourhood safety
(e.g., Alfonzo, 2005; Brantingham & Brantingham, 1995; Burton & Mitchell, 2006; LoukaitouSideris, 2006; Sohn, 2016), this study corroborated that a sense of safety was not merely related to
the physical characteristics of a residential neighbourhood, but was also related to non-physical
factors and “relations between strangers” (Amin, 2013, p. 3). The results also fully support the
idea that
[F]ear of crime is a general fear of being attacked, of suffering some
physical harm, of suffering an intrusion that destroys privacy and dignity.
It is not generally tied to a concern for property loss (Brantingham &
Brantingham, 1995, p. 9).
In relation to non-physical factors, our findings are in line with research showing that
alcohol and drug-related crime, unacceptable and violent behaviours, racism, and the presence of
wild animals or unleashed dogs in residential neighbourhoods increase residents’ fear of being
victimized or attacked and decrease their participation in public life (Adkins et al., 2019; Alfonzo,
2005; Schwanen et al., 2012; Sheard, 2011; Van Liempt & Van Aalst, 2012). Designing a socialecological model, for example, Alfonzo (2005) deduced that “the presence of certain groups or
individuals” plays an important role in creating a sense of safety and affects the walking behaviour
of residents (p. 827). By the same token, Adkins et al. (2019) provided evidence for the negative
effect of “the presence of drug users and dealers, people asking for money, concerns about
prostitution, and homeless people” on the perceived safety of both Mexican American and non130

Hispanic white people in Tucson, Arizona (p. 6). This fear of victimization can negatively affect
the social connections between newcomer women and the host society and is responsible for
“impeding the acculturation process and thus diminishing their quality of life” (Hwang, Yun, &
McGarrell, 2016, p. 54).
This investigation also highlights that environmental/physical factors including litter, street
darkness, the lack of visibility, the presence of nightclubs or bars, drug or alcohol rehabilitation
services, and homeless shelters were the main factors associated with the fear of crime and a
feeling of being unwelcome among newcomer women, particularly those who were night shift
workers or had children; this observation is in accord with other studies (Alderton et al., 2020;
Brantingham & Brantingham, 1995; Loukaitou-Sideris, 2006; Painter, 1996; Yates & Ceccato,
2020). In a similar vein, Alderton et al., (2020) identified the relationship between “gender-based
violence” and ten urban livability indicators, including “alcohol outlet density”, “neighbourhood
disorder and crime”, “gambling venue density”, “housing quality/type/affordability”, “access to
public transit”, “access to local services”, “neighbourhood social capital”, "neighbourhood (arealevel) unemployment”, “access to green space” and “street lighting” (p. 4).
Regarding homeless shelters, it is worth mentioning that some newcomer women, who
were afraid of living close to those places, acknowledged that city planners and municipal
governments should solve the problem of homelessness in Canada, help residents who face
homelessness, provide more resources for them, and avoid their social exclusion 35 . Some

“A total of 3,634 people were identified as experiencing homelessness in the Metro Vancouver region during the
2020 count. The largest numbers of people experiencing homelessness were found in Vancouver (2,095), Surrey (644)
and Langley (209). Across the region, there were 29 more people counted this year compared to the 2017 homeless
count, representing a change of less than 1%”. More details on this topic can be found in: https://bcnpha.ca/news/newsrelease-full-report-on-the-2020-homeless-count-in-metro-vancouver-provides-new-details-on-homelessness-priorto-the-pandemic/
35

131

participants were also eager to help low-income people and people who lived on the streets or in
shelters. Simply put, these findings show that it was not the presence of homeless people per se
that frightened newcomer women, but their public drinking and drug use, drug dealing on the
streets and in local parks, unacceptable behaviours, as well as street conflicts between homeless
people.
Moreover, as other scholars suggested (e.g., Honey-Rosés & Zapata, 2021; LoukaitouSideris, 2006), a few women associated their fear and the feeling of being unwelcome with road
traffic and neighbourhood crowding. Having said that, the results show that the presence of police
stations, community activities, and local public places increased their sense of safety. These
findings suggest that although the presence of “users” and “the number of effective eyes on the
street” to watch the sidewalks increase a sense of safety (J. Jacobs, 1993, p. 45), all activities and
places are not considered as safe for newcomer women. As discussed by previous studies, some
of the activities can be “crime generators” (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1995, p. 7; LoukaitouSideris, 2006, p. 224), and others are “crime attractors” (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1995, p.
8), especially at night, which must be considered in the design strategies and planning processes
of livable cities and neighbourhoods.
Consequently, it is advocated that policymakers and social and urban planners should first
recognize “the nature of fear” (Sandercock, 2017, p. 220) to better build and cultivate a culture of
safety for newcomer women. These findings also suggest that designers, planners, and
policymakers should consider cultural diversity, street surveillance, street visibility, and street
lighting in their planning for livable neighbourhoods, as well as aiming to reduce pollution, traffic,
crime, and violence through enhanced community design.
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3.6

Concluding Comments
Aiming to address the main question of how to make neighbourhoods more socially livable

for newcomer women, this chapter advanced their own words on the social needs and social
concerns of newcomer women at the neighbourhood level. The findings presented in this chapter
evidenced that neighbourhood livability is comprised of both physical and social factors.
Concerning the social factors, it appeared that newcomer women had a tendency toward
neighbourly interactions, social participation, community activities, cultural diversity, cultural
identities and ties, settlement supports and community services, and safety, all of which
significantly determine the social livability of residential neighbourhoods. The findings also
suggest that these social factors are not independent but rather they are interconnected and
interrelated. However, the results pointed to the fact that many newcomer women faced challenges
in fulfilling their social and cultural needs in their neighbourhoods. This chapter, therefore, urges
planners to continue to address the settlement and integration needs of immigrants, particularly
newcomers in residential neighbourhoods.
3.7

Limitations
The findings in this report are subject to at least three limitations. The first limitation in

this phase of the study was that the immigrants from some countries were less likely to participate
in the interviews because of the lack of trust and confidence they had in relation to data sharing,
which reduced the sample size and the socio-demographic variability of the sample. Second,
several newcomer women were not very familiar with some resources in their neighbourhoods,
which influenced their perception of the environment. For example, some very recent newcomers
had insufficient knowledge of community centres, as well as community gardens, as they did not
have those places in their country of origin. This lack of knowledge made the data collection
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process harder, and I had to simplify the questions during the interview. Finally, despite providing
an interpreter, newcomer women who were not fluent in English were less interested in
participating. Further, some participants who agreed to talk in English had difficulties in
communicating in English, which affected the quality of the interviews. The Korean interpreter,
also, could not translate the interview word for word, which decreased the quality of the results.
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Chapter 4: How do you define your neighbourhood boundary?
Mapping newcomer women’s perceptions of walkable areas
“Boundaries occupy a curiously ambivalent
position in any geographical ontology. On the one
hand, it seems uncontentious that the primary
spatial elements of geography are regions of
various kinds: regions are where we live and
where things are located. From this point of view,
boundaries are only of interest because they
define the limits of regions. But precisely because
of this, boundaries can acquire a life of their own.
The existence of a boundary can have a palpable
effect on the behaviour of objects and people in
its vicinity. Disputes over territory automatically
become focussed into disputes over boundaries,
and the boundary itself can become a symbol for
the territory it delineates […]. Indeed, in ordinary
speech there is a slippage between ‘within this
region/area/territory’
and
‘within
these
boundaries/limits/borders’, pointing to the ease
with which we can pass between thinking in
terms of regions and thinking in terms of
boundaries” (Antony Galton (2003), qtd., in
Tambassi (2018), p. 151).

4.1

Introduction
Individuals and societies invest places with meanings and values, which are then passed on

to succeeding generations (Cheng, C. Wu, & Huang, 2013). These places can take on many
different scales and forms (Low & Altman, 1992; Scannell & Gifford, 2013; Seamon, 2013;
Williams, Patterson, Roggenbuck, & Watson, 1992). One of these places in a city that is of great
importance in different fields such as urban planning, geography, and social and health sciences is
the neighbourhood. This is because the neighbourhood environment and characteristics can impact
individuals’ activities, sense of safety, health, quality of life, well-being (e.g., Ciorici & Dantzler,
2019; Hipp & Boessen, 2012; O׳Campo et al., 2015; E. Talen & Koschinsky, 2014), and cities’
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quality, policies, and development (Ahlbrandt & Cunningham, 1979). As Ahlbrandt &
Cunningham (1979) noted, for example, “cities are constructed out of sets of whole
neighbourhoods. Therefore, if the basic building block of a city is not healthy, the city will be
vulnerable to the forces of decay and will not be able to intervene effectively to control the rate or
direction of change” (p.2).
More specifically, the neighbourhood, as a small geographical area, plays an important role
in facilitating newcomers’ integration and settlement, as previously articulated in Chapters 1 and
3. Moreover, several social concerns such as “poverty”, “social inequity”, and “racial segregation”
can be addressed by defining the concept of neighbourhood in a meaningful way (Deng, 2016, p.
230). Despite this importance, there is little agreement on what a neighbourhood is. In addition, at
present, there is no study examining how immigrant, ethnic, or marginalized communities define
the concept of neighbourhood in a Canadian context. This study, therefore, is preliminary research
in this context aiming to further extend our current knowledge of neighbourhood concepts from
newcomer women’s perspectives. I should note that in this study I only focus on the experiences
of newcomer women who lived in walkable neighbourhoods–with good walking access to
neighbourhood amenities– because I wanted to explore how neighbourhood amenities shaped
newcomer women’s perceptions and learn what they value most in their neighbourhoods.
This chapter is structured as follows. To begin, this chapter elaborates how the literature
has defined the concept of neighbourhood, which provides a basis for addressing the research
questions. The second section explains the methodology and approaches used to collect and
analyze data. This is followed by a description of the results. The final sections conclude by
reviewing the findings, giving an overview of the implications for neighbourhood planning, and
discussing the limitations of the study.
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4.2
4.2.1

Background
What do we know about the concept of neighbourhood?
A review of the existing literature reveals that practitioners and researchers have had

difficulties in giving neighbourhood a unique definition, and it is not yet agreed upon how large a
neighbourhood is (Catney, Frost, & Vaughn, 2019; Coulton, Jennings, & Chan, 2013; Galster,
2019; Guo & Bhat, 2007; Kearns & Parkinson, 2001; Madanipour, 2015; Meegan & Mitchell,
2001; E. Talen, 2018; White, 1987). Simply put, “[w]e come across the term neighbourhood in a
variety of distinct but interrelated usages” (Madanipour, 2015, p. 210).
One of the simplest approaches used for outlining the concept of neighbourhood is giving
more attention to the standardized spatial dimensions and pre-defined geographical boundaries of
a given neighbourhood. From this point of view, the term neighbourhood has generally been
applied to “census tracts”, “block groups”, “zip codes” (Campbell, Henly, Elliott, & Irwin, 2009;
Sampson, Morenoff, & Gannon-Rowley, 2002; E. Talen, 2018), or “buffer zones centred on home
addresses” (Charreire et al., 2016, p. 10). For example, according to Census Canada, a
neighbourhood is defined as a “census tract (CT)” that ranges in size from 2,500 to 10,000
people36” (W. M. Brown & Yang, 2020, p. 9).
To highlight these physical or geographical boundaries, some authors differentiate the term
community 37 from neighbourhood (Coulton, Korbin, & Su, 1996; Meegan & Mitchell, 2001;
White, 1987), and, for example, claim that “the neighbourhood is the geographic manifestation of
community in urban areas” (White, 1987, p. 6). This is similar to the neighbourhood definition

36“However,

populations can fall outside of this range in city central business districts, in business zones and in
peripheral areas” (W. M. Brown & Yang, 2020, p. 9).
37 As Lee (2019) noted, “community is often defined as: (1) social bond—individual-level interaction between
community members; or (2) community identity—a collective meaning shared by community members” (p. 111).
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proposed by Lewis Mumford (1954)–– which was seen “as a social fact” (p. 269). As Mumford
(1954) noted, “the main thing to recognize in neighbourhood units is that there is an upper limit of
growth and extension; and that, to define the unit and keep it in form, there must be both a civic
nucleus to draw people together and an outer boundary to give them the sense of belonging
together” (p. 263, emphasis mine).
Jacobs (1993), however, raised some concerns about these “self-contained” geographical
units and “pure form” of neighbourhood adopted by orthodox planning theory38” (p. 149), and,
following Reginald Isaacs, argued that residents’ activities and mobility cannot be limited to a
fixed geographic area. Then she wrote:
Let us assume (as is often the case) that city neighbours have nothing more
fundamental in common with each other than that they share a fragment of
geography. Even so, if they fail at managing that fragment decently, the
fragment will fail […]. Neighbourhood in cities need not supply for their
people an artificial town or village life, and to aim at this is both silly and
destructive. But neighbourhoods in cities do need to supply some means
for civilized self-government. This is the problem” (pp. 152-153).
Thus, she further argued that there are three kinds of “city neighbourhoods as organs of
self-government”, including “1) the city as a whole; 2) street neighbourhoods; (and 3) districts of
large, subcity size, composed of 100,000 people or more in the case of the largest cities” (p. 153).
Similarly, other scholars acknowledge the complexity and ambiguity of this concept,
suggesting that neighbourhood is more than merely a physical boundary (Talen, 2018), and that it
is a “multidimensional”39 (Galster, 2001, p. 2112) or “multi-faceted phenomenon” (Kallus & LawYone, 2000, p. 816). They, therefore, argue for the need to take account of both the physical and

She notes that “in its pure form, the ideal is a neighbourhood composed of about 7000 persons, a unit supposedly
of sufficient size to populate an elementary school and to support convenience shopping and a community centre” (p.
149).
39 For more information refer to Galster (2001).
38
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social dimensions to define this concept (Coulton et al., 2013; Madanipour, 2015; Meegan &
Mitchell, 2001). Suzanne Keller, (1968) in her book The urban neighbourhood: a sociological
perspective, stressed both the physical and social components of a neighbourhood and wrote:
Within its physical and symbolic boundaries, a neighbourhood contains
inhabitants having something in common__perhaps only the current
sharing of a common environment. This gives them a certain collective
character, which affects and reflects people’s feelings about living there
and the kinds of relationships the residents establish (p. 90).
Simply put, she defines neighbourhood as “local areas that have physical boundaries, social
networks, concentrated use of area facilities, and special emotional and symbolic connotations for
their inhabitants” (p. 156). Kearns & Parkinso (2001) also define the term neighbourhood as a
“multilayered phenomenon” and proposed three scales for neighbourhood: “home area”,
“locality”, and “urban district or region”. These geographical scales are fairly similar to the scales
Downs (1981) suggested for a neighbourhood: “the immediate neighbourhood”

40

, the

homogeneous neighbourhood” 41 , and “the institution-oriented neighbourhood” 42 (pp. 13-14).
Ahlbrandt and Cunningham (1979) define a neighbourhood on the basis of seven functions: “a
community”, “a market”, “a service area”, “a provider of shelter”, “an arena for improving quality
of life”, “a political force”, and “an actual or potential level of government” (p.9). They also
believe that an urban neighbourhood, “as the smallest operating unit in a city”, is “volatile” and
“dynamic” and is “a product of history” (p.7).
More recently, Catney et al. (2019) noted that a neighbourhood is “multi-scalar, with
various roles and meanings at each spatial scale, and different implications for what and where

