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Abstract 

 

Canada is known as a country of immigrants, who are considered crucial to Canada’s 

capacity to address its workforce needs and reach its population and economic growth targets. 

Over the last three decades, immigrants to Canada have been creating new patterns of migration 

by settling on the periphery of major Canadian cities. While the number of Iranian immigrants 

residing in the suburbs has been rapidly increasing over the last two decades, little research has 

been conducted on their settlement and integration experiences.  

 

This research study explores the settlement and integration experiences of recent Iranian 

immigrants who reside in suburban Vancouver. It also investigates the barriers and challenges 

these recent immigrants face during their integration into the new society and the coping 

strategies they develop to deal with these barriers. The availability and cultural appropriateness 

of existing settlement services are also explored. A questionnaire-based survey was conducted 

to explore the settlement and the integration experiences of 127 recent Iranian immigrants living 

in the suburbs of Vancouver (37 from Surrey, 43 from Burnaby, and 47 from Coquitlam).  

 

Despite the evident similarities between the three study groups, research findings showed 

that they are also distinctly different in many ways. These differences suggest that, despite 

coming from the same ethnic background and country of origin, the settlement stories and 

experiences of these immigrants are not necessarily the same. These differences need to be 

recognized when drawing conclusions, either in the scholarly literature or in the process of 

settlement-service planning.   

Most of the recent Iranian immigrants in this study lacked sufficient information on housing 

and housing services upon arrival in Canada. They also shared their frustration with a lack of 

language and employment services in the suburbs where they lived. As a result, most relied on 

their informal resources and connections when searching for a job. Discrimination is another 

barrier that immigrants frequently encounter during the settlement and integration process. Each 

sample reported experiencing a form of discrimination unique to their suburb. As such, when 

planning settlement services and programs, failure to address one aspect would likely impact 

other aspects of immigrants’ experiences.  

 

Key words: Settlement and integration, suburbanization, immigration, housing 
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Lay Summary 

 

Within the last three decades, the suburbs of Vancouver census metropolitan area (CMA) 

have become the port of entry for many new immigrants to Canada. The Iranian immigrant 

communities in these suburbs have been rapidly growing during the last twenty years. This 

study explores the settlement and integration experiences of recent Iranian immigrants who 

live in the suburbs of Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam, the barriers and challenges they face, 

and the coping strategies they use when faced with a lack of settlement services.  

This research was conducted over a nine-month period (August 2017 to April 2018) by 

administering exploratory survey questionnaires to 127 recent Iranian immigrants living in the 

three suburbs (Surrey 37, Burnaby 43, and Coquitlam 47). This study’s findings suggest that 

while these immigrants share some settlement and integration experiences, there are notable 

differences among the three suburbs. This research study has theory and policy implications, 

and presents recommendations for future research.  
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Chapter 1- Introduction 

 

1.1 Overview 

 

The world is becoming more globalized than ever before, largely due to migration. In 

Canada, which is known as a country of immigrants, diverse immigrant populations have 

played an increasingly important role in shaping the demographic, social, cultural, and 

economic landscapes of the country’s major urban centres and suburbs (Hawkins, 1988; 

Kilbride, 2014; Qadeer, 2016; Fong & Berry, 2017). Annually, approximately 250,000–

300,000 new immigrants from 200 different ethnic backgrounds enter Canada hoping to fully 

integrate into Canadian society (Statistics Canada, 2016). While Britain and continental 

Europe were previously the main sources of immigrants to Canada, Latin America and the 

Middle East have since become important sources (Kobayashi, Preston, and Murnaghan, 

2011). From 2011 to 2016, Asia (Philippines, China, and India) became Canada’s the top 

source of immigrants (Statistics Canada, 2016). 

Immigrants are considered crucial to Canada’s capacity to address its workforce needs. 

Receiving immigrants also helps Canada reach its population and economic growth targets. 

According to the most recent1 Canadian Statistics (Statistics Canada, 2016), 21.9% of 

Canadians are currently immigrants, the largest proportion among G8 countries. To generate 

economic growth, beginning in 1990s, Canada introduced specific criteria such as education, 

professional skills, and financial means to direct its selection of immigrants (Vezina & Houle, 

2017). 

 

1 Statistics Canada uses the term “recent immigrants” to refer to immigrants that have arrived in Canada within 

the last five years. However, in the immigration literature in Canada, recent immigrants are immigrants who have 
come to Canada within the last ten years (Murdie & Teixeira, 2003).  
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1.2 Immigration Suburbanization in Canada 

Until the early 1970s, immigrants to Canada typically settled in inner-city 

neighbourhoods for extended periods in order to accumulate enough capital to move to the 

suburbs (Hiebert, 2009 & 2015; Murdie & Skop, 2012; Preston et al., 2009), then home to 

homogenous, affluent residential communities. As a result, most settlement services were 

located in inner cities, as many still are today. However, as a result of socio-demographic 

changes that have occurred in recent decades, such as the gentrification of inner cities, the 

decentralization of jobs, and growing access to transportation, as well as the arrival of more 

diverse groups of immigrants in major Canadian cities, new immigrants are increasingly 

bypassing inner cities to settle directly in the suburbs, where they can connect with family and 

friends from their co-ethnic communities that have already settled in those suburbs (Lo et al., 

2010; Salinas & Teixeira, 2020; Statistics Canada, 2011). As a result of major changes in 

Canadian migration policy, as well as the growing suburbanization of immigrants’ settlement 

patterns during the past three decades, these major cities’ suburbs have become significantly 

more diverse in terms of culture, ethnicity, and immigrants’ country of origin and financial 

status (Murdie & Skop, 2012; Murdie & Teixeira, 2003). This growing diversity necessitates 

the redistribution of resources for the provision of settlement services in Canada’s 

metropolitan regions (Mukhtar et al., 2016; Teixeira, 2014a). The next section will discuss the 

role of Vancouver’s suburbs as a gateway for receiving new immigrants to this major 

Canadian city. 

 

1.3 Suburbs of Vancouver 

In cities across Canada, suburbs have become important immigrant-receiving sites and 

are becoming more heterogeneous in terms of socio-economic status (Hiebert, 2015 and 

2009; Moos & Mendez, 2015; Moos & Skaburskis, 2010; Salinas & Teixeira, 2020). Hiebert 
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(2015) argued that since 1980, there has been a clear increase in the number of ethnic 

enclaves in Canada’s major metropolitan areas and this trend seem to be ongoing. This 

researcher argues that Canada’s ethnic enclaves are not the same as their counterparts in 

Europe, as the economic and social disparities experienced by minority groups in the latter 

are far more severe than those experienced by minority groups in large Canadian cities. 

Hiebert (2015) suggests that considerably lower levels of segregation in Canada’s ethnic 

urban enclaves, compared to those in European cities, may enable Canadian society to 

benefit from the presence of immigrants from diverse ethnic backgrounds. More specifically, 

this author states that “Canadian exceptionalism,” in terms of the resilience of its 

multiculturalism, might be facilitated by Canadian exceptionalism in the socio-economic fabric 

of Canadian cities (Hiebert, 2015, p. 42). 

In the case of Vancouver, according to Moos and Skaburskis (2010), the 

“suburbanization of jobs, gentrification of the inner city, and the increasing diversity of the 

immigrants have contributed to the suburbanization to the immigrant social landscape” 

(p.734). Recent Canadian Statistics (2016) indicate than as the trend of receiving more 

immigrants from certain countries (e.g., Middle Eastern countries and Asia) may continue, 

older and more “traditional” sources of immigration may continue to decrease. Vancouver 

remains a major immigrant reception site and “port of entry” for immigrants from diverse 

backgrounds, and its satellite suburbs have become important “social laboratories” for 

geographers and migration scholars interested in the settlement experiences of 

contemporary immigrants, along with their housing circumstances and decision-making 

(Teixeira, 2014a, p. 169).  

Although the city of Vancouver itself did not experience a significant change in 

population (including immigrants and non-immigrants) during the last decade, its suburbs 

have grown at a much faster pace, and have become more heterogeneous racially and 

ethnically. More specifically, according to Canadian Statistics (2016), the suburbs of Surrey, 
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Burnaby, and Coquitlam, which were selected as the three study areas, are home to about 

82% of the 3,292 recent Iranian immigrants residing in suburban Vancouver. 

Table 1.1. compares the number of immigrants to the total number of residents in each 

of the suburbs of Vancouver. As the table indicates, at least half of the entire populations of 

the two suburbs of Richmond and Burnaby are immigrants. 

 

Table 1.1 Immigrants in census subdivisions (CSD) in Vancouver CMA (2016) 

Census subdivision Number of immigrants Proportion (%) 

Richmond 118,300 60.2 

Burnaby 115,145 50.0 

Greater Vancouver A 6,890 48.2 

West Vancouver 18,615 44.7 

Coquitlam 61,055 44.2 

Surrey 220,155 43.0 

Vancouver 262,770 42.5 

North Vancouver 19,930 38.2 

New Westminster 24,375 34.9 

Port Moody 10,750 32.1 

Port Coquitlam 18,430 31.8 

North Vancouver  26,505 31.2 

Delta 31,235 31.0 

Langley  22,495 19.4 

Maple Ridge 15,465 19.1 

Source: Statistics Canada, Census of Population, 2016. 
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1.4 Research Gaps 

 

The Canadian migration literature defines immigrant settlement as a process of 

obtaining basic information and skills that enable immigrants to establish their new life in the 

host society (Lopatofsky, 2009). According to George and Chaze (2009), immigrants’ needs 

fall into two main categories: (1) primary needs, such as housing and employment; and (2) 

long-term integration needs, such as community acceptance and the preservation of the 

immigrants’ own cultures. In 2003, Murdie and Teixeira developed a framework (Immigrant 

Integration Model) to illustrate immigrants’ settlement and integration process that divided the 

latter’s main needs into the three categories of: settlement (neighbourhood and housing), 

education, and employment. Murdie and Teixeira (2003) noted that immigrants specifically 

look for affordable housing in a welcoming community when they arrive in Canada. According 

to their framework, settlement and integration take place at different stages of an immigrant’s 

life in the new society. They suggested that settling comfortably in a neighbourhood depends 

on housing adequacy, suitability, and affordability, especially for newcomers in the first 

settlement stage (Murdie &Teixeira, 2003). The Immigrant Integration Model suggests that 

immigrants’ more advanced needs emerge in the later settlement stages. For example, needs 

related to immigrants’ economic integration (e.g., employment and financial improvement) will 

be met (or not) based on the appropriateness and accessibility of the new country’s language 

preparation services, job programs, and recognition of academic credentialing. Chapter 2 will 

discuss this framework in greater detail.  

The present research utilizes Murdie and Teixeira’s (2003) framework to investigate the 

settlement and integration experiences of recent Iranian immigrants currently residing in the 

suburbs of Vancouver. Although the proposed research equally investigates the other stages 

of integration, this population is expected to have some unique stories and experiences with 

regard to neighbourhoods and housing, as a result of residing in a suburban neighbourhood. 



 

  
6 

These stories and experiences are likely to be consistent with findings from previous 

research, discussed in the literature review section (e.g., Lo et al., 2009; Preston et al., 2009), 

that indicates immigrants experience specific difficulties and barriers in addition to the usual 

challenges and barriers immigrants face when living in suburban areas. 

Canada’s major urban centres – Montreal, Toronto, and Vancouver – and their growing 

suburbs are increasingly characterized by a multiethnic mix of immigrant groups and 

communities (Fong & Berry, 2017; Hiebert, 2015; Kobayashi et al., 2011; Moos & Mendez, 

2015). Immigrants’ varied experiences, ethnic/racial backgrounds, and numbers of present 

major challenges for social-service providers and policymakers concerned with immigrant 

integration (Bunting, Walks, and Filion, 2004; Mukhtar et al., 2016; Murdie & Skop, 2012; 

Salinas & Teixeira, 2020). Settlement and integration services play an important role in 

immigrants’ settlement process because they address the needs of newcomers toward 

becoming fully integrated members of society (Drolet, Hamilton, and Esses, 2015; Lo et al., 

2009; Mukhtar et al., 2016;). Citizenship and Immigration Canada (CIC, 2016) has adopted a 

modern settlement approach with six core themes: 1) information and orientation; 2) language 

and skills development; 3) labour market participation; 4) community connections; 5) needs 

assessment and referrals; and 6) support services (CIC, 2016). A network of settlement 

services is necessary wherever immigrants settle, including in smaller communities (Drolet & 

Teixeira, 2020); however, developing these networks in smaller communities can be 

challenging. In the immigrant suburbanization literature, there is little research specifically 

conducted in the suburbs, and even fewer studies have considered the provision of 

settlement services in these areas. Additionally, the few studies concerning settlement 

services in the suburbs that do exist have mostly focused on the Toronto area (Lo et al., 

2009; Murdie & Skop, 2012).  

Several studies on immigrant suburbanization have shown that new immigrants and 

refugees typically experience various barriers and challenges such as expensive housing, 
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language issues, unemployment, and discrimination (e.g., Hiebert, 2009; Lo, Shalaby, and 

Alshalalfah, 2011; Preston et al., 2009; Teixeira, 2014a; Tossutti, 2012; Salinas & Teixeira, 

2020). Further, minority groups such as Middle Eastern immigrants, are likely to experience 

more barriers and challenges, including discrimination based on their country of origin, ethnic 

background, religion, or skin colour, among other cultural factors (Teixeira, 2014a; Helly, 

2004; Hojati, 2009; Tajrobehkar, 2020). However, a look at the current literature of 

immigrants’ suburban settlement and integration experiences in Canada shows that, despite 

the unique barriers and challenges they face, recent Middle Eastern immigrants remain 

understudied group. Moreover, although Iran is one of the most important countries of the 

Middle East region, no studies have been done on the settlement and integration experiences 

of recent Iranian immigrants who live in the suburbs of major Canadian cities.  

The current research study aims to explore the settlement and integration experiences 

of recent Iranian immigrants who reside in Vancouver’s suburbs and who arrived in Canada 

within the last ten years. The three suburbs of Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam were selected 

as study areas because about 82% of the 3,292 recent Iranian immigrants living in the 

Vancouver suburbs (Statistics Canada, 2016) reside in these three cities (Coquitlam: 1,605 

recent immigrants, 48.8%; Burnaby: 970 recent immigrants, 29.5%; and Surrey: 180 recent 

immigrants, 5.5%). These three suburbs also have the largest percentages of recent Middle 

East immigrants, compared to other suburbs of Vancouver (for more details, see the 

Methodology Chapter). 

 

To date, there has not been a comprehensive Canadian study that has attempted to 

examine in detail the settlement and integration experiences of recent Iranian immigrants in 

the suburbs of Canada’s major metropolitan areas. This research study aims to fill this gap by 

focusing on the unique experiences of this recent and ever-growing population in suburban 

Vancouver. The outcomes of this research study will help enrich the current Canadian 

literature on immigrant suburbanization. It will also contribute to the current literature of 
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integration of relatively recent immigrant group (the Iranians), which could eventually help the 

Canadian multiculturalist strategy reach its goal of a society in which immigrants from diverse 

backgrounds all feel welcome and integrate successfully. The following sections shed light on 

the study’s research goals, design, and methodology. 

 

 

1.5. Study Design 

1.5.1 Purpose of the Study and Research Methods 

While the number of Middle Eastern immigrants residing in the suburbs of Vancouver 

has been rapidly increasing over the last two decades (Statistics Canada, 2016), little 

research has been conducted on these immigrants’ settlement and integration experiences. 

The main purpose of the study is to explore the settlement and integration experiences of 

recent Iranian immigrants residing in three suburbs of Vancouver: Surrey, Burnaby, and 

Coquitlam. The study focuses particular attention on the barriers and challenges faced by 

recent Iranian immigrants residing in the suburbs, as well as the coping strategies they 

develop when integrating into the new society. It also investigates the availability and cultural 

appropriateness of existing settlement services. Within this context, the present research 

study aims to contribute to the body of scholarly knowledge about immigrants’ 

suburbanization and integration with an analysis of data related to the settlement journey of 

recent Iranian immigrants living in the suburbs. This study could significantly address this gap 

in the literature and inform policymakers about the barriers and challenges these immigrants 

face. The research is guided by the following questions: 

- What are the major barriers and challenges that recent Iranian immigrants face in the 

suburbs? 

- Are facilities and settlement services in the suburbs culturally oriented enough to help 

these recent immigrants meet their needs? 
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- What coping strategies do recent Iranian immigrants use to overcome the barriers to their 

integration in the suburbs? 

- What policy recommendations can be made to improve the settlement and integration 

experiences of recent Iranian immigrants in the suburbs? 

 

This exploratory study uses a survey research design to gain a better understanding of 

the settlement and integration experiences of recent immigrants from Iran who reside in the 

suburbs as well as the barriers and challenges they might face throughout their settlement 

journey. Data for this study were obtained from a questionnaire survey administered to a 

sample of 127 recent Iranian immigrants who have been in Canada less than 10 years and 

who had also resided in one of the three suburbs of Surrey, Coquitlam, or Burnaby. 

 

1.6 Dissertation Structure 

This dissertation is divided into seven major sections. Following this Introduction, 

Chapter 2 reviews the most current body of knowledge on recent immigrants’ experiences in 

the suburbs, including their settlement and integration experiences, as well as the role of 

social networks and settlement service organizations in their immigration experiences. The 

socio-demographic background of Iranian immigrants settling in Canada will then be 

discussed. This discussion is followed by an analysis of current data on immigrant 

populations in the province of British Columbia and in the city of Vancouver, and a critique of 

the existing immigration literature. The chapter concludes with a discussion of why it is 

important to study the experiences of Iranian immigrants in the suburbs, and how the latter 

can enrich the immigrant suburbanization literature. 

 Chapter 3 outlines the research methodology. This includes a review of the research 

design used to collect data and an explanation of how using a survey research design 

provides an in-depth understanding of recent Iranian immigrants’ unique settlement and 

integration experiences in the three suburbs of Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam. The origins 
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of this research are then described: first as a study exploring the experiences of recent Middle 

Eastern immigrants, and later as a study specifically focusing on the Iranian population within 

this larger Middle Eastern immigrant group.  

Chapter 4 presents the research findings with regard to the housing and neighbourhood 

settlement experiences of recent Iranian immigrants in the three suburbs of Surrey, Burnaby, 

and Coquitlam. To better understand these experiences, immigrants’ reasons for choosing 

Canada as their immigration destination – as well as their current suburb, neighbourhood, 

and dwelling – were explored. Recent Iranian immigrants’ evaluations of their current housing 

and neighbourhood situations are also provided.  

Chapter 5 reports on the situation of recent Iranian immigrants— prior to migration and 

currently—concerning their education, employment, and well-being, as well as their self-

evaluation regarding the barriers and challenges they faced during settlement. These barriers 

included employment, discrimination, and challenges to physical and mental well-being. 

Chapter 6 explores the formal and informal resources that recent Iranian immigrants 

had either used or wished to use. The coping strategies that these immigrants developed to 

overcome the barriers resulting from a lack of access to settlement services to meet their 

settlement and integration needs are also identified.  

Chapter 7 summarizes the findings of this research. It also provides policymakers 

and service-provider organizations with recommendations for achieving improved quality of 

life for these immigrants. 
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Chapter 2- Immigrant Suburbanization 

 

2.1 Overview   

Vancouver and other major Canadian cities have experienced significant socio-

economic changes in the past five decades. These changes include a) inner-city decline 

followed by subsequent revitalization, b) changes in the social composition of 

neighbourhoods, and c) high levels of residential mobility and subsequent growth in 

neighbouring cities and suburbs (Bunting et al., 2004; Murdie & S Skop, 2012; Teixeira & 

Murdie, 1997). Residential mobility and the suburbanization of immigrants have been 

recognized as important to understanding urban-suburban spatial changes, in particular 

(Hiebert, 2015; Ley, 2012; Murdie & Skop, 2012; Qadeer et al., 2010; Teixeira 2014a). Within 

the broader context of residential mobility and suburbanization, the settlement and integration 

experiences of recent immigrants and their social, cultural, economic, and political impact on 

the internal structure of Canadian suburbs have been less understood.    

In recent decades immigrants have been bypassing major Canadian cities and settling 

in the suburbs instead. In this context, Vancouver’s suburbs have become important “ports of 

entry” for immigrants of different socio-economic backgrounds. This includes immigrants from 

Iran, a group that has been growing exponentially. This research focuses on the settlement 

and integration experiences of recent Iranian immigrants in three Vancouver suburbs (Surrey, 

Burnaby, and Coquitlam). 

The new geographies of immigrant settlement in the suburbs of Canada’s major urban 

centres have become an important research focus among Canadian scholars. Studies show 

that low-income immigrants and visible minorities in the suburbs of Canada’s major cities face 

numerous barriers and challenges due to the lack of affordable housing, employment 
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opportunities and a lack of culturally oriented settlement services to ease their integration into 

a new society (Ades, Apparicio, and Seguin, 2012; Hulchanski, 2010; Teixeira 2014a, and 

2014b; Zuberi, Ivemar, and Ptshnick, 2018). The growing tendency of recent Iranian 

immigrants to settle in the suburbs and the numerous barriers and challenges they encounter 

such as language, housing, and employment barriers as well as lack of settlement services in 

suburban communities are also a major facet of immigrant suburbanization in Canada in 

general and are therefore worthy of additional study.  

This study appears at the intersection of three main research domains: a) immigrant 

spatial settlements models followed by new trends in immigrant suburbanization, b) immigrant 

settlement and integration experiences in the suburbs, and c) social networks. These 

domains will be further discussed in this chapter. A brief review of the history of Canadian 

immigration policies will be followed by a discussion of the literature pertaining to the 

immigrant spatial settlement. This discussion will then be followed by an update on the 

current literature presenting about new trends in immigrant settlement patterns; namely, 

immigrant suburbanization. The settlement and integration experiences of immigrants in 

Canadian suburbs will be discussed according to the Immigrant Integration Model (Figure 2.1) 

developed by Murdie and Teixeira (2003), which delineates different stages in the immigrant 

settlement and integration process, including housing and neighbourhood settlement, 

language development, education, and employment. 

The Immigrant Integration Model is based on the notion that settlement and integration 

take place at different stages of an immigrant’s life in the new society. The stages occur over 

time and may be inter-related. Neighbourhood and housing-related issues are particularly 

important to an immigrant’s settlement and integration experience. To gain a better 

understanding of immigrants’ settlement and integration experiences in Canada, the existing 

literature on their housing will be reviewed. The barriers and challenges that immigrants face 

in these settings will also be analyzed. 
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Figure 2.1. Immigrant Integration Model  

 

Source: Reprinted from “Towards a comfortable neighbourhood and appropriate housing: Immigrant experiences 

in Toronto,” by Murdie and Teixeira, 2003, page 132 

 

This study concerns the barriers and challenges that Iranian immigrants face when 

residing in the suburbs. Research shows that immigrants use their social networks as a 

coping strategy to assist with their settlement and integration needs. Literature on the role 

and significance of social networks in immigrant settlement and integration experiences will 

thus also be reviewed in this chapter. There is a gap in the current literature with regard to the 

specific role social networks play in immigrant settlement and integration in the suburbs. This 

research study aims to fill this gap by exploring the ways in which recent Iranian immigrants 

make use of their social networks to compensate for a lack of settlement services in the 

suburbs. The final section of this chapter includes a critique of the reviewed literature and its 

implications for this research study.  

 

2.2 Immigration Policies in Canada 

Canada has long been reliant on immigration to meet its labour-market needs, maintain 

its population, and stimulate economic growth. Currently, one in five Canadians is an 

immigrant (21.9% of the total population), the highest proportion among the G8 countries 

(Statistics Canada, 2016). After the Second World War, Canada amended its immigration 
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policy to favour immigrants with education and employment skills. These changes came in 

the wake of the 1966 White Paper on Immigration Policy, which argued that in order to 

address its diverse labour force market needs, Canada would need to start receiving 

immigrants from diverse backgrounds beyond Europe (Edmonston, 2016; Vineberg, 2011). 

Table 2.1, which shows the different source regions for Canadian immigration, indicates 

that while before 1961 most immigrants to Canada tended to come from European countries, 

after 1961 most were from Asian countries. 

 

Table 2.1 Immigrant source regions and categories, from 1961 to 
2016 

Place of birth 

Percent of total 

 1961 2006 2011 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2016 

Africa 
0.5% 6.1% 7.2% 8% 

Asia 
3.4% 40.8% 44.9% 48% 

Europe 
90.1% 36.8% 31.4% 28% 

 
Latin America 
(Including Caribbean) 
 

1.5% 11.3% 11.9% 12% 

North America 
4.0% 4.0% 7.04% 3% 

Oceania 
0.4% 1.0% 0.8% 1% 

 

Source: Teixeira, Li, & Kobayashi (2012) and Statistics Canada 2011 and 2016 
 

 

 

Literature on Canadian immigration (Whitaker, 1991; Knowles, 2007) has emphasized 

the racism inherent in the country’s immigration policy before 1960. In particular, Canadian 

immigration policy favoured immigrants with specific ethnic backgrounds such as the 

Commonwealth countries, the United States, and Northern Europe (see Table 2.1). Other 

preferred sources of immigrants included Central and Southern Europe (excluding Greece), 

Italy, Spain, and Portugal (Vineberg, 2011). The Chinese Immigration Act of 1923, also 
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known as the Chinese Exclusion Act, refused Chinese immigrants’ entry into to Canada. 