“is the small cluster of houses right around one’s own house (p. 13).
“is the area up to where the market value of housing noticeably changes or where the mix of housing types or values
changes (p. 13).
42 “is the area in which residents share common relationships with a local institution, such as an elementary school, a
church, a police precinct, or a political ward” (p. 14).
40
41
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might be included within the limits of a neighbourhood” (p. 3). Galster (2001, 2019) also asserts
that neighbourhood is “the bundle of spatially based attributes associated with clusters of
residences, sometimes in conjunction with other land uses”, which features different characteristics
such as “proximity”, “social-interactive”, and “infrastructure” (Galster, 2001, p. 2112).
In addition, there have been numerous studies, particularly in health and social science,
employing a “subjective” (Campbell et al., 2009; Downs, 1981) or “ego-centred” (Chaix, Merlo,
Evans, Leal, & Havard, 2009, p. 1306) approach to defining and measuring neighbourhood
boundaries. By taking this approach, the definition of neighbourhood varies in different
circumstances and contexts (Campbell et al., 2009; Chaix et al., 2009; Coulton, Korbin, Chan, &
Su, 2001) given an “individual’s viewpoint”, and it is one that “capture[s] accurately the
environmental conditions to which an individual is locally exposed” (Chaix et al., 2009, p. 1306).
Additionally, as Downs (1981) pointed out, this approach “help[s] create and sustain the
neighbourhood as a reality for its inhabitants and therefore for the larger community too” (p. 14).
He further argues that “neighbourhood boundaries must be identified by the local residents in each
community (p. 16). Vallée et al. (2015) also refer to “true” residential neighbourhoods that are
shaped by residents’ experiences and perceptions (p. 339).
These definitions are similar to the definitions given to the concept of “place” (e.g., Low
& Altman, 1992; Sepe, 2013; Uzzell, Pol, & Badenas, 2002; Williams et al., 1992). Canter (1977)
defines place as “a unit of environmental experience, the result of the relationship between actions,
conceptions and physical attributes” (qtd. in Uzzell et al., 2002, p. 28). Comparably, Low and
Altman (1992) concentrate on people’s emotional and cultural attachment to define the term place
and believe that a place emerges when these bonds are formed between humans and the
environmental setting (Williams et al., 1992). More recently, Seamon (2013) acknowledges the
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“phenomenological” perspective and defines a place as “lived dialectics” (p. 13).
Thus, some previous studies have investigated how people define and perceive their
neighbourhood in different settings, employing different methods such as mental or cognitive
mapping (Campbell et al., 2009; Catney et al., 2019; Coulton et al., 2001; Hand, Rudman, Huot,
Gilliland, & Pack, 2018; Smith, Gidlow, Davey, & Foster, 2010; Vallée et al., 2015).
For instance, in a Canadian city, Hand et al. (2018) employed a “qualitative-geospatial
approach” to investigate “how neighbourhood and person transact to shape social connectedness
and inclusion in older adults” (p.90). Interestingly, their findings show that their “participants
construct temporal, symbolic, pragmatic, and social meanings of their neighbourhoods” and
“transact with their neighbourhoods in often subtle and non-verbalized ways, socially, physically,
and emotionally” (p. 98).
In addition, findings from Smith et al.’s (2010) study on 58 residents’ definitions of their
local walking neighbourhood area in England highlighted the inconsistency between the size of
the individuals’ perceived boundaries and the pre-defined boundaries used in physical activities
studies. Using a mental mapping exercise, Vallée et al. (2015) also demonstrated that individuals’
perceived boundary polygons in the Paris metropolitan area significantly varied in size, which
might be a result of differences in housing and services density, area social deprivation, and the
place of residence. Residents in “four census-defined block groups in Denver, Colorado” were also
asked to draw their perceived boundaries and mark the factors that affected those boundaries in a
study conducted by Campbell et al. (2009). This study suggested that “physical and institutional
characteristics”, “race and class characteristics”, “fears of crime”, and “symbolic notions of
neighbourhood” affected the definitions of neighbourhood (p. 478). This is consistent with Talen
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(2018) who believes that “there is [also] a disjuncture between census tract neighbourhoods and
what residents perceive their neighbourhoods to be” (p. 68). This distinction between pre-defined
geographical definitions and concepts derived from people’s environmental perceptions might be
sharper when focusing on newcomers. Thus, in this study, I delve deeply into the concept of
neighbourhood from newcomer women’s perspectives and address the following three objectives:
1) To identify the factors affecting newcomer women’s definition of their neighbourhoods.
2) To analyze the size of the perceived neighbourhood boundaries (PNBs).
3) To explore whether a walkable neighbourhood responds to newcomer women’s needs, as
most of them are transit-dependent.
4) To identify the public places that newcomer women value in their neighbourhoods.
4.3

Methodology

4.3.1

Study participants
This chapter is built on a sample of 12 newcomer women living in very walkable

neighbourhoods in the Metro Vancouver region (MV) (walk score=>70). I excluded the other 16
participants who participated in the study– I have already introduced them in Chapter 3–from the
current study due to the following reasons:
•

To have a homogenous sample concerning neighbourhood conditions and amenities, those
who lived in only somewhat walkable or car-oriented neighbourhoods were excluded from
this study because there was a large data gap in the walkability scores of their
neighbourhoods (N=10).

•

Those who were not able to draw a neighbourhood boundary or could not understand maps
very well and thus their data was not rich (N=3).

•

Those who lived on a university campus (N=2).
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•

Those who moved to their neighbourhood a few weeks before the time of the interview and
were not familiar with the neighbourhood environment (N=1).
I recruited the subjects from the first wave of the survey (April 2018-January 2019), which

I have already elaborated on in Chapter 2. Of the 12 participants, six were married, four had
children at home, 11 were visible minority women, 10 were employed, the majority had lived five
years or less in Canada (N=11), and only one person had lived in Canada for six years (refer to
Table 3-4, Chapter 3 for more information about the participants’ demographic characteristics).
The survey also asked participants how many years they had lived in their current
neighbourhoods and whether or not they had lived in another neighbourhood in BC, Canada before
moving to their current neighbourhood. As Table 4-1 shows, seven participants had lived for one
year or less in their current neighbourhood, two participants had lived there for two years, one
participant had lived there for three years, one participant had lived there for four years, and one
participant had lived in their neighbourhood for six years. The findings also indicate that six
participants had lived in another neighbourhood in BC, Canada before moving to their current
neighbourhood, while the others had never lived in another neighbourhood. Of 12 participants,
only one newcomer woman intended to move to another neighbourhood, and others did not want
to move to a new neighbourhood or were not sure about their decision. Most participants (N=11)
were completely or mostly satisfied with their neighbourhoods and only one participant was
somewhat satisfied. Table 4-2 provides an overview of the transit mode participants used most
often for reaching different destinations. This table indicates that only six out of 12 walked to get
their groceries, four walked to go to their doctor's office/dentists, two walked to go to their
workplace or place of study, five walked for leisure, and three newcomer women walked to meet
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their close friends. Of four participants who had children at home, three took their children to
school/daycare by walking, and only one person used public transit.

Code

Pseudonyms

IM3

Lily

Neighbourhood
Walk score

Lived in another
neighbourhood
in MV
No

Expect
to
move
No

Length of stay in
neighbourhood

Neighbourhood
satisfaction

Very walkable
4 years
Completely
(79)
IM4
Polly
Very walkable
Yes
I am
Less than one year
Mostly
(73)
not sure
IM5
Lisa
Walker’s
No
No
6 years
Mostly
Paradise (96)
IM6
Connie
Very walkable
Yes
No
Less than one year
Completely
(81)
IM8
Isabel
Walker’s
Yes
I am
1 year
Somewhat
Paradise (95)
not sure
IM9
Katy
Very walkable
Yes
I am
3 years
Mostly
(81)
not sure
IM15
Iona
Very walkable
No
No
Less than one year
Mostly
(88)
IM20
Sara
Very walkable
No
No
2 years
Mostly
(86)
IM22
Amira
Very walkable
No
Yes
Less than one year
Mostly
(75)
IM23
Yadira
Walker’s
Yes
No
2 years
Mostly
Paradise (98)
IM24
Parker
Walker’s
Yes
No
1 year
Mostly
Paradise (93)
IM25
Rose
Walker’s
No
I am
Less than one year
Mostly
Paradise (98)
not sure
Table 4-1:Participants’ profile, neighbourhood characteristics, and neighbourhood satisfaction
Grocery
shopping

Doctor
office

Travel to
Taking
Leisure
Visiting
workplaces/place
children to
close friends
of study
school
IM3
Walking
Transit
Transit
NA
Transit
Walking
IM4
Car
Car
Transit
Walking
Car
Walking
IM5
Transit
Walking
Walking
Walking
Walking
Transit
IM6
Walking
Transit
Transit
NA
Walking
Walking
IM8
Car
Car
Car
NA
Transit
Transit
IM9
Walking
Transit
Transit
NA
Walking
Transit
IM15
Car
Transit
Transit
Transit
Car
Car
IM20
Walking
Walking
Walking
NA
Walking
Transit
IM22
Transit
Transit
Transit
NA
Transit
Transit
IM23
Transit
Transit
Transit
NA
Transit
Transit
IM24
Walking
Walking
Transit
Walking
Car
Car
IM25
Walking
Walking
Transit
NA
Walking
Transit
Table 4-2:An overview of the transit mode participants used most often for reaching different destinations
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4.3.2

Neighbourhood walkability and location
As Table 4-1 illustrates, the walk score of participants’ neighbourhoods ranged from 73 to

98. Over half of the participants (N=9) lived in very walkable neighbourhoods (70-89)43 and others
(N=5) lived in Walker’s Paradise neighbourhoods44 (90-100). I asked the survey participants to
write their residence postal code and choose their city of residence from a given list.
Neighbourhood walkability was assessed using Walk Score® (walkscore.com), an online tool
which gives “a score to a location based on the distance to and variety of nearby commercial and
public frequently-visited facilities”, ranging from 0 (car dependent) to 100 (Walker's Paradise)
(Duncan, Aldstadt, Whalen, Melly, & Gortmaker, 2011, p. 4165). Since the Walk Score website
doesn’t support postal code searches in Canada, I found the street addresses by using Google Maps
and then searched the full addresses on the Walk Sore website before the interviews. I also checked
the location of the participants’ homes with the participants themselves at the time of the interview.
Figure 4-1 shows the location of participants’ homes in the Metro Vancouver region45.

Figure 4-1: Residential location of participants
“Where most errands can be accomplished on foot”. For more information: https://www.walkscore.com
“Where daily errands do not require a car”. For more information: https://www.walkscore.com
45 Refer to Appendix F to find more information about the socio-economic and cultural conditions of the selected
neighbourhoods.
43
44

145

Of the 12 participants, two participants lived in the same neighbourhood in downtown
Vancouver, two participants lived in the same neighbourhood in downtown Coquitlam (North
Coquitlam), two other participants lived fairly close to each other in Burnaby, and others lived in
different neighbourhoods.
4.3.3

Data collection and analytical methods
Following the methods employed by previous studies (Coulton et al., 2001; Lung-Amam

& Dawkins, 2020; Nejat, 2018; Smith et al., 2010; Vallée et al., 2015), I used the “perceptionbased neighbourhood delineation” approach (Deng, 2016, p. 238), and followed its four-step
process46 to explore how newcomer women defined their neighbourhoods.
After the sampling process, which was articulated in Chapter 3, I employed cognitive
mapping exercises and informal face-to-face interviews to collect data. I provided a base map fitted
on a sheet of A3 paper and coloured markers prior to each interview. These base maps helped
participants imagine their neighbourhood environment faster. I exported all the maps from Google
Maps at the two scales of 1/200 and 1/500, including street names. During the mapping exercise,
I asked participants to indicate their home location, explain their reason for choosing their
neighbourhood, and draw the boundary of their neighbourhood. Then I provoked a detailed
discussion about the perceived neighbourhood boundaries (PNBs) and the places valued by the
participants. Following Smith (2010), all the participants could draw the perceived neighbourhood
boundaries in “any size and shape” (p. 2) and there was no limitation for them. I also did not
provide any definition of neighbourhood for the participants before the interview.

46

Refer to Deng (2016) to find more information about this procedure.

146

All the interviews were conducted in English and recorded after receiving the permission
of the participants47. In the mapping exercise, I asked the following main questions to promote
discussion and help participants produce maps (refer to Appendix D):
•

Why do you think that this area is your neighbourhood?

•

Can you mark your favourite place in this boundary and explain why it is your favourite

one?
•

Can you mark the heart of your neighbourhood and explain why it is the heart of the

neighbourhood?
•

Can you mark the places you value in your neighbourhood and explain why they are

important?
•

Where do you mostly socialize with your friends? Why?

•

Are there other public services that you use in this area?
After collecting the maps, I first scanned and georeferenced all the maps in a geographic

information system (GIS) for analysis. Second, I digitized all the PNBs and marked the locations
in ArcGIS. Next, I created four walk-time buffers 48 (5-minute, 10-minute, 15-minute, and 20minute) around each participant’s home in ArcGIS online49. Then I imported those buffers into
ArcGIS and coded the places. Finally, I calculated the size of all PNBs and walk-time buffers in
hectares.

47

Refer to Chapter 3 for detailed information.
“Follows paths and roads that allow pedestrian traffic and finds solutions that optimize travel time. The walking
speed is set to 5 kilometers per hour”. Refer to the following website, for more information:
https://doc.arcgis.com/en/arcgis-online/analyze/create-drive-time-areas.htm
49
I used Overlap style to create “circular buffers with distinct boundaries that can overlap each other. This option is
the default”. https://doc.arcgis.com/en/insights/latest/analyze/create-buffer-drive-times.htm
48
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4.4
4.4.1

Results
An overview of neighbourhood selection reasons
Tables 4-3 and 4-4 show that most participants selected their neighbourhood because of

proximity to public transit (N=9), public services (N=9) and safety (N=10), followed by proximity
to shops, green spaces, and housing affordability.

IM3
IM4
IM5

People
from my
culture/
country
X
X
X

Friends
/family

Safety

Better
housing
quality

X
X
X

✔
✔
X

X
✔
X

X
X
X
X

✔
✔
X

X
X
X

✔
✔
✔
✔
✔

✔
X
X
X
X

✔
10/12

X
2/12

IM6
IM8
IM9
IM15
IM20
IM22
IM23
IM24

✔
✔
X
X

✔
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

IM25
Total

X
2/12

X
1/12

Housing
affordability

Friendly
neighbours

Vibrant
Night
life

✔
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X

✔
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
✔
X

X
1/12

X
1/12

Ethnic
grocery
stores
X
X
X

Workplaces

✔
X
X
X
✔
X
✔
X
4/12

Table 4-3: Neighbourhood selection reasons–neighbourhood quality
Public
transit
IM3
IM4
IM5

✔
X

X
X

✔
X

Green
spaces/
Parks
X
X

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
X
X

IM6
IM8
IM9
IM15
IM20
IM22
IM23
IM24

✔
✔
✔
✔
✔
X
✔
✔
X
9/12

X

✔
X
X
✔
✔

✔
✔
✔
✔
✔
X
✔
X

✔
X
X
X
X
X
✔
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

✔
X
X
X

✔
X
X
X

✔
6/12

✔
9/12

✔
4/12

✔
2/12

X
1/12

X
1/12

X
1/12

IM25
Total

Shops

✔
X

Public
services

Main
streets

Schools/
Daycares
X
✔
X

X
X
X

Table 4-4: Neighbourhood selection reasons–proximity
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Moreover, the most important theme that emerged from the interviews was accessibility to
different public amenities, [ethnic] resources, transit, and housing affordability. For example, Lily
(IM3) was a single middle-aged refugee woman from Iraq. As she was a refugee, a settlement
worker found a neighbourhood for her. Her building was in a very walkable area, and she was
completely satisfied with her neighbourhood. She did not have her own car and she frequently
used public transit. She decided to live in her current neighbourhood because it was close to
services, a welcome house, a library, and Halal shops. Asking where she would like to live if the
quality/price of the home was the same, she said that she would select this neighbourhood again.
She said,
Day by day we love it more. And even our Arab community, they say no,
we are feeling sorry if we have BC Housing. If we get BC Housing, we
should move from here because this is the normal range we pay, it is not
BC Housing. They said “it will be another area. So we loved it so much.”
Even families with disabled kids, they prefer it. They can go to the gym,
they can go to the park, they can walk here, even for the kids, they always
are happy being here. I never change my mind.
Polly (IM4) was also a middle-aged woman from Iran. She was married and had children
at home. Although she lived in a very walkable neighbourhood in Coquitlam (downtown
Coquitlam), she most often used her car for different activities such as shopping, etc. She selected
her neighbourhood because it was close to schools and was safe. She could also find affordable
housing. She had lived in another building when she moved to this neighbourhood, but she did not
feel comfortable there because her home was so small and tiny. Then she decided to move into a
new building with bigger units and she said: “I feel really comfortable, I like the area, I like the
city.” Lisa (IM5) was also a young mother and a permanent resident in Canada who was originally
from Italy. She was living in downtown Vancouver, a Walker’s Paradise neighbourhood. She
selected her neighbourhood because it was close to amenities and transportation. She said:
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Well, yeah, I liked that idea that, for example, shops were open basically
24 to seven or at least for long hours because it is really convenient and
different from my home and we really liked that at the beginning and, you
know, that you can walk basically wherever in downtown and so
everything was really close and reachable and even you know just going
around and even if you didn’t know exactly what you needed you could
find it around.
Isabel (IM8), a young pregnant woman from Mongolia and a permanent resident in Canada,
was living with her husband and a roommate in a Burnaby neighbourhood near a big shopping
centre. She decided to move to this neighbourhood because:
There is SkyTrian and then we can commute easily to work. Because I got
a job in downtown and it's very close to Burrard SkyTrain station, […] and
then we started looking for places and as I said before I like shopping, and
then I started looking around Metrotown because I really liked that area…
Everything is very close. You have shops, you have a cinema, and you
have recreation centres, you have a lot of parks surrounded by. So, yeah, I
thought that was a good area and then we found our new neighbourhood
right next to Metrotown.
Parker (IM24) decided to purchase a home in New Westminster because it was affordable
compared to Burnaby. She said,
It seemed very convenient because there is a Walmart just upstairs and
Save-On-Foods. It is sometimes a little expensive than Walmart and we
can get flyers every week. And there is a library because my kid is not
good at English when he came here. And also the school is just around
eight- to ten-minute walk. There is only one thing [that I am not satisfied
with] because we lived not quite near the hospital. After my second child
was born in Canada and every time, I want to see the doctor, I take the bus.
Although it's just 15 or 20 minutes, I have to spend time waiting for the
buses. So, the bus will come [in] only half an hour.
4.4.2

Neighbourhood concepts: what shapes your neighbourhood boundary?
GIS analyses of the 12 maps suggested that the PNBs have generally irregular shapes and

the majority of the PNB areas are smaller than the 15-minute network buffers (N=8). Of those
areas, four PNBs are smaller than the 10-minute network buffers (Figures 4-2, 4-3 and Table 4-5).
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Figure 4-2: Perceived neighbourhood boundary areas and GIS walk-time buffers

Area 1

Area 2

Area 3

Area 4

Area 5

5-minute walk

10-minute walk

15-minute walk

20-minute walk

PNB

IM3
24.62
120.33
289.34
520.45
IM4
30.69
135.14
267.49
462.08
IM5
48.11
143.46
265.49
480.17
IM6
43.79
163.48
352.64
605.21
IM8
39.29
149.55
330.21
586.23
IM9
33.40
147.71
324.331
593.14
IM15
39.54
121.73
242.56
423.01
IM20
29.86
91.49
217.47
402.14
IM22
35.18
136.97
289.36
511.93
IM23
47.88
156.61
270.68
463.85
IM24
31.99
145.73
337.18
587.79
IM25
42.72
160.51
353.96
592.26
Table 4-5: Perceived neighbourhood boundary areas and GIS walk-time buffers (Hectare)

287.39
649.16
124.30
184.98
107.13
552.27
463.10
308.87
171.14
148.98
4.418
31.00
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IM15

IM20

Figure 4-3: Perceived neighbourhood boundaries and GIS walk-time buffers
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However, despite the important role that proximity to services played in the housing
selection of newcomer women, some parts of the PNBs extended to the 20-minute walk areas or
beyond. Asking participants about the reasons for producing those PNBs, the main themes that
emerged from the data analysis were the public places or areas they visited regularly, loved, and
were attached to, available social activities, and familiarity with the area.
For example, the PNB that Lisa drew (IM5, Figure 4-4) was shaped by five important
public places in her neighbourhood that she visited regularly, including three parks/beaches, a
shopping street, and a community centre. Although some of those places were located within a 10minute network buffer, the PNB extended beyond a 15-minute walk area because she desired to
include a beach in her neighbourhood. This beach was her favourite place and the heart of the
neighbourhood for visitors, she stated. She further explained that “this is the area that I generally
use for grocery, for you know going to the park, and just walking. We visit many places on
basically Davie Street and there are the places close to the ocean just for recreation” (IM5).

My most favourite place.

This street is the heart of my
neighbourhood and the most attractive
street.

This grocery store, “probably
as an alternative.”
“[We go there
because] we
buy Italian
stuff.”

This beach is important. “[It is
a place that] I have a
connection [with], or I
value…We have some
activities happening in
Sunset beach park […]. We
have some barbeque and
picnic there.”
A place for meeting friends.

It is an important place.
“I went to the Roundhouse
Community Centre for a while.”
“It is a place that I value but not
really for you know its
characteristics but just probably
for emotional connections.”
This park is an important place.
“One of the most favourite parks in this
area. You have a park with a playground.”

Figure 4-4: Lisa's perceived neighbourhood boundary, IM5
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Isabel (IM8, Figure 4-5) also limited her neighbourhood boundary to the areas she knew
and were important for her, including a local library, recreation centre, shopping mall, and bank.
She stated:
I never went beyond this street. So I would definitely draw this line here.
I don't know beyond this street […]. There is one recreation complex that
I always go to. Every Saturday, sometimes more than that […] because
they have like nice yoga classes. And Metrotown is of course, and then oh
yeah, there is a public library […]. I would definitely include this. I think
there are some stores. Oh yeah! There is a walking clinic that I always go
to and also here a massage centre that I would love to go to.

“There is a public library. I love this library and
sometimes I go there…they have nice sitting
places.”
This is an important place.

“There is a walking clinic that I always go to and
also here a massage centre that I would love to go.”

“I never went beyond this street.”
This is an important place.
“This is a very tiny space, but I
feel comfortable. It is close.”

It is an important place.
“There is a food court.”
It is an important place.
“It's kind of culturally similar. We
have a Ukrainian food store here
and their food and salad and
candies are quite similar to ours.”

theheart
This shopping mall is the
of the neighbourhood and the
most favourite place.
It is an important place.
“They have like nice yoga
classes.”

Figure 4-5: Isabel’s perceived neighbourhood boundary, IM8
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Like Isabel and Lisa, other participants described their neighbourhoods based on the public
places they visited most often. As seen in Figure 4-6, however, Polly (IM4) was the only person
who included the areas that she did not visit frequently in her boundary. She commented that “I
know this area very well. So, I know the street names, I know the shops and I am comfortable in
this area. If I move that way, I need Google Maps.” In other words, familiarity with the area was
her main reason for including this area in the PNB. In the following, I will elaborate on four places
that influenced the shape of the PNBs and were important for newcomer women:

“Sometimes I go [to Walmart] if I
don’t have a car and I should walk.”
This shopping mall is the
heart of the
neighbourhood. It is a
place for meeting friends
and buying non-food items.

It is an important place. (Persian
restaurants)

“I have registered my
daughter for lots of
classes like
swimming.”

This park is an important place, and
it is my most favourite place. “This is
the place that I go for a walk.”

“It is in walking distance of [my]
home. So she [my daughter] walks
and I watch her from upstairs.”

“It is within walking
distance, and it is a really
nice place […]. Lots of
events. There are social
events for newcomers.”

“I feel that this area reflects my culture
because of the Persian shops and Persian
restaurants, and you hear lots of people
talking in Farsi.”

“It [this shopping mall]
has a very nice Iranian
restaurant.”

It is an important place.

“I go to Superstore mostly. I go there by
car.”

Figure 4-6: Polly’s perceived neighbourhood boundary, IM4

4.4.2.1

The value of lively social spaces and community-based centres
The analysis of the interviews and the perception-based maps illustrates that in general,

one of the factors shaping the PNBs was local social and community spaces, ranging from
community and recreation centres, neighbourhood houses, libraries, religious centres such as
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churches and mosques, [English] schools, to immigrant service centres. When labelling the places
that participants valued and speaking of the reasons for choosing their neighbourhood, participants
described the aforementioned places as important because they could participate in social
activities, volunteer activities, social events for newcomers, and meet their friends. As Figure 4-7
shows, for example, Lily (IM3) marked a local recreation centre, library, and mosque as important
places on her map and highlighted: “I found that this [library] is really close to me. It was the
moment of joy, the moment of happiness. So the best thing is that it is close to the library.” This
proximity motivated Lily to participate in some volunteer activities and workshops at the library,
which was also very important for other newcomers, as she had said to me. She also noted that
“the upcoming election will be in the community centre, so I can participate and volunteer for the
election.”
Shoppers Drug Mart is an important place.
Save-On-Foods is an important place. “It
is actually expensive, so when I have a
payment, I go there.”

Kingsway is the most attractive street.
“This area has no club and no drugs.
Whenever I am walking […], I see
houses which I love their gardening.”

Mostafa market: “he has Halal meat
and also, he has bread from many
different places.”

This local park is the heart of my
neighbourhood.
Meeting friends and walking in this
park. “An Arabic lady is living there
[in a homecare close to the park]. So
we like to visit there all the time.”

This place is important.
“I enjoy walking on this
trail.”

Canada Way is important.

Masjid is an
important place.

This school is an important place.

This recreation centre is a
“very important place”. It is my
most favourite place.

“We have a Thrift Store […]
which is from $1 to whatever
you want. It is a clean and
very organized shop and a
very welcoming environment.
The majority of us go to the
Thrift Store.”

“We have another shop here. It is a
Chinese shop, and he sells flowers,
and we buy flowers, and the products
are always fresh. We love to buy from
him.”

Figure 4-7: Lily’s perceived neighbourhood boundary, IM3
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The local library was also a place where she could meet her friends and make friends.
Additionally, there was a recreation centre that was a 20-minute walk from Lily’s home, but she
loved that area and she wanted to include this place in her neighbourhood boundary. She further
described that there was a recreation centre in front of her home, and she liked to go to that area,
but she could not do that because: “I have a problem with breathing and there is a pool here and I
can’t smell chlorine coming from the pool. I went twice and then the ambulance took me to the
hospital. So, because of that, I stopped going to the pool but for my neighbours, it is important,
very important.”
Lily (IM3) was also the only Muslim person who lived fairly close to a mosque. Notably,
she extended the boundary because she wanted to include the mosque [Masjid] in her PNB. She
went to the mosque every day in Ramadan and has done volunteer activities for four years there.
In other words, she saw this mosque not only as a place for religious activities but for social
interactions with other Muslims and for social support. She emphasized that there was a food bank
in the mosque, which was very important to her.
Similarly, Amira (IM22, Figure 4-8) underlined the importance of a local library in her
neighbourhood and labelled that place as the heart “because that is the only place where people
come together and, you know, like to do something together.” Comparing the library to the local
community centre, she argued that the library provided more activities for residents:
I didn’t get a chance to go to the community centre that much. I just went
to the Vancouver Public Library that often and I felt like the community
centre had a lot of programs mainly tuned to the Asian community. The
public library on the other side was more..., what do I say? They had
meeting rooms. They played movies for kids and there were so many books
and magazines that are available. So that was interesting about the library.
And it was neat and clean.

157

When asking how familiar she was with these centres before coming to Canada, she
highlighted:
Amira: No. It is something new.
Marjan: How did you get information about these centres?
Amira: That is basically through my friends who told me oh you can learn
swimming there and there are like, you know, basically for swimming, that
sort of thing. And after my friends told me, I went and spoke to people at
the desk and asked how I can enroll in it and all that stuff. So that's how I
got to know about the centre.

“I would say again, this library [is the heart of the
neighbourhood]. Because that is the only place where people
like come together and like, you know, to do something
together […]”.
“[It is an important place. When I moved into this
neighbourhood] I used to go to the Vancouver public library
[…]. I kind of enjoyed my time there. […] It is very close to my
place, so I enjoyed that, and it is nice. It has friendly stuff, and
they have a lot of things attached to the community center.
And that way, it's like easy for me to go around and see. And
a lot of people stay there. I mean, they come there to read
and all that stuff. So I liked it.”

“[My favourite place]. I usually like the park.
Because I can just walk around and listen to
music or something. Yeah! […] Maybe if my
friends are there, we go together for a walk or
something.”

“[It is the most attractive street].
Because there's a Starbucks and
it is a beautiful view, because if
you stand here and look, you
can see the mountains so
beautifully.”

[I value this café and it is
the most favourite place].
“It's more lively. That's the
[most] liveliest part of the
neighborhood, I guess.”

“Mainly I used to take the bus and go to the
station […]. I value it mainly because that is
the main board I take to move around or
to go to downtown or something.”

“[I don’t feel safe in this street].
I wouldn’t go there at night.”

“I would say Burnaby Hospital is important.
Because whenever I had an issue, I can just walk
to the hospital and get treatment.”

“This one is like dry park.
There's no grass at all here. It's
not a great place to look at.”