Before the Second World War, Canadian policy selectively allowed those from 

Commonwealth countries, the United States, and the wives and children of Canadian citizens 

into Canada. The goal of these policies was to find an immigrant population to help develop 

agriculture in Canada. After the war, as Canada’s labour needs grew increasingly industrial, 

the characteristics of desirable immigrants changed accordingly as well (Vineberg, 2011). 

In 1947, to meet Canada’s international humanitarian obligations, including providing 

asylum for refugees and sustaining the country’s industrial economic needs, Prime Minister 

Mackenzie King implemented a new points-based immigration policy (Vineberg, 2011). The 

underlying structure of this policy was adopted by subsequent governments over the next six 

decades, which has imbued the policy with legitimacy. The system categorized immigrants 

into three main classes: economic, family, and humanitarian (Vineberg, 2011). According to 

the Canadian Minister of Manpower and Immigration in 1996, these classes were defined as: 

• Economic class: A person selected for the labour market will be able to establish 

himself permanently. He should be capable of supporting himself and his immediate 

family while he is also establishing himself 

• Family class: Sponsored relatives, and 

• Humanitarian class: Refugees. 

 

Since the program’s initial implementation, the proportion of immigrants from various 

countries has changed in each category throughout the years (Vineberg, 2011). Another 

important change in the immigrants’ ethnic origins occurred in the 1970s, when Canada 

adopted a policy of official multiculturalism, which encouraged immigrants to preserve their 

own ethnic and cultural traditions after arriving in Canada. The Caribbean, Latin America, 

Asia, and Africa have replaced Britain and continental Europe as Canada’s main sources of 

immigration, creating a more diverse immigrant population in terms of their cultural, social, 
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and economic backgrounds, but also in terms of their needs and aspirations. 

Suburbanization has been the cumulative result of pull and push factors experienced by 

waves of more diverse groups of immigrants to Canada over the last five decades.These 

factors include unaffordable housing in the cores of major cities (Grigoryeva & Ley, 2019; 

Murdie & Skop, 2012) (push factors), the presence of co-ethnic groups of immigrants who 

had previously settled in the suburbs, and the availability of affordable housing in these areas 

(pull factors) (Bunting, Walks, and Filion, 2004; Ghosh, 2014; Hiebert, 2015; Singh, 2021). 

In contrast with the United States, where immigrants’ economic characteristics have 

been what causes them to settle in and/or move to different areas, Canada’s multicultural 

approach to its immigration policies has resulted in suburbanized patterns of immigrants’ 

settlement driven by ethnicity, not economics (Murdie & Skop, 2012, p. 55; Vineberg, 2011). 

Different as these approaches to immigration are, in practice they have not resulted in 

radically different settlement patterns in Canada and the United States (Murdie & Skop, 

2012). 

 

2.3 Immigrant Spatial Settlement Models 

This section reviews the major spatial models used in the Canadian immigration 

literature to explain immigrant settlement patterns over the last one hundred years. The 

Spatial Assimilation Model (Park & Burgess,1925) was developed based on immigration 

research in the Chicago metropolitan area in the 1920s. This model places emphasis on the 

importance of time, and posits that the more assimilated immigrants become, the more 

dispersed their settlement from the city centre (Park & Burgess,1925). Park and Burgess 

(1925) observed that, after settling in poorer areas of inner cities, where they were in close 

proximity with their co-ethnics, immigrants tended to leave the city core and settle in more 

suburban areas where there were larger houses available. This model associates immigrants 

moving to the suburbs with socio-economic improvement and suggests it is an achievement 
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accomplished at the end of their settlement and integration journey (Massey & Denton, 1985). 

Mendez (2009), however, argued that this model seems inconsistent with the general 

orientation of Canadian research and policies promoting integration, which was introduced as 

a version of the American policies promoting assimilation. This researcher believes that this 

inconsistency is evident in the Canadian literature, which takes for granted an “up and out” 

pattern of social and economic mobility where immigrants eventually find their way to the 

suburbs after initially settling and integrating in urban areas. Mendez (2009) argues that the 

origins of this inconsistency goes back to the assumption that immigrants mostly follow the 

pattern that the spatial assimilation model suggests, starting from an “initial socioeconomic 

disadvantage, paired with settlement in urban areas typically overrepresented by recently 

arrived immigrants, but gradually followed by an ‘up and out’ pattern linking upward 

socioeconomic mobility to geographic mobility out of the districts of initial settlement” (p. 91).  

Another commonly used settlement model, the Ethnic Community Model, does not 

necessarily associate immigrants’ successful integration with their dispersal in mainstream 

society (Harun, 2021; Li, 2009; Logan, Zhang, and Alba, 2002) This model suggests that 

immigrants’ voluntary decision to stay within their co-ethnic communities, and not other 

factors (e.g., discrimination and other socio-economic limitations), could be the main reason 

they continue to settle in these neighbourhoods. Li (2009) has noted that, due to globalization 

and policy changes in Canadian immigration, there has been an increase in the number of 

diverse immigrants coming to Canada with higher education and more skills in the last few 

decades. According to Li (2009), these new immigrants have faced fewer limitations in terms 

of the economic resources and employment options available to them and were thus able to 

settle within a larger range of residential areas than immigrants who came to Canada from 

minority backgrounds. Ethnic communities often provide immigrants with enough economic 

and social support that they can integrate into the larger society while settling in these 

neighbourhoods, coined “ethno-burbs” by Li (2009). 

Ethno-burb model (ethnic-suburb) could also be considered a new form of Ethnic 
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Community Model because it challenges the idea of a linear integration process for specific 

ethnicities of immigrants settling and successfully integrating in the suburbs of major 

Canadian cities. These suburbs are formed by a mix of ethnic groups of immigrants, none of 

which would become a majority to form their own settlement. These researchers argue that 

these diverse ethnic suburbs (ethno-burbs) are self-sufficient, and that immigrants’ 

segregation within them does not impede their successful integration into mainstream society 

(Li, 2009; Wang, 2007).  

Furthermore, the findings of Filion, Leanage and Harun (2020), who conducted a spatial 

analysis on the settlement of suburban immigrants in the Greater Toronto and Hamilton Area 

(GTHA), confirmed non-linear forms of integration and diverse settlement patterns for various 

ethnicities in Canada’s most populous urban region. Filion et al. (2020) reported that 

newcomer populations in the GTHA, including Chinese and South Asians – the two largest 

newcomer groups in the area – showed two different behaviours based on their ethnicity, 

group size, and composition. For example, while the Chinese newcomers formed clusters, 

some of the South Asians dispersed into mainstream settlements and ethnic settlement 

clusters. In 2018, using focus groups (60 immigrant youth and 55 immigrant adults), Dean, 

Regier, Patel, Wilson, and Ghassemi (2018) explored the lifestyles of immigrant populations 

residing in the Region of Peel, an ethno-burb of the Greater Toronto Area (GTA), and 

observed their interactions with the outside community. Their study suggested that new 

immigrants living in this area had a multicultural lifestyle that went beyond the borders of their 

enclave. Indeed, this type of lifestyle required more infrastructure from city planners and 

policymakers to support its sustainability in the suburbs. This finding challenges the notion 

that “homogeneous” ethnic enclaves are not adding to Canadian cultural pluralism. These 

authors concluded that “concerns about social cohesion in an era of growing ethnic enclaves 

in the GTA perpetuates white-majority fears of being displaced and overrun by 

visible/ethnic/linguistic/religious minority ‘others’” (p. 46). 
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2.4 Immigrant Suburbanization in Canada 

 Canadian census data reveals a new pattern of immigrant dispersal outside major 

urban centres that challenges the historic geography of immigrant settlement (Keil, 2020; 

Mendez, 2009; Murdie & Teixeira, 2003). On immigrant suburbanization, Murdie and Skop 

(2012) have observed that, following World War II, immigrants in Canada tended to initially 

settle in inner cities, where they built wealth before relocating to the suburbs, where the 

housing costs were significantly higher, but where homes were larger in size. Although in the 

beginning the suburbs had a limited number of cultural and/or ethnic enclaves, over time, 

these enclaves grew. As a result, immigrants became drawn to the suburbs immediately upon 

arrival in Canada (Good, 2005; Murdie & Skop, 2012). 

Recent immigrants “choose” to settle in the suburbs due to several interconnected 

factors, including gentrification and the unaffordability of housing in the downtown areas of 

major Canadian cities, versus the affordability and suitability of housing available in the 

suburbs (Gosh, 2015). Historically, affordable rental housing has been concentrated in, and 

adjacent to, the inner city, where many immigrants first entered the housing market (Preston 

et al., 2009). To achieve homeownership, these immigrants often relocated from older 

immigrant reception areas (i.e., ports of entry) to the suburbs (Murdie & Skop, 2012; Teixeira, 

2007).  

In the past few decades, this suburbanization pattern has been reinforced with more 

newcomers bypassing city centres and settling directly in older, inner suburbs or even in 

newly developed, outer suburbs where there is more affordable housing available (Gallagher, 

2013; Murdie, 2011; Singh, 2021; Wohl, 2007). Given this new suburbanization trend, and the 

relative lack of studies on this topic, it is crucial to review the literature of immigrant 

suburbanization in Canada. 
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2.4.1 Defining Features of Immigrant Suburbanization 

Suburbs, as defined by Ray, Halseth, and Johnson (1997) have traditionally been 

landscapes of homeownership marked by a peripheral location, low-density development, 

and relatively easy access to homeownership for young families with children. The suburbs 

have also been characterized by consistent housing types and architectural styles, as well as 

strong class, ethnic, and racial homogeneity.  

Until the late 1980s, Canadian suburbs were built to house a primarily white, native-

born, middle-class population and, as such, were in large measure conceived for the latter as 

an escape from immigrants (Ray et al., 1997). As Canadian research (Ray et al., 1997) on the 

early stages of the suburbanization that occurred in the late 1990s shows, however, 

Canadian suburbs began to be more ethnically heterogeneous, with significantly fewer 

middle-class residents than has generally been assumed, during this period (Ray et al., 

1997). 

According to Ray et al. (1997), the suburbs became a destination for both low- and 

middle-income households before the trend toward suburbanization that began in late 1980s. 

Located within walking distance of concentrations of industrial employment, “blue-collar” 

suburbs were developed long before the postwar boom in mass-produced suburban housing. 

In the late-twentieth century, working-class families, many of which were immigrants, built 

their own homes on the suburban fringe because the land was cheaper at that time than in 

the city. Most who built their homes did so as much out of necessity as from choice. Many 

were recent immigrants who could afford only the cheapest suburban lot. One reason why 

land in these areas was cheap is that they were poorly served by transit and other municipal 

services. The suburbanization trends that began in 1980s, and that have continued over the 

few decades, challenge traditional models that view suburbanization strictly as a white, 

middle-class phenomenon (Keil, 2020; Moos & Mendez, 2015; Ray et al., 1997). 
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The suburbanization of immigrants could also be conceptualized as a means of 

residential segregation. As Ley and Germain (2000) argued, the separation of rich versus 

poor into residential enclaves has always been a feature of Canadian cities. However, this 

segregation seldom approaches the high concentrations noted in studies of Black and white 

populations in the United States (Ley & Germain, 2000).  

In their review of the available published research (1997-2007) on immigrant and 

minority groups’ residential concentrations in major Canadian cities, Mendez (2009) refers to 

disagreement, in the Canadian context, about whether upward mobility is always associated 

with immigrants’ dispersal out of the city core and away from neighbourhoods in which their 

co-ethnic community resides. Mendez (2009) argues that this dispersal should not be the goal 

of policymakers and researchers emphasizing the Canadian practice of cultural pluralism. 

Other researchers, such as Peach (1996), have also argued that residential segregation 

is not necessarily a negative phenomenon. The concentration of ethno-cultural groups as a 

form of segregation is usually characterized by close social ties and networks of support 

provided by extended family, clubs, and places of worship (Peach, 1996). The study 

conducted by Ley and Germain (2000) confirms this, noting that the latter institutions provide 

a nurturing and welcoming community by helping newcomers find shelter and employment 

within the ethnic economy, by offering advice and experience for successful settlement, and 

by sustaining homeland culture through language, religion, and food. Further, by offering 

more services such as housing, these segregated communities can help the transition of 

immigrants and facilitate their integration into the mainstream society within as early as a few 

years, or at most a generation (Ley & Germain, 2000). Literature on Canadian immigration 

(Peach, 1996) shows that while a few groups, including Jews and Italians, have continued 

patterns of segregation in second-generation suburban districts, other groups’ continued 

residential segregation exacts a penalty in the long term. Research conducted by Ley and 

Germain (2000) in the Vancouver area indicated that the residential concentration of ethnic 

groups was associated with other forms of separation, including occupational segmentation, 
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in-group marriage, and mother-tongue retention. These researchers also found that all these 

forms of separation correlated negatively with personal income. In other words, the long-term 

consequences of segregation were negative, particularly on immigrants’ economic success” 

(Peach, 1996). Peach (1996) suggested that, because segregation levels in Canadian cities 

are typically moderate, many immigrants shared residential space with those from different 

national origins.  

Peach (1996) argued that the effect of segregation on co-ethnic groups of immigrants 

depended on the characteristics of their settlement patterns. Peach further argued that, 

although segregation means reduced assimilation, assimilation itself is not merely an 

outcome of the passage of time, and that “segregation can increase over time as well as 

decrease” (p. 394). This researcher argued that positive or negative factors can contribute to 

the characteristics of this segregation. Over time, increased segregation indicates an 

increased social separation of a specific ethnicity from other residents. On the other hand, 

high levels of segregation among a single ethnic group of immigrants doesn’t necessarily 

mean that their segregation is involuntarily or forced. As Peach (1996) notes, for example, 

high levels of segregation in the settlement patterns of the Jewish population in Montreal and 

Toronto were associated with this group’s strong desire to maintain their own values and 

lifestyles. This researcher concluded that “a clear distinction should be drawn between 

eliminating poor housing conditions and eliminating areas of ethnic concentration” (p. 395). 

The following section discusses how Canadian major cities have been impacted by these 

immigrant suburbanization trends from a socio-geographical point of view.  

2.4.2 The Effects of Suburbanization on the Socio-geographical 

Characteristics of Canadian Cities 

The Canadian immigration literature (Murdie & Skop, 2012; Sadiq, 2004) indicates that 

immigrant groups reside in or move to the suburbs due to various factors. Immigrants’ 

settlement patterns can subsequently affect the suburbanization of major cities. This section 
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reviews these settlement patterns and how they have impacted the socio-geographic 

characteristics of major Canadian cities. 

Economic factors play a significant role in residents’ settlement patterns. A large body of 

research exists exploring these factors and their impact on immigrants’ settlement patterns. 

Turcotte and Vézina (2010) evaluated residents’, including immigrants and non-immigrants, 

preference to live in suburbs in three major Canadian cities (Montreal, Toronto, and 

Vancouver). Their findings showed that, in addition to age and family status, household 

income was a key factor shaping residents’ decision to move. Higher incomes allowed 

households and families to choose the type of housing they preferred and where they wanted 

to live (Turcotte & Vézina, 2010). In contrast, having an extremely low income made it difficult 

for households and families to buy a vehicle, which is often essential in low-density suburbs. 

Turcotte & Vézina (2010) found that people with the lowest incomes—whether in Toronto, 

Montreal, or Vancouver—were the least likely to have moved from the central municipality to 

a surrounding suburb. In each of the studied CMAs, the highest proportion of households who 

moved to surrounding suburbs had higher after-tax incomes (around $80,000 per year on 

average for Canada’s three major CMAs). The authors noted that the positive correlation 

between income and the probability of leaving a central municipality reversed at the top of the 

income scale, where those with the highest incomes were less likely to move to a surrounding 

suburb (Turcotte & Vézina, 2010). 

Another study conducted by Owusu (1996) examined the housing choices of Ghanaian 

immigrants in Toronto as well as their spatial distribution and intra-urban mobility. Consistent 

with other earlier studies, Owusu (1996) found that the outer suburbs of Toronto had become 

primary reception areas for new immigrants to Canada in the late 1990s. Within the suburbs, 

Ghanaian immigrants exhibited a high degree of concentration in specific areas, including in 

individual multi-family buildings (Owusu, 1996). According to Owusu, this intense local 

concentration of Ghanaian immigrants was due to the latter’s need for affordable housing, the 

channeling effects of chain migration, the desire for proximity to their co-ethnics, and a 
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housing search process that relied heavily on information and help from friends and relatives 

(Owusu, 1996). These findings confirmed that, in addition to housing affordability, other 

factors such as social networks and the presence of co-ethnics play an important role in 

immigrants’ choice of settlement area.  

Second-generation immigrants’ housing preferences and location choices were 

examined by Kataure and Walton-Roberts (2013) in a study whose population included South 

Asian immigrants residing in ethnic enclaves in Brampton—a suburban city on the periphery 

of Toronto. In their findings, the researchers stressed that, for South Asian immigrants, 

settlement preferences were shaped by familial ties, the growth of ethnic enclaves, and 

traditional ideas about socio-economic success. The cultural importance of homeownership, 

which was passed from these South Asian immigrants to their Canadian-born children, 

combined with relatively low home prices were additional reasons why these second-

generation immigrants preferred suburban settlement (Kataure & Walton-Roberts, 2013). This 

study showed how economic factors and availability of more affordable housing in the 

suburbs of Toronto even impacted the following generation of immigrants when deciding on 

their residential settlement and these factors were not necessarily limited to the first-

generation immigrant populations. 

Proximity to religious institutions was another factor encouraging immigrants’ dispersal 

throughout metropolitan areas, bypassing of inner cities, or a move to the suburbs (Ley, 

2008). Ley’s (2008) study emphasizes the importance of this factor while looking at the spatial 

distribution of immigrant churches in their function as service hubs in the city of Vancouver. 

Using interviews with leaders of immigrant Christian churches, their study noted that the 

German-Canadian churches were all located in a certain area of the Vancouver city’s 

downtown core, reflecting the immigrant settlement geography of the 1950s and ’60s. In 

contrast, Chinese- and Korean-Canadian churches were scattered throughout the Vancouver 

CMA, a reflection of recent immigration patterns that included considerable suburban 

residency (Ley, 2008). The presence of Chinese- and Korean-Canadian churches in the 
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suburbs was seen as an important factor attracting immigrants of Chinese and Korean 

ethnicity to the suburbs. Indeed, the term “ethno-faith-burbs” was first coined by Muñoz 

(2011) to explain the settlement patterns of immigrants from India who resided close to their 

places of worship. 

Factors such as public transportation have also affected immigrants’ settlement patterns 

in Canada. A study conducted by Lo, et al. (2011) showed that recent immigrants to Canada’s 

largest metropolitan area—the Greater Toronto Area (GTA)—have a high propensity to use 

public transit for work and other types of activities. Immigrants in this study were shown to 

have a higher transit patronage rate than their native-born fellow residents, regardless of how 

far away they lived from the downtown core. According to Murdie (2011), newcomers living in 

suburban areas poorly served by public transportation, and who did not have a car, could find 

themselves isolated. Lo et al. (2011) suggest that transit needs to be recognized as a key 

ingredient for immigrant success during the settlement process, and that all levels of 

government need to collaborate in the provision of modern and effective public transit 

services. Relatively little research has been done, however, to examine the mutual impact 

immigrants and transportation systems have on each other, particularly immigrants settled in 

suburban areas with a limited transit infrastructure (Lo et al., 2011). 

Qadeer et al. (2010) have studied the social and geographical changes triggered by 

new immigrant suburbanization trends in Canadian cities. Using a longitudinal analysis of the 

geography of ethnic enclaves in the Toronto CMA over the period of 2001–2006, these 

researchers explored how ethnic enclaves grew and changed over time. Their research 

showed that, in an enclave, an axis or band of high-ethnic-density territories is usually 

formed, surrounded by zones of lower ethnic concentration. The researchers noted that 

enclaves with a high proportion of immigrants from South Asia and China were expanding, 

whilst those consisting of earlier waves of immigrants, such as Jews, Portuguese, and 

Italians, showed tendencies towards consolidation and contraction. Qadeer et al. (2010) also 

argued that the emergence of ethnic institutions and services kept enclaves thriving. They 
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found that enclaves largely form in suburban areas where homeownership rates were high 

and new housing was built. When immigrants began moving to the suburbs to access more 

affordable housing, this, in turn, changed the socio-demographic composition of the city 

(Qadeer et al., 2010). 

Another study by Qadeer (2016) discusses the characteristics of enclaves in Toronto in 

relation to those in two other significant multicultural cities in North America: New York and 

Los Angeles. Consistent with their previous research, Qadeer (2016) concluded that the 

ethnic enclaves play an important role in immigrant settlement patterns and on the socio-

geographical structure of Toronto area. Another comprehensive analysis of immigrant 

enclaves in three major Canadian cities—Montreal, Toronto, and Vancouver—by Hiebert, 

Schuruman, and Smith (2007) confirmed Qadeer’s conclusion and argued that immigrants 

from visible minority groups generally tend to settle in areas where there is a mix of different 

ethnicities present. These areas also tend to be diverse in terms of the socio-economic 

characteristics of their immigrants (Qadeer, 2016, p. 67). 

In a comparative study, Hiebert (2015,) reported that three major Canadian cities 

(Montreal, Toronto, and Vancouver) have consistently accepted recent immigrants into their 

ethnic enclaves. However, Hiebert (2015) also found some differences in the proportion of 

visible minority immigrants living in these cities. Interestingly, this researcher indicated that 

while there was no dramatic increase in visible minority immigrants living in Montreal’s ethnic 

enclaves, there was a significant increase in the number of visible minority immigrants living 

in similar enclaves in Toronto and Vancouver (Hiebert, 2015). Yet, another study by Hiebert 

(1999) explored the role of immigration in the city of Vancouver’s changing socio-geography 

during the early ‘90s. Hiebert (1999) notes that, in 1971, Greater Vancouver’s sharp 

functional and socio-spatial divisions made it a classic example of a "modern" metropolitan 

area. The city’s basic, East-West socio-economic pattern remained intact for three-quarters of 

a century: West-side neighbourhoods were dominated by middle- and high-income 

households of Western European descent, while East-side neighbourhoods were populated 
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by low- to middle-income households from more diverse backgrounds. At the metropolitan 

scale, there was a clear distinction between inner-city, mid-city, and suburban landscapes, 

the latter being especially associated with traditional nuclear families (Hiebert, 1999). 

Generally, the social geography of immigrant groups was straightforward. At that time, most 

immigrants initially settled in the urban core, and over time shifted to the suburbs, presumably 

as their incomes rose, an integration pattern consistent with the Spatial Settlement Model 

outlined above. Hiebert (1999) argued that the neighbourhoods of Greater Vancouver had 

evolved—in some cases, towards cultural homogeneity, in others, towards pronounced 

diversity—as the socio-economic composition of immigrant and minority populations became 

more variegated. Hiebert’s (1999) study suggests that, beginning in the 1990s, the suburbs 

began to play a greater role in immigrants’ settlement processes and in their cultural 

interactions than ever before. This trend, of immigrants bypassing Vancouver’s inner city for 

the suburbs, has shaped new suburban settlements on the city’s periphery, as illustrated by 

the Ethnic Community Model. Awareness of socio-geographic changes in major Canadian 

cities due to immigrant suburbanization trends will help alert researchers, decision-makers, 

and planners to the importance of the suburbs as fast-growing areas in the Canadian context. 

 

2.5 Immigrant Settlement and Integration Experiences in 

Canadian Suburbs 

As discussed in previous sections, there have been major changes to immigrant 

settlement patterns in Canada since the early 1970s. In a break from historical patterns, 

immigrants have been bypassing inner cities upon arrival in Canada and choosing suburbs as 

their initial settlement destination. This trend challenges the old notion of suburbia as a place 

for affluent middle-class families who could afford higher housing prices (Dean, Regier, Patel, 

Wilson, and Ghassem, 2018; Moos & Mendez, 2015; Singh, 2021). However, because new 

immigrants usually require affordable housing and access to public transportation and 
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settlement services, which are typically lacking in the suburbs, they also tend to experience 

major barriers and challenges in their settlement and integration process in these areas. 

Available research on immigrant suburbanization in Canada shows that recent immigrants 

and refugees in Canada face a range of challenges in their settlement and housing 

experiences. These challenges included, but are not limited to, language and housing 

barriers, as well as limited financial resources (Bunting at al., 2004; Francis & Hiebert, 2014; 

Ghosh, 2015; Salinas & Teixeira, 2020). This section reviews the Canadian literature on 

immigrant settlement and integration experiences in the suburbs. 