Figure 4-8: Amira's perceived neighbourhood boundary, IM22

Lisa also marked the community centre as an important place on her map (IM5, Figure 44), to which she was “emotionally attached”. She did not go to that centre a lot after she got
employed but she went to this centre for a while when she was pregnant and, on her maternity
leave as well. She commented:
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I can say that community centres that are here in this city work well. I think
so! I see they have many activities […]. So I think that the offer is good,
and it is not really expensive. So you can afford it probably if you are a
newcomer. In general, I mean you can, but it has been a choice not being
involved in these kinds of activities, but I think if you want to be, you have
the opportunity.

This shopping mall is the heart of the
neighbourhood. “My family and I go to this
place most often […]. I meet my friends in
this place.”
“[I value this street because] we
have lots of friends living here.”
Friends’ home.
I value this place.

This library is an important
place.

“This [ grocery store] is the
place we go most often.”

Unsafe street.

MOSAIC is an important place.

This recreation centre is an
important place.

“[I value this street. This street is
my most favourite place.] We have
some nice restaurants, and we go
there often.”

The Neighbourhood House
is an important place.

“There is a park. My neighbour has small
children, and they go there a lot as well. Very
nice. I usually go there for a walk.”

Our church. “Religious activities are part of my
life.”

Figure 4-9: Katy's perceived neighbourhood boundary, IM9

Isabel and Katy were living close to the same recreation centre. Interestingly, both
participants marked the recreation centre and library as important on their maps and both
participated in their group activities. Isabel was excited about the social activities and social events
happening there such as a “kids gathering”, which made that place friendly and desirable for her
(Figure 4-5). She also commented: “I love this library and sometimes I go there and borrow some
books and also they have nice sitting places. I would definitely include this.” Katy (IM9, Figure
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4-9) stated that the recreation centre is one of her favourite places in her neighbourhood. In
addition, this place was important for her parents because they could participate in some social
activities and “use a lot of facilities in the recreation complex.” In addition to these places, Katy
marked Neighbourhood House (community centre) and an immigrant service centre as important
places in her neighbourhood where she did some volunteer activities. Interestingly, although she
did not mark the local church as an important place, she went to that place weekly and believed
that “it is part of my life.”
4.4.2.2

The value of inviting and safe green spaces and greenways
One of the public places identified frequently as a favourite place in the PNBs is parks. The

interviews revealed that newcomer women visited local parks and greenways very often and
described them as places where they “got relaxed”, “met their friends”, “exercised”, and “felt
connected with nature.” Moreover, some participants who lived close to natural areas tended to
include greenways and trails in their PNBs. For example, as Figure 6 shows, Polly (IM4, Figure
4-6) marked a local park in her neighbourhood as her favourite place, and she explained that it was
a place where she could relax:
Lafarge lake. I love it! I even go there for meditation and for a walk and
whenever I am crazy or I am in a bad mood, whatever, I go there. In my
previous house, which was here, it was more walking to Lafarge but now,
as you can see, it is 3 minutes to Lafarge.
She also added that she enjoyed walking there because “it's very peaceful. You can see lots
of people, especially the elderly ones, walking with their dogs and even if you don't know
somebody you will end it up saying hi to 5 or 6 people, so it brings your mood up.” In other words,
she saw this local park not only as a place where she could benefit from connecting with nature,
but it also promotes social connections among residents. But in the follow-up questions, she
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mentioned that she preferred to go to this park by herself because her child got bored too fast. She
[her child] liked another park that had a local ice cream shop, and it was a “lovely place for her.”
The only thing missed in this park is like a small cafe. Then during the
winter, you can buy coffee or tea or something to make yourself hot or buy
something for kids that make them busy so. For reaching the closest cafe,
you should walk a long time (IM4).
This comment along with similar comments revealed that parks with a good playground
and good services were very important for newcomer mothers who had children at home. In a
similar vein, Lisa (IM5) valued a playground, a local park, and the sea wall, and she emphasized
that she had a connection with those areas because she could be “in contact with nature” and “meet
their friends.” She said:
[…] What we have here is the opportunity of being in close contact with
nature with a short walk and that is why we enjoy here […]. There is like
a normal playground, but it is quiet, and it is big and not many people get
together, and so when [we are] with our kids it is easier not to be, you
know…she had more space for exploring and I liked that […] (IM5).
The local park was also a place to meet neighbours, such as an Arab senior woman, for
Lily (IM3, Figure 4-7). That is why she selected that place as the heart of the neighbourhood. Sara
(IM20, Figure 4-10) also identified the local park as an important place, her favourite, where she
visited every day. She valued a forest and river close to her home and commented that she liked to
walk around that area. However, she did not like going to a small local park near her home because
“it doesn’t have any special thing and it is so small. People usually use it to go to other places. It
just has a very small playground for kids. It doesn't have any special place for adults. It also has a
small place for dogs, and people just come for playing dogs or kids.” Simply put, the quality and
size of the local parks affected her perception.
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This park is an important place. It is my
favourite place.

This cultural centre is an important place.
“I worked [there] as a volunteer. It is my
favourite place.”

“I don’t like this mall. It is not clean, and I
don’t like it.”

This library is an important place.
“It has some workshops and also
some English classes.”
“There are some Iranian
restaurants. We have a small
supermarket.”

This river is important.
“There is a forest and river
and usually I go for hiking.
During the summer, I pick
up Blackberry every day. I
go there for getting relaxed.”
This shopping mall is the
the heart of my
neighbourhood. “[When we moved into
the neighbourhood] we usually went
there for shopping. Shopping was more
interesting to us because we could talk
with other people and try to practice
English.”

This grocery store is
important.
“There is Superstore that we usually go
to.” This place is important.

Figure 4-10: Sara's perceived neighbourhood boundary, IM20

Connie (IM6, Figure 4-11) also lived close to a local park and saw that area as the heart of
the neighbourhood. She recalled that the space was so friendly because “there are a lot of people
running and then you know a lot of people walking the dogs and there is a community centre. So
there is also like…during the weekend there are a lot of kids, like I mean families with kids. So,
yeah, it's pretty friendly.” Like other participants, she selected this park as an important place and
believed that it had “a great view”. However, she emphasized that she recently moved to the
neighbourhood, so she did not know the neighbourhood very well, and she liked to “discover new
places”. Rose’s favourite place (IM25, Figure 4-12) was also a local park with a seawall. She was
very satisfied with the green spaces in her neighbourhood and commented that it was one of her
reasons for selecting the neighbourhood.
Yeah, I think it is great. I mean it has public toilets that are surprisingly
clean […] and like a little restaurant that is open sometimes. There are like
playing areas for kids. Yeah, I think it's a pretty well-set-up park actually.
It's very popular. It's usually very busy.
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But she emphasized that if she had children at home, she would like to have a good local park that
is “not so far [because] it is like about a 15-minute walk to that beach.”
Commercial Drive is my favourite place, and it is
an attractive street.
“I like the vibes, the coffee shops, and
restaurants. There are people around, so I feel
like maybe more European on the street because
it is messy, and it is not likely very perfect.”

“There is my studio. I go for playing. My favourite
place.”

“I really like going there. There is a
brewery. It is Italian. I usually go there to
meet my friends.”

Unsafe place.

The most attractive street.
“The houses are so nice.”

“I don’t like this street because it is pretty
messy. There is a lot of traffic.”

This local park is the heart of my neighbourhood. I value this park. “[In this
place] I just run and do some exercises.”

Figure 4-11: Connie's perceived neighbourhood boundary, IM6
This area [the greens along here] is
important. This park is my most favourite
place.

This [sports club] is an important place.

This is an important place. “There is kind
of a cycle path that goes along here. this
is like a running route for me a s well.”

This is an important place. The
shop I usually go to.

The most attractive street. “Really
beautiful.”
This is an important place. “This is a good
Bagels place that I go to.”

The stretch of Fourth
Avenue is the heart of the
neighbourhood

“The bus stop that I use every
day, that’s definitely important
for me.”

These are important places.
“I think there are a couple of restaurants
along here like that Sushi place and the
Roman place. They are really good. We
go there when we are too lazy to cook.”

“This bar is the most favourite
place to meet friends.”

Figure 4-12: Rose's perceived neighbourhood boundary, IM25
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4.4.2.3

The value of vibrant shopping streets and shopping malls
A third theme that emerged from most of the interviews and maps was the importance of

shopping malls and shopping streets. As the maps illustrated, many participants labelled those
places as a landmark or vital place and underlined the importance of those places. Rose (IM25,
Figure 4-12), for example, described a shopping street as the heart of the neighbourhood “where
all the main shops are, the bank. the U.P.S. store. I have a box there. I can mark that as well…and
my bank is here.” She further explained that she enjoyed and felt safe walking alone in this local
area because “it is a very busy one of the main streets around here, so you don't feel like alone.
No, I've never felt unsafe there. Yeah, there is like more people around, you know, I feel more
tense, feel more unsafe if I'm walking down a dark street alone rather than with a lot of people.”
In a similar vein, in response to my question regarding her favourite place, Connie (IM6,
Figure 4-11) selected the shopping street that was close to her home. She liked “the vibes”, “coffee
shops”, and “restaurants” in this area. In addition, it was remarkable that she described the local
shopping street as an attractive place where “people are around” and she could feel more
“European” on the streets because “it's messy and it's not like very perfect.”
In my conversation with other participants, it was also revealed that shopping streets were
very attractive areas for them as well (see, for example, Figures 4-13 and 4-14). Some retail stores
were also important to newcomer women because of economic reasons. For example, comparing
a big shopping mall with a shopping street, Lily (IM3, Figure 4-7) commented,
Metrotown, it is for the Chinese customers and most customers are
Chinese, and the styles of the shops are Chinese with high prices. We have
a Thrifty Store on this side. So this is a Thrifty Store, which is from one
dollar to whatever you want. It is a clean and very organized shop and a
very welcoming environment. The majority of us go to the Thrifty Store.
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Those who did not have affordable grocery stores in their neighbourhoods marked cheaper
stores in other parts of the city and tended to go there to buy affordable food of higher quality. As
Figure 4-11 shows, Connie lived close to several grocery stores, but she believed that those stores
did not have affordable or fresh food. That was why she tended to go outside of her neighbourhood
to buy her groceries: “Okay, so I usually go here, Safeway, but I always buy like veggies [from
the Sunrise store]. It is not here, because it's close to my workplace. It is in Powell. It is the Sunrise
store. And I just go there because it's way cheaper.”

The most attractive street.
“There are more restaurants on Davie
than Burrard. There are fewer drunk
people at night on Davie [street] than
Granville and other streets in this area.”

I feel like I need to be somewhere and sit and
talk to God just by myself.

My gym is the heart of my neighbourhood and
my favourite place. “I go there more than three
times per week.”

I value this grocery store.

For buying non-food items, “I go to those
stores on Robson.”

I value this ethnic restaurant. A
place for socializing.

“[I go there] for buying non-food
items such as clothes.”

I value this café. “We used to go for brunch. “
I value this area. If I want to connect to nature
and watch the water, I go around this area. I go
with my friends.

Figure 4-13: Yadira's perceived neighbourhood boundary, IM23
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“This is the most attractive street. Because
there are a lot of stores [..] a lot of services
and the dentist. I like the Chinese restaurant
which is here and there is a petrol station
and there is a Canada post. “

It is an important place. “I take my
son to there [this centre], two or
three times per week.”

This centre (mall) is the heart of the
neighbourhood. “You can find anything you
want in this centre. It is the most favourite
place in this area. “

“This library is important to me and for my
son because he can borrow a lot of books
instead of some electronic things. “

“This recreation centre is not important to
me, but to my husband. Because there is a
tennis court. So my husband goes there. “

Figure 4-14: Parker’s perceived neighbourhood boundary, IM24

4.4.2.4

The value of ethnic stores and restaurants: a sense of home
The final theme arising from the mapping exercises is ethnic stores/ restaurants. Notably,

several interviewees extended their neighbourhood boundaries to include those places. The
interviews also underscored the importance of those places because of the sense of being at home
and belonging, which they felt in those areas. Additionally, those places provided them with ethnic
and cheaper foods. For instance, Iona (IM15, Figure 4-15) stated: “The most important one we
usually go there every day, or every other day is Lonsdale, the 15th. Persia shop is an Iranian one.
The prices are more reasonable especially for the fruit, especially for the time we didn’t have a
car. It was very easy to go there”.
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Ethnic stores were also recognized as important places for newcomers who were not very
fluent in English. As Polly (Figure 4-6) mentioned, “there are lots of Persian shops. Without any
English you can do anything.” In other words, she valued this place because of the presence of
business owners from her country. Asking how often she went to that area, she noted:
If I'm cooking something Iranian food and I need some materials, we go
there. There is another one also here. It's called “Khurshid Khanum”. She
is a really really nice Iranian lady […]. The shop belongs to her. It's exactly
like our own “Baghghaali” [Persian stores]. Kind of dusty and I prefer
going there. This is a very traditional one. I love her. She is always with a
big smile.
This Persian store is a very important place.
This area matches my lifestyle.
“Whatever I need I can get from here and
especially from the Iranian shop. I go there by
bus.”

This recreation centre
is an important place.

My daughter’s school is very important.
This shopping mall is an important place. “I
go there for buying non-food items. I go there
maybe twice a week.”

This library is an
important place.

This street is very beautiful.

“I go there maybe once a
week. Although it is near us, it
is more expensive.”
“This shopping mall is an important place. It is
my favourite place. It is a very good and friendly
place. Everything is easy to access. I usually
come here, every day or every other day. The
prices are reasonable, good and I Like it.”

“North Shore Multicultural Society
is a very important place. Every
day we used to go there.
Every day we had lots of
meetings. This was the only
place we visited many many
times maybe.”