2.5.1 Immigrant Settlement and Housing Experiences in Canadian 

Suburbs 

Canadian literature has explored the settlement and integration experiences of 

immigrants who reside in the suburbs of Canadian cities. Studies often focus on specific 

stages of the settlement and integration process. Among the different stages of settlement 

and integration noted in the Immigrant Integration Model (presented in Section 2.1, Figure 

2.1), housing is identified as one of the first priorities.  

Teixeira and Murdie (1997), pioneer scholars in immigrant housing and suburbanization, 

also conducted a study in the Toronto CMA that compared the housing search behaviours of 

a sample of Portuguese and Canadian-born homebuyers in a suburb of Toronto, and that 

aimed to evaluate the extent to which Portuguese homebuyers relied upon real estate 

agents from the same ethnic background and how this reliance influenced the homebuyer's 

housing search and ultimate choice of a residence. Their study compared the experiences of 

Portuguese immigrants with Canadian-born recent homebuyers in the city of Mississauga, a 

suburb west of Toronto. 

Teixeira and Murdie (1997) found that different ethnicities exhibited different behaviours 

during their resettlement journey in Canada. Specifically, they observed that Portuguese 

homebuyers differed significantly from Canadian-born homebuyers in their housing search in 
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that they relied more extensively on ethnic sources of information, particularly on real estate 

agents from the same ethnic background. These researchers also reported, however, that 

almost equal numbers of Portuguese purchased houses in Portuguese and non-Portuguese 

neighbourhoods in Mississauga, and that Portuguese realtors played a more limited role in 

reinforcing existing spatial patterns of Portuguese settlement in Mississauga (Teixeira & 

Murdie, 1997). The researchers suggested that this was because Portuguese participants 

had not experienced discrimination based on their appearance, even though their language 

and culture was different from that of native-born Canadians. In this regard, Teixeira and 

Murdie’s (1997) study contradicted the previous literature about to immigrants’ reliance on 

ethnic resources when choosing their place of settlement.   

Another, more recent, study conducted by Teixeira (2014a) examined the housing 

experiences and coping strategies of low-income recent immigrants in two fast-growing outer 

suburbs of the city of Vancouver: Richmond and Surrey. According to Teixeira (2014a), 

however, these suburbs have only had a limited supply of affordable rental housing, including 

public and social housing, despite rapid growth in their immigrant populations over the last 

two decades. The data for Teixeira’s (2014a) study was drawn from interviews with key 

informants and focus groups with recent immigrant renters. The study found that the newly 

arrived immigrants faced numerous difficulties in the rental housing market, such as high 

rents, overcrowding, and poor-quality housing. Further, most of these immigrants were 

spending more than half of their monthly household income on housing, which put them at 

risk of homelessness. Many of the newcomers that participated in this research were 

interested in having access to subsidized housing; however, due to long waiting lists, they 

were reluctant to apply for this type of accommodation. As a result of their limited supply of 

affordable rental housing and high housing costs, Teixeira (2014a) reported that these two 

suburbs have become challenging regions for newcomers to settle in.  

Studies on urban poverty in Canadian cities have noted a growing spatial concentration 

of poor populations within metropolitan regions as well as high levels of housing demand and 
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a lack of affordable housing in the suburbs. Ades et al. (2012), for example, assessed trends 

in the intra-urban distribution of low-income populations in eight Canadian largest cities 

(Calgary, Edmonton, Montreal, Ottawa, Quebec, Toronto, Vancouver, and Winnipeg) 

between 1986 and 2006. In order to examine changes in the spatial distribution of low-income 

populations within these metropolitan areas, the researchers considered five dimensions of 

segregation: evenness, exposure, concentration, clustering, and centralization. These indices 

were calculated for low-income populations at the census tract level using data from five 

Canadian censuses. Ades et al. (2012) found that, in 2006, low-income populations tended to 

live in more spatially concentrated areas, which were, at the same time, socio-economically 

more homogeneous and more dispersed throughout the metropolitan areas. In addition, they 

observed that over the twenty-year period covered by the study (1986-2006) areas of poverty 

were located, for the most part, in neighbourhoods adjacent to downtown cores. However, 

they also found that, over the same period, poverty mostly increased in suburban areas 

located outside inner-city neighbourhoods (Ades et al., 2012), thus confirming recent 

research on immigrant suburbanization and increasing trends toward poverty in suburban 

areas.   

Teixeira’s (2014a) research on low-income new immigrants in Richmond and Surrey, 

two fast growing outer suburbs of Vancouver, corroborates the findings of Ades et al. (2012) 

indicating that immigrants were under significant financial pressure in the suburbs between 

1990 and 2010. According to Teixeira (2014a), these immigrants’ limited housing choices 

might have contributed to their unwanted segregation and concentration in the outer suburbs. 

Teixeira (2014a) found that many of the recent immigrants in their study coped by sharing 

accommodation and/or renting low-quality housing in secondary suites in low-income 

neighbourhoods; factors that could slow down their settlement and integration into 

mainstream society. Ades et al. (2012), similarly, pointed to the high cost of housing in the 

suburbs as having negative outcomes for newcomers.  
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Consistent with Teixeira’s (2014a) findings, several researchers in the field of immigrant 

suburbanization in Canada have signalled a risk of homelessness for growing numbers of 

new immigrants in the suburbs. To mitigate against the risk of homelessness, research has 

shown that immigrants use various coping strategies, such as using shelters and other 

services, sharing accommodation, couch-surfing, and relying on social contacts for temporary 

and precarious housing. Preston et al. (2009) observed that immigrants residing in York 

Region were more likely than their Canadian-born counterparts to spend over 50 percent of 

their total household income on housing, mainly as a result of having lower incomes. The 

research conducted by Preston et al. (2009) also indicated that, although renters appeared to 

be more vulnerable than homeowners to homelessness, a substantial percentage of 

newcomers who were homeowners had to spend more than 30 percent of their total income 

on housing.  

With regard to the effect of economic downturns on immigrant housing, as Ley (2012) 

concluded in their research on socio-spatial income polarization in Vancouver, “Canada, of 

course, is not the United States and so far this nation’s housing bubble – notably in 

Vancouver and Toronto – has not burst, although if it did, immigrants in these cities would be 

vulnerable” (p. 36). These researchers argue that newcomers’ tenuous financial status makes 

them more vulnerable to a decline in income than more financially secure residents, with 

regard to housing specifically. More recent scholarship on housing in Canadian suburbs 

confirms Ley’s (2012) argument while emphasizing the complex barriers to settlement and 

integration that immigrants face in the suburbs of Vancouver (e.g., Teixeira, 2014a). What’s 

more, visible minorities experience these barriers more severely than other immigrant 

newcomers to suburban areas due to discrimination and other barriers.  

Salinas and Teixeira (2020) recently conducted a case study on the suburbanization of 

immigrants in the Vancouver area and its impact on immigrant housing. The study explored 

the ways in which the housing market in this area has responded to the unique and diverse 

needs of new immigrants. Using key informant interviews and immigrant surveys, these 
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researchers investigated Mexican immigrants’ housing and settlement experiences in 

Burnaby, Surrey, and Abbotsford, three suburbs located in the Vancouver CMA. Their 

findings showed that nearly half of these immigrants, including homeowners and renters, 

spent above 30 percent of their income on housing. Renters often coped with the high cost of 

housing by sharing their home with other members of their social network, such as relatives 

and co-ethnics, while homeowners partially rented out or sublet their dwellings. This specific 

group of recent Mexican immigrants also experienced barriers in their housing-search 

process related to “suspicions about undocumented immigration” (p.1). Salinas and Teixeira 

(2020) found that, similar to other immigrant groups in Canada (see, Drolet & Teixeira 2020; 

Fong & Berry 2017; Lo et al., 2010; Newbold, 2010; Preston et al., 2009; Sherrel, 2009), 

these Mexican immigrants heavily relied on their social networks and contacts when 

attempting to settle in suburban areas. Salinas and Teixeira (2020) also noted that while the 

Mexican newcomers’ extensive use of web-based resources (e.g., online social media) could 

help them gain information easily, it also increased the chance they would receive 

“misleading or inadequate information that could lead to fraud.” (p. 21)   

Firang’s recent (2019) study exploring the housing and settlement experiences of 

Ghanaians in Toronto’s suburbs discussed the important role that housing may play in these 

immigrants’ integration journey. The study’s results showed that that majority of these 

Ghanaian immigrants did not perceive their neighbourhoods as being in a community since 

they either did not know their neighbours very well and therefore would not establish 

friendships with them as they would with people from other ethnicities, or they were not 

welcomed and accepted by these neighbours. Other researchers, such as Darden and 

Teixeira (2016) and Mensah and Williams (2013), have demonstrated that such negative 

experiences can result in Black immigrants, such as the Ghanaians in Firang’s (2019) study, 

moving out of predominantly white neighbourhoods to settle in the outer suburbs of major 

Canadian cities. These observations highlight how immigrants’ social integration experiences 

can potentially affect their settlement patterns, and how this, in turn, can alter trajectories of 
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immigrant housing in Canada. 

Canadian research on housing and immigrants shows that immigrants are more 

vulnerable than non-immigrants in the housing market, whether as owners or renters, and 

affordability is the single greatest barrier to obtaining suitable, adequate housing, regardless 

of location (Carter & Vitiello, 2012; Hulchanski, 2010; Leone & Carroll, 2010; Simone & 

Newbold, 2014; Singh, 2021). Other recent research (Singh, 2021) has shown that the 

Canadian housing market is facing a significant challenge in terms of unaffordability, and that 

this affects different groups of Canadians in various ways. Canadians with higher levels of 

education, who are older, or who are fully employed are at a lower risk of homelessness, 

while females, and residents in larger CMAs with higher living expenses and lower income 

are at a higher risk. Immigrants, particularly Asians, Africans, and those from the Middle East, 

also suffer with housing unaffordability problems in Canada (Singh, 2021).  

2.5.2 Immigrant Integration Experiences in the Canadian Suburbs 

A significant number of studies exploring immigrants’ settlement and integration 

experiences in the suburbs have focused on the socio-economic barriers the latter experience 

in the housing settlement stage. To date, only a limited number of studies have investigated 

the role of other factors of immigrants’ settlement and integration journey, such as their social 

integration, health issues, and language barriers, or the role of transit services in their 

experiences. This section reviews these studies and their findings.  

Kobayashi et al., (2011) studied the attachment to place among immigrants from Hong 

Kong residing in concentrated communities in the suburbs of Toronto and Vancouver. These 

researchers used focus groups to explore the experiences of a diverse group of highly 

educated second-generation immigrants living in suburban neighbourhoods outside Toronto. 

Their results showed that while these immigrants appreciated the “wholesome and natural” 

aspects of the Canadian suburbs versus the unnatural, unwholesome lifestyle of urban Hong 

Kong, they believed that only affluent residents were able to enjoy these opportunities of 
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accessing to nature in the suburbs. For these immigrants, accessing commercial, social, and 

cultural services, required moving to more ethnically concentrated neighbourhoods 

(Kobayashi et al., 2011). These researchers observed that, despite acknowledging the 

advantages of living in the suburbs (such as lower density in residential areas, larger houses, 

and more affordable housing), immigrant women, in particular, still complained about a sense 

of isolation and lack of economic opportunities (Kobayashi et al., 2011). More research is 

needed on the gender-specific experiences of immigrants in relation to their settlement and 

integration in the suburbs.  

In comparing the research conducted by Kobayashi et al. (2011) and that of Kataure 

and Walton-Roberts (2013), it is evident that second-generation immigrants from Hong Kong 

differ in their settlement preferences from their South Asian counterparts. That is, immigrants 

from Hong Kong generally prefer to move to the inner city in order to have access to other 

members of their ethnic group while South Asian immigrants living in the suburbs are able to 

enjoy their ethnic enclaves’ accessibility and take advantages of suburban living at the same 

time. Cultural characteristics could be another factor influencing settlement preferences, in 

that the children of South Asian immigrants tended to show more interest in owning a house 

in the suburbs than their counterparts from Hong Kong. This analysis shows that, in addition 

to economic factors, the settlement choices made by different generations of immigrants 

could be impacted by their socio-cultural characteristics and backgrounds as well as their 

individual characteristics and experiences.  

Research by Teixeira (2014a) on the barriers and challenges faced by immigrants in 

two older suburbs of Vancouver—Surrey and Richmond—during the settlement process 

indicated that, in addition to housing barriers, these immigrants had to deal with their “(a) 

insufficient English language skills; (b) reluctance to complain; (c) ignorance of 

landlord/tenant legislation regarding their rights and responsibilities, and how to obtain legal 

assistance; (d) insufficient knowledge of how local housing markets operate, including non-

profit or public housing” (Teixeira, 2014a, page 8). The results of Teixeira’s (2014a) study 
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suggest that a constrained housing search may contribute to the creation and perpetuation of 

high levels of involuntary residential concentration among immigrants in the outer suburbs. 

Most immigrants in this research study were unable to develop well-established communities 

with businesses, services, and civic and religious organizations that assisted new immigrants 

in their own language and with finding housing and employment. According to Teixeira 

(2014a), without well-established communities of co-ethnics to help them settle in, the 

majority of participants had to rely extensively on their personal ethnic networks to find 

accommodation on arrival in both cities. This study shows how the increasing spatial 

concentration of immigrants in the rental market can result in the creation of low-income 

“ethnic ghettos.” As argued in the previous sections, although immigrant segregation does not 

necessarily mean poor integration, when segregation occurs due to low-income or 

disadvantaged immigrants residing in an area, it may be considered “bad” segregation 

(Peach, 1996). This bad segregation, in turn, can have negative impacts on immigrants’ 

integration (Teixeira, 2014a). Similar observations were reported by Murdie and Ghosh 

(2010) in a study of immigrants from different ethnicities with different arrival dates in Canada. 

Participants in this study were selected not only from the suburbs, but also from various parts 

of the city of Toronto. Murdie and Gosh (2010) found that the recent immigrants who were 

especially concentrated in inner-suburban enclaves of Toronto fared less well economically. 

Another study by Murdie (2011) further emphasized that failure to deliver settlement services, 

especially to newly arrived, low-income immigrants, may risk fueling pre-existing social 

tensions between the group and mainstream society. 

Zuberi, Ivemark, and Ptashnick (2018) conducted their study on the employment 

experiences and outcomes of recent immigrants (43 employable individuals ranging in age 

from 19-65) residing in the three suburbs of Burnaby Richmond, and Surrey as well as in 

Vancouver’s downtown core. Their study’s results confirmed Teixeira’s (2014a) findings and 

emphasized the failure to provide services (including settlement and more general services) 

for the growing number of newcomers residing in Vancouver’s suburbs. While Teixeira’s 



 

 36 

(2014a) study focused on suburban newcomers’ housing and settlement experiences, Murdie 

and Gosh (2010) concentrated on newcomers’ employment experiences, noting that this 

population experienced more barriers and challenges with regard to accessing employment 

services provided by settlement agencies than their counterparts residing in urban areas of 

the Vancouver CMA. These barriers and challenges, what’s more, increase the risk of 

immigrant homelessness. The settlement of immigrants in suburbs, and within ethnic 

enclaves within suburbs, thus pose challenges for service providers and municipal authorities 

alike. 

While studies suggest that discrimination sometimes play a role in the residential 

concentration of immigrants in the suburbs, other research suggests factors other than 

discrimination. Owusu (1996), for example, found that the relatively low rates of 

homeownership among Ghanaian immigrants in the Greater Toronto Area were due to the 

recency of their migration, their relatively low incomes, and their desire to buy homes in their 

homeland, to which they planned to return permanently.  

Consistent with other studies on immigrants’ experiences with housing discrimination, 

such as Teixeira’ (1993), Owusu (1996) also found that Ghanaian immigrants did not 

experience significant racial discrimination. Although these findings reported by these two 

separate studies about the absence of racial discrimination among their study participants 

may seem similar, they should not be taken at their face value, since they might be a result of 

different circumstances. As Owusu (1996) noted, only a small proportion of the Ghanaian 

immigrants studied experienced race-based discrimination during their settlement. This was 

due, partly, to chain migration, and to the Ghanaian immigrants’ reliance on fellow Ghanaians 

for information while seeking alternative housing. This reliance on co-ethnics not only helped 

the Ghanaian immigrants avoid discrimination, it restricted their housing search mainly to 

neighbourhoods with a strong Ghanaian presence. The Portuguese immigrants involved in 

Teixeira’s (1993) study, conversely, did not experience discrimination based on their 

appearance, even though their language and culture are different from that of native-born 
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Canadians. Their preference to stay in the Portuguese-dominated neighbourhoods was thus 

voluntary, and not a result of outside pressures. As such, while neither group reported high 

levels of discrimination and both used ethnic sources when searching for housing, the 

Portuguese chose to utilize sources with common ethnicity, language, and cultural values, 

while the Ghanaian immigrants in Owusu’s (1996) study “chose” to live in suburbs with a high 

concentration of their co-ethnics to avoid discrimination. The Ghanaian immigrants used a 

coping strategy (concentration in ethnic neighbourhoods and using co-ethnic assistance in 

their housing search) to avoid unwanted outcomes (discrimination), and therefore did not 

report much discrimination. 

2.5.3 Immigrant Settlement Services in the Suburbs 

New Canadian government data shows the country welcomed 184,370 new permanent 

residents in 2020 as newcomer. This is the lowest level of immigration to Canada since 1998, 

due to the Corona virus pandemic (El-Assal, 2021). These newcomers need support in the 

early stages of their settlement (See Immigrant Integration Model, Figure1). Access to 

language services is of particular importance, since a significant percentage of these 

immigrants do not speak English. Employment services are also necessary, because 

immigrants enter Canada with different levels of education and professional experience. 

Furthermore, a sizable number of refugees requiring specialized assistance enter Canada 

every year. However, as Lo, Wang, Wang, and Truelove (2007) have indicated, current 

research shows that a significant number of the immigrants and refugees who settled in 

Canada the last decade of the twentieth century have had to deal with significant barriers and 

challenges resulting from a lack of settlement services in the suburban areas of major 

Canadian cities.  

A research study by Wang and Truelove (2003), which used “measures such as Index 

of Dissimilarity, Location Quotient and Ratio” (p.585), discovered that settlement services for 

immigrants are unequally distributed in the province of Ontario. The researchers also reported 

https://www.cicnews.com/author/kareem
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that, despite significant changes in newcomers’ spatial patterns of settlement, these services 

were still mainly provided within the city of Toronto, where immigrants previously settled. As a 

result, the balance between available settlement services and newcomer demand was 

disrupted. Wang and Truelove (2003) recommended that the authorities who fund settlement 

service organizations closely observe the new immigrant settlement patterns to address the 

needs of newcomers who come directly to the suburbs, bypassing city cores. These 

researchers suggested that it is necessary to constantly evaluate current settlement service-

delivery programs and their dispersal throughout Canada, not just Ontario, and their 

increasingly diverse ethnic backgrounds. This especially is important since current Canadian 

government policy encourages more newcomers to come to the country and to settle in 

geographically smaller areas. Providing these new immigrants with equitable settlement 

services and programs in their settlement destination would support their integration and the 

community overall (Wang & Truelove, 2003).  

Lo et al. (2009) investigated the supply of and demand for language development, 

housing, and employment services for immigrants in the Toronto CMA. These researchers 

found an overall decline in the availability of settlement services as well as shifts in service 

locations during the period of 1991-2001. The researchers observed that a significant number 

of these services were still located in Toronto’s inner city. They also reported that, despite the 

suburbanization of governmentally funded language services, the demand for these services 

was still higher in the suburbs than what was offered. Overall, Lo et al. (2009) concluded that 

the spatial patterns of immigrant settlement and the supply of settlement services were not 

fully in line. The study included groups with longer immigration histories in Canada (e.g., 

Russians and Chinese) as well as more recent arrivals, like immigrants from Sri Lanka, 

Somalia, and Iran. Lo et al (2009) suggested that the mismatch could be related to a 

“widespread misconception,”  (p.59) prevalent among inner-city residents as well as 

policymakers and planners, about the traditional settlement patterns of immigrants; namely, 

that wealthier residents tend to settle in the suburbs. These researchers reported that this 
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misconception was apparent in different levels of policies regarding settlement-service 

funding. However, since economically vulnerable immigrant and refugee populations are 

choosing to settle in the suburbs in order to access more affordable housing, these areas 

need to be better equipped with settlement-service provisions. 

Access to employment services is important for economically and educationally 

advanced immigrants (such as Iranians and Chinese, respectively) whose credentials are 

often not recognized in Canada. Furthermore, because Canada has been accepting more 

diverse immigrants in the recent years, the need for language services will become more 

pressing. As these immigrants are settling in the suburbs more often than before, it is 

important that language training services be available in these areas. 

Like studies that have considered settlement services’ spatial distribution and the 

latter’s reciprocal relationship with immigrant suburbanization, Harun’s (2021) recent research 

study examines suburban immigrant settlements and their implications for transportation 

services in the Toronto area. This researcher observed that immigrants living on the outer 

periphery of cities/suburbs are the most reliant on public transit and carpooling, followed by 

those living on the inner periphery and in the inner city. This reliance underlined the need for 

transit services in the suburbs, as well as in the city core. Acknowledging this reliance, Harun 

(2021) argues that, although immigrants are more likely to rely on public transit more than 

other residents, merely increasing the quality of transportation (e.g., more frequent and more 

available transit services) would not necessarily lead to greater use of these services by 

immigrants. Immigrants’ complex and unique socio-economic characteristics and lifestyles 

seemed more useful predictors of their use of transit services in both cities and suburban 

areas (Harun, 2021). These findings may have implications for other service provisions for 

new immigrants in major Canadian cities and thus warrant further investigation. For example, 

while it is clearly necessary to align the provision of settlement services with immigrants’ 

spatial settlement patterns in the suburbs, these adjustments may not be enough to ensure 

that immigrants are willing and able to settle in these areas. For example, characteristics such 
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as ethnicity, education level, or personal social networks can affect immigrants’ use of 

settlement services. More research needs to be conducted to better understand the nature of 

the relationship between the provision of settlement services and the practical use of these 

services by newcomers in Canada’s major urban centres and its suburbs (Heisz & 

Schellenberg, 2004; Moos, Woodside, Vinodrai, and Yan, 2018; Newbold, Scott, and Burke, 

2017; Rose & Preston, 2017). This relationship could also be affected by other factors related 

to the characteristics of the settlement services themselves, such as their compatibility with 

immigrant groups’ unique cultural and gender-specific needs. 

 As discussed earlier in this section, the Canadian literature on immigrant settlement 

services highlights a spatial mismatch between the locations of immigrant-serving 

organizations and recent immigrants’ settlement patterns in Canada. (e.g., Lim, Lo, 

Siemiatycki, and Doucet, 2005; Truelove, 2000; Wang & Truelove 2003). A study conducted 

by Mukhtar et al., (2016) explored the challenges immigrant-service agencies experience with 

respect to both settlement-service planning and delivery processes in a rapidly growing 

suburb (Peel Region) in the Greater Toronto Area. The researchers studied larger 

organizations that provided various types of services. Out of eight organizations, only one 

identified itself as ethno-specific. 

Mukhtar et al. (2016) found that, in addition to the general challenges other researchers 

have reported, these settlement service organizations faced challenges associated with the 

unique characteristics of their growing suburban settings. These challenges were often 

related to organization and/or to immigrants’ locations and access to transportation. For 

instance, Mukhtar et al.’s (2016) study showed that public transportation infrastructure was of 

high importance when it came to making settlement services available to new immigrants in 

the suburbs. Studies such as Allen et al.’s (2021) have noted higher frequency of use of 

public transit among new immigrants. These studies demonstrate that recent immigrants are, 

compared to the general population, more likely to reside in neighbourhoods with better 

access to transit. Results of research studies by Mukhtar et al. (2016) and Allen et al, (2021) 
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highlight the social inequality that exists in these suburban neighbourhoods. While this social 

inequality is often unnoted by researchers, it may lead to lower levels of social participation by 

immigrants, and eventually their social exclusion from the society. The findings of Allen et al. 

(2021) and Mukhtar et al. (2016) emphasized that poor access to public transit, or, when it is 

available, transit that is unaffordable, especially for low-income immigrant and youth 

populations, could negatively impact newcomers’ social inclusion. Mukhtar et al. (2016) 

suggested that in order to help immigrants access available services more easily and with 

fewer barriers during their first years of settlement, immigrant-supporting authorities may 

need to consider integrating transit costs into their overall financial support for immigrants. 

These researchers (Mukhtar et al., 2016) further recommended that if their eligibility for free 

federal settlement services could be made more flexible, that low-income and vulnerable 

immigrants could greatly benefit from available services and programs in the area. 

 Mukhtar, et al. (2016) found that immigrants’ access to public transportation was 

“equally important for service providers who are tasked with delivering settlement services” 

(p. 390). Equipping both immigrants and service-providers could thus further improve the 

settlement and integration experiences of newcomers in the suburbs.  

 

2.6 Immigrants’ Social Networks in Canada 

The previous section provided an overview of immigrant settlement and integration 

experiences in the suburbs of the key barriers and challenges they face in these areas. To 

assist immigrants with the barriers and challenges they face when settling in their new 

country, various government policies seek to provide them with necessary services and 

programs. Existing research on immigrant settlement and integration, however, indicates that 

these services and programs are not equally accessible to all immigrants. For example, 

immigrants’ access to settlement services may be restricted if they lack the language skills to 

seek information about these very services. This literature review has already shown that 
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immigrants’ access to settlement services and programs is notably limited in the suburbs, 

compared to inner cities in Canada. As suggested in the previous section (Section 2.5.3), 

services that are diverse and more equally distributed could better assist different immigrant 

groups with their own unique needs.  

Faced with a lack of available, accessible, and diverse settlement services, immigrants 

develop coping strategies to address their needs. Many rely on personal networks and/or 

broader, informal networks such as their ethnic and religious communities (e.g., Akkaymak, 

2016; Guo & Guo, 2011; Jurkova, 2014; Ley, 2008; Owusu, 2000). This section reviews the 

literature on these informal social networks and their role in immigrant settlement and 

integration experiences in Canada. 

A study by Kyeremeh (2020) on Ghanaian immigrants’ personal networks in the Toronto 

Census Metropolitan Area found co-ethnics to be essential to immigrants’ integration process 

in Canada. Kyeremeh (2020) has suggested that immigrants tend to develop ties (purposely 

or incidentally) with other individuals in order to assist in their settlement and integration 

process. The types of ties they develop mainly depend on their entrance category. 

Kyeremeh’s (2020) study illustrated, for example, that immigrants who enter Canada through 

the family class category tend to have pre-existing ties in Canada and thus rely on these ties 

to access various settlement services and programs after their arrival. Skilled immigrant 

(economic class) and refugees, on the other hand, often lack these pre-existing personal 

resources and, therefore, may develop their own personal ties, sometimes unintentionally. 

Refugee groups in particular may face severe challenges due to a lack of economic 

resources (Kyeremeh, 2020). Using a longitudinal study, this researcher investigated the 

relationship between migration classes of immigrants, their choice of workplace (ethnic or 

non-ethnic), the structure of their social networks, and the economic outcomes of their 

immigration. Results show that immigrants who entered Canada through the family class 

tended to deal with economic challenges in the non-ethnic employment workplace and had 

more successful employment experiences in ethnic settings. Immigrants who landed through 
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the economic class of migration, on the other hand, had better economic outcomes when 

working in non-ethnic workplaces (Kyeremeh, 2020). Another study that investigated the 

experiences of Chinese immigrants who came to Canada as graduate students and 

eventually gained permanent residency or Canadian citizenship status, concluded that 

informal networks and weak ties weren’t always helpful channels of support for these 

immigrants when looking for job opportunities in the labour market. This finding contradicted 

the theory of “the strength of weak ties” (Young, 1998, p.3), which claims weak ties in 

immigrants’ social networks provide them with significant support during their integration in 

Canada. This theory specifically suggests that in the general population, among the personal 

networks that immigrants have, their weak ties are the most effective and preferred channels 

to acquire job information and employment. Young (1998), however, found that this Chinese 

immigrant group seemed unwilling and/or unable to use weak ties to achieve greater 

employment mobility. Instead, these immigrants tended to use strong ties in their personal 

networks and also relied on the privilege associated with their educational institution in host 

country before starting their job-hunting process (Young, 1998). 

The findings above indicate that immigrants are not always able to leverage social 

networks while seeking for employment or housing. As such, although ethnic resources can 

be important support systems for immigrants in a new society, research suggests that the 

ability to connect to ethnic community and resources is not a given for all immigrants. The 

likelihood and quality of this connection depends on an immigrant’s unique characteristics, 

background and psychological factors such as personality traits that might work either in their 

favor or against them in terms of developing ties as well as maintaining them (Akkaymak, 

2016). In his research study, Kyeremeh (2020), similarly, concluded that access to outside 

their immediate personal network depends on immigrants’ individual characteristics (e.g., 

gender, length of stay in the host country, education level, and language skills) as well as 

their situation in the outside society (e.g., geographical/spatial location, employment, type of 

migration, and their involvement in religious and secular associations). For instance, as 
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Boccagni (2015) and Bilecen (2016) have suggested, while an immigrant’s local connections 

can help them settle and integrate faster, family and friends in the immigrant’s home country 

can also help them from a distance in cases where close local connections are lacking. 

The networks that immigrants utilize for support fall into two main categories: 

sociocentric and egocentric (Kyeremeh, 2020; McCarthy, 2002; Perry, Pescosolido, and  

Borgatti, 2018; Wasserman & Faust, 1994). Sociocentric networks include groups that 

immigrants rely on for support, while egocentric networks include those who are available to 

immigrants either through weak or strong ties, such as co-workers, neighbours, family 

members, and relatives (Kyeremeh, 2020). Although ethnic support resources can have 

positive impacts on immigrant during their settlement and integration journey, these resources 

could also create conflict and thus be disadvantageous for immigrants. Kyeremeh (2020) 

found that immigrants’ mental well-being could be negatively affected when their social 

resources were inappropriate or ineffectiveness, as in the case of arranged marriages or for 

those in violent and abusive relationships.  

Immigrants have a high tendency to stay with their co-ethnic community and social 

network upon arrival in their new country. However, as a result of social integration, 

immigrants’ personal social networks eventually grow in size, become more diverse, and, in 

some cases, include native residents from the host society. Possession of more diverse 

networks, including family and friends as well as other close connections, can increase the 

likelihood of a more successful settlement and integration process (Hanley, Mhamied, 

Cleveland, Hajjar, Hassan, Ives, Khyar, and Hynie, 2018; Jurkova, 2014; Kyeremeh, 2020; 

Owusu, 2000). The existing research on immigrant integration has indicated that immigrants 

who rely on more diverse networks are more successful compared to those who rely only on 

available formal resources, organizations, and settlement services. However, as discussed 

earlier in this section, established ethnic communities do play an important role in how 

immigrants form their cultural identities. 
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Other research conducted in the suburbs of Vancouver (Salinas & Teixeira, 2020; 

Teixeira, 2014a) has shown how ethno-specific social networks can provide critical 

assistance in new immigrants’ first year of settlement, particularly in their housing and job 

searches. Little, however, is known about the drawbacks of relying on these sources. Family, 

co-ethnic friends, and personal contacts may be limited in terms of the quantity and quality of 

housing and job information they can provide. 

This section reviewed the types of social support networks, including formal and 

informal connections, that immigrants form to meet their needs and pursue their aspirations in 

the host society. As discussed earlier in this chapter (Section 2.5.3), immigrants face barriers 

and challenges when attempting to settle and integrate in suburban areas due to a lack of 

settlement services and the formal support they provide. To survive in the suburbs, these 

immigrants thus use informal social networks. As the current research on migration in Canada 

shows, these resources can help immigrants deal with the isolation and loneliness that they 

may experience in the absence of formal assistance, increase their sense of belonging in the 

host society, and result, overall, in higher levels of life satisfaction. However, they may also 

have adverse effects. 

This section also reviewed the current body of knowledge on social networks and their 

role in immigrant settlement and integration in Canada. As in other bodies of research on 

immigrant experiences, the literature indicates that there is significantly more research 

available on the economic aspects of immigrants’ settlement and integration in Canada than 

on any other aspect (e.g., social integration). More research needs to be done on the 

immigration experiences of different ethnic populations and nationalities in Canada, including 

the economic and social aspects of their settlement and integration. Furthermore, there is a 

significant lack of studies on the role of social networks in immigrant experiences in the 

suburbs. More studies need to be conducted to explore the ways in which immigrants utilize 

informal social networks and to what extent these networks help immigrants in their 

settlement and integration experiences. This is especially important given the lack of 
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settlement services in the suburbs.  

 

2.7 Iranian immigrants in Canada 

 

The final section of this chapter reviews existing literature on Iranian immigrants in the 

Canadian migration context. The historical context of Iranian immigrants’ presence in Canada 

as well as the most recent statistics with respect to this community in Canada, in general, and 

in the three suburban study areas in particular, will be presented in this section. 

2.7.2 Iranian Immigrants in Canada 

As will be detailed in the methodology chapter (Chapter 3), the study population was 

narrowed down from recent immigrants from the Middle East to recent Iranian immigrants. 

According to the most recent Canadian Census (Statistics Canada, 2016), the countries of 

birth most frequently reported by recent immigrants in British Columbia were: China (38,105), 

India (27,460), Philippines (26,685), Iran (8,645), and South Korea (8,025). As this list shows, 

recent Iranian immigrants have a significance presence in British Columbia, Canada, more so 

than those from other Middle Eastern countries in the region. This data suggested that 

exploring the settlement and integration experiences of recent Iranian immigrants who 

resided in the study areas of this research project would help fill a major, existing gap in the 

literature with respect to the Iranian immigrants in suburban Vancouver. A review of the 

existing information on Iranian immigrants in Canada, and more specifically in British 

Columbia, will be provided below. 

2.7.2.1 Historical Trends of Iranian Immigration in Canada 

Iran is a non-Arab country in the Middle East that, despite contributing growing numbers of 

immigrants to the Canadian population (Shirpak, Maticka-Tyndale, and Chinichian, 2007), is 

still relatively new in this country. Iranians began immigrating to Canada in large numbers 

over the last four decades in response to major political events such as the Islamic 
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Revolution, the Iraq-Iran war, and to American sanctions imposed in the last 10 years 

(Garousi, 2005; Moalem, 1999; Foltz, 2009).  

At the end of World War II, Canada had an extremely limited number of Iranian 

immigrants. From the 1950s to the early 1970s, prior to the Islamic Revolution, most Iranians 

in Canada were professionals and university students who took advantage of the Iranian 

King’s (Shah’s) pro-Western policies encouraging the elite to study, train, or live in Canada. 

They came to Canada as individuals and did not experience much racism and discrimination. 

Between 1955 and 1976, only 2,531 Iranians entered Canada. During this time period, the 

number of Iranians who migrated to Canada increased gradually, from a low of approximately 

100 per year during the 1950s and ’60s, to 600 per year by the late ’70s (Statistics Canada, 

2006). 

Following this period, socio-economic changes led some Iranians who were involved in 

the previous political system to immigrate to Canada. This was followed by the migration of 

more urban, middle-class Iranians to Canada. According to Garousi (2005), these immigrants 

belonged to an affluent class of Iranian society and had more secular backgrounds and were 

relatively well educated and resourceful compared to the Iranian immigrants that had 

previously landed in Canada. As a result, between 1977 and 1982 almost 5,000 Iranians 

entered Canada; a much larger number compared to pre-Revolution migration rates. The 

Iran-Iraq War in the 1990s was another major push factor for immigrants from Iran . Over the 

last two decades, most Iranian migration to Canada has been a result of political and 

economic unpredictability in the home country. Iranians have settled in Canada in the hopes 

of building a better life for themselves and/or their children (Safdar, Lay, and Struthers, 2003; 

Jafari, Baharlou, and Mathias, 2010). Unlike their predecessors, the Iranian immigrants who 

entered Canada after the Islamic Revolution, have experienced high levels of discrimination, 

and thus have developed ethnic communities in order to support each other (Isajiw, 1999).  
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2.7.2.2 Current Situation of Iranians Immigration in the Study Areas  

 As mentioned above, Iranians are a relatively new community in Canada and one that 

continues to grow (Rahmenaa, 2020). Although immigration from Iran is not high compared to 

other countries, it has increased as a result of the Islamic revolution, the Iran-Iraq war, 

American political and economic sanctions, and other socioeconomic issues. More recently, 

thousands of Iranian families have moved to other countries, mostly in North America, and 

Europe (Dastjerdi, Olson, and Ogilvie, 2012). From 2011 to 2016, Canada welcomed 42,070 

Iranian newcomers. According to Statistics Canada (2016), Iran was one of the top 

birthplaces of recent immigrants to Canada, ranking fourth after the Philippines, India, and 

China. Table 2.2 shows the number of Iranian immigrants residing in the three major 

Canadian cities (Montreal, Toronto, and Vancouver) in 2016. This table indicates that close to 

half of the total number of Iranians residing in Canada in 2016 lived in the Toronto CMA, while 

the Vancouver CMA had the second largest Iranian community (Statistics Canada, 2016).  

 

 

Table 2.2 Number of Iranian immigrants residing in the Canada and major Canadian 
cities 

  

Total 

 

Recent* 

 

Canada 

 

154,425 

 

42,070 

 

Montreal 
16,545 7,090 

 

Toronto 
73,340 18,565 

 

Vancouver   
35,250 8,315 

Source: Source: Statistics Canada, Census of Population, 2016. 
*Note: According to Statistics Canada, “recent immigrants” refers to immigrants that have arrived in Canada within the last five years. 
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More specifically, and with respect to the more recent presence of Iranian immigrants in 

the three research areas (Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam), Table 2.3 provides information on 

the number of the Iranian immigrants residing in this research project’s study areas, the 

Vancouver CMA.  

Table 2.3 Number of Iranian immigrants residing in the research study areas 

 

 

  Total Immigrants 

from Iran (2011) 

  Total Immigrants 

from Iran (2016) 

 Recent* Immigrants 

from Iran (in 2016) 

 

Number 

Percent 

(%) 

 

Number 

Percent 

(%) 

 

Number 

Percent 

(%) 

Surrey 885 

 

3.11 

 

965 2.74 180 2.16 

 

Burnaby 
2,485 

 

8.73 

 

3,040 9 970 11.67 

Coquitlam 

 
4,965 17.44 6,100 17 1,605 19 

Vancouver CMA 

 
28,475 94.8 35,250 95 8,315 96 

BC 

 
30,050 100 37,160 100 8,645 100 

 

Canada 

 

120,685  154,425  42,070  

Source: Source: Statistics Canada, Census of Population, 2011 and 2016. 
*Note: According to Statistics Canada, “recent immigrants” refers to immigrants that have arrived in Canada within the last five years. 
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2.8 Conclusion 

 

This chapter detailed the key concepts and theoretical framework on which I base my 

understanding of the settlement and integration experiences of recent Iranian immigrants. 

The literature on immigrant suburbanization falls into three broad areas of focus: a) the 

models of spatial settlement patterns of immigrants in Canada including the immigrant 

suburbanization model; b) immigrant settlement and integration experiences in the Canadian 

suburbs, including housing experiences; and c) the role of social networks in the new 

immigrant experiences settling in Canada. This chapter also presented existing information 

on Iranians immigrants in Canada. This review helps define what we ‘know’ about immigrant 

suburbanization and also the current situation of Iranian immigrants in Canada.  

The reviewed literature indicated that immigrants continue to arrive in traditional 

Canadian metropolitan gateway cities. However, recent data from the Canadian Census 

(Statistics Canada, 2006 and 2016) suggests a significant recent dispersal of immigrants to 

new destinations outside major urban centres, especially the suburbs. Immigrants’ interest in 

resettling in the suburbs rather than in inner cities has challenged traditional ideas about the 

suburbs as a destination for the affluent. One of the most critical consequences of rapid 

population growth and the recent concentration of immigrants in the suburbs is an increase in 

demand for affordable housing and settlement services (Lo et al., 2010 and 2011; Mukhtar et 

al., 2016; Teixeira, 2014b). The findings of this review section on immigrant suburbanization 

in Canada have policy implications for all levels of government.  

The purpose of this literature review was to explore the settlement and integration 

experiences of immigrants in the suburbs of Canadian cities. The review of the 

suburbanization literature shows that several factors can play an important role in immigrants’ 

settlement process as well as other aspects of their lives. For instance, a lack of social 

networks and settlement services can affect immigrants’ housing choices, forcing them into 
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crowded rental units or even sharing housing with relatives and friends. Limited access to 

affordable housing is often the reason these immigrants tend to take advantage of available 

options, such as sharing accommodation.  

Immigrants choose to settle in the suburbs primarily because of lower housing prices 

and the presence of family members, friends, and co-ethnic community members. The 

reviewed research showed that other factors such as high concentration of immigrants in the 

suburbs, poor public transportation, lack of social services and the long distance between the 

inner city and the suburbs have resulted in poor settlement and integration experiences of 

these immigrants. From a policy-making point of view, settlement services in Canada need to 

recognize the changing profile of immigrants and be more responsive to the diverse needs of 

this population. This could be reflected in their practices by providing services and information 

for immigrants in different languages and by enhancing their knowledge of immigrant groups’ 

diverse cultural and religious beliefs and backgrounds. Furthermore, and from a higher level 

of policy making and planning, several studies (e.g., Keil, 2020; Moos & Mendez, 2015; 

Mukhtar et al., 2016; Zhuang, 2020) have emphasized the important role suburban 

municipalities can play in helping policymakers and planners better understand and plan for 

the diverse needs of their residents, including ethnic communities. This could help balance 

the traditional approach to settlement service policies, where federal funding dictates what 

services are delivered locally, and makes regional service providers more responsible for 

both the planning and provision of settlement services for newcomers. This is of particular 

importance considering the rapidly changing nature of Canada’s suburbs (Fiedler & Addie, 

2008; Keil, 2020), and would empower settlement-service providers that are in close contact 

with these newcomers to determine the most effective types of settlement services and 

programs and deliver them in a more efficient fashion. 

The reviewed literature emphasized an overall trend toward suburbanization among 

immigrant groups who have arrived in Canada within the last five decades. It shows that little 

has been known about certain immigrant populations, including their unique settlement and 
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integration needs and experiences, as well as about the availability of social networks and 

settlement services in their communities. To my knowledge, no study has attempted to 

understand the experiences of recent Iranian immigrants residing in the Vancouver area. 

Several questions about their experiences remain unanswered (e.g., what are the main 

barriers and challenges to their settlement and integration in the Canadian suburbs? Do they 

have access to adequate and culturally appropriate settlement services? What coping 

strategies do these immigrants use when there is a lack of such services, and how do they 

use social networks and other resources to help them better integrate into a new society?). 

This community’s barriers and challenges have not been examined, and there is no 

information on the coping strategies that these Iranian immigrants use when faced with a lack 

of formal resources. Furthermore, as the reviewed literature indicates, Iranian immigrant 

populations in Canada are continually diversifying. More research is thus required in order to 

understand their experiences in suburban Canada. In the next chapter, I delve into the study’s 

methodology, including my research design, target population, and fieldwork. 
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Chapter 3- Methodology and Research Design 

 

3.1 Overview 

The literature review concerning immigrant suburbanization in Canada indicates that 

there is scarcity of research on the settlement and integration experiences of recent Middle 

Eastern immigrants, including recent Iranian immigrants, residing in the suburbs. The paucity 

of research prevents a full understanding of: (a) the main barriers and challenges these 

immigrants face in terms of their settlement and integration experiences; (b) the extent to 

which existing facilities and settlement services are culturally oriented enough to meet the 

needs of these immigrants; and (c) the coping strategies these recent immigrants use when 

faced with a lack of settlement services to help them settle and integrate into the new society. 

The primary goal of this research study was to explore the settlement and integration 

experiences of recent Iranian immigrants residing in the three Vancouver suburbs of Surrey, 

Burnaby, and Coquitlam. 

This research was guided by the following questions: 

-  What are the major barriers and challenges that recent Iranian immigrants face in the 

suburbs? 

 

-  To what extend are facilities and settlement services in the suburbs culturally oriented 

enough to meet the needs of these recent immigrants? 

 

-  What coping strategies do recent Iranian immigrants use to overcome barriers to their 

integration in the suburbs? 

 

-  What policy recommendations can be made to improve the settlement and integration 

experiences of recent Iranian immigrants in the suburbs? 

 

Data for this research were collected between August 2017 and April 2018 through a 

questionnaire survey completed by 127 Iranian immigrants (37 from Surrey, 43 from Burnaby, 
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and 47 from Coquitlam). This chapter describes the study’s research design including study 

areas, study population, data-collection-instrument design, data-collection procedures, 

limitations and strengths, and summary. 

 

3.2. Study Areas 

The present research study explored the settlement and integration experiences of 

recent Iranian immigrants residing in the three suburbs of Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam at 

the time of the study. The rationale for choosing these three suburban areas of Vancouver is 

twofold: a) these cities have been important reception areas for recent Iranian immigrants in 

the last two decades, and b) the lack of geographical studies dealing with the settlement and 

integration experiences of immigrants in these suburbs, particularly Iranians. This section 

presents relevant information on the context and background of the study areas and the 

broader Vancouver Census Metropolitan Area (CMA). 

3.2.1 Vancouver 

According to the City of Vancouver’s official website (About Vancouver, 2016), 

Vancouver is known around the world as both a popular tourist attraction and one of the best 

places to live. It is also one of the most ethnically and linguistically diverse cities in Canada, 

with 52% of the population having a first language other than English. Vancouver is a coastal, 

seaport city on the mainland of British Columbia and on the western half of the Burrard 

Peninsula. The city is bounded to the north by English Bay and the Burrard Inlet and to the 

south by the Fraser River (About Vancouver, 2016). It is the largest city in British Columbia, 

and the eighth largest municipality in Canada. The Vancouver CMA (which includes 

neighbouring cities such as Burnaby, Richmond, and Surrey) is the third largest in Canada 

(See Appendix B). 

The geographic land area of Vancouver CMA totals 2,882.68 km². According to the 

most recent Canadian Statistics, the population of Vancouver CMA reached to 2,463,431 in 

http://vancouver.ca/
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2016, an increase of 6.5% from 2011. This increase was larger than both the national and 

provincial averages (5% and 5.6%, respectively). The city’s population density also increased, 

from 46.8 per km² in 2011 to 54.6 people per km² in 2016.  

Table 3.1 shows how Vancouver’s various suburbs and the City of Vancouver itself 

experienced different degrees of population change from 2006 to 2016. Notably, the City of 

Vancouver itself experienced little change in population during this period compared with 

most of its suburbs. The suburbs grew at a much faster pace. 

Table 3.1 Census subdivisions, population change 

from 2006 to 2016, Vancouver CMA 

 

 Population 

2006 2011 2016 

Vancouver 578,041 603,502 631,486 

Surrey 394,976 468,251 517,887 

Burnaby 202,799 223,218 232,755 

Richmond 174,461 190,473 198,309 

Coquitlam 114,565 126,456 139,284 

Maple Ridge 68,949 76,052 82,256 

New Westminster 58,549 65,976 70,996 

Port Coquitlam 52,687 55,958 58,612 

Port Moody 27,512 33,011 33,551 

Langley 93,726 104,177 117,285 

White Rock 18,755 19,339 19,952 

Pitt Meadows 15,623 17,736 18,573 

Delta 96,635 99,863 102,238 

Maple Ridge 68,949 76,052 82,256 

Source: Statistics Canada (2006, 2011, and 2016) 
 
 

https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2011/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-csd-eng.cfm?LANG=Eng&amp;amp%3BGK=CSD&amp;amp%3BGC=5915022
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2011/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-csd-eng.cfm?LANG=Eng&GK=CSD&GC=5915004
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2011/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-csd-eng.cfm?LANG=Eng&GK=CSD&GC=5915025
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2011/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-csd-eng.cfm?LANG=Eng&GK=CSD&GC=5915015
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2011/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-csd-eng.cfm?LANG=Eng&GK=CSD&GC=5915034
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2011/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-csd-eng.cfm?LANG=Eng&GK=CSD&GC=5915075
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2011/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-csd-eng.cfm?LANG=Eng&GK=CSD&GC=5915029
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2011/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-csd-eng.cfm?LANG=Eng&GK=CSD&GC=5915043
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2011/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-csd-eng.cfm?LANG=Eng&GK=CSD&GC=5915002
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2011/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-csd-eng.cfm?LANG=Eng&GK=CSD&GC=5915007
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2011/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-csd-eng.cfm?LANG=Eng&GK=CSD&GC=5915070
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2011/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-csd-eng.cfm?LANG=Eng&GK=CSD&GC=5915011
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2011/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-csd-eng.cfm?LANG=Eng&GK=CSD&GC=5915075
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The suburbs of major Canadian cities have lately been a magnet for racialized 

populations. The Toronto suburbs of Markham, Brampton, Mississauga, and Richmond Hill, 

for example, all have racialized communities that make up well over half the population 

(Qadeer, 2016). The same pattern has been seen in areas around Vancouver including 

Richmond, Greater Vancouver, Burnaby, and Surrey (Hiebert, 2009 and 2015; Qadeer, 

2016). Based on the latest Canadian Statistics (2016 Census) 81.2% of B.C.’s recent 

immigrants lived in the Vancouver CMA - Vancouver (26.2%), Surrey (25.5%), Burnaby 

(11.3%), Richmond (10.7%) and Coquitlam (6.7%). 