Figure 4-15: Iona’s perceived neighbourhood boundary, IM15
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Drawing her neighbourhood boundary, Lily (IM3, Figure 4-7) adjusted the shape of the
perceived boundary to include an Afghan grocery store and stressed the important role of this store
in her neighbourhood:
Save-On-Foods is actually more [expensive]. So when I have a payment, I
go there […]. There is a shop. It is very close to the Edmonds Community
Centre […]. First of all, it is Mostafa Market. He [Mostafa] is smart and
he knows this community. There is a Muslim community, and he is a
Muslim, but he is from Afghanistan. So his shop turns to be from all the
Middle East countries’ products and from Afghanistan’s products and
there are also Canadian products. We go to it [this place] whenever we
need something from our country […], and now he has […] Halal meat
and also, he has bread from many different places. Yes, I prefer it […]. We
turned to be a friend because he is familiar with our faces, sometimes when
I buy from him, he says “if you don’t have like change or can’t”, he says,
“whenever you have”. Don’t worry! So, we prefer it.
4.5

Discussion
Using a survey, a perception-based mapping exercise (cognitive mapping), and GIS

analysis, this chapter investigated how newcomer women define their neighbourhood boundaries
and how they value built environment attributes. The findings have shown that the PNBs differed
in shape, they did not align with the network buffers, and the shapes were entirely related to the
destinations, values, and desires. Size differences were also observed between the 5- and 10minute buffers and the PNBs. Interestingly, the GIS analysis identified that most of the perceived
boundary areas were smaller than 15-minute network buffer areas. Employing the same method in
a pilot study in the UK, Smith et al. (2010) found similar results. In their study, participants drew
smaller PNBs than “those used in physical activity research, from 1 km Euclidean buffer areas to
those of 1 mile or more” (p. 5).
However, a closer look at the PNBs revealed that all boundary edges extended beyond 15minute neighbourhoods. The formation of these boundaries, as the place-based interviews
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clarified, were affected by several socio-cultural and physical factors such as access to quality and
affordable services and resources. In this regard, Galster (2019) argued that neighbourhood
conditions “shape the mobility” of residents and, in general, “shape us” (pp.15-16).
Similarly, Vallée et al. (2015) found that the PNBs of residents in Paris were bigger than those
drawn by residents who lived in suburban areas and claimed that there might be a positive link
between the level of walkability and street connectivity and the size of PNBs. Thus, they
highlighted that “using constant neighbourhood delineation can lead to inaccurately measured
individual accessibility to neighbourhood resources and [with] downplay the extent of inequalities
in urban resources” (p. 338). Similar to Wehrly (1948, p. 32), the present study also pointed out
the fact that social factors such as attachment to some specific areas based on “family needs and
desires” affected the shape and the scale of the neighbourhoods. Nearly all newcomer women
defined a neighbourhood as a set of connections between physical attributes and experiences,
needs, activities, meanings, symbolic ties, and interests, which is consistent with the theory of
place proposed by David Canter (qtd. in Uzzell et al., 2002).

Figure 4-16: Four attributes which contributed to the definition of neighbourhood, “Designed by PresentationGo”
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Thus, these results highlighted that the concept of neighbourhood refers to a
“multidimensional space”, as discussed earlier, linked to social, cultural, and physical attributes.
The major physical attributes which contributed to the definition of neighbourhood are as follows
(Figure 4-16):
The first major attribute is the presence of lively social spaces and community-based
institutions––such as public libraries, religious centers, schools, and community centers–– that
were considered as places for shared activities, identities, values, beliefs, and cultures. Returning
to my earlier discussions in Chapter 3, a livable neighbourhood was also defined by those places
and services that could facilitate social connections and integration among newcomer women.
Regarding public libraries, following Oldenburg (1989), Harris (2007) also sees those places as
ones “where people can freely gather and interact” (p. 145).
The results presented in this current chapter also paved the way for emphasizing the
importance of those social places in defining neighbourhood boundaries. This result shares some
similarities with Lung-Amam & Dawkins’s (2020) findings. This is also consistent with the
“sociological conception of neighbourhood” proposed by an early theorist, Suzanne Keller (1968),
that “emphasizes the notion of shared activities, experiences, and values, common loyalties and
perspectives, and human networks that give to an area a sense of continuity and persistence over
time” (p. 91). Madanipur (2003) also believes that “[t]he neighbourhood can be a small world
where meaning is created, where children are socialized and go through the process of selfidentification” (p. 139).
Moreover, the results confirm that “places of attachment can also include social features;
at the neighbourhood level, having many friends and participating in community activities are
important” (Scannell & Gifford, 2013, p. 28). These activities answer important concerns that have
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been discussed in numerous studies of neighbourhoods (Gehl, 2010). That is to say, it is not only
a geographical boundary that can form and cultivate social relations and activities, but the social
context also prepares the ground for the formation of the spatial boundary of neighbourhood.
Thus, a neighbourhood is an area that has lively community/social spaces that can
facilitate social interactions and community participation and can support different values and
beliefs.
The second attribute is the presence of inviting and safe public green spaces and
greenways, which frequently emerged from the interviews and the perception-based maps. The
results indicated that the majority of newcomer women with different backgrounds selected quality
and inviting waterscapes, trails, or green spaces as the most attractive, and their favourite, places
that shaped the neighbourhood boundaries, even though some of those areas were located within
20-minute network buffers. This result is not in line with the claim that “people need green open
places to go to; when they are close, they use them. But if the greens are more than 3 minutes
away, the distance overwhelms the need” (Kaplan & Kaplan, 1989, p. 155). This casts a new light
on the importance of the quality and size of green spaces in shaping the newcomers’ perception of
residential neighbourhoods. For example, several participants would walk past boring, untidy, or
poorly outfitted parks to go to higher-quality greenspaces. In particular, the results also indicated
that there were several reasons, ranging from social interactions, physical exercise, and relaxation
and restoration, for visiting local parks and greenways. Further, newcomer women, particularly
mothers, generally preferred parks that were safe and rich in services and facilities. In this regard,
Kweon, Marans, & Yi (2016) argued that “safety”, “park maintenance” and “location and amount
of parkland” can affect park use and outdoor activities (p. 97).
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Thus, a neighbourhood is an area that has quality, inviting, and safe green spaces and
greenways.
The third attribute is the presence of vibrant shopping streets and shopping malls,
which is also “a key element of the New Urbanist promise of walkable communities” (Kickert,
2019, p. 35). These lively shopping districts and “main streets” (E. Talen & Jeong, 2019) were
also identified as the heart of the neighbourhood for the majority of participants and provided an
opportunity for them to be socially connected with people and participate in different activities.
Talen & Jeong (2019) valued shopping streets because of the following benefits: “street
activation”, “localized economy”, “diversity” and “social benefits” (p. 209). Gehl (2010) has also
noted, “faced with the choice of walking down a deserted or a lively street, most people would
choose the street with life and activity” (p. 25). These commercial spaces also “play a key role in
making the city accessible to vulnerable and marginalized groups who require a wider range of
commercial personal services—e.g. internet access, laundry—than middle-class households where
more aspects of social reproduction are typically handled inside the home” (Rankin & Mclean,
2015, p. 221). However, the results show that if a shopping street or grocery store was within a 15minute walking distance, but they did not provide affordable products, newcomer women preferred
to go farther to meet their needs. This might support the argument that affordability and quality of
products and services are more important determinants of the definition of neighbourhood than
proximity to those lively commercial areas.
Thus, a neighbourhood is an area that has vibrant street markets or shopping districts
where people from different socio-economic backgrounds can make their daily purchases.
The final attribute is the presence of ethnic markets and restaurants. Interestingly,
newcomer women tended to include ethnic stores and restaurants in their neighbourhood
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boundaries. In addition, those who did not have those stores in their neighbourhoods mentioned
that they went to ethnic stores located in other cities or neighbourhoods. As discussed in previous
studies (e.g., Tarraf et al., 2017), immigrants likely experience not only economic and physical
difficulties in securing food but social and cultural barriers. “Indeed, even if immigrants are not
economically vulnerable, accessing home‐country foods of their choice is challenging, creating
individual worries or concerns about feeding their family” (Tarraf et al., 2017, p. 40). This study
also highlights that newcomer women found their cultural identity in those places, which is
consistent with the study conducted by Lung-Amam & Dawkins (2020). In their participatory story
mapping study, Lung-Amam & Dawkins (2020) found that “these stores and their larger strip malls
were commonly described as a ‘home away from home’ that allow residents to connect with their
native countries and culture, whether via food, music or languages spoken by business owners” (p.
488). Regarding this cultural identity, Uzzell, Pol, & Badenas (2002) also noted that “places with
a strong identity help to enhance community awareness and bonding” (p. 28).
Thus, a neighbourhood is an area that has ethnic markets and can support different food
traditions and customs.
4.6

Concluding comments
Some studies have argued that the concept of neighbourhood is subjective and

multidimensional. Therefore, this present study was designed to determine how newcomer
women’s definitions of neighbourhood differentiate from a geographical point of view. Collected
interviews and perception-based maps confirmed the importance of going beyond census tracts or
walk-time areas when defining the concept of neighbourhood and exploring the effect of place
attachment, cultural identities, beliefs, feelings, needs and experiences on creating different
neighbourhood boundaries. In short, a neighbourhood boundary is formed when an attachment
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and a bonding are developed between residents and the environment; this idea was raised
previously by Setha Low and Irwin Altman (1992) in defining a place.
Further, the perception-based maps indicated that different characteristics and forms of
“third places” (Ray. Oldenburg, 1989, p. 20), where “provide[s] people with a large measure of
their sense of wholeness and distinctiveness” (Ramon Oldenburg & Brissett, 1982, p. 265),
affected newcomer women’s perception of their neighbourhood. Linking the presence of those
places and perceptions of the quality of life, Jeffres et al. (2009) also see those places as “centres
of community” (p. 335) where “offers[s] stress relief from the everyday demands of both home
and work. It provides the feeling of inclusiveness and belonging associated with participating in a
group’s social activities, without the rigidity of policy or exclusiveness of club or organization
membership” (p. 336).
Following Gehl (2010), the present findings also confirm that a walkable neighbourhood
is beyond a compact or dense area, and if properly designed, can provide opportunities to facilitate
different types of activities for different people, including “necessary activities”, “optional
activities”, and “social activities” (p. 18). Thus, exploring people’s experiences and their feelings
about physical settings might help city and neighbourhood planners understand how urban design
affects the level of activities and the use of public space. In my view, these results would also be
a useful aid for urban planners in addressing the barriers and challenges facing newcomer women
in residential neighbourhoods.
4.7

Limitation
In this investigation, there are some sources of error. The first source of uncertainty is that

I used printed-based maps for the mental mapping exercise. Although I provided different maps in
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different scales, some participants could not understand those maps or the directions very well and
had difficulties in finding and showing their favourite places.
Another source of uncertainty is in the method used to calculate walk scores and draw
walk-time buffers. According to the Walk Score website, the walkability of any address is
measured based on the distance to amenities and it does not calculate the hilliness of an area. In
addition, the hilliness of an area was not calculated in walk-time buffers. Thus, future research
would be required to calculate the hilliness and determine exactly how the hilliness of an area can
affect the perceived neighbourhood boundaries. There are also other limitations concerning the
interviews that have been discussed in Chapter 3.
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Chapter 5: Conclusions and implications

“To be sure, a good city neighbourhood can
absorb newcomers into itself, both
newcomers by choice and immigrants
settling by expediency, and it can protect a
reasonable amount of transient population
too.” (Jane Jacobs, 1993, p. 180–emphasis
mine)

As stated in the introduction, the main goal of this mixed-method research was to explore
what makes a neighbourhood more livable for current and future immigrant women, particularly
newcomers in the Metro Vancouver region. Taken together, this dissertation lays out an argument
for understanding neighbourhood livability in multicultural cities from a gendered perspective,
makes several noteworthy contributions to the current literature, and offers some suggestions for
researchers, designers, and policy makers, which I discuss in the following sections.
5.1

Integration of findings and recommendations for research, policy, and practice
First, this study confirmed that the concept of neighbourhood livability is comprised of

social, built-environment and economic indicators that are linked to individuals’ happiness and
satisfaction, as suggested by Veenhoven (1993; 1995). The second significant finding to emerge
from this study is that both social and built-environment indicators of livability, along with
homeownership and individual characteristics, can affect immigrant women’s tendency toward
ethnic composition and the geographical location of a neighbourhood. Next, the findings have
highlighted the important role cultural identities, values, and beliefs, as well as the social and
physical features of a neighbourhood, play in shaping immigrant women’s perception of
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neighbourhoods. Simply put, this study confirmed that the concept of neighbourhood, similar to
livability, is subjective, and is derived from the interaction between the human and builtenvironments. This study has also proposed ten dimensions of neighbourhood livability (Figure 51) in multicultural cities, which can promote not only the quality of life for young and middle-aged
immigrant women in residential neighbourhoods but can also benefit other community members.
In the following, I give a short overview of each dimension and discuss the implications of these
findings for designers and policy makers.

Figure 5-1: Ten dimensions of neighbourhood livability in multicultural cities– immigrant women’s
perspective, “Designed by PresentationGo”
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5.1.1

A livable neighbourhood provides information and settlement supports.
Together, the qualitative findings presented in Chapter 3 thus provide evidence that

neighbourhood livability for immigrant women was defined by the settlement supports they would
receive from the community. However, the majority of those who highlighted this feature felt that
they did not know how to get information about available resources, rights, and bylaws, and how
to get assistance with housing and employment searches in their neighbourhoods, which negatively
affected their integration and settlement process. This study also provided an exciting opportunity
to advance our knowledge of the important role of local community centres and local immigrant
services in enhancing the quality of life for newcomer women in residential neighbourhoods.
Therefore, I recommend that policy makers in the Metro Vancouver region or other
multicultural cities empower newcomer women through support and guidance, as well as by
designing local newcomers’ welcome centres in residential neighbourhoods in which newcomer
women could get information about local resources and services.
5.1.2

A livable neighbourhood is multicultural and respects cultural and religious

diversity and needs.
The in-depth interviews have revealed that most immigrant women viewed multicultural
neighbourhoods as more welcoming and livable, and believed that living in those communities
gave them a sense of safety and provided an opportunity for them to learn new skills and cultures,
while living in ethnically homogenous neighbourhoods gave rise to difficulties. Further, the survey
data in Chapter 2 showed that the majority of respondents did not perceive the presence of local
ethnic grocery stores and social, cultural and religious centres equally as important as other
livability aspects such as safety, access to public transit, and housing affordability when choosing
a neighbourhood. However, the mapping exercises and the in-depth interviews indicated the
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important role ethnic grocery stores and cultural and religious places and events played in shaping
perceived neighbourhood boundaries, developing a sense of home, and belonging, and enhancing
social networks amongst immigrants and newcomers. Additionally, the statistical analysis showed
that those cultural and social places, ethnic goods, and ethnolinguistic signs positively affected
immigrant women’s tendency toward ethnically concentrated neighbourhoods.
A key policy priority in the Metro Vancouver region should therefore be to invest in
multicultural neighbourhoods in which cultural and religious diversity is accommodated. Further,
policy makers and physical and social planners should be aware of the fact that maintaining
cultural identities, traditions, and customs in residential neighbourhoods can improve the quality
of life for immigrant women. Therefore, creating local multi-cultural marketplaces and local
multi-cultural community centres in which different cultural communities can celebrate and
practice their cultural or religious traditions and customs may help make neighbourhoods more
diverse and livable. However, what mechanisms and processes are needed to create such places
represents a key question for future research.

5.1.3

A livable neighbourhood is an intercultural neighbourhood and one that facilitates

neighbourliness.
As semi-structured interviews have shown, many immigrant women defined a livable
neighbourhood as a place that facilitates intercultural communications and creates friendly spaces
for building social bonds among neighbours from different cultural groups. However, the results
of the survey indicated that many of them, particularly newcomer women, had difficulties and
challenges in making strong connections with their neighbours from different countries other than
their country of origin. Therefore, they interacted mostly with co-ethnics, and their perceived
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importance of neighbourliness contributed to the preference for ethnically concentrated
neighbourhoods. The semi-structured interviews also provided important insights into the
problems facing immigrant women––such as a sense of loneliness and depression, and
unemployment––caused by their social exclusion from the mainstream society.
Therefore, I suggest that policymakers in multicultural communities should go one step
further and design policy actions that not only support different cultural values and needs in a
neighbourhood, as discussed above, but also create local “public spaces” (Madanipour, 2020, p.
170), such as local public plazas and squares, or community spaces that facilitate dialogue and
intercultural

communications

within

diverse

communities

and

neighbours.