Due to a recent influx of refugees in Canada, the settlement pattern of refugees residing 

in Vancouver is important to consider when looking at the city of Vancouver from an 

immigration point of view. It should be noted that Government-Assisted Refugees (GARs) 

arrive in Canada as permanent residents and are free to settle anywhere in the country 

regardless of their destination when they received their refugee status.Newly arrived GARs 

usually choose municipalities or neighbourhoods where their own ethnic community is already 

represented. As a result, settlement patterns vary from one place to another as immigrants 

tend to settle in areas where members of their ethnic/cultural group already exist. For 

instance, Somali and Iraqi communities that are already present in Surrey will likely “attract” 

new arrivals from these countries. On the other hand, newly arrived Iranian GARs are more 

likely to settle in Burnaby and Coquitlam in order to join the already well-established Iranian 

communities in these municipalities (CIC, 2016). 

Recent immigrants and refugees to Canada usually face a range of challenges in their 

settlement and housing experiences, from lack of affordable housing to language and cultural 

barriers and discrimination (Lo et al., 2011; Teixeira, 2014a; Tossutti, 2012). Among these 

recent and diverse groups of immigrants, some, such as Middle Eastern immigrants, 

experience more barriers and challenges based on their skin colour, religion, country of 

origin, or ethnic background, among other cultural factors (Helly, 2004; Teixeira, 2014a). 

Middle Eastern immigrants and recent ones in particular, experience more discrimination 
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compared to those from other countries (Mercier-Dalphond & Helly, 2021), but relatively little 

is known about their integration experiences in Canada. Much less is known about the 

experiences of those who reside in the suburbs of major Canadian cities. Furthermore, little 

research has been done on the Iranian immigrants, even though Iran being a significant 

source of Middle Eastern immigrants to Canada. This study aims to explore the settlement 

and integration experiences of recent Iranian immigrants who reside in Vancouver’s suburbs 

and who arrived in Canada within the last ten years. These immigrants’ numbers have been 

rapidly increasing over the last two decades in the suburbs (Statistics Canada, 2016), and no 

previous studies have addressed this specific population’s settlement and integration 

experiences. According to Statistics Canada (2016), 8,315 recent Iranian immigrants live in 

Vancouver CMA. Among Vancouver’s 12 suburbs, the highest percentage (close to 82%) 

reside in Coquitlam (1,605, or 48.8%), Burnaby (970, or 29.5%), and Surrey (180, or 5.5 %). 

This research study was conducted in these three suburbs, as most immigrants coming from 

Iran choose to settle in there (See Table 3.2 and Table 3.3).  

Table 3.2 and Table 3.3 (in the following pages) show the recent and the total numbers 

of Middle Eastern immigrants and Iranian immigrants residing in each suburb of Vancouver, 

respectively, (Statistics Canada, 2011 and 2016). 
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Table 3.2 Number of recent Middle Eastern and Iranian immigrants in each suburb of 
Vancouver, 2016 

 

 

Recent Middle Eastern immigrants 
(from Egypt, Pakistan, Iran, Iraq, and 
Lebanon, Israel, Afghanistan, United 

Arab Emirates, Saudi Arabia, and Syria) 

Recent Iranian immigrants 

Suburb Number Percent (%) Number Percent (%) 

Langley 30 0.27% 0 0% 

Surrey 2,190 19.56% 180 5.5% 

White Rock 25 0.22% 10 0.3% 

Delta 95 0.85% 20 0.6% 

Richmond 4,935 44.08% 80 2.4% 

Burnaby 1,780 15.90% 970 29.5% 

New Westminster 315 2.81% 90 2.7% 

Coquitlam 1,450 12.95% 1605 48.8% 

Port Coquitlam 160 1.43% 155 4.7% 

Port Moody 210 1.88% 155 4.7% 

Pitt Meadows 0 0.00% 50 1.5% 

Maple Ridge 0 0.00% 40 1.2% 

Suburbs in total 11,190 100% 3,292 100% 

Source: Statistics Canada (2016). 
Note: According to Statistics Canada, recent immigrants refers to immigrants that have arrived in Canada within the last five years. 
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Table 3.3 Total number of Middle Eastern and Iranian immigrants in Vancouver 
suburbs (2016)  

 

 

Middle Eastern Immigrants (from 
Egypt, Ethiopia, Pakistan, Iran, 

Iraq, Lebanon, and Afghanistan) 
Iranian Immigrants 

Suburb Number Percent (%) Number Percent (%) 

Langley 345 1.30 40 0.3 

Surrey 8080 30.47 965 7.4 

White Rock 50 0.19 25 0.2 

Delta 665 2.51 115 0.9 

Richmond 2,305 8.69 745 5.7 

Burnaby 5,060 19.08 3,040 23.3 

New Westminster 1,080 4.07 335 2.6 

Coquitlam 6,410 24.17 6,100 46.8 

Port Coquitlam 1,010 3.81 195 1.5 

Port Moody 985 3.71 960 7.4 

Pitt Meadows 75 0.28 110 0.8 

Maple Ridge 455 1.72 405 3.1 

Suburbs in total 26,520 100 13,035 100 

Source: Statistics Canada (2016) 

 

3.2.2 Surrey 

Surrey, with a land area of 316.41 square kilometers, is part of the Vancouver CMA 

(see Appendix B). It is the third largest (by area) city in British Columbia, after Abbotsford and 

Prince George. Surrey’s population is second to Vancouver, but it is expected to become the 

largest city in BC with a projected 760,000 residents by 2041. Surrey has a population density 

of 1,479.9 persons per square kilometer (Statistics Canada, 2016).  

https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2011/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-cma-eng.cfm?LANG=Eng&amp;amp%3BGK=CMA&amp;amp%3BGC=933
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In 2016, Surrey had a population of 511,540, representing a percentage increase of 

more than 15% from 2011 and compared to a national average growth of 5.9%. Additionally, 

while the number of immigrants to British Columbia has been declining since the 1990s, the 

immigrant population in Surrey increased by 63.7% between 2001 and 2011, an increase 

significantly higher than the 23.7% experienced by Vancouver CMA (Statistics Canada, 

2016). 

A total of 81.2% of recent immigrants to BC lived in the Vancouver CMA, of which 80% 

resided in Vancouver, Surrey, Richmond, Burnaby, and Coquitlam alone. Surrey is home to 

the second-largest immigrant population (220,155) in Vancouver CMA, representing 22% of 

Vancouver CMA’s total immigrant population. In the 2011-2016 census period, Surrey’s 

recent immigrants (36,335) comprised 25.5% of the Vancouver CMA total. As a municipality, 

Surrey experienced as significant immigrant population increase (17.2%) between 2011 and 

2016, as well as increase in overall population (10.6%). This is notably higher than Vancouver 

CMA’s 8.3% growth in its immigrant population and 6.5% growth in total population during the 

same years. Between 2011 and 2016, Surrey also received 36,335 recent immigrants, while 

its net increase in immigrant population was 32,310, the highest of any municipality in BC 

(Statistics Canada, 2016). 

The 2016 Census shows that Surrey had a total population of 517,887, an approximate 

increase of 10.6% between 2011 and 2016. Surrey’s immigrant residents represented 43% 

(220,155) of its total population, an increase of 17.2% from 2011. Surrey’s population growth 

significantly outstripped Vancouver CMA’s for the same period: across the region, total 

population went up by 6.5% and immigrant population rose by 8.3%. During the most recent 

census period, Surrey saw a slowdown in population growth compared to the previous 

census period. NHS 2011 (Statistics Canada, 2011) reported an increase of 19% in the city’s 

total population and 25% for its immigrant population between 2006 and 2011. In past census 

periods, immigration was a key driver of population growth for Surrey. Between 2001 and 

2016, Surrey’s immigrant population almost doubled (an increase of 105,425, or 91.9%), 
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significantly outpacing the growth of the city’s Canadian-born population (27.7%, or 64,641) 

over the same period. Between 2011 and 2016, Surrey received 36,340 immigrants, 

representing 16.5% of its total immigrant population and 25.5% of Vancouver CMA’s regional 

immigrant population. Surrey’s proportion of recent immigrants was significantly larger than 

the regional level’s 14.4% proportion. Compared to the previous census period (Statistics 

Canada, 2011), when Vancouver CMA saw a slowdown in immigrant arrivals, Surrey received 

more newcomers between 2011 and 2016: 36,340 vs. 34,875 for Surrey, and 142,535 vs. 

155,125 for Vancouver CMA (Statistics Canada, 2011 and 2016). 

With regard to languages spoken, 48.2% of the population in Surrey in 2011 reported 

English only as their mother tongue. Over two thirds (68.7%) of Surrey’s recent immigrants 

spoke non-official languages most often at home, in comparison, in the Vancouver CMA’s 

regional levels’ percentages were 51.2%. Punjabi was the language that was most often used 

in Surrey households. This language was the second most often spoken home language 

among recent immigrants in Vancouver CMA, but the proportion (9.1%) at the regional level 

was only one third of Surrey’s (29.3%) (Statistics Canada, 2016). 

3.2.3 Burnaby 

Burnaby, part of Vancouver CMA (See Appendix B), has a land area of 90.61 square 

kilometers and a population density of 2,463.5 persons per square kilometer. 

In 2016, Burnaby’s population was 232,755, representing a percentage change of 4.3% 

from 2011. In comparison, the provincial average growth in population over the same period 

was 5.6%. In 2016, Burnaby had 92,201 private dwellings occupied by long-term residents  ,

representing an increase of 6.2% from 2011 (Statistics Canada, 2016). 

In 2016 Burnaby was home to the fourth-largest immigrant population (115,145) in 

Vancouver CMA, representing 11.6% of Vancouver CMA’s immigrant population and 50.0% 

of the city’s total population. The city of Burnaby has the second highest proportion of 

https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2011/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-cma-eng.cfm?LANG=Eng&amp;amp%3BGK=CMA&amp;amp%3BGC=933
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immigrants in BC, the highest being Richmond, where immigrants comprise 60.2% of the 

population. Though Burnaby had the third-largest recent immigrant population (16,065) in the 

region in 2016, Burnaby recorded an increase of only 3.6% (3,970) in its total immigrant 

population and a modest increase of 4.3% (9,894) in total population between 2011 and 

2016, significantly lower than Vancouver CMA’s 8.3% growth in immigrant population and 

6.5% growth in total population 

The 2016 Census shows that in that year Burnaby had a total population of 232,755. Its 

immigrant residents represented 50.05% (115,145) of total population, about 10% more than 

Vancouver CMA’s regional rate of 40.8%. Burnaby’s foreign-born population has remained 

steady at about 50% of its total population since 2006. Burnaby’s population growth slowed 

over the 2011-2016 census period, with an increase of 4.3% (9,537) in its total population and 

3.6% (3,975) in its immigrant population: less than half the increase for the 2006-2011 census 

period that saw increases of 10.1% (20,419) in the total population and 9.0% (9,140) in the 

immigrant population. Nonetheless, immigration remains an important driver of population 

growth for Burnaby. Between 2001 and 2016, Burnaby had an increase of 27% (24,455) in its 

immigrant population, a percentage significantly higher than the growth in the city’s Canadian-

born population (13.9%, or 14,346) over the same period. In comparison, Vancouver CMA 

had an increase of 34% in its immigrant population and 18.1% in its Canadian-born 

population between 2001 and 2016 (Statistics Canada, 2016). 

In 2016, recent immigrants made up 14% (16,065) of Burnaby’s immigrant population, a 

similar proportion to Vancouver CMA’s 14.4%. Compared to the previous census period 

(2006-2011), Burnaby had notably fewer recent immigrant arrivals: 16,065 recent immigrants 

reported in the 2016 Census vs. 19,530 recent immigrants in the National Household Survey 

of 2011. At the regional level, Vancouver CMA also had fewer recent immigrant arrivals: 

142,535 (Statistics Canada, 2016) vs. 155,125 (Statistics Canada, 2011). 

Regarding the proportion of immigrants and non-immigrants in in Burnaby, 115,145 

(50%) were foreign-born (immigrants), compared to a national average growth of 5.9%. The 
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proportion of population in this suburb that is foreign-born is also higher than in the other two 

study areas (Statistics Canada, 2016). 

In terms of language, 66.6% of Burnaby’s population spoke non-official languages most 

often at home. About 30.5% of Burnaby’s recent immigrants spoke Chinese most often at 

home, which was slightly less than the corresponding proportion of 32.1% for its total 

immigrants (Statistics Canada, 2016).  

3.2.4 Coquitlam 

Coquitlam is part of Vancouver CMA (See Appendix B). The suburb has an area of 

122.30 square kilometers with a population density of 1,034 persons per square kilometer. In 

2016, this suburb had a population of 139,284, representing a percentage increase of 9.8% 

from 2011 (Statistics Canada, 2016). In 2016 Coquitlam was home to the fifth-largest 

immigrant population (61,060) in Vancouver CMA, representing 6.7% of Vancouver CMA’s 

immigrant population and 44.2% of the city’s total population. Coquitlam experienced a 

significant immigrant population increase (17.2%) between 2011 and 2016, as well as an 

increase in overall population (9.8%). This is notably higher than Vancouver CMA, which 

experience 8.3% growth in its immigrant population and 6.5% growth in total population. 

Coquitlam is one of the five municipalities in Vancouver CMA that saw an increase of more 

than 15% in its immigrant population in 2016. Based on the most recent NHS data (Statistics 

Canada, 2016), the Tri-Cities (Coquitlam, Port Coquitlam, and Port Moody combined) had 

229,440 residents, of which 90,245 were immigrants representing 9.5% of Vancouver CMA’s 

total population and 9.1% of its immigrant population, respectively (Statistics Canada, 2016). 

The 2016 Census shows that Coquitlam had a total population of 139,284 persons in 

2016 with immigrant residents representing 44.2% (61,060) of its total population. Coquitlam 

saw steady growth in its population in the most recent census period. Between 2011 and 

2016, the suburb recorded an increase of 9.8 % in total population and 17.2% in its immigrant 

population, similar to the 10% increase in total population and 16.4% in immigrant population 

https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2011/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-cma-eng.cfm?LANG=Eng&amp;amp%3BGK=CMA&amp;amp%3BGC=933
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it experienced between 2006 and 2011. In past census periods, immigration was a key driver 

of population growth for Coquitlam. Between 2001 and 2016, Coquitlam had an increase of 

47.9% (19,765) in its immigrant population, significantly outpacing the growth of the city’s 

Canadian-born population (9.3%, or 6,629) over the same period. In comparison, Vancouver 

CMA had an increase of 34.0% in its immigrant population and 18.1% in its Canadian-born 

population between 2001 and 2016. In terms of the composition of immigrant and non-

immigrant population in this suburb, 61,060 (44.2%) were foreign-born (immigrants) (Statistics 

Canada, 2016). 

In terms of language, in 2016, 54% of Coquitlam’s population spoke nonofficial 

languages most often at home. More than a quarter of Coquitlam’s recent immigrants (25.4%) 

reported that they spoke Chinese (Mandarin, Cantonese and Chinese n.o.s. combined) most 

often at home, compared to the corresponding proportion of 23.8% for its total immigrants 

(Statistics Canada, 2016).  

 

3.3 Service-Provider Organizations in Study Areas 

Each study location had organizations that provided services for immigrants (17 in 

Surrey, 5 in Burnaby, and 4 in Coquitlam). These organizations may be divided into two main 

groups: (1) those created to provide services specifically for immigrants, such as immigrant-

settlement or language-service provider centres, and (2) those that catered to both non-

immigrant and immigrant populations in delivering services, such as employment services. 

Appendix C includes a full list of the service-provider organizations found in each suburb and 

a brief description of their services. These services can be categorized as follows: 

1. Settlement  

2. Language  

3. Employment  

4. Housing  

5. Education  
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6. Religious  

7. Information  

8. Personal well-being  

9. Low-income  

10. Community-building  

11. Health  

12. Social (e.g., Homelessness/ addiction/ discrimination) 

13. Senior  

14. Youth  

15. Parental  

16. Gender-specific  

 

As Appendix C shows, many of these organizations were designed to serve and benefit 

the whole community, including immigrants. However, immigrants, and especially recent 

immigrants, have specific needs that these services may not necessarily meet. The research 

(Salinas & Teixeira, 2020; Teixeira, 2014a) has shown that recent immigrants rely on their 

ethnic networks, family, and friends when arriving in the new society. A lack of adequate, 

culturally sensitive services and programs in these organizations could be one reason for 

their reliance on informal support systems. Having access to appropriate services could help 

immigrants feel more comfortable and connected to the community, which in turn leads to 

better integration. 

 

3.4 Positionality and Reflexivity  

Reflecting on my own positionality as a researcher is crucial as it explains my personal 

worldview as well as the position I adopt with respect to the context in which I have conducted 

my research (Foote & Bartell, 2011, Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). This reflexivity recognizes 

that knowledge gained through research is always limited and affected by the researcher’s 

own personal experiences (Haraway, 1998; Rose, 1993). These personal experiences 

include my epistemological assumptions as an individual as well as my assumptions about 
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how I situate myself in, and relate to the larger environment around me (Bahari, 2010; 

Furlong & Marsh, 2010; Grix, 2019; Ritchie & Lewis, 2003; Scotland, 2012; Sikes, 2004 ). My 

research has potentially been impacted by my gender, age, ethnicity, race, social class and 

status, religious faith, and so forth (Sikes, 2004; Wellington, Bathmaker, Hunt, McCulloch, 

and Sikes, 2005; Furlong & Marsh, 2010). Although achieving full objectivity is unlikely 

(Cloke, Crang & Goodwin, 2013; Haraway, 1988), actively recognizing the potential impact of 

their positionality on the research and taking a reflexive approach (Babbie  & Benaquisto, 

2010) can help the researcher conduct her research as objectively as possible. An account of 

my insider/outsider status in fieldwork will be detailed as follows. 

  Zhao (2017) defines an insider as an individual researcher who shares the culture, 

race, ethnicity, language, and/or gender of their study participants and an outsider as 

someone who lacks these similarities. Zhao (2017) argues that one’s status as an insider or 

outsider is not a simple binary, but is complicated by a variety of factors. 

A diverse population of recent Iranian immigrants participated in my research survey. 

Having been born in Iran and self-identifying as Iranian, I consider myself both an insider and 

outsider. I benefited from being from the same country as my survey participants. Being 

Iranian, I was able to understand and speak the Farsi language with no effort and thus 

communicate with the research participants smoothly. It also helped me understand shared 

cultural codes regarding food, culture, gesture, jokes, being an Iranian in Canada, and 

missing “home.” As a woman, I was an insider to the participants who self-identified as 

women. As I was a graduate student collecting data in the research field, I also considered 

myself an insider to the immigrants who were university students and therefore in the same 

“boat.” I particularly experienced this form of insider-ness with participants who were residing 

in Burnaby. However, there were also occasions where this was the case with regard to the 

other two suburbs (Coquitlam and Surrey). I stayed in Coquitlam for a few months to collect 

data, as I was a new mom at the time, and since many of the recent Iranian immigrants in 

Coquitlam with whom I interacted were also young moms, I considered myself an insider with 
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them in terms of our shared gender and, social status as new, young moms. This helped me 

to develop a high level of trust with the community in this suburb in general and with the 

participants, in particular. Also, as someone who practiced head-cover, I would consider 

myself an insider with the participants whose faith was Islam and the participants who visually 

practiced this faith by using head-covers and hijabs.  

As much as I was an insider in the areas discussed above, I was also an outsider in 

many respects. I consider myself an outsider to the immigrant participants who identified 

themselves as men, and with whom I did not share gender-related positionality. In addition, 

because I was visually practicing Islam by using a head-cover, I might have been considered 

an outsider to the participants who did not practice my religion or did not practice it at the 

same level and form. I was extra careful in ensuring that this would not affect my relationship 

as a researcher with the participants, but it may have had some impact. My research involved 

recording participants’ immigration, transition, and integration stories and experiences. In 

many cases, I helped participants by explaining the questions to them in more detail, and/or 

writing down their answers on the hard-copy surveys that we would review together. This 

could have helped recruit the necessary number of participants to conduct this research 

survey. On many occasions, the participant would ask about my own immigration status, and 

because I was a graduate student at the time, staying in Canada using my study permit, I 

would consider myself as an insider to the participants, as one of the main eligibility criteria 

for being a participant was having a permanent residency or citizenship status in Canada.   

 

3.5 Survey Research Design 

Given the absence of research on the settlement and integration experiences of recent 

Iranian immigrants residing in the suburbs of Vancouver, an exploratory survey is more 

appropriate than an explanatory study. This study uses this research design because it aims 

to understand the settlement and integration experiences of recent immigrants from Iran who 

reside in the suburbs and the barriers and challenges they face throughout their settlement 
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journey. 

The research questions guiding this study were aimed at gaining an understanding of 

immigrants’ settlement and integration experiences as well any barriers and difficulties that 

Iranian immigrants encountered in the suburbs. The main research questions were:  

a) What are the major barriers and challenges that recent Iranian immigrants face in 

the suburbs? 

b) Are facilities and settlement services in the suburbs culturally oriented enough to 

help these recent immigrants meet their needs? 

c) What coping strategies do recent Iranian immigrants use to overcome the barriers to 

their integration in the suburbs? 

d) What policy recommendations can be made to improve the settlement and 

integration experiences of recent Iranian immigrants in the suburbs? 
 

Data for this study was collected between August 2017 and April 2018 from a 

questionnaire survey administered to a sample of 127 recent Iranian immigrants who had 

been in Canada less than 10 years and who had also resided in one of the three suburbs of 

Surrey, Coquitlam, or Burnaby for at least six months.  

3.5.1 Data-Collection Tools Design 

The questionnaire survey collected exploratory data on the experiences of Iranian 

immigrants in the suburbs of Vancouver and the barriers and challenges they face during 

their settlement and integration. The questionnaire survey consisted of open- and close-

ended questions. Most of the survey questions were multiple-choice, which allowed 

participants to answer faster and to feel more at ease. In addition to the multiple-choice 

questions, there were questions (52 out of 108) that asked the participants for additional 

information about the issues and topics explored in the survey’s main question. These added 

questions allowed respondents to share richer, more in-depth information about their 

experiences and feelings, thus giving the researcher a unique understanding of their 
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settlement and integration experiences in the suburbs of Vancouver.  

The questionnaire was designed to collect several categories of information. The first 

category elicited information on the immigrants’ transition from Iran to Canada. The second 

category recorded information about the immigrants’ housing and neighbourhood settlement 

experiences. The third asked immigrants about aspects of their education and employment 

experiences in Canada as well as their education and employment background before 

entering Canada. The fourth focused on any perceived discrimination the immigrants had 

experienced so far in Canada, and their own understanding and assessment of their current 

well-being. The last section of the questionnaire consisted of broad and open-ended 

questions about the respondents’ ideas and recommendations for improving the settlement 

and Integration experiences of immigrants in the suburbs. These questions form the “core” of 

the questionnaire. They helped to focus attention on interrelated dimensions of the 

immigrants’ settlement and integration experiences 

The survey was designed to examine the recent Iranian immigrants’ experience based 

on the factors listed in the Immigrant Integration Model presented in the previous chapter 

(Chapter 2). This model takes into account the different factors impacting immigrants’ 

settlement and integration in the new society, including housing and neighbourhood, 

employment and income, language skills, education, and social integration. The different 

categories of question were thus representative of these overall factors.  

3.5.2 Data Collection Procedures 

This study recruited recent Iranian immigrants living in the three Vancouver suburbs of 

Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam to participate in a self-administered questionnaire survey. 

Most of the participants filled out the questionnaire themselves. In about ten cases, the 

researcher helped the participant either read the questionnaire and/or wrote the participant’s 

responses on the hard copy. In most of these cases there was more than one participant 

present to answer the questionnaire and the assistance the researcher provided helped the 
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participants complete the questionnaires faster and more smoothly. Examples of these 

occasions include when the researcher went to a few participants’ homes, or when the 

participants were uncomfortable writing in English, despite having enough competency in the 

language to make them eligible to participate in the survey. It should be noted that data 

collection for this research study took place before the start of the COVID pandemic and thus 

the researcher did not experience any restrictions in this regard. The participants’ situations, 

experiences, and, therefore, their responses would likely have been different had this 

research taken place later, when COVID impacted not just these immigrants’ lives, but the 

whole world. 

3.5.2.1 Immigrant Participants 

Important to note that, originally, the main goal of this research study was to examine 

the settlement and integration experiences of recent Middle Eastern immigrants residing in 

the suburbs of Vancouver. However, the population of study was later reduced to new 

Iranians only. The researcher spent a significant amount of time searching for Middle Eastern 

immigrants who might be interested in participating in the study. The number of the available 

immigrants was really small, given the amount of time spent searching in the three suburban 

study areas.   