In

this

regard, Madanipour (2004) notes,
Social exclusion is a multi-dimensional process, and it needs multidimensional responses, which include the provision of public spaces.
Good-quality, well- managed public spaces can play a very important role
in facilitating the social integration of the disadvantaged residents: these
places are essential in catering for the daily needs of households, providing
places to meet and communicate with others and developing a symbolic
value which could create a sense of emotional attachment to the
neighbourhood and the city (p. 284).

5.1.4

A livable neighbourhood supports community engagement and social participation.
As was pointed out in Chapter 3, a livable neighbourhood for immigrant women was a

place in which they could be involved in the community and social activities. This study also
offered some important insights into the effect of social activities, community engagement, and
community events on enhancing a sense of community and facilitating social connections among
ethno-cultural groups at the neighbourhood level. Further, the results that emerged from the semistructured interviews highlighted social participation, community engagement, and social events
as a source of information for newcomers, as well as a way to learn about different cultures and
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improve their language skills. However, the lack of social activities and social events in residential
neighbourhoods were noted by some participants.
Together, these findings suggest that policies should be directed at supporting immigrant
settlement organizations, libraries, and neighbourhood community centers to undertake
community and volunteer activities, and social and recreational events such as potluck parties,
game nights, workshops, etc., particularly for mothers, children, youth, and newcomers in
residential neighbourhoods. Furthermore, the results provide more support for finding ways to
diminish the language, cultural and social barriers that immigrant women or other valuable groups
face to the community and civic participation in their neighbourhoods.
5.1.5

A livable neighbourhood has lively and quality community and learning spaces.
According to the interviews and mapping exercises, immigrant women highly valued

community and learning spaces in their neighbourhoods such as libraries, Neighbourhood Houses,
community centres, and immigrant centres, religious centres, schools, or even local cafes and
restaurants––so-called “third places” ––when defining a livable neighbourhood, and they had more
of a tendency toward using those spaces. The findings have also shown that those places created
opportunities for immigrant women to be involved in the community, foster their sense of
belonging, and facilitate their settlement process. Further, the results highlighted the effect of those
places and the programming at those places, such as recreation and English classes, or workshops,
on the neighbourhood preference of immigrant women. In other words, it is not only the existence
of the facility that affects their experiences and preferences but what goes inside the facility.
The combination of these findings suggests that policy makers and planners should put
their efforts into supporting and developing those community spaces––where offer a variety of
programs and services for immigrant women and newcomers––to create more livable and inclusive
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neighbourhoods. Further, it is crucial that they provide more accessible information, through
accessible channels, about those centres for newcomer women, as mentioned above.
5.1.6

A livable neighbourhood has vibrant street markets or other ethnic markets/stores.
Defining a livable neighbourhood, immigrant women also valued vibrant shopping streets

and shopping malls as the heart of their neighbourhoods, and they believed that those areas and
markets provided an opportunity for them to accommodate their basic needs, socialize with the
community and their friends. Therefore, planners need to know the importance of shopping streets,
as places that “provide a new backbone, revitalizing urban life, attracting new activities and
becoming a catalyst for urban development and rejuvenation” (Madanipour, 2014, p. 75).
The interviews and mapping exercises also highlighted the importance of the type, quality,
and cost of goods, foods, and services provided by the retailers and restaurants in shaping
newcomer women’s experiences of livability and their definition of neighbourhood boundaries.
Thus, the present findings remind policy makers to consider strategies for responding to
gentrification when creating action plans for walkable and livable neighbourhoods. In addition,
while issues of gentrification are outside of the scope of this research, this research highlights the
importance of protecting areas with affordable retail from urban renewal.
5.1.7

A livable neighbourhood has safe and inviting parks and playgrounds.
This study has gone some way toward enhancing our understanding of the important role

of safe and inviting local parks and playgrounds in shaping the perceived neighbourhood
boundaries and the perceived livability of neighbourhoods among immigrant women. As the
mapping exercises showed, when defining their neighbourhood boundary, the majority of
participants placed a park or greenway on their map and saw those places as the heart or their
favourite place. In addition, this research provides additional evidence that suggests the significant
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positive effect of greenways and green spaces on the perceived attractiveness of streets and parks
for walking and physical exercises, as well as for fostering social bonds between immigrant women
and their neighbours. According to the literature, these benefits are also likely common to most
residents.
Therefore, these findings can be used to develop and support greener neighbourhoods with
safe and inviting playgrounds and local parks in Metro Vancouver’s neighbourhoods. By doing so,
planners and policy makers can also decrease the negative effect of housing density and population
on the well-being and quality of life of newcomer women and other community members.
5.1.8

A livable neighbourhood is safe and healthy.
The research findings helped us to understand how safety issues, particularly at night, can

affect female newcomers’ perceptions of livability and residential neighbourhoods. According to
our descriptive study, nearly all participants rated safety as the first factor when choosing a
neighbourhood. Further, in the semi-structured interviews, they frequently highlighted the
importance of safe streets and places in their neighbourhoods. The findings also showed how
traffic, pollution, lack of visibility at night, racism, offensive behaviours, and crime are linked to
a sense of fear among newcomer women. However, these findings are likely not unique to
immigrant women.
Therefore, the implication of this finding is that policy makers should take into account the
safety needs of all women and other community members in residential neighbourhoods and create
action plans for more visibility at night, road and traffic safety, social control, and cleanliness.
More research is also needed to apply and test how different metrics of safety affect the
neighbourhood preference of newcomer women and their definition of livability. For example, we
found no correlation between the preference for safety and neighbourhood preferences, while there
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was a correlation between the preference for living close to the police station and the
neighbourhood preferences of immigrant women. Such research could help plan safer
communities for immigrant women, particularly newcomers, and other community members.
5.1.9

A livable neighbourhood have affordable and quality housing.
The survey results showed a weak negative association between the perceived importance

of housing adequacy and the preference for living in ethnically concentrated neighbourhoods.
These results were partially consistent with previous studies highlighting that immigrants are more
likely to experience poor housing quality in ethnic or segregated neighbourhoods due to housing
market discrimination. In addition, the majority of participants valued housing quality and
affordability as extremely or very important features of a livable neighbourhood–– which is likely
important to many other groups–– and indicated that they selected their neighbourhood because
they could find affordable housing for rent or purchase.
These findings, therefore, suggest that even if a neighbourhood has all the aforementioned
services and resources, it is not livable for newcomer women or other vulnerable groups if they
cannot afford to rent a home. This study, therefore, is yet another addition to the urgent call for
developing more affordable housing in residential neighbourhoods in the Metro Vancouver region.
5.1.10 A livable neighbourhood is well-connected to other parts of the city, amenities, and
workplaces.
Finally, the survey findings and the interviews pointed to the importance of living close to
public transportation, which is likely not unique to immigrant women. Thus, this study suggests
that a livable neighbourhood should be well connected to different parts of the city and amenities
such as daycares, schools, and workplaces by good public transit, which can benefit not just
newcomer women, but other residents. However, the results showed a significant difference
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between the preference of newcomer women and established immigrants in terms of living close
to public transit. In other words, this study proved that newcomers rely more on public transit to
reach their destinations. Future studies are, therefore, required to explore how to make public
transportation more attractive to established immigrants to create more sustainable communities.
5.2

Further recommendations for future research
This study has also other recommendations for future research in different fields, which

would extend the body of this work.
First, my research has demonstrated the ability of mixed methods research design (MMRD)
in developing confidence in research findings and improving their validity, as well as uncovering
the hidden dimensions of a complex phenomenon such as livability, which is also discussed by
Jick (1979). By using this method, we could shed light on why immigrant women preferred some
neighbourhoods by using statistical analysis, and we learned what they liked to have in those areas
and how they felt about their neighbourhoods by interviewing and using mental mapping exercises.
However, due to the complexity of this method, the majority of immigrant studies have been
limited to a single method, either surveys or semi-structured interviews. Thus, future social and
planning research focusing on immigrants’ needs and experiences could consider the potential
benefits of this method for their studies in uncovering other dimensions of this phenomena in other
contexts.
Second, as mentioned above, this study has illustrated that both social and physical
indicators of livability are important in predicting immigrant women’s preferences for residential
neighbourhoods and their perceived livability. My research has also highlighted the complex
relationship between subjective and objective indicators of livability. For future research,
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therefore, it is important to consider the combined effects of those indicators in measuring the
livability of residential neighbourhoods.
Third, since there is no validated questionnaire in the field of community and urban
planning for measuring perceived livability among immigrant communities, other researchers and
planning students could benefit from my survey and the findings to develop more comprehensive
metrics to measure perceived livability in future studies. Using the same survey, researchers could
also develop this study to include a bigger sample size with more diversity.
Finally, our findings have shown the importance of mental mapping exercises in exploring
newcomers’ perceptions of residential neighbourhoods. Thus, future research could take advantage
of this method to explore how immigrants and other community members feel about public spaces,
neighbourhoods, and cities. However, as noted above, some participants had difficulties with
understanding the maps, recognizing the map directions, and locations of the places. Accordingly,
future studies may innovate using ArcGIS StoryMaps or other creative digital methods which can
be more accessible, effective, and understandable for newcomers.
5.3

Final words
I started this dissertation with a short story of my experiences as a newcomer woman, and

I finish it by answering the question that I asked at the beginning of this journey: “Do other
newcomer women go through experiences and challenges in residential neighbourhoods similar to
mine?” My answer is YES! As previously mentioned, I found that the definition of livability for
vulnerable people such as newcomer women has wider dimensions, as compared to established
residents and non-immigrants, as they face more challenges in their daily life. Therefore,
addressing their needs not only improves their quality of life but can also improve the quality of
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life for other members of society. We all live on the same planet, and we are all connected to each
other, as Saadi Shirazi says in his poem:
The sons of Adam are limbs of each other,
Having been created of one essence.
When the calamity of time affects one limb
The other limbs cannot remain at rest.
If you have no sympathy for the troubles of others,
You are unworthy to be called by the name of a Human!
During the COVID-19 pandemic, we, all humans, have experienced how the topic of
livability is important, particularly for vulnerable people. For so many of us, our neighbourhood
was the only area after our home where we could visit for many months. During this pandemic
and quarantine, so many of us experienced how important it was to live close to a local cheap
grocery store in which we could do our grocery shopping without going to other parts of the city.
We experienced how important it was to live near a local park or quality public spaces where we
could walk and breathe without fear of exposure to COVID-19. We learned how important it was
to live in a clean, healthy, and safe neighbourhood and how a sense of community among
neighbours and neighbourliness could make our life happier and safer. And we learned how the
livability of our planet is in danger if we do not care for other people.
Therefore, this topic is still a vital issue for future research, and I am confident that my
research will serve as a basis for future studies on livability and immigrant communities. I hope
that my research will help solve the difficulties facing immigrant women, particularly recent
immigrants, in residential neighbourhoods and that it will help make residential neighbourhoods a
better place to live for all residents.
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Appendix B : Survey questions
Welcome to our survey!
You are invited to participate in a web-based online survey for a PhD research project entitled “Multicultural
livable neighbourhoods: Immigrant Women’s Experiences” that is being conducted by Marjan Ebneshahidi as
a PhD candidate at UBC, studying with Prof. Cynthia Girling (Principal Investigator), Dr. Michael Meitner, and Dr.
Maged Senbel.
To begin, please click "Next".
This survey is available in 6 languages: English, Farsi, Arabic, Punjabi, Chinese (Traditional and Simplified) and
Korean. To display the survey in your preferred language, you should first click on the language tab at the top right
side of the survey and select one of them.
.هذا االستبيان متوفر باللغة العربية
 يجب عليك أوال النقرعلى عالمه التيوب،لعرض االستبيان بالعربية
(English)
في الجانب العلوي األيمن
من االستبيان و ثم اختيار العربية
 ُکره ای وچينی، پنجابی، عربی، فارسی، انگليسی: زبان در دسترس می باشد۶ اين نظرسنجی به
 در سمت راست کليک کنيد و، ابتدا بايد روی گزينه زبان در باال،برای ن مايش نظرسنجی به زبان مورد نظر
يکی از زبانها را انتخاب نماييد.
本网上问卷调查共提供六种语言版本：英文、波斯文、阿拉伯文、旁遮普文、中文、 韩语。
请点击右侧的相应语言框以选择合适的语言
본 설문조사는 6 개의 언어 (영어, 페르시아어, 아랍어, 펀자브어, 중국어, 한국어)로 준비되어있습니다.
원하시는 언어로 설문을 진행하시려면, 오른쪽 상단의 언어 탭 (ENGLISH tab)에서 선택하여 주시길
바랍니다
ਇਹ ਸਰਵੇਖਣ 6 ਭਾਸਾਵਾਂ ਵਵਿੱ ਚ ਉਪਲਬਧ ਹੈ: ਅੰ ਗਰੇਜ਼ੀ, ਫਾਰਸ਼ੀ, ਅਰਬ਼ੀ, ਪੰ ਜਾਬ਼ੀ, ਮੈਂਡਵਰਨ ਅਤੇ ਕੋਰ਼ੀਅਨ।
ਆਪਣ਼ੀ ਪਸੰ ਦ਼ੀਦਾ ਭਾਸ਼ਾ ਵਵਚ ਸਰਵੇਖਣ ਨੰ ਪਰਦਰਵਸ਼ਤ ਕਰਨ ਲਈ, ਸਭ ਤੋਂ ਪਵਹਲਾਂ ਵਸਖਰ ਸਿੱ ਜੇ ਪਾਸੇ ਭਾਸ਼ਾ ਟੈਬ ਤੇ ਕਵਲਕ ਕਰੋ ਅਤੇ ਉਹਨਾਂ
ਵਵਿੱ ਚੋਂ ਇਿੱ ਕ ਦ਼ੀ ਚੋਣ ਕਰੋ।
Once you complete the survey,
you will automatically be entered into a draw to win up to $100
The purpose of this survey is to understand how you like your current neighbourhood and what you would like
to have there.
This survey includes two parts. We will ask some questions about yourself and your neighbourhood.
If you participate, even if you withdraw, you will be entered into a draw to win a $50
Visa/MasterCard gift card. If you complete the second part of the survey, even if you withdraw, you will be
entered into a second draw of $50.
This survey should take approximately 15 minutes to complete.
The survey deadline is ……
Your responses will be confidential.
Thank you in advance for taking the time to complete this survey.

If you submit this form, you are consenting to participate in this survey project as designed.
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"Consent Form "
Risks/ Benefits There are no known risks to you of participating in this research. You have a chance to win
one or two $50 prepaid Visa Gift Cards for participating in this survey. We will randomly select one
participant for each part of the survey. All participants, even who participate and withdraw, will be allowed to
enter the draw.
Voluntary Participation
Your participation in this research must be completely voluntary. If you do decide to participate, you may
withdraw at any time without any consequences or any explanation. If you do withdraw from the study, your
data will be used only if you give permission, otherwise, all files will be destroyed using permanent delete
security software.
Confidentiality
Your survey answers will be sent to a link where data will be stored in a password protected electronic format.
All of the information obtained about you and the results of the research will be treated CONFIDENTIALITY.
If you participate, your information is NOT to be given to anyone not involved in the project. The results of
this study may be published or communicated in other ways, but it will be impossible to identify you.
Contact information
You may contact Ms. Marjan Ebneshahidi as a researcher if you have further questions via email…….
The Principal Investigator, Prof. Cynthia Girling may also be contacted if you have any questions or concerns,
…
Complaints or Concerns about the study
If you have any concerns or complaints about your rights as a research participant and/or your experiences
while participating in this study, contact the Research Participant Complaint Line in the UBC Office of
Research Ethics at ……………
Having read the above, I understand that by clicking the “Yes” button below, I agree to take part in this
study under the terms and conditions outlined in the accompanied letter of information:

o
o

Yes, I agree to participate. (1)
No, I do not agree to participate. (2)

"Part 1"
General questions about yourself and your experiences of your current neighbourhood*
* Please note that in this survey by neighbourhood we mean the area that you could
walk to in 1-20 minutes from your home.
Q6 What is your gender?
o Male o Female o Other, please specify ________________________________________________
What is your age group?
▼ 0-19 (1) ... 90 and over (16)
What is your primary job?
O Employed full time
O Employed part time
O Student
O Homemaker
O Self-employed
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O Retired
O Unemployed
O Unable to work
O Other
Do you have a serious vision, hearing, physical or mental disability?
o Yes
o No
What is the highest level of education you completed?
select the previous grade or highest degree received.

If currently enrolled,

O No certificate/diploma/degree
O High school diploma or equivalent
O Apprenticeship or trades certificate or diploma
O College or other non-university certificate or diploma
O Bachelor's degree
O Postgraduate degree (Master's degree; earned doctorate).

What is your estimated annual household income*?
*Total household income is the sum of the total income of all members of the household.
▼ Less than $10,000 (1) ... More than $100,000 (11)

How many people are in your household*? (It includes yourself as well) *A household consists of one or more
people who reside in the same dwelling and share meals or living accommodation.
▼ 1 (1) ... 20 and more people (54)

Please mark the groups that you feel most closely describe(s) your ethnic origin*. (You may select more
than one)
* Ethnic origin refers to the ethnic or cultural group(s) to which your ancestors belong.
▢ North American Aboriginal
▢ Other North American (e.g., Acadian, American, Canadian, etc.)
▢ Caribbean
▢ Oceania origins
▢ European
▢ Latin/central/South American (e.g., Brazilian, Chilean, Mexican, etc.)
▢ Central and West African (e.g., Nigerian, Malian, Ghanaian, etc.)
▢ North African (e.g., Algerian, Egyptian, etc.)
▢ Southern and East African (e.g., Somali, Ugandan, etc.)
▢ West Central Asian/Middle Eastern (e.g., Iranian, Afghan, Syrian, Armenian, etc.)
▢ South Asian (e.g., East Indian, Pakistani, Punjabi, Sri Lankan, etc.)
▢ East Asian (e.g., Chinese, Japanese, Mongolian, etc.)
▢ Southeast Asian (e.g., Filipino, Vietnamese, etc.)
▢ Other, please specify ________________________________________________
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Do you actively practice any religion?
o Yes
o No
What is your religion? (Please write)
…………………………………………………
Can you speak English well enough to conduct a conversation?
o Completely o Mostly o Somewhat o Not at all

What is your mother tongue*? (Please write)
………………………………………………..
*Mother tongue means the language that you first learned at home in childhood and still understand.
What language do you speak most often at home? (Please write)
………………………………………………..
In which country and city were you born? (Please write)
o Country ________________________________________________
o City ________________________________________________
In which country and city have you lived the longest? (Please write)
o Country ________________________________________________
o City ________________________________________________
How many years have you lived in Canada?
▼ Less than 1 year (1) ... 90 and more (91)
What city do you live in?
▼ Burnaby (1) ... Other (23)
How long have you lived there?
▼ Less than one year (3) ... 90 and more (91)
I live with……? (You may select more than one)
▢ Alone
▢ My partner/wife/husband
▢ My children under 5 years old
▢ My children between 6 and 17 years old
▢ My children over 18 years old
▢ My parents
▢ Other members of family (sister, brother, grandmother, grandfather…)
▢ My friend(s)
▢ Other, please specify ________________________________________________
How many times have you relocated so far in Metro Vancouver?
▼ 0 (1) ... 10 and more (10)
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What is your postal code*? (Please write)
*We use this to know the services available in your area.

How many years have you lived in your current neighbourhood?
▼ Less than 1 year (1) ... 90 and more (91)

Which method of transport do you use most frequently for...?

226

What type of dwelling do you live in?

o High-rise apartment/ 5 stories or more

o

Low-rise apartment/ fewer than 5 stories

o Town house/Duplex

o

o
o

House

Hotel; rooming/lodging house
Other, please specify
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Is your dwelling...?
o Owned, fully paid
o Owned, with a
mortgage or other
financing
o Rented
o Living rent-free
o Other, please specify

Did you consider the quality/location of the neighbourhood* when renting/buying your house?
o
o

Yes
No

I selected this neighbourhood to rent/buy my home because it was/had … (you may select up to three)
▢ safe (No vandalism, graffiti, or crime)
▢ residents belonging my culture/community
▢ affordable housing
▢ available public services
▢ better quality housing
▢ friendly neighbours
▢ quiet
▢ vibrant night life
▢ attractive buildings/homes
▢ privacy
▢ Other, please specify ________________________________________________
▢ N/A

I selected this neighbourhood to rent/buy my home because it was close to… (you may select up to three)
▢ public transit
▢ ethnic grocery stores
▢ Shops
▢ public services (Police/hospital/healthcare facilities)
▢ daycares/schools
▢ green spaces /parks/natural areas
▢ my workplace
▢ my relatives/friends
▢ cultural/religious centres/events
▢ highways/main streets
▢ Other, please specify ________________________________________________
▢ N/A
Do you mostly socialize with people from your cultural group/your country in Metro
Vancouver?
o Yes o No o I dislike socializing
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Are most of your neighbours from your cultural group/your country?
o Yes o No o I do not know my neighbours.

What are your main reasons for walking in your neighborhood*? (You may select up to three)
▢ I do not walk in my neighborhood
▢ Walking my dog (or other pets)
▢ Going to bus stops (or other public transit stations)
▢ Visiting neighbours
▢ Getting out with children
▢ Exercising
▢ Going to a specific place (Restaurant, café, store, post office, etc.)
▢ Going to workplace
▢ Going to school
▢ Enjoy the outdoors
▢ Other, please specify
Do you feel safe to walk alone in your neighborhood during the day?
o
o
o
o
o

Completely
Mostly
Somewhat
Not at all
N/A

Do you feel safe to walk alone in your neighborhood at night?
o
o
o
o
o

Completely
Mostly
Somewhat
Not at all
N/A

Do you expect to move from where you live now?
o

Yes

o

No

o

I am not sure/ I do not know

(If not) Why? (Please select up to three)
▢ High rent
▢ Safety/security
▢ Housing quality
▢ To be closer to public services/grocery stores
▢ To be closer to workplace
▢ To be closer to my family/close friends
▢ To be closer to my community (people from my culture/country)
▢ To be closer to schools/daycares
▢ I need a different size house/more space
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▢ I will be evicted by landlord
▢ Other, please specify
Are you willing to participate in an interview as an important part of this project?
You will receive a $10 gift card for participating in the interview!
The purpose of this interview is to understand how you like your neighbourhood and how you would make it
better. If you are not comfortable speaking English, a professional translator will be provided.
This interview will be done by Ms. Marjan Ebneshahidi. She will make an appointment to meet you in a
location of your choice to conduct the interview.
Please provide your contact information if you would like to participate in the interview.
If you choose to provide contact information such as your phone number or email/home address, your survey
responses may no longer be anonymous to the researcher. However, no names or identifying information
would be included in any publications or presentations based on these data, and your responses to this survey
will remain confidential.
Name ________________________________________________
Email address ________________________________________________
Telephone number ________________________________________________

"Part 2"

More questions about your experiences/preferences
I want to continue:

o
o

Yes
No

Display This Question:
If "Part 2" More questions about your experiences/preferences

I want to continue: = No

Thank you for completing our survey!
Please provide an email address where we can inform you about the gift card.

________________________________________________________________
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I prefer to live in a neighbourhood located within:

If the quality/price of the home was exactly the same, I would like to live in a...
o High-rise apartment/ 5 stories or more
o Low-rise apartment/ fewer than 5 stories
o Town house/Duplex
o House
o Other, please specify
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Are you satisfied with your current neighborhood?
o Completely
o Mostly
o Somewhat
o Not at all
o N/A
Did you live in another neighbourhood in BC, Canada before moving to your current neighbourhood?
o
o

Yes
No

What were your main reasons for leaving the neighbourhood where you lived in before moving? (You may
select up to three)
▢ High rent
▢ Safety/security
▢ Housing quality
▢ To be closer to public services/grocery stores
▢ To be closer to workplace
▢ To be closer to my family/close friends
▢ To be closer to my community (people from my culture/country)
▢ To be closer to schools/daycares
▢ I needed a different size house/more space
▢ Evicted by landlord
▢ Other, please specify
How important are the following factors for where (neighbourhood) you want to rent/buy a home to live in?
Extremely
important
1.

Very
important

Moderately
important

Slightly
important

Not at all
important

o

o

o

o

o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

7.
8.

Having many residents
belonging to my
culture/community
Affordable housing
Quality housing
Feeling safe
Friendly neighbours
Attractive
buildings/homes
No litter
Signs in your language

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

9.

Night life

o

o

o

o

o

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
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How important is it to you to live close to….?
Extremely
important
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Green spaces
/parks/playgrounds
Public transit
Workplaces
Schools/daycares
Health
services/hospitals
Ethnic grocery stores
Restaurants/cafes
Cultural/social/religious
centres or events

9. Shops
10. Police station

Very
important

Moderately
important

Slightly
important

Not at all
important

o

o

o

o

o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o

o

o

o

o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

What barriers do you have to walking in your neighbourhood during the daytime? (You may select more
than one)
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

There is no one to go walking with me
There is nowhere green/pleasant to walk
There are no paved walkways
There are no attractive places to go (e.g., shops, pub, community centres, park)
I worry about my personal safety
There is too much traffic on the roads
There is too much pollution
I can't read signs and I easily get lost
I am treated badly by other residents because of my gender, race, ethnicity, or religion
I can't go to some public spaces because of my culture or religion.
Other, please specify _________________________
N/A

What barriers do you have to walking in your neighbourhood at night? (You may select more than one)
o There is no one to go walking with me
o There is nowhere green/pleasant to walk
o There are no attractive places to go (e.g., shops, pub, park, restaurant)
o I worry about my personal safety
o There is too much traffic on the roads
o There is too much pollution
o I can't read signs and I easily get lost
o It is too dark at night.
o I am treated badly by other residents because of my gender, race, ethnicity, or religion
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o
o
o

I can't go to some public spaces because of my culture or religion.
Other, please specify ________________________________________________
N/A

My neighbourhood is a good place....

Strongly
agree

Agree

Somewhat Neither
agree
agree
nor
disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Disagree

Strongly N/A
Disagree

for children to
play

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

to sit and
enjoy the
surroundings

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

to raise
teenagers
I mostly spend my spare time with my…
o Family
o Neighbours
o Colleagues
o Friends (Does not include your neighbours and colleagues)
o Alone
o Other, please specify ________________________________________________

How often do you do each of the leisure activities?
Daily

A few
times per
week

Once per Once a
month
week

A few
times per
month

A few
Never
times per
year

Visiting family

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Visiting close friends
Communicating/socializing with
neighbours
Eating out
Exercising (walking, biking,
jogging,…)

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

Visiting parks/forest/green spaces

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Visiting shopping malls

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Participating in sociocultural or
religious events

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Visiting Mountains
Going to the beach/seawall

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

How important is it to you to have social interactions with other people (e.g., your neighbours) in your
neighbourhood?
▼ Extremely important (1) ... Not at all important (5)

Please provide an email address where we can inform you about the gift card.

________________________________________________________________
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Appendix C : Interview consent form

Consent form
You are invited to participate in a PhD research project entitled “Multicultural Livable Neighbourhoods: Immigrant
Women’s Experiences” that is being conducted by Marjan Ebneshahidi as a PhD student in Interdisciplinary Studies
Graduate Program at the University of British Columbia, as well as Prof. Cynthia Girling (Principal Investigator),
Dr. Michael Meitner and Dr. Maged Senbel as the supervisory committee.

Purpose of this research
The purpose of this research is to explore what physical and non-physical factors affect immigrant women’s
experiences of their residential neighbourhood and identify the most important barriers those population have
experienced in their neighbourhoods.
Importance of this research
This study can help us develop effective strategies to design safe, attractive, healthy and livable neighbourhoods for
immigrant women and other residents in Canadian cities
What is involved?
If you agree to voluntarily participate in this research, you will be interviewed about your experiences of your
current neighbourhood, your outdoor activities, as well as what you would like to be different in this community.
During the interview, we will be recording the process using both handwriting and audio technology. The purpose of
the audio recording is to allow researchers to prepare written transcripts later. The audio will not be heard by anyone
outside the research team.
Inconvenience
Participation in this study may cause some inconvenience only regarding the time to conduct the interview. This
interview is expected to take from 45 minutes to one hour.
Risks
There are no known risks to you of participating in this research.
Benefits
You will receive a $10 gift card after conducting the interview because of your participation in this study. There are
also indirect benefits to you for participating in this study. You may benefit from reflecting on the successes and
shortcomings of this neighbourhood, in addition to benefits of informing future work.
Voluntary Participation
Your participation in this research must be completely voluntary. If you do decide to participate, you may withdraw
at any time without any consequences or any explanation. If you do withdraw from the study, your data will be used
only if you give permission, otherwise all audio, and text files will be destroyed using permanent delete security
software.