Of the extremely small number of potential participants who were willing to complete the 

survey, most were not able to communicate in English very well and did not speak Persian 

(Farsi). The researcher had a difficult time explaining the research and its goals to them. So, 

in addition to the researcher being an “outsider” (the researcher was not native to their 

countries), language was also a major barrier when communicating with many of the Middle 

Eastern immigrants who could potentially participate in the study. These potential participants 

only spoke Arabic (as their first language) and were not able to communicate in English very 

well. Other potential participants were part of the recent, large influx of refugees from Syria 

settling in the three suburbs of Vancouver and were still struggling with language while also 

experiencing other barriers and challenges to their settlement and integration. Due to these 
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language barriers, the experiences of these immigrants could not be captured; they were not 

included in the study 

While it was almost impossible to find potential immigrants among non-Persian 

speakers (the researcher received fewer than six completed surveys from these non-Persian-

speaking potential participants), the feedback received from the Iranian population was more 

promising, primarily because they shared language and culture with the researcher. The 

research team (the researcher, her supervisor, and the supervisory committee) thus decided 

that the researcher would focus exclusively on the settlement and integration experiences of 

the Iranian community in the three suburbs of Surrey, Coquitlam, and Burnaby. 

In sum, this Iranian group was chosen for several reasons. First, it was more feasible 

and practical to focus on this population than to spend time attempting to engage participants 

from other Middle Eastern countries. Had this decision not been made, the sample would 

have had a high number of Iranians and few immigrants from the other 18 countries in the 

Middle East, and the biased sample would have affected the results. Second, Iran is the 

largest country in the Middle East region and a major source of immigrants from the region to 

Canada. Focusing only on getting Iranian immigrants who met the other criteria to participate 

in the survey would thus produce important and valuable results, since no other study has 

focused on this community’s suburbanization in Canada. Third, each year more than 42,075 

Iranian immigrants settle in Canada. Among these, 8,645 settle in British Columbia. (Statistics 

Canada, 2016). This research on this population is of growing importance in the Canadian 

immigrant literature. Fourth, the researcher was an insider to the Iranian community and 

could therefore take advantage of her position and gain invaluable knowledge through the 

immigrant participant surveys. 

This study utilized a non-probability snowball sampling technique (Burton, 2000; 

Atkinson & Flint, 2001). Focusing on the recent Iranian immigrants’ settlement and integration 

experiences, the researcher contacted potential participants through personal contacts and 

local community agencies, such as settlement service providers as well as informal religious 
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networks. The researcher, through a formal letter, contacted immigrant-serving organizations 

in Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam. The letter introduced the study and requested help from 

the organization in recruiting eligible participants and to direct the participants to contact the 

researcher (Appendix D). The researcher personally visited these organizations as well as 

some additional settlement organizations and related establishments, such as centres of 

worship and social and cultural organizations, in order to find eligible participants. Lastly, the 

researcher posted targeted ads on online social networks widely used by the Iranian 

community. The Islamic centre Al-Qadir Masjid, the Surrey branch of SUCCESS, the SHARE 

society in Burnaby, the Options Community Services, Burnaby Neighbourhood House, and 

the Cottonwood branch of ISS of BC in Coquitlam, were of particular help to the researcher in 

reaching more potential participants.  

 The researcher also relied on her personal contacts and networks to recruit 

additional participants. The researcher e-mailed or hand-delivered an initial contact letter to 

all potential participants who expressed an interest in participating in the study. The initial 

contact letter consisted of (1) a brief introduction to the study; and (2) seven questions to 

"screen for eligibility." Once eligibility was established and the potential participant expressed 

an interest in the study, the researcher let them know that their identities would be kept 

confidential and answered any questions or concerns they had regarding the questionnaire. 

Once potential participants agreed to participate in the study, the questionnaires and 

consent forms were hand-delivered and/or emailed to them. In the case of hand-delivering, 

the consent form was also reviewed and explained to each eligible, interested participant. 

Potential participants were encouraged to ask questions about the study. They were also 

informed that they could withdraw from the study any time without penalty.  

To get as many potential participants as possible, the researcher let the respondents 

know that she would make herself available to meet with them so they (researcher and 

respondent) could read the questions together. This meant the respondents could ask about 

translating questions, etc. In some cases, participants preferred to have the researcher sit 
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with them in an informal setting (in a coffee shop, library, or at the respondent’s home 

depending on the respondents’ preference) even when they were able to communicate in 

English. Immigrant participants often shared a lot about their settlement and integration 

experiences with the researcher in these settings, sometimes far beyond what was asked in 

the questionnaire. Furthermore, the researcher let the respondents know that they were 

welcome to answer questions in Persian or English, or to alternate between the two 

languages if they wished. This made completing the questionnaire more convenient for the 

respondents and gave potential participants more freedom to express their experiences.  

In total, 207 hard-copy questionnaires were delivered to potential Iranian immigrant 

participants, 85 of whom did not respond (they did not return the questionnaire). The 

researcher made up to three attempts, by phone and email, to reach those 85 potential 

participants who initially showed interest in completing the survey. Among that group, 23 

promised to return the questionnaires but never did. The rest did not answer the researcher’s 

calls and/or emails. Additionally, nine potential participants showed interest in participating in 

the study and stated that they felt comfortable completing a digital copy of the questionnaire. 

Of these nine potential participants, only five returned their completed survey. In total, 127 

Iranian immigrants who were eligible to participate in the study completed the survey (Surrey 

37, Burnaby 43, Coquitlam 47). 

During the initial stages of data collection through the survey, when the researcher’s 

goal was still to examine the experiences of recent Middle Eastern immigrants, eight 

questionnaires were completed by non-Iranian immigrants. However, because the focus of 

the research evolved from Middle Eastern immigrants to Iranians, those eight completed 

questionnaires were not included in the research data analysis. 

In total, 127 questionnaires were completed and returned, for a response rate of 61%. It 

should be noted that the experience of data collection was not the same in the three suburbs. 

As mentioned earlier, the initial goal of this study was to explore recent Middle Eastern 

immigrants’ suburbanization experiences. Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam were selected as 



 

 74 

locations to conduct the surveys because the majority of this population lived in these 

suburbs. However, as a result of the barriers the research study faced, the surveyed 

population evolved from Middle Eastern immigrants to Iranians. The situation of Surrey was 

unique and greatly challenging for the researcher because of its significantly smaller recent 

Iranian immigrant population, while being the physically largest suburb among the three. 

Based on the researcher’s experiences with the other two suburbs, recruitment strategies had 

to be reconfigured to operate at an individual rather than an organizational level. However, 

the researcher’s personal contacts were not adequate to recruit an adequate number of 

immigrants from Surrey. To overcome this barrier, the researcher re-visited various 

immigrant-serving organizations in person multiple times and explained the importance of 

these organizations’ potential role in helping the researcher recruit potential immigrant 

participants for the study. The researcher asked if these organizations had a list of Iranian 

immigrants who’d been in contact with these centres and, if so, if they could arrange for the 

researcher to meet with them and explain the research study. However, due to policies to 

protect their immigrant clients’ privacy, these organizations could not provide the researcher 

with the immigrants’ contact information. There was only one organization in Surrey (Options 

Community Services) that, after several discussions, agreed to help the researcher. This 

organization prepared a list of 11 Iranians who had used the organization’s services in the 

past, as they did not have any immigrants using their services at the current time. This 

organization also planned to recruit a volunteer to mediate between the researcher and the 

potential immigrant participants. The organization further suggested that the researcher 

provide this volunteer with an introduction to the research study. The volunteer (who was 

Afghani and did not speak Persian well) then contacted each of these 11 immigrants and 

introduced the research. The volunteer made sure the immigrants knew he was calling 

through the Options Community Services (OCS), and that there was no obligation and/or 

pressure for the immigrant to join the research study. After the volunteer explained all the 

necessary details, he asked each immigrant whether they were eligible to participate in the 
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study. If the answer was yes, the volunteer asked the immigrant if they were interested in 

participating. At this point, the volunteer would also ask the immigrant if they wanted to talk 

with the researcher (who was in the same room) about the study. The whole process was 

conducted under the supervision of the volunteer coordinator at Options Community Services 

(OCS). The researcher was eventually able to meet with less than ten immigrants through this 

channel. These immigrants then let the researcher know about other immigrants in their 

social network. Using a snowball technique, the researcher was thus finally able to reach a 

reasonable number of respondents from Surrey (37), but it was a slower, more difficult 

process than in Burnaby or Coquitlam. Another challenge for the study was that the Iranian 

network in Surrey was significantly weaker than in the other two suburbs. This was not only 

due to the small number of Iranians in a vast geographic area, but to the preference some of 

these immigrants had to live away from large populations of Iranians. This phenomenon will 

be discussed later in the research findings chapters.  

Through this questionnaire survey, 127 eligible, interested immigrants (37 from Surrey, 

43 from Burnaby, 47 from Coquitlam), participated in the study and shared their settlement 

and integration experiences of residing in the suburbs. The immigrants who participated in the 

survey were first-generation immigrants born in Iran. They were recent immigrants (having 

lived a maximum of 10 years in Canada) who had lived in one of the three suburbs of Surrey, 

Burnaby, or Coquitlam for at least six months. To be considered eligible to participate in this 

study, participants had to be Canadian citizens or have Permanent Residence Status, be 19 

years of age or older, and able to communicate in English. Participants could be either female 

or male. 

At the end of the questionnaire, self-identified female participants could check a box if 

they agreed to be contacted for participation in a follow-up, face-to-face interview that would 

explore the immigrants’ gender-specific experiences of settlement and integration in the 

suburbs (See Appendix D). However, because the number of respondents who had showed 
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interest in participating in a follow-up study was extremely small (4 participants: 1 from 

Surrey, 2 from Burnaby, 1 from Coquitlam), the researcher decided not to conduct this phase 

of the study. Such a small number of interviews would not provide a meaningful opportunity 

for this research to analyze and compare the experiences of immigrant women in the three 

study areas and to draw any conclusions. 

3.5.2.2 Socio-demographic Profiles of Sample Groups 

This section presents a profile of the three samples of recent Iranian immigrants 

residing in three suburbs of Vancouver: Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam. Information about 

the characteristics of these recent Iranian immigrants may be useful in understanding 

differences and similarities that may exist among the three samples with respect to their 

settlement and integration experiences. 

3.5.2.2.1 Gender, Marital Status, Background Information 

The gender proportion of the 127 individuals who participated in the research survey (37 

participants from Surrey, 43 from Burnaby, and 47 from Coquitlam) varied for each suburb 

(Table 3.4). The number of female and male participants in Surrey was comparable (19 and 

18, respectively). For Burnaby and Coquitlam, females were over-represented at around 

twice the rate of males (29 females versus 14 males for Burnaby, and 31 females versus 16 

males for Coquitlam). 

This difference in the percentage of females and males might be explained by the 

different types of connections that were made for recruiting survey participants. To collect data 

in the research field, the researcher stayed in Coquitlam. Because the researcher is female 

and had more connections with female Iranian immigrants, she had a higher chance to find 

potential female participants in this suburb through informal channels such as friendship 

groups and networks .Burnaby is also physically close to Coquitlam, and thus there was a 

similar, higher probability of making more informal connections there. The researcher used 

these connections to establish her own social network to recruit as many Iranian immigrants 
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as possible for the survey. This was not the case for Surrey, where the ratio of recent Iranian 

immigrants to the size of Surrey’s overall population was low compared to the two other 

suburbs. Thus, finding potential survey participants through these informal connections was 

not practical. As indicated above, to find an adequate number of Iranian immigrants to recruit 

for the survey in Surrey, the researcher utilized various settlement organizations as well as 

other formal connections. This formal method of finding participants was less impacted by 

gender, compared to the informal connections used in Burnaby and Coquitlam. This is the 

likely the reason why the number of female and male respondents were more equal in Surrey 

(19 and 18), compared to Burnaby (29 and 14) and Coquitlam (31 and 16). 

 

 

Table 3.4 Socio-demographic characteristics of the survey participants 

 Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Sex N % N % N % 

Female 19 51.35 29 67.44 31 65.96 

Male 18 48.65 14 32.56 16 34.04 

Average age 44 38 44 

Marital status N % N % N % 

a) Married 31 83.78 32 74.42 40 85.11 

b) Divorced 0 0.00 3 6.98 2 4.26 

c) Widowed 2 5.41 0 0.00 0 0.00 

d) Single 4 10.81 7 16.28 4 8.51 

e) Other/Don’t know/No response 0 0.00 1 2.33 1 2.13 

Length of residence in Canada N % N % N % 

a) 1-3 years 15 40.54 16 37.21 19 40.43 

b) 4-6 years 10 27.03 17 39.53 6 12.77 

c) 6-10 years 12 32.43 10 23.26 22 46.81 
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 Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

 
N=37 N=43 N=47 

Immigration status upon arrival N % N % N % 

a) Landed immigrant, including approved 

refugee 

27 72.97 25 55.56 40 85.11 

b) Temporary visa holder 6 16.22 15 33.33 5 10.64 

c) Refugee claimant 4 10.81 1 2.22 1 2.13 

d) Other/ Don't know/ No response 0 0.00 2 4.44 1 2.13 

Immigration class upon arrival in 
Canada, as a landed immigrant 

N % N % N % 

a) Family class 9 24.32 9 20.93 22 46.81 

b) Refugee or designated class 10 27.03 2 4.65 6 12 

c) Business class (including investor, 

entrepreneur, and self-employed worker) 

4 10.81 6 13.95 1 2.13 

d) Retired 1 2.70 0 0.00 0 0.00 

e) Independent, assisted by relatives 0 0.00 2 4.65 1 2.13 

f) Other independent 1 2.70 3 6.98 1 2.13 

g) Skilled worker 8 21.62 6 13.95 9 19.15 

h) Don’t know/ No response  4 10.82 15 34.88 7 14.89 

Current immigration status N % N % N % 

a) Refugee claimant 1 2.70 1 2.33 1 2.13 

b) Landed Immigrant 22 59.46 24 55.81 19 40.43 

c) Canadian Citizen 11 29.73 14 32.56 25 53.19 

d) Temporary Visa Holder 0 0.00 2 4.65 0 0.00 

e) Other/ Don’t know/ No response 3 8.11 2 4.65 2 4.26 

Source: Questionnaire Survey 
      

 

The recent Iranian immigrants in these three suburbs form a culturally homogeneous 

cultural group. All respondents were first-generation immigrants, born in Iran. According to the 
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survey findings, the majority were married (Surrey, 83.78%; Burnaby, 74.42%; Coquitlam, 

85.11%) (Table 3.4). This is understandable given the average age of participants in all three 

suburbs, which was 44 for Surrey and Coquitlam, and 38 for Burnaby. Also, “economic 

reasons” was the most common reason the Iranian sample in Surrey gave for immigrating to 

Canada (43.24%). Respondents in the other two suburbs had different reasons for choosing 

Canada as their migration destination, however. For Burnaby, where Simon Fraser University 

is located, “education” was the most common reason given for immigration (69.77%), while 

the two most common reasons Coquitlam respondents gave for immigrating to Canada were 

social reunification (joining family and friends) and “political reasons” (38.30% altogether, 

19.15% each) (Table 3.4).  

With respect to the duration of time spent in Canada, the Surrey sample was relatively 

new, with 40.54% having been in the country for only 1-3 years. In contrast, the Burnaby 

sample were more varied in terms of how long they had been in Canada (37.21% for 1-3 

years; 39.53% for 4-6 years; and 23.26% for 6-10 years). Finally, the Coquitlam sample 

included newer immigrants (1-3 years, 40.43%) and others who had been living in Canada for 

a relatively longer period of time (6-10 years,46.81%). Only a small percentage of the 

Coquitlam sample had been in Canada for (4-6 years, 12.77%). Such differences could 

potentially affect these immigrants’ settlement and integration experiences, which will be 

explored and discussed in detail throughout the finding chapters.  

In all three suburbs, the majority of respondents had arrived in Canada as landed 

immigrants, including approved refugees (Surrey: 72.97%, Burnaby: 55.56%, and Coquitlam 

85.11%) (Table 3.4). Among these landed immigrants, the largest percentages arrived in 

Canada under the “family class” (Burnaby, 20.93% and Coquitlam 46.81%). For Surrey, the 

most common immigration class was “refugee or designated class” (27.03%), while “family 

class” was the second most common (24.32%). Surrey had the highest percentage of 

“refugee or designated class” among its landed immigrants in the three suburbs. Similar to 

the impact of the length of time they had lived in Canada and in their current suburb, the 
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immigration class through which these recent immigrants arrived could potentially influence 

their immigration experiences and will be detailed in the following chapters.  

In terms of the Iranian sample’s current immigration status at the time of survey 

completion, Canadian citizenship was most common for Coquitlam respondents (53.19%), 

while most of the Surrey and Burnaby respondents (59.46% and 55.81%, respectively) cited 

“landed immigrant” as their current immigration status (Table 3.4). Comparing the arrival and 

current immigration statuses for these immigrants, it is evident that the highest rate of 

progress belongs to Coquitlam’s sample. This is to be expected because Coquitlam has the 

highest rate of respondents with a 6-10 years length of residence in Canada (46.81% for 

Coquitlam compared to 23.26% for Burnaby and 32.43% for Surrey). This has enabled these 

immigrants to obtain citizenship status at some point during their time in Canada. As a result, 

among the three suburbs, Coquitlam had the highest percentage of respondents with 

Canadian citizenship status at the time of survey completion.   

3.5.2.2.2 Household and Age Structure 

Study findings indicated that the households of Surrey respondents were relatively 

larger than the households of respondents from the other two suburbs (an average of 3.22 

persons per household in Surrey compared to 2.72 and 2.64 in Burnaby and Coquitlam, 

respectively). With respect to the average age of respondents, the average age of Surrey and 

Coquitlam sample groups was the same (44), while the average age of respondents in the 

Burnaby group was slightly lower (38). Burnaby had, on average, the youngest sample and 

smallest family size. These results may be explained by the fact that a significant number of 

Iranian students participated in the study, and it is common for SFU students to choose to 

reside in this suburb and benefit from the proximity of their work and living places. The 

possibility of bias also exists; that is, student immigrants may have had a higher chance to be 

recruited to this study since the researcher is an Iranian student as well. 
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3.5.2.2.3 Educational Attainment 

The recent Iranian immigrants who participated in the survey had obtained a high level 

of education before immigrating to Canada. The majority of these immigrants reported that 

they had a university degree both prior to immigration to Canada and post-immigration (Table 

3.5). 

Table 3.5 Educational attainment of the survey participants 

 Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Highest level of educational attainment before 
coming to Canada 

N % N % N % 

 
a) Less than high school diploma or its equivalent 

4 
10.81 

8 
18.6 

5 
10.64 

 

b) High school diploma or a high school equivalency 
certificate 

7 
18.92 

7 
16.28 

10 
21.28 

 
c) Trade certificate or diploma 0 

0 
1 

2.33 
2 

4.25 

 
d) College, CEGEP or other non – university certificate 

or diploma (other than trades certificates or diplomas) 
 0 

 
 
 
0 2 

 
 
 

4.65 1 

 
 
 

2.13 

e) University certificate or diploma below the 
bachelor’s level 

 3 
8.108 

1 
2.33 

4 
8.51 

f) Bachelor’s degree (e.g. B.A., B.Sc., LL.B.) 

15 40.54 24 55.82 19 40.42 

g) University certificate, diploma or degree above the 
bachelor’s level 

 

8 2.71 0 4.65 6 1 

h) Other/ no response/ don't know 
4 10.81 8 18.6 5 10.64 

Highest level of educational attainment at the 
present time, in Canada 

N % N % N % 

a) Did not finish high school 
5 13.51 2 4.65 7 14.89 

b) High school diploma 6 16.22 4 9.30 6 12.77 

c) Some post-secondary including college, diploma, 
apprenticeship, some university 

3 8.11 4 9.30 4 8.51 

d) University degree 
15 40.54 33 76.74 26 55.32 

e) Other/No response/ Don't know 
8 21.62 0 0 4 8.51 

Source: Questionnaire Survey 
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More specifically, while the percentage of Surrey immigrants who held a university 

degree stayed the same pre- and post-immigration, Burnaby had a significant increase in 

respondents who completed a university degree post-immigration (from 55.82% to 76.74%). 

Coquitlam had a similar increase from 40.42% to 55.32%. These findings may suggest that 

education is of less importance for the Surrey respondents, compared to respondents in the 

other two suburbs, either voluntarily, by choice, or a combination of both. For example, 

education might be a relatively lower priority for the Surrey respondents compared to 

employment and/or other responsibilities (e.g., family). They may also have less access to 

education facilities. Another reason could be the fact that Surrey immigrants were more 

recently arrived in their suburb and in Canada, giving them a shorter period of time in which to 

plan to pursue education.  

3.5.2.2.4 Respondents’ Occupations 

The recent Iranian immigrants’ employment background as well as their employment 

status were examined through the survey questions. Findings showed that their previous 

employment experiences prior coming to Canada varied across the three suburbs. While the 

Surrey sample’s pre-migration employment was as high as 83.78%, Burnaby and Coquitlam 

had a lower rate (62.79% and 67.57%, respectively). It is important to note that the Surrey 

respondents were the least likely to have a university degree both pre- and post-migration 

while having the highest rate of employment prior to coming to Canada compared to 

respondents in the other two suburbs.  

In terms of their current employment status, most recent Iranian immigrants from the 

three suburbs indicated that they were employed (Table 3.6). Burnaby respondents had the 

highest rate of employment (67.44%), followed by Surrey and Coquitlam, respectively 

(54.05% and 53.19%). Coquitlam had the lowest rate of employment, both before 

immigration, after migration, and at the time of the survey. 

Respondents in all three suburbs were employed in a variety of fields. The employment 
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fields of the study sample groups were categorized according to National Occupational 

Classification (NOC)2 2016 Version 1.3. This classification was also utilized when analyzing 

the survey data and developing Table 3.6. 

Table 3.6 Respondents’ occupations 

 Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Employment experience 
before coming to Canada 

N % N % N % 

a) Yes 31 83.78 27 62.79 25 53.19 

b) No. I had no job. 6 16.21 16 37.21 12 25.53 

Employed respondent 
(number and percentage) 

20 54.05 29 67.44 25 53.19 

Current employment field N % N % N % 

a) Management occupations 1 5 1 3.45 1 4 

b) Business, finance and 
administration occupations 

2 10 1 3.45 1 4 

c) Natural and applied sciences and 
related occupations 

4 20 10 34.48 1 4 

d) Health occupations 0 0 3 10.34 2 8 

e) Occupations in education, law and 
social, community and government 
services 

2 10 6 20.69 7 28 

f) Sales and service occupations 1 5 4 13.79 4 16 

g) Trades, transport and equipment 
operators and related occupations 

2 10 3 10.35 1 4 

h) Natural resources, agriculture and 
related production occupations 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

i) Occupations in manufacturing and 
utilities 

4 20 0 0 1 4 

j) Occupations in art, culture, 
recreation and sport 

2 10 0 0 4 16 

k) No response 2 10 1 3.45 3 12 

Source: Questionnaire Survey 

 

2 The National Occupational Classification (NOC) 2016 Version 1.3 is an update of the National Occupational Classification 2016 Version 1.2. This update 

replaces the previous version and is part of their evergreening process, to update the NOC classification on a yearly basis, to remain current with the labour 

market. The NOC has been developed and is maintained as part of a collaborative partnership between Employment and Social Development Canada and 

Statistics Canada” (https://www23.statcan.gc.ca/imdb/p3VD.pl?Function=getVD&TVD=1267777) 

https://www23.statcan.gc.ca/imdb/p3VD.pl?Function=getVD&TVD=1267777
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With respect to occupational classifications distribution among the survey respondents, 

the Burnaby sample was over-represented (34.48%) in occupations related to “natural and 

applied sciences and related occupations,” compared to 20% in Surrey and 4% in Coquitlam.  

Another 20.69% of the Burnaby sample were involved in “education, law and social, 

community and government services.” Combined, these two categories (“natural and applied 

sciences and related occupations” and “education, law and social, community and 

government services”) accounted for more than half of the Burnaby sample. This suggests 

that Burnaby respondents are best defined as highly educated immigrants. The Surrey 

sample group’s most commonly indicated employment fields were occupations in 

“manufacturing and utilities” and “natural and applied sciences and related occupations,” 

equally (20% each). In contrast, the employment field most frequently cited by Coquitlam 

respondents (28%) was “education, law and social, community and government services.” 

Most of the sample had teaching jobs at various levels, such as early childhood education, 

teaching assistantship, and university professor. 

Marked differences in their socio-demographic and employment characteristics suggest 

different styles and levels of economic and social integration among the Iranian immigrants in 

the three suburbs. It is to be expected that these differences would impact other aspects of 

the integration experience. This will be further discussed in the corresponding sections later in 

this chapter. 