Page 1 of 2 , February 1, 2018
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Anonymity and confidentiality
All of the information obtained about you and the results of the research will be treated confidentiality. If you
participate, no one will be able to identify you or your answers, and no one will know whether or not you
participated in the study. When your role with this project is complete, your comments will be anonymized. Your
interview will be identified only by a number code, there will be no record that links the data collected from you
with any personal data from which you could be identified (e.g., your name, address, email, etc.). Up until the point
at which your data have been anonymized, you can decide not to consent to having your data included in further
analyses. The results of this study may be published or communicated in other ways, but it will be impossible to
identify you. If at any time you would like for your comments to be off the record, please feel free to say so and
your wishes will be respected.
You may contact Marjan if you have further questions via email: Marjan.ebneshahidi@alumni.ubc.ca or by calling,
604-615-6924.
The supervisory committee, Prof. Cynthia Girling (Principal Investigator), Dr. Maged Senbel and Dr. Michael
Meitner, may also be contacted if you have any questions or concerns, cgirling@sala.ubc.ca, , maged.senbel@ubc.ca
and mike.meitner@ubc.ca.
Complaints or Concerns about the study
If you have any concerns or complaints about your rights as a research participants and/or your experiences while
participating in this study, contact the Research Participant Complaint Line in the UBC Office of Research Ethics at
604-822-8598 or of long distance e-mail RSIL@ors.ubc.ca or call toll free 1-877-822-8598.
************************************************************
CONSENT
You will be given a copy of this consent form to keep for your own records. If you wish to participate in this study,
please sign and date below.
_____________________________
Participant's Name (please print)

____________________________

_______________

Participant's Signature

Date

Page 2 of 2 , February 1, 2018
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Appendix D : interview questions and the mental mapping exercise

Participant Code:
Date ...
Time ....
Location of the interview ......
Consent form signed: Yes.... No...
Length of the interview.....................
Language of the interview............

Let’s start with checking the information you provided in the survey.
Gender: ...
Age: ...
Neighbourhood location: ......
Country of origin: ...
Having children at home or not: ...
The main language: ......
Length of residence in Canada: ......
How many times have you relocated? ......
Immigrant status....................

Great. Thank you so much. Now I will ask some simple questions about your experiences after landing in
Canada.
Part 1: Your settlement experiences in your first year in Canada
First of all, I will start with some questions about your experiences during the first three months in Canada
1.

May I know in what city and neighbourhood you settled after your arrival?
▪
Reason(s) for selecting
▪
How did you get information about the city and neighbourhood?
▪
Who helped: organization -family/friends or social media
▪
How?
▪
Did you have sufficient resources and supports?
▪
Did you join any group or use any apps or digital tools to get information about
your ......?
City, neighbourhood, public transport, social activities, stores etc.

2.
3.
4.
5.

What were you first needs and challenges after arrival?
Did that city/neighbourhood fit your initial needs and preferences? (Please tell me a story of your first
experiences about .........)
Did you have any challenges of using public services or finding housing? Were they friendly? Did you
enjoy using public services?
Please tell me a story of your first memories and experiences [How did you feel about the city and
neighbourhood?] Did you enjoy walking or living in this city or neighbourhood?
•
•

A good/bad experience?
A specific place?
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•
6.

Do you remember a main place (landmark) where you visited frequently in the city? Did someone share the
experience of this place with you?
•
•
•
•

7.

What was special about the places?

How did you go?
With whom?
How did you feel? If you close your eyes and think back to this place, what do you see? Hear? Smell?
Feel?
How was this place different/similar from your special places in your country?

Do you believe that neighbourhood or city was welcoming? why/why not?

Part 2: Stories of your current city and neighbourhood
Great. Thank you so much for your comprehensive responses to my questions. Now, in the next step, I will ask some
questions about your current neighbourhood
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.

Have your feelings changed about the area you live?
Has it become better or worse? why?
How does this place make you feel?
What are the things about the place that you really value /value the most?
How is this neighbourhood different form/similar to your neighbourhoods in your country?
Can you find your culture or identity in this place? does this area match your culture and lifestyle?
Is it a family friendly area? why?
What makes this place welcoming?
What are some things that affect how you feel? Where do you believe these feelings came from?
Your suggestions to improve this area.
A story of your bad experiences in this area
What would you want to change about this place?
How do you feel about the buildings in this area?
What do you think about their sizes, color, material?
Are they attractive?
Is there enough space between houses in this neighbourhood?
Do you feel crowded in this neighbourhood or not? why yes?
Do you have enough privacy in your neighbourhood? Do you feel that you annoyed or bothered
by the noise or activity or behaviour of neighbours? Have you experienced any discrimination?
Do you feel safe? Why?
Do you know your neighbours?
How do you feel about people’s behaviours in your neighbourhoods or even in this city?
Do you have friends in your neighbourhood? Would like to have friends in your neighbourhood?
why?
Do you feel that you are connected to your community in this neighbourhood? why? or do you
feel you are isolated?
Are you active in your community e.g., members of any groups? If so, in what ways? (Barriers to
being active)
Do you know people who are actively making your neighbourhood a better place to live? What are
they doing?
What makes you feel connected to your neighbourhood or community (feel part of the
community)?
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-Resources
-Families
-Friends
-Public events
-People from your country - Emotional support -language
27. Where do you go to get involved in the community? (for example, public events, classes...)
• Experiences
• Tools to find people or events
• What would make it easier for you to take part in these activities to help shape your
neighbourhood in Canada?
28. If you have any questions about your neighborhood or want to report a problem or an issue in your
neighbourhood, how do you do it?
• Why?
• How do you go there?
27. How do you feel about your neighbours? do you know them? Where do you mostly visit them?
28. Have you heard anything about community gardens, or have you joined a community garden in
your neighbourhood?
▪
▪
▪
▪

Where?
Your reason to join or not to join?
What do you do there?
How does it mean to you?

29. Where and how can you find and interact with people from your community?
30. How important is it to have access to people from your community?
31. How do you get connected to your community?

32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.

▪ Media
▪ Groups
▪ Centers
▪ Organizations
Do you think if it would be better to live near your community or in a multicultural community?
▪
Why?
What would you like to have in your community to experience the sense of welcoming or
belonging?
What have you missed from your country?
How different is your current neighbourhood from the neighbourhood(s) in your home country?
Are there aspects of other cities/neighbourhoods you have lived in that could improve quality of
your current neighbourhood?
Do you have any suggestions for your neighbourhood?
Would you like to live in other cities or neighbourhoods?
As an immigrant, of all your needs in the neighbourhood, which of those are the most critical – the
things you feel should be addressed first?
How could a social worker help your current situation or help others in adapting and adjusting to
the changes and challenges faced by a new immigrant?
How do you define a livable neighborhood in one sentence? What does it mean to you?

Part3: mapping exercise
1.

Where do you consider to be the boundary of your neighbourhood?
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2.
3.

• Why this boundary? (One important reason)
• Do you feel like you belong to this place or not?
• Does this area/housing match your culture and lifestyle?
Can you show me the places that are important to you?
Can you show me the heart of the neighbourhood?
•
•
•
•
•

Why here?
How often do you go to this place?
How do you go to this place?
What do you normally do?
With whom?

4.

Please show me your favorite place in this neighbourhood.
• Why?
• When do you go to this place? How often?
• With whom?
• How do you go there? A story of your good/bad experiences in this area.
5. Please show me your least favorite outdoor place in this neighbourhood. Why?
6. Do you know a place/street/area in this neighbourhood or city that reflects your identity and culture,
and you feel at home?
• If no, do you want to have it? why?
• How does it reflect your culture?
• What makes you feel so attached emotionally?
7. Please imagine you want to go to a place in this neighborhood [with your kid(s)] and family and get
relaxed. Can you show me where it is?
• Is it different from the place you go alone?
• Where?
• Why?
• How?
• What activities?
• When?
• Good or bad experiences?
8. Please show me the grocery store(s) you go mostly in this neighbourhood.
• How do you go there?
• For what?
• Are you satisfied with?
• How often/when?
• With whom?
9. Please show me other grocery stores you go.
• How?
• How do you feel about them?
• How often/when?
• With whom?
• For what?
10. Please show where you go shopping for non-food items? (e.g., clothes, household items, etc.)
11. Are there other services you go daily or once a week? Please show me.
• Where?
• How?
• How do you feel about them?
• With whom?
• When?
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• For what?
12. Do you do your cultural or religious practices or activities? Do you feel that these ethic activities
connect you more to the local community or to your way of life? Please explain.
•
•
•
•
•
•

What?
Where?
How do you go there?
What do you do to keep your cultural identity?
Are there any other activities that are beneficial for you or for others in your community?
Are there barriers that do not allow you or your family from practicing your cultural or other
practices?

13. Show your favourite places for socializing and meeting with your neighbours or friends in your
neighbourhood.
14. Where is the park or green space you go mostly?
•
•
•
•
•
•

Why?
how do you go there?
How do you feel?
What activities?
What facilities should be available?
What problems are perceived?

15. Please show safe and unsafe places/pathways during the day and night on the map.
•
•

Why safe?
Why unsafe- what would you want to change about this place?

Now that we are coming to the end of the interview, is there anything that has come to your mind that you would
like to share with me?
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Appendix E : Further statistical analyses
E.1
Neighbourhood choice factors: Difference between newcomers and established
immigrants

Neighbourhood choice
factors

Chi-Square test
Newcomers

Long-term
residents

Sig.

Availability/quality
Safety
Affordable housing

51
46.5

56.2
45.1

.327
.785

Available public services

48.5

36.4

.021*

Quiet
Housing quality
Privacy/secured buildings
Friendly neighbours
Many residents belonging
to my culture/community
Attractiveness
Nightlife
Proximity
Public transit
Shops/grocery stores
Workplaces
Green
spaces/parks/playgrounds
Schools/daycares
Ethnic grocery stores
Police station /healthcare
facilities
Highways/main streets
Friends and relatives
Cultural, social, or
religious centers or events

20.5
12.5
9
10.5
9.5

31.5
27.2
14.8
12.3
9.3

.017*
.000***
.086
.582
.938

6
3

8.6
4.3

.333
.502

67.5
36
29
30

52.5
29
32.1
29.6

.004**
.159
.524
.939

15.5
14.5
12

27.2
14.8
13.6

.006**
.933
.654

8
13.5
0.5

18.5
11.7
6.8

.003*
.615
.001***
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E.2

Mann Whitney U test

Perceived importance
of neighbourhood
features
Safety

Mean

SD

4.75

.493

Housing quality

4.47

.641

Affordable housing

4.43

.843

Cleanliness

4.12

.962

Friendly neighbours

3.71

1.064

Housing and building
attractiveness
Night life

3.35

1.016

2.28

1.2421

Many residents
belonging to my
culture/community)
Signs in the first
language of residents
Proximity to public
transit
Proximity to green
spaces/parks/playground
Proximity to workplaces

1.99

1.058

1.57

1.008

4.33

.909

3.97

.984

3.77

1.0181

Proximity to
shops/grocery stores
Proximity to health
centres/hospitals
Proximity to
restaurants/cafes
Proximity to schools/day
cares
Proximity to Ethnic
grocery stores
Proximity to police
station
Proximity to cultural,
social, or religious
centers or events

3.75

.961

3.40

1.1021

3.20

1.0841

2.99

1.633

2.93

1.185

2.65

1.221

2.45

1.241

Social interaction with
neighbours

2.93

1.052

G1: Newcomers
G2: Established
immigrants
Mean Rank
P
G1
G2
184.51
.403
177.79
189.9)
.055
171.12
183.96
.569
178.47
188.86
.112
172.41
179.31
.645
184.21
180.28
.796
183.01
183.12
.734
179.51
178.65
.542
185.02
183.17
179.44
195.10
163.68
184.78
177.45
188.99
1722.26
185.55
176.50
183.25
179.34
181.81
181.12
177.24
186.76
180.35
182.92
190.68
170.17
179.0
183.48

172.30
192.86

.683
.002**
.484
.113
.387
.713
.948
.373
.810
.056
.738

.052

G1: Homeowners
G2: renters
Mean Rank
G1
G2
192.92
177.20
186.31
179.69
157.36
190.59
188.33
178.93
203.66
173.16
201.41
174.01
176.17
183.51
187.11
179.39

P

.079
.544
.002**
.416
.010*
.020*
.536
.508

196.27
175.94
166.73
187.06
15544.5

.046*

167.80
186.66
181.30
181.58
209.71
170.88
192.64
177.31
198.33
175.17
186.14
179.75
202.53
173.58
191.84
177.61

.109

181.47
181.59

.067
.544

.981
.001***
.195
.052
.593
.016*
.233

.992

G1: Visible minority
G2: White/European
Mean Rank
G1
G2
182.73
170.97
183.18
167.21
184.14
158.99
186.75
136.74
183.20
167.03
182.28
174.87
184.45
156.37
186.24
141.08
180.27
191.95
183.31
166.07
179.83
195.70
184.42
156.61
185.23
149.71
186.71
137.11
180.85
187.07
186.71
137.07
189.58
112.57
187.19
133.03
185.57
146.76

P

.367
.315
.108
.003**
.348
.665
.104
008**

.430
.285
.350
.104
.036*
.004**
.718
.004**
.000***
.002**
.025*

182.24
175.17

.680
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E.3
Spearman rank correlation: Association between demographic factors and the
perceived importance of neighbourhood features

Demographic factors (r)
Perceived importance of
neighbourhood

Many residents belonging to my
culture/community (ethnic
composition)
Safety
Friendly neighbours
Affordable housing
Privacy/secured buildings
Housing quality
Housing and building
attractiveness
Nightlife
Cleanliness
Signs in the first language of
residents
Ethnic grocery stores
Police station
Cultural, social, or religious
centers or events
Public transit
Green spaces/parks/playgrounds
Workplaces
Schools/day cares
Health centres/hospitals
Restaurants/cafes
Shops/grocery stores
Social interaction with
neighbours

Age

Length of stay in
Canada

Education
level

English
level

Presence of
children at
home

-.015

.019

-.048

-.042

.053

.078
.351**
-.175**
.085
.080
.129*

-.013
.080
-.032
-.039
-.005
.034

-.074
-.019
-.097
-.090
-.018
.078

-.078
-.147**
-.012
-.149**
-.088
-.060

.196**
.279**
-.029
.113*
.076
-.008

-.018
.204**
.010

.003
-.060
.008

-.059
-.068
-.159**

-.123*
-.012
-.080

-.111*
.158**
.026

.016
.069
.139**

.020
-.074
.013

-.128*
-.208**
-.077

-.062
-.239**
-.078

.028
.124*
.202**

-.282**
.101
-.080
.087
.110*
-.160**
-.087

-.186**
-.012
-.068
.050
.025
.041
-.047

.022
.063
-.001
-.068
-.083
-.058
-.114*

.046
.016
-.065
-.194**
-.107*
.075
-.046

-.249**
.182**
-.152**
.526**
.136**
-.193*
-.117*

.182**

.133*

.084

.055

.246**

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level
***Correlation is significant at the .001 level
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Appendix F : Socio-economic-cultural condition of neighbourhoods
F.1

Ethnic diversity (Canada Census 2011-Staticicts Canada)50

IM5 and IM23, Vancouver

IM3, Burnaby

50

Generated by censusmapper.ca
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IM4 and IM20, Coquitlam

IM6, Vancouver
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IM8 and IM9, Burnaby

IM15, North Vancouver

248

IM22, Burnaby

IM24, New Westminster

249

IM25, Vancouver

F.2

Median income- Household (Canada Census 2016) 51

IM5 and IM23, Vancouver

51

Generated by censusmapper.ca
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IM3, Burnaby

IM4 and IM20, Coquitlam

251

IM6, Vancouver

IM8 and IM9, Burnaby
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IM15, North Vancouver

IM22, Burnaby

253

IM24, New Westminster

IM25, Vancouver
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