Another noteworthy conclusion about the three samples’ employment situation could be 

made by comparing each suburb’s education levels and employment rates and statuses. As 

noted in the previous section, a higher percentage of Coquitlam respondents had university 

degrees than respondents in the other suburbs; Coquitlam respondents, however, had a 

lower rate of employment than Burnaby respondents (Table 3.6). This could be due to the fact 

that these immigrants were overqualified for available jobs both in Canada and in the country 

where they lived prior to coming to Canada. There might be other underlying reasons for this 

difference as well. 
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3.5.2.2.5 Household Income and Tenure Status 

 

 Total household income distribution for all three study areas is presented in Table 

3.7 and suggests different patterns among these suburbs. In Surrey and Burnaby, a sizeable 

percentage of respondents had household income levels higher than $50,000 (33.33% and 

43.24%, respectively). In Coquitlam, a slightly smaller percentage of respondents (30.95%) fit 

this category of household income. Overall, Surrey’s sample group seemed more 

economically integrated considering the cumulative percentage of participants’ household 

income, with 20.9% of them earning more than $100,000. For Burnaby, this percentage was 

lower, as only 13.95% of respondents earned more than $100,000. 

 

 

Table 3.7 Household income and tenure status of the survey participants 

 Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

 

Household 

income 

 

N 

 

% 

 

C.P 

 

 

Reverse 

CP 

 

N 

 

% 

 

C.P 

 

 

Reverse 

CP 

 

N 

 

% 

 

C.P 

 

 

Reverse 

CP 

a) Less than $10,000 
0 0 0 

 

100 
0 0 0 100 6 14.29 14.29 85.72 

b) $10,001 - $20,000 
3 10 10 90 4 10.81 

 

10.81 
89.19 3 7.14 21.43 78.57 

c) $20,001 - $30,000 
6 20 30 70 5 13.51 

 

24.32 
75.68 8 19.08 40.48 59.52 

d) $30,001 - $40,000 
4 13.33 43.33 56.67 7 18.92 

 

43.24 
56.76 9 21.43 61.90 38.09 

e) $40,001 - $50,000 
7 23.33 66.67 33.33 5 13.51 

 

56.76 
43.24 3 7.14 69.05 30.95 

f) $50,001 - $75,000 
2 5.41 59.47 42.53 7 16.28 65.12 34.88 6 12.77 74.47 25.53 

g) $75,001 $100,000 2 5.41 64.88 37.12 6 13.95 79.07 20.93 4 8.51 82.98 17.02 
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 Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam  

 
N=37 N=43 N=47 

 
Household 
income 

 
N 

 
% 

 
C.P 

 

 
Reverse 

CP 

 
N 

 
% 

 
C.P 

 

 
Reverse 

CP 

 
N 

 
% 

 
C.P 

 

 
Reverse 

CP 

h) More than $100,000 6 16.22 81.1 20.9 3 6.98 86.05 13.95 3 6.38 89.36 10.64 

 
i) Don’t know/ No 
response 

 

7 

 

18.92 
- - 

 

6 

 

13.95 
- - 

 

5 

 

10.64 
- - 

Homeownership N % N % 

 

N 

 

% 

a) Owned by you or a 

member of your 

household, even if it 

is still being paid for 

 

11 

 

29.73 

 

11 

 

25.58 

 

17 

 

36.17 

b) Rented entire 

dwelling, even if no 

cash rent is paid 

 

24 

 

64.86 

 

29 

 

67.44 

 

23 

 

48.94 

c) Rented room only, 

even if no cash rent is 

paid 

 

1 

 

2.70 

 

0 

 

0.00 

 

4 

 

8.51 

d) Don’t know/Other/ 

No response 
1 2.70 3 6.98 3 6.38 

 

Mortgage 

 

N 

 

% 

 

N 

 

% 

 

N 

 

% 

a) Yes 
11 29.73 10 23.26 16 34.04 

b) Don’t know/ other/ 

no response 
1 2.70 1 2.33 3 6.38 

Source: Questionnaire Survey 
Note: CP is Cumulative Percentage lower than the income level and Reverse CP is Cumulative Percentage above the income level 

 

 

Table 3.7 reflects the housing tenure status for all three samples. It reveals that, in all 

three suburbs, owning a home is less common than renting a home, and that all the 

homeowners indicated that they had a mortgage. Among the three suburbs, respondents in 

Coquitlam had the highest rates of homeownership. More than one third of the sample 
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residing in Coquitlam (36.17%) owned their dwelling, compared to 29.73% in Burnaby and 

25.58% in Surrey. Burnaby’s relatively low homeownership rate could be associated with the 

high number of students who live in this suburb because of the proximity of Simon Fraser 

University. The more temporary nature of students’ lifestyles, not their ability to afford 

homeownership, may also account for students’ preference for renting. Therefore, while 

household income was not significantly lower in Burnaby compared to the two other suburbs, 

rates of homeownership were lower. 

Analysis of household income for the three sample groups seemed consistent with their 

current employment status at the time of the survey. The Coquitlam sample, where the lowest 

rate of current employment was reported (40.43% employment) (Table 3.6), had the highest 

rate of respondents earning $50,000 or less annually (69.05%), with 21.43% in the low-

income range of $20,000 or less annually. In comparison, 66.67% of Surrey respondents 

earned $50,000 or less annually and only 10% earned $20,000 or less. While Burnaby had 

the highest reported employment rate, this suburb also had the lowest rate (56.76%) of 

respondents earning $50,000 or less. However, the percentage of Burnaby respondents in 

the low-income range ($20,000 or less) was slightly higher than in Surrey (10.81%). This 

finding was unexpected considering the rate of employment of the three suburbs. The high 

number of student immigrants in Burnaby might may have been the main cause of this 

inconsistency in income versus high general employment rate. 

Overall, the findings did not suggest a direct connection between the sample 

respondents’ financial integration and their homeownership rates. Other factors, such as pre-

migration savings, income-spending prioritizations, and the availability of housing in the area 

could also have affected the housing situation of these immigrants; specifically, whether they 

purchased or rented their dwelling. The following chapter will discuss these topics in greater 

detail. 

In sum, the data related to the socio-demographic profiles of the recent Iranian sample 

shows these communities to be a homogeneous ethnic group. All members are born in Iran 
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but have different pre- and post-migration backgrounds in terms of education attainment and 

occupation. Respondents arrived in each suburb with different levels of educational 

attainment, occupational backgrounds, and financial resources. These immigrants also had 

varied reasons for immigrating to Canada (to be discussed in the following chapter). All these 

factors could potentially shape immigration behaviour as well as the settlement and 

integration experiences of the respondents in their respective suburbs. As expected, other 

than those similarities identified among the respondents from the three samples, each sample 

was unique and had its own particular characteristics. Although these characteristics 

corresponded with the majority of each suburb’s respondents, this does not mean that all 

individual respondents in each specific suburb displayed such characteristics. 

 

3.6 Data Analysis 

A total of 127 recent Iranian immigrants participated in a questionnaire survey. The 

majority of these surveys (122 out of 127) were paper-based. Thus, the completed surveys 

were physically reviewed, and the researcher went through them one by one to make sure 

they were all completed properly. The researcher manually transferred the responses from 

the questionnaire into the spreadsheet file. Subsequently, using basic functions of Microsoft 

Excel software, both quantitative and qualitative data were organized into different tables. 

These tables became the “backbone” of this research study’s presentation with discussions 

evolving around them. The questionnaire was developed around the main notion of the 

Immigrant Integration Model and thus included different factors impacting immigrant 

respondents’ settlement and integration experiences. The same overall framework was used 

to organize the results chapters (Chapters 4 to 6). Therefore, the chapters concerning the 

survey findings were labeled as “Housing and neighbourhood settlement experiences in the 

suburbs” (Chapter 4), “Immigrants' self-reflection on integration experiences and barriers in 

the suburbs” (Chapter 5), and “Informal and formal resources for immigrants” (Chapter 6).  
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3.7 Limitations and Biases 

Due to the exploratory nature of this study, results should be interpreted with caution. 

First, the sample was chosen utilizing a purposive snowball technique and therefore may 

contain a self-selection bias. Due to the fact that participation was voluntary, there may be a 

bias stemming from the fact that those individuals who chose to participate in the study may 

have very different characteristics than those individuals who chose not to participate in any, 

or all parts of the study. The sample is not representative of the population and the results, 

therefore, cannot be generalized. However, the data could be transferable to similar 

populations (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009).  

Another limitation of this study is that all of the participants were either Canadian 

citizens or had permanent resident status. The experiences of residents who were temporarily 

in Canada on a visa, or illegal workers and refugee claimants could therefore not be included 

in this study. There are also important intersections between immigrant suburbanization and 

race, class, and gender — all of which are worthy of study. Due to this study's exploratory 

nature, these intersectionalities could not be pursued. The studied population was unknown 

to the researcher and had not been studied in Canadian scholarship within the immigrant 

suburbanization field. This study thus aimed to explore the most accessible aspects of 

settlement and integration experiences of these recent Iranian immigrants who reside in the 

three study areas, in the hopes that other researchers would continue to investigate their 

settlement and integration experiences from specific points of view.   

 

3.8 Strengths 

A key strength of utilizing an exploratory survey for this research is that very little 

previous research has been conducted on the settlement and integration experiences of 

recent Iranian immigrants living in the suburbs. This method permits a broad exploration of 
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multiple factors impacting the experiences of immigrants settling in the suburbs and is 

therefore useful for gaining insights into any challenges and barriers they face. This method 

also permits examination of the settlement services accessible to these immigrants. These 

insights can then provide a base of understanding leading to future investigations by 

researchers. They can also help local policymakers concerned about the quality, 

appropriateness and accessibility of settlement services.   

 

3.9 Summary 

The purpose of this chapter was to describe and discuss the methods and procedures 

utilized for data collection and sampling in this study. The chapter provides details about the 

three study areas and the study samples, including sampling strategy. In addition, this 

chapter contains information about the study design and rationale for selecting a survey 

research design. The study design includes a questionnaire survey with recent Iranian 

immigrants. It also outlined the survey-administration procedures.   

Data collection was a challenging process, but it was successfully completed due to the 

researcher’s endless efforts and her passion for this topic. The data collection process took 

place between the months of August 2017 and April 2018. The sample included 127 recent 

Iranian immigrants for the survey. The data were collected in three Vancouver suburbs. The 

findings are presented in the following three chapters. 
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Chapter 4- Housing and Neighbourhood Settlement 

 Experiences in the Suburbs 

 

4.1 Overview 
 

International migration is a complicated process in which immigrants choose to leave 

their home country and begin a new chapter of their life by settling in a different country. This 

process involves a range of push and pull factors that vary from one person to another and 

from one country to another. These factors can drastically impact an immigrant’s experience 

of settlement and integration and usually shape immigrants’ expectations and perceptions of 

their new environment. These push and pull factors can also determine how immigrants 

evaluate the “costs and benefits” of leaving behind a previous life and seeking a new life in a 

new society. Also, an immigrant's first experience upon arrival in their new country is usually 

their first encounter with this country and could impact the transition process, which is an 

important part of the immigration experience. 

Canadian cities are growing at an unprecedented rate, and their housing markets are 

complex and heterogeneous. Newcomers from a diverse range of countries of origin are 

settling in the suburbs and their diverse requirements in terms of family size and housing 

expectations can make the process of finding a home even more complicated. Regardless of 

whether they have previous settlement experience, or are looking to rent or buy, the process 

of looking for and gathering information about housing can be stressful, costly, and time-

consuming for recent immigrants. Most immigrant families are not familiar with the Canadian 

housing market (ownership or rental) and their lack of experience and knowledge about the 

housing-search process can make it hard for them to find a place to live. Factors such as 

discrimination can exacerbate these problems for recent racialized immigrants. Some new 
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immigrants decide or are forced to settle in temporary settlements as a coping strategy to 

decrease the impact of the barriers and challenges they face. Whether they have the 

experience of temporary settlement or not, new immigrants often look for information and 

advice from “experts” or “specialists,” whether formal or informal, to help identify and evaluate 

housing alternatives to reduce the current and future costs of their initial settlement. 

New immigrants can obtain information about housing and neighbourhoods from a wide 

range of sources. These include commercial sources such as newspapers, real estate agents 

and advertisements to more community-oriented sources such as friends, relatives, and real 

estate agents from the same ethnic background. Immigrants, including renters and 

homeowners, can have vastly different settlement experiences depending on the country, 

city, or suburb they choose to settle in and the neighborhood or dwelling in which they choose 

to live. Immigrants’ experiences with their neighbourhood and housing settlement are 

impacted by different factors including their expectations, information sources, and the 

reasons why they chose their housing. Immigrants’ early experiences in their new community 

are likely to influence their broader experience of settlement and integration in the new 

society. 

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the housing and neighbourhood settlement 

experiences of recent Iranian immigrants in the three Vancouver suburbs of Surrey, Burnaby, 

and Coquitlam. More specifically, this research intends to examine why these recent 

immigrants chose Canada as their immigration destination. Additionally, more detailed 

attention will be focused on these recent immigrants’ settlement experiences, including their 

reasons for choosing their current suburb, neighbourhood, and dwelling. New Iranian 

immigrants’ understanding and evaluation of their experiences with housing and 

neighbourhood settlement will also be presented. 
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4.2 Transition from Home: Why Canada? 

One of the main goals of this research was to examine the settlement and integration 

experiences of recent Iranian immigrants residing in the three study areas of Surrey, Burnaby, 

and Coquitlam. To achieve this goal, it was necessary to understand these immigrants’ 

transition from Iran to Canada as well as the main reasons why they chose to come to 

Canada in the first place (Table 4.1).  

 

Table 4.1 Reasons for choosing to immigrate to Canada 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Reasons for choosing to immigrate to 

Canada  
N    % N    % N % 

Reunification with family/friends  18 48.65 21 48.84 24 51.06 

Educational reasons 9 24.32 30 69.77 14 29.79 

Socio-political reasons  10 27.03 22 51.16 19 40.43 

Economic reasons 16 43.24 13 30.23 15 31.91 

A higher quality of life in Canada 12 32.43 10 23.26 13 27.66 

To leave Iran  10 27.03 5 11.63 8 17.02 

Natural environment of Canada 3 8.11 4 9.3 6 12.77 

Other reasons/ don’t know/ no response 
4 10.81 5 11.63 9 19.15 

Source: Questionnaire survey 

Due to rounding, non response, and/or the option of choosing multiple answers for some questions, some results may not add up to 100% 

 
 

Results obtained in the three sample areas were significantly different. The Surrey 

sample cited “re-unification with family/friends,” “economic reasons,” and “a higher quality of 

life in Canada” (48.65%, 43.24%, and 32.43% respectively) as their most important reasons 

for choosing Canada as their destination country (Table 4.1). The Burnaby sample cited 



 

 94 

“educational reasons,” “socio-political reasons,” and “re-unification with family/friends” 

(69.77%, 51.16%, and 48.84%%, respectively) and the Coquitlam sample cited “re-unification 

with family/friends,” “socio-political reasons,” and “economic reasons” as their top three 

reasons for choosing Canada as their destination country (51.06%, 40.43%, and 31.91%, 

respectively). 

The results showed that “re-unification with family/friends” was the most important pull 

factor for recent Iranian immigrants in these three suburbs when deciding which country they 

would immigrate to. These immigrants chose Canada because of the established presence of 

family-members and/or friends. In fact, about half of the Surrey and Coquitlam samples 

indicated that joining family and friends who had already immigrated was the most important 

reason and the third most important reason for choosing to live in Canada, respectively. 

Additionally, while the Surrey and Coquitlam samples said their most important reasons were 

economic, not surprisingly, education was the most significant reason for the Burnaby sample 

(almost 70%) in coming to Canada. The latter was consistent with other results collected from 

the Burnaby sample and it is understandable that this suburb has acted as an important 

destination for attracting international students. 

Among these recent Iranian immigrants, “socio-political reasons” was the third most 

common reason given (Surrey 27.03%, Burnaby, 51.16%, and Coquitlam 40.43%) as a push 

factor that encouraged them to leave their home country and choose Canada as their 

migration destination. In fact, 40.16% of the recent Iranian immigrants in the three suburbs 

cited socio-political issues to explain why they had chosen to live in Canada. As discussed in 

the literature review (Chapter 2), socio-economic and political unpredictability in Iran had 

convinced these Iranians to leave their home country in the hopes of finding a better life for 

themselves and/or their children elsewhere. The recent Iranian immigrants who cited socio-

political reasons in the survey as the reason they had chosen to settle in Canada, used 

keywords and phrases such as “freedom,” “to live in a liberal society,” “a more predictable 
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life,” and the “social and economic stability of Canada” to further explain their reasons.  

 

4.3 Previous Settlement Experiences in Other Canadian 

Cities 

The respondents were asked about their previous settlement experiences in Canada 

preceding their arrival in their current suburb. The immigrants were asked if they had 

experienced a previous settlement; and, if so, to indicate where that settlement took place. 

More than half of all respondents in all three suburbs indicated that they had lived in a place 

in Canada other than their current suburb (Table 4.2). Vancouver was the most commonly 

shared place, with approximately one quarter of each of the three samples having previously 

resided there (Surrey 23.81%, Burnaby, 26.09%, and Coquitlam, 30%). 

One-third of Surrey respondents who had experienced living in another Canadian city 

indicated that they had previously lived in Coquitlam. However, Burnaby and Coquitlam 

respondents had not previously settled in any other Vancouver suburb. Thus, while moving to 

Surrey from Coquitlam was common among the Surrey respondents (33.33%), this was not 

the case for respondents from the other two suburbs. Of those respondents who had live in 

Canadian cities outside of BC, 14.29% and 15% of respondents from Surrey and Coquitlam, 

respectively, had lived in Ontario and 8.70% of Burnaby respondents had previously lived in 

Quebec (Montreal), before residing in their current suburb. 

With respect to the duration of initial settlement, more than two thirds (68.75%) of 

respondents from all three suburbs had spent “less than three years” in their previous city 

(Table 4.2). Further, one third of the Surrey sample indicated they had lived for “less than a 

year” (between 6 and 12 months) in their previous city and another third had lived for “1-3 

years” in their previous city. A smaller percentage of this sample had lived longer in their 

previous city, with 23.81% living in the area for “more than 3 years” (3-10 years). These 

findings indicate that the Surrey sample had the largest portion of respondents who had lived 
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outside of Surrey prior to their settlement in this suburb. This means that the sample was 

newer to their current suburb, which confirms survey findings discussed in the previous 

chapter (section 3.5.2.2.1). 

Table 4.2 Previous experiences of settlement in other Canadian cities 

 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Immigrants’ previous settlement(s) in Canada  N    % N % N % 

Immigrants experienced previous settlement in 

another city/suburb 
21 56.76 23 62.16 20 54.05 

a) Vancouver 5 23.81 6 26.09 6 30.00 

b) Burnaby 1 4.76 - - 1 5.00 

c) Coquitlam 7 33.33 1 4.35 - - 

d) Surrey - - 1 4.35 1 5.00 

e) Alberta 2 9.52 2 8.70 4 20.00 

f) Ontario 3 14.29 0 0.00 3 15.00 

g) Quebec 2 9.52 2 8.70 1 5.00 

h) Don't know/no response 1 4.76 11 47.83 4 20.00 

Duration of settlement N % N % N % 

a) Less than a year 7 33.33 9 39.13 4 20.00 

b) 1-3 years  7 33.33 8 34.78 9 45.00 

c) More than 3 years 5 23.81 3 13.04 1 5.00 

d) Other/ don't know/no response 2 9.52 3 21.74 6 30.00 

Source: Questionnaire survey 

  

Recent Iranian immigrants residing in Burnaby followed a pattern similar to the Surrey 

sample. Of the Burnaby sample, 39.13% had lived in their previous city for “less than a year” 

(between 6 and 12 months), 34.78% for “1-3 years,” and only 13.04% for “more than 3 years” 
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(3-10 years). Finally, 20% of the Coquitlam sample indicated that they had lived in their 

previous city for “less than a year” (between 6 and 12 months). Approximately half of this 

sample said that they had lived “1-3 years” in Coquitlam and only 5 percent of the Coquitlam 

sample had lived in another city prior to coming to Coquitlam for “more than 3 years” (3-10 

years) (See Table 4.2). Most likely due to the “recall problem,” a considerable percentage of 

respondents from the Burnaby (47.83%) and Coquitlam (20%) samples answered “don’t 

know” to this question. The issue of recall has been widely discussed in the academic 

migration literature and can impact research results negatively. However, it is an inevitable 

part of research that needs to be acknowledged and taken into consideration by researchers 

when analyzing data.  

 

4.4 Immigrants’ Previous Expectations of Housing in Canada 

When recent Iranian immigrants were asked about their housing expectations before 

coming to Canada, most said they either had no expectations or that they expected the 

housing to be affordable and/or high quality (Table 4.3). 

In Surrey, more than one third of the sample reported that they thought they would find 

housing of “high quality” or “low cost” in Canada. Slightly more than half of the Burnaby 

sample, and about one fifth of the Coquitlam respondents had the same type of expectations. 

Intriguingly, a noticeable percentage of all three samples had “no expectations” before 

coming to Canada (Surrey 24.32%, Burnaby 20.93%, and 25.53% Coquitlam). This absence 

of expectations about housing in Canada could have impacted the settlement and housing 

experiences of these immigrants. It could, for example, have led them to experience a “shock” 

when encountering the complex and expensive reality of Canada’s housing markets. This will 

be further discussed in section 4.7 of this chapter.   
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Table 4.3 Expectations about housing in Canada prior to arrival 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Expectations about housing in Canada prior 

to arrival 
N    % N    % N    % 

No expectations about housing 9 24.32 9 20.93 12 25.53 

Low-cost housing  7 18.92 14 32.56 5 10.64 

High quality housing 8 21.62 8 18.6 5 10.64 

High-cost housing 6 16.22 7 16.28 5 10.64 

Easy to find housing 4 10.81 1 2.33 4 8.51 

Had accurate information on housing 3 8.11  0 0 2 4.26 

Similar to housing in Iran 0 0 1 2.33 1 2.13 

Government-supported housing 0 0 0 0 1 2.13 

Other/ don't know/no response 0 0 3 6.98 12 25.53 

Source: Questionnaire survey 

 

4.5 Knowledge of Housing Situation Prior to Arrival in the 

Suburbs  

Iranian immigrants were asked if they had had any information about the housing 

situation in the suburbs where they lived, particularly upon initial arrival (Table 4.4). In 

Burnaby, the percentage of respondents who had sources of information on settlement and 

housing in Burnaby when they arrived in this suburb was more than double the percentage of 

those who did not (67.44% versus 32.56%, respectively). In contrast, for the Surrey sample, 

the proportion of those who had housing information upon arrival was almost the same as 

those who did not (48.65% and 51.35%, respectively). In Coquitlam, the percentages were 

relatively close (53.19% and 44.68%, respectively). This suggests that the recent Iranian 
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immigrants residing in Surrey and Coquitlam had considerably less information about their 

current suburbs upon arrival; results that seem consistent with those cited in the previous 

section (4.4) showing that the largest portions of these two samples (24.32% and 25.53%, 

respectively) had no expectations about housing in Canada prior to arrival. 

 

Table 4.4 Immigrants’ sources of information of housing before settling 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

 

N=37 

 

N=43 

 

N=47 

Had any background info on 

settlement and housing 
N % N % N % 

a) yes 18 48.65 29 67.44 25 53.19 

b) no 19 51.35 14 32.56 21 44.68 

h) Other/ don't know/no response 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 2.13 

Immigrants’ sources for 

obtaining information about the 

housing situation 

N   

(18) 
% 

N 

(29)    
% 

N  

(25)   
% 

Social network (online and in person) 11 61.11 19 65.52 17 68.00 

Family 8 44.44 10 34.48 13 52.00 

General Online resources 6 33.33 7 24.14 5 20.00 

Settlement service organizations 2 11.11 3 10.34 2 8.00 

Real Estate Agents 1 5.56 3 10.34 1 4.00 

Housing specific websites 0 0.00 4 13.79 1 4.00 

Source: Questionnaire survey 
Due to rounding, non response, and/or the option of choosing multiple answers for some questions, some results may not add up to 100% 

 

 

Those respondents who stated that they had information on settlement and housing in 

Canada were asked what sources they used to obtain this information about their respective 

suburbs. Responses included “family,” “social networks (online and in person),” “general 
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online resources,” “real estate agents,” and “settlement organizations.”  

For the majority of all three samples, social networks (either in-person or online 

contacts), were respondents’ main sources of information when looking for housing in their 

suburbs (Surrey 61.11%, Burnaby 65.52%, and Coquitlam 68%). Secondly, their family 

members was the common channel of information with respect to housing (Surrey 44.44%, 

Burnaby 34.48%, and Coquitlam 52%). These findings demonstrate the importance of the 

role of family, relatives, friends, co-workers and other social networks for these Iranian 

immigrants during the first stages of their settlement experience in their respective suburbs. 

The role of informal resources and social networks in immigrants’ settlement and integration 

will be further discussed in Chapter 6. This finding is consistent with the existing literature on 

immigrant suburbanization and housing highlighting the significance of immigrants’ social 

networks and ethnic communities on the one hand, and the reduced likelihood of finding this 

information through settlement service organizations in the early stages of settlement 

(Mukhtar et al., 2016; Teixeira, 1993; Lo et al., 2007; Lim et al., 2005; Salinas & Teixeira, 

2020). 

4.5.1 What Immigrants Wish They Knew Before Arrival 

The previous two sections (Sections 4.4 and 4.5) discussed recent Iranian immigrants’ 

expectations about housing in Canada as well as their sources of housing and settlement 

information. The current section will review the research findings regarding the information 

that these immigrants would have preferred to know before moving to their suburb.  

Less than one quarter of all three samples indicated that there was nothing they wished 

they had known before coming to their current suburb (Surrey 24.32%, Burnaby 23.26%, and 

Coquitlam 19.15%). A small number of participants who encountered barriers with respect to 

housing in their area said they wish they’d had more information about “housing costs in 

Vancouver” and “different dwelling structures.” Two recent Iranian immigrants, one from 

Surrey and another from Coquitlam, discussed their lack of knowledge about different 



 

 101 

dwelling types before arriving in Canada: 

 

- “I'd have liked to know more about heating systems because at the first we rented a 

  basement in a house and it was very cold in winter.” (C.35) 

 

- “Basement bathroom problem! That when the upstairs person flushes the toilet it  

  sounds very loud in the basement. It was a bathroom basement problem!” (S.10) 

 

 

 

Some respondents in Surrey and Coquitlam, and a smaller number in the Burnaby 

sample, cited a “lack of public community services” with regards to housing. This may 

suggest that the Burnaby respondents either did not need this type of information or had 

adequate access to it. Considering the other results collected from this sample, the former 

seems more likely. 

 

4.6 Accompaniment Upon Arrival 

 

With respect to who had accompanied these recent Iranian immigrants upon their arrival 

in Canada, Surrey and Coquitlam had a similar pattern, with most having arrived with their 

spouse (64.86% and 70.21%, respectively); In contrast, the highest percentage of the 

Burnaby sample came to Canada either with their siblings (23.26%) or alone (13.95%). A 

smaller percentage of Burnaby respondents (9.30%) were accompanied by their parents (See 

Table 4.5). 
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Table 4.5 Accompanying people upon arrival 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Accompanying people upon arrival  N    % N % N % 

a) Alone 9 24.32 6 13.95 4 8.51 

b) With your spouse 24 64.86 2 4.65 33 70.21 

c) With your parent(s) 2 5.41 4 9.30 7 14.89 

d) With your child(ren) 11 29.73 4 9.30 24 51.06 

e) With your sibling(s) 2 5.41 10 23.26 2 4.26 

f) Other relative(s) 0 0.00 2 4.65 1 2.13 

g) Friend(s) 1 2.70 3 6.98 0 0.00 

h) Other/ don't know/no response 0 0.00 12 27.91 0 0.00 

Source: Questionnaire survey 
Due to rounding, non response, and/or the option of choosing multiple answers for some questions, some results may not add up to 100% 

 

 

4.7 Immigrants’ Resources for Finding a Housing 

When immigrants arrive in a new area, one of their most urgent needs is to find a place 

to live. Finding housing often depends on the information sources that are available and 

accessible. These recent Iranian immigrants were therefore asked if they had used any 

sources of information for finding a home in their current suburb (Table 4.6) 

Table 4.6. Use of information sources upon arrival in the current suburb for finding a 
place 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Had any information sources for 
finding a place upon arrival? 

N    % N % N % 

 a) no 22 59.46 23 62.16 27 57.45 

 b) yes 15 40.54 20 54.05 20 42.55 

Source: Questionnaire survey 
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These results indicate that most of Iranian immigrants in the three study areas did not 

have access to any information when they started the housing search in their current suburb. 

This finding appears to be consistent with results, discussed in the previous sections, 

suggesting a lack of information about settlement and housing in the suburbs where the 

respondents lived. This lack of information could have perpetuated the housing barriers and 

challenges these immigrants faced upon their arrival in the suburbs. As Salinas and Teixeira 

(2020) have noted, providing newcomers with realistic information on living and housing costs 

and availability, as well as about the legal aspects of tenancy before their arrival in Canada 

through settlement service centres, could help support these immigrants significantly. These 

researchers have also emphasized the importance of making such services physically 

available, and in various languages, so that new immigrants can access them as soon as 

they connect with settlement service organizations upon their arrival in Canada (Salinas & 

Teixeira, 2020). 

 

4.8 Temporary Housing upon Arrival in Canada 

A similar percentage of recent Iranian immigrants residing in Surrey (45.95%) and 

Burnaby (46.51%) indicated that they had found temporary housing upon arrival in Canada. In 

contrast, a smaller portion of recent immigrants residing in Coquitlam (29.79%) had had such 

an experience (Table 4.7).  

The recent Iranian immigrants who stated they had used temporary housing upon arrival 

were asked about the duration of this situation. Answers varied significantly across the three 

suburbs. The largest portion of Surrey respondents (47.06%) had lived for “less than one month” in 

a temporary settlement in Surrey upon arrival. In contrast, the largest portion of Burnaby 

respondents (40%) had experienced a temporary settlement period of “between one and three 

months.” The majority of the Coquitlam sample (57.14%) reported a temporary settlement duration 

of “more than three months,” the longest duration and largest portion among all the three suburbs. 
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Table 4.7 Temporary housing upon arrival 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Experience of temporary housing 

upon arrival 
N % N % N % 

a) No, never  20 54.05 23 53.49 33 70.21 

b) Yes, I lived in one or more 

temporary residences 
17 45.95 20 46.51 14 29.79 

Duration of temporary housing 

upon arrival 
N % N % N % 

a) less than one month 8 47.06 6 30.00 4 28.57 

b) between one and three months 3 17.65 8 40.00 2 14.29 

c) more than three months 6 35.29 2 10.00 8 57.14 

d) Other/ don't know/no response 0 0.00 4 20.00 0 0.00 

Source: Questionnaire survey 

 

A comparison of the results shows that Coquitlam respondents, either voluntarily or 

unwillingly, had a much longer temporary housing experience upon their arrival. This could be 

because their network helped provide them with temporary housing (voluntarily) that allowed 

them to find more permanent housing under less pressure. Lack of financial resources could 

also have forced these immigrants to live in temporary housing until they could afford a more 

permanent residence. Further investigation is necessary to understand the reasons why 

Coquitlam respondents stayed in temporary housing for longer periods of time. 

 

4.9 Current Suburb Settlement Experiences 

In the previous sections, the experiences of recent Iranian immigrants in terms of their 

transition from their home country to Canada and their initial stages of settlement were 

discussed. The following section presents the findings of this study related to these 
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immigrants’ experiences residing in their current suburb. It will address the main reasons 

these immigrants chose their current suburb, as well as their residential trajectories within the 

suburb.  

4.9.1 Reasons for Choosing Current Suburb 

In addition to sharing their reasons for choosing Canada as their destination country 

(see Table 4.1), the recent Iranian immigrants in this study were asked why they had chosen 

their current suburb (Table 4.8).  

Table 4.8 Respondents’ main reasons for choosing their current suburbs 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Reasons of choosing the current suburb N    % N    % N    % 

 Housing affordability 20 54.05 24 55.81 12 25.53 

 Social proximity 6 16.22 13 30.23 26 55.32 

 Surrounding environment 6 16.22 8 18.6 21 44.68 

 Proximity to workplace 14 37.84 8 18.6 5 10.64 

 Access to public resources 4 10.81 12 27.91 9 19.15 

 Proximity to schools/universities 3 8.11 17 39.53 3 6.38 

 Proximity to co-ethnic communities 2 5.41 1 2.33 7 14.89 

 Peer recommendations  2 5.41 3 6.98 4 8.51 

 No specific reason 2 5.41 1 2.33 5 10.64 

 Access to public transportation 2 5.41 3 6.98 0 0 

 Factors beyond their control 2 5.41 0 0 3 6.38 

 Desire to avoid co-ethnics 4 10.81 0 0 0 0 

 Other/don’t know/ no response 0 0 4 9.3 0 0 

Source: Questionnaire survey 
Due to rounding, non response, and/or the option of choosing multiple answers for some questions, some results may not add up to 100% 
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“Housing affordability,” "social proximity,” and “surrounding environment” were the three 

most important reasons these immigrants had chosen their current suburbs. “Surrounding 

environment” was the third most common reason these recent Iranians had chosen their 

respective suburbs (Surrey 16.22%, Burnaby 18.6%, and Coquitlam 44.68%). This finding 

indicates the high importance of housing affordability for these immigrants overall. It also 

indicates that social proximity was considerably more important for the Coquitlam 

respondents than for respondents in the other two suburbs and that there was a strong 

network of Iranians available in this suburb. 

The findings discussed above indicate the importance of housing affordability and 

proximity to social networks for recent Iranian immigrants during their settlement and 

integration. While this prioritization has been confirmed by the existing research on 

suburbanization of new immigrants in Canada (Akkaymak, 2016; Kyremeh, 2020; Owusu, 

2000), the recent research on Mexican newcomers conducted by Salinas and Teixeira (2020) 

in the suburbs of Surrey, Burnaby, and Richmond, had relatively different findings. In this 

recent study, these researchers found that their study sample’s main reasons for choosing 

their current suburbs were related to available job opportunities, and proximity to the city of 

Vancouver, public transit, and shopping centres  .There are many possible reasons for the 

differences between the findings of these two studies. The differences may also have 

implications for these two immigrant groups with respect to their settlement experiences. 

More comparative studies thus need to be done to gain a deeper understanding of these 

differences between various ethnic immigrant groups in their locations of settlement. 

4.9.2 Length of Stay within the Suburb 

When asked to indicate length of time they had resided in their current suburb, Iranian 

immigrants were given three choices: “1-3 years,” “4-6 years,” and “6-10 years.” Results from 

the survey showed that Surrey immigrants were relatively new, with the majority (62.16%) 
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having been in their suburb for only 1-3 years (Table 4.9). Results also showed that an 

increasing number of Iranian immigrants settling in Surrey.  

In contrast, Iranians residing in Burnaby were more varied in terms of the duration of 

their settlement  (32.56% for 1-3 years, 44.19% for 4-6 years, and 23.26% for 6-10 years). 

These results indicate that these immigrants have been settling in this suburb over a longer 

period of time. There was also a relative balance among the number of older and newer 

Iranian immigrants residing in this suburb.  

Table 4.9 Duration of stay in current suburb 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Duration of stay in the current 

suburb 
N    % N % N % 

a) 1-3 years  23 62.16 14 32.56 19 40.43 

b) 4-6 years  0 0.00 19 44.19 5 10.64 

c) 6-10 years 14 37.84 10 23.26 23 48.94 

Source: Questionnaire survey 

 

Finally, near half of the Coquitlam sample (48.94%) indicated that they had been in this 

suburb for 6-10 years, while 40.43% represented more recent immigrants (1-3 years). Recent 

Iranian immigrants residing in Coquitlam had followed a more polarized pattern in terms of 

their settlement in this suburb. While a large portion of this sample were more recent 

immigrants, another large portion had resided in this suburb for a longer period of time.  

Moreover, these findings indicate that the amount of time that the recent Iranian 

immigrants had been in their current suburbs was similar to the duration of their stay in 

Canada (Chapter 3, Section 3.5.2.2.1). This meant that, overall, the longer they had been in 

Canada, the longer their residency in their current suburb was. This finding suggests that 

these recent Iranian immigrants tended to stay in the suburb where they first arrived upon 
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their arrival in Canada. 

4.9.3 Number of Moves within Current Suburb 

The recent Iranian immigrants who participated in the study were asked about how many 

moves they had made within their current suburb before moving to their current residence. 

Over half of the Surrey and Burnaby samples (51.35% and 51.16%, respectively), and about 

one third of the Coquitlam sample (31.91%) indicated that their current dwelling was the first 

place they had resided after arriving in their current suburb (Table 4.10). 

Table 4.10 Immigrants’ current dwelling experiences 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Times of moving houses within the current 

suburb 
N    % N % N % 

a) 0 (I am still in my first residence) 19 51.35 22 51.16 15 31.91 

b) 1 8 21.62 8 18.60 6 12.77 

c) 2 5 13.51 1 2.33 6 12.77 

d) 3 5 13.51 9 20.93 6 12.77 

e) 4 0 0.00 0 0.00 6 12.77 

f) 5 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 4.26 

g) 6 0 0.00 1 2.33 0 0.00 

h) 7 or more 0 0.00 2 4.65 2 4.26 

i) Don’t know/ no response 0 0.00 0 0.00 4 8.52 

Source: Questionnaire survey 

 

Although the reported duration of stay in their current suburb varied across the three 

samples (Table 4.9), the research findings showed that a significant portion of all respondents 

across all three samples had not moved from their first residence in their current suburb 
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(Table 4.10). The data also showed that none of the Surrey respondents and only a small 

percentage of the Burnaby sample had moved more than three times. This could be related to 

how recently the immigrants had arrived in Surrey (Table 4.10), how satisfied they were with 

their dwelling, or their ability to afford a better-quality dwelling. Iranian immigrants’ satisfaction 

with their place of settlement will be further discussed in the following sections. 

 

4.10 Evaluation of Current Neighbourhood 

This section presents an evaluation of the respondents’ situation in their current 

neighbourhoods. The recent Iranian immigrants were asked about their understandings, 

perceptions, and experiences of their settlement and integration developed during the time 

they lived in their current neighbourhoods.  

4.10.1 Level of Comfort in Current Neighbourhood 

Immigrant participants in this study were asked about their “level of comfort” with their 

current neighbourhoods. Most responded positively to this query (Table 4.11). The majority of 

immigrants in each suburb were either “very comfortable” or “comfortable” in their current 

neighbourhoods. No respondents in Burnaby, only one in Coquitlam (2.13%), and five in 

Surrey (13.51%) expressed that they felt “very uncomfortable” or “uncomfortable” in their 

neighbourhood. These immigrants (six in total), who felt “very uncomfortable” or 

“uncomfortable,” were subsequently asked to explain why they felt this way. Answers ranged 

from concern about their neighbourhoods’ “safety,” “suitability,” and “accessibility,” suggesting 

the important role these elements play in immigrants’ level of comfort regarding their 

neighbourhood. Findings showed that these factors were relatively lacking, especially in 

Surrey, compared to the other two suburbs, and thus a larger number of Iranian immigrants 

from that suburb reported feeling uncomfortable in their neighbourhood (i.e., five in Surrey, 

none in Burnaby, and one in Coquitlam). These concerns may act as a barrier and negatively 

affect the Surrey respondents’ settlement and integration experiences both in the short and 
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long term. The recent Iranian immigrants who participated in the survey were asked to 

answer some additional questions about the perceived quality of their current 

neighbourhoods. They were specifically asked about their: a) level of safety, b) trust in 

neighbours, c) their loneliness, and d) friendliness of their neighbours. The following four 

sections review the study results dealing with these matters.  

 

Table 4.11  Immigrants’ level of comfort with their current neighbourhood 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Overall level of comfort in the current 

neighbourhood 
N % N % N % 

a) Very comfortable 15 40.54 21 48.84 20 42.55 

b) Comfortable 17 45.95 22 51.16 26 55.32 

c) Uncomfortable 4 10.81 0 0.00 1 2.13 

d) Very uncomfortable 1 2.70 0 0.00 0 0.00 

Source: Questionnaire survey 

 

4.10.2 Level of Safety in Current Neighbourhood 

When it came to the perceived safety of their neighbourhoods, the recent Iranian 

immigrants in the three samples followed a similar pattern in their responses (Table 4.12). 

More than two thirds of each sample said that they felt “very safe” or “safe” in their current 

neighbourhood (Surrey 72.97%, Burnaby 88.37%, and Coquitlam 89.36%). The percentage 

of respondents who felt “somewhat safe” or “not safe at all” in their neighbourhood was 

considerably lower (Surrey 24.33%, Burnaby 9.3%, and Coquitlam 8.51%) (Table 4.12). 

These numbers may be different now, given growing Islamophobia . 
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 Table 4.12 Immigrants’ level of safety in their current neighbourhood 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Level of Safety in Their Current 

Neighbourhood 
N % N % N % 

a) Very safe 22 59.46 21 48.84 24 51.06 

b) Safe 5 13.51 17 39.53 18 38.3 

c) Somewhat safe 7 18.92 3 6.98 3 6.38 

d) Not safe at all 2 5.41 1 2.33 1 2.13 

e) Don’t know/other/ no response 1 2.7 1 2.33 1 2.13 

Reasons for feeling safe 

N 

(27) 
% 

N 

(38) 
% 

N 

(42) 
% 

Police presence 8 29.63 19 50.0 19 45.24 

. No threats to safety so far 8 29.63 12 31.58 17 40.48 

 Peaceful neighbourhood 8 29.63 3 7.89 4 9.52 

feeling safe overall 5 18.52 3 7.89 6 14.29 

 Modern neighbourhood amenities 4 14.81 4 10.52 4 9.52 

 Good residential building amenities 1 3.70 5 13.16 4 9.52 

. Proximity to social network 6 22.22 2 5.26 1 2.38 

 Fewer transient people 0 0 1 2.63 4 9.52 

Safe transportation 1 3.70 0 0 2 4.76 

 More home ownership 0 0 1 2.63 2 4.76 

Source: Questionnaire survey 
Due to rounding, non response, and/or the option of choosing multiple answers for some questions, some results may not add up to 100% 

 

The recent Iranian immigrant participants in this study were asked to explain the 

reasons behind their responses about their perceived level of safety in their neighbourhoods. 

For the Surrey sample, “police presence,” having encountered “no threats to safety so far,” 
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and living in a “peaceful environment” were tied (29.63% each) as the three main reasons 

these immigrants felt safe in their neighbourhoods. “Police presence” was the main reason 

both the Burnaby and Coquitlam samples felt safe (50% and 45.24%, respectively). Having 

encountered “no threats to safety so far” was another important reason these two samples’ 

respondents felt safe (Burnaby 31.58% and Coquitlam 40.48%) (Table 4.12). 

Overall, the results from the three samples demonstrated the significance of police 

presence, absence of safety threats, and the peacefulness of their neighbourhood for the 

recent Iranian immigrants living in these three suburbs. 

More specifically, the presence of police seems to have created the perception of 

government protection and thus helped these newcomers feel safe. The results suggest that 

respondents who lived in the neighbourhoods they perceived as safe felt safe based on their 

previous experiences in the area. These two factors (“police presence” and “no threats to 

safety so far”) were cited by all respondents as the most common reasons why they felt safe 

in their neighbourhoods. Finally, the peacefulness of the neighbourhood was cited as another 

important reason why the Surrey sample felt safe in their current neighbourhood.  

The overall percentage of Iranian immigrants who felt “somewhat safe” or “not safe at 

all” in their neighbourhoods was only 13.39%. These respondents gave various reasons for 

feeling unsafe in their neighbourhood. A general sense of feeling unsafe was the most 

common reason given. The presence of transient people in their neighbourhoods made some 

immigrants feel unsafe. Negative characteristics such as the presence of racist attitudes and 

an environment that was unsuitable for families and children also made residents feeling 

unsafe in their neighbourhoods. Concerns about wildlife were also cited.  

4.10.3 Level of trust in Current Neighbourhood 

Similar to the patterns that emerged when examining the three samples’ perceived level 

of safety in their neighbourhoods, about 50% of Surrey and more than 60% of the of the 

Burnaby and Coquitlam samples reported that they could trust “many” or “most” of the people 
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in their neighbourhoods (See Table 4.13). 

Table 4.13  Immigrants’ level of trust in their current neighbourhood 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Level of trust the people in your 

neighbourhood? 
N % N % N % 

a) Most of the people in your neighbourhood 11 29.73 14 32.56 10 21.28 

b) Many of the people in your neighbourhood 7 18.92 15 34.88 23 48.94 

c) A few of the people in your neighbourhood 4 10.81 11 25.58 11 23.40 

d) Nobody in your neighbourhood 5 13.51 0 0.00 0 0.00 

e) Don’t know/other/ no response 10 27.03 3 6.98 3 6.38 

Source: Questionnaire survey 

 

When asked to explain their reasons for not trusting their neighbours, immigrant 

respondents pointed to the “unfamiliarity” of these neighbours (Surrey, 100%, Burnaby 

72.72%, and Coquitlam 36.36%). While some respondents in Surrey referred to a “cultural 

disconnect” between themselves and their neighbours (33.33%), in Burnaby respondents did 

not encounter this issue at all, and in Coquitlam, they had experienced it at a much lower 

level (9.09%). Findings from the survey showed that a lack of cultural connection or familiarity 

with their neighbours could lead to trust issues for these immigrants. This could, in turn, 

impact their integration into the new environment.  

4.10.4 Level of loneliness in Current Neighbourhood 

Iranian immigrants were asked to evaluate their current neighbourhood in terms of their 

perceived (or not) levels loneliness there. While nearly half of the Surrey immigrants (48.65%) 

reported feeling “very lonely” or “lonely,” a relatively smaller percentage of the respondents in 

Coquitlam felt this way (34.04%). This percentage was significantly smaller for the Burnaby 
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sample (4.65%) (Table 4.14). The percentage of respondents who felt “somewhat lonely,” and 

“not lonely at all” was very close within each sample. But while 27.03% of the Surrey sample 

stated that they felt “somewhat lonely,” and 24.32% did not “not feel lonely at all,” these two 

percentages were considerably different for Burnaby (41.86% and 46.51%, respectively). 

Finally, 34.04% of the Coquitlam sample reported feeling “somewhat lonely” in their current 

neighbourhood, and 31.91% did “not feel lonely at all.”  

Table 4.14  Immigrants’ level of loneliness in their current neighbourhood 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Level of feeling loneliness in the neighbourhood N % N % N % 

a) Very lonely 13 35.14 0 0.00 7 14.89 

b) Lonely 5 13.51 2 4.65 9 19.15 

c) Somewhat lonely 9 24.32 18 41.86 16 34.04 

d) Not lonely at all 10 27.03 20 46.51 15 31.91 

e) Don’t know/other/ no response 0 0.00 3 6.98 0 0.00 

Source: Questionnaire survey 
 

These results suggest a high level of perceived loneliness among the Surrey 

immigrants, compared to the other two suburbs, which seems parallel with other results from 

this suburb. A significant feeling of loneliness, combined with other issues, such as lack of 

trust and safety, could negatively impact the settlement experiences of the Surrey immigrants. 

This theme will be further discussed in the following sections and chapters. 

The Iranian immigrants were asked to explain why they felt either lonely or not lonely. A 

large portion of the Surrey (83.33%) and Coquitlam (81.25%) immigrants referred to 

“isolation” as the main reasons for their loneliness, while the majority of the Burnaby sample 

reported that they had “professional and/or personal obligations” that made them feel lonely in 

their neighbourhood. These obligations are likely education-based, considering that many 
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respondents in this suburb immigrated in order to access education. Maintaining required 

professional boundaries with fellow students and others might also have contributed to 

feelings of loneliness.  

As discussed in the previous sections, because a large portion of the Burnaby sample 

came to Canada to seek education, the latter had an education-oriented lifestyle. This could 

have made them busier and, thus, led them “not feel lonely at all.” Previous results show that 

the Coquitlam sample had, on the other hand, a more “working class” life and therefore felt 

“somewhat lonely” as a result of being isolated. Finally, survey results from the Surrey sample 

were consistent with their evaluation of trust in their neighbours (Section 4.10.3). Just as the 

Surrey sample had experienced barriers related to “unfamiliarity” and a “cultural disconnect” 

barriers with their neighbours, and thus often could not trust them, most felt lonely because 

they were geographically and socially isolated.  

4.10.5 Level of Friendliness in Current Neighbourhood 

When recent Iranian immigrants were asked about levels of friendliness during 

interactions in their neighbourhoods, the vast majority in each suburb (81.08% in Surrey, 

95.35% in Burnaby, and 87.23% in Coquitlam) described these interactions as either “very 

friendly,” or “friendly” (Table 4.15). 

When asked to explain why they felt this way, specifically regarding their positive 

experiences, the majority of the Burnaby sample (31.7%) referred to “friendly interactions 

between neighbours.” Most of the Surrey and Coquitlam respondents (43.33% and 26.83%) 

similarly reported that “residents all smile and say “hi”” when they see each other. For most 

respondent, these interactions had created a friendly environment in their current 

neighbourhoods. When asked to account for negative and unfriendly interactions with their 

neighbours, the few immigrants that answered this question mainly pointed to “superficial 

interactions” or “rare social interactions.” 
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Table 4.15 Immigrants’ level of perceived friendliness of their current neighbourhood 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Level of friendliness of the interactions in the 

neighbourhood 
N % N % N % 

a) Very friendly 16 43.24 9 20.93 11 23.40 

b) Friendly 14 37.84 32 74.42 30 63.83 

c) Unfriendly 3 8.11 0 0.00 2 4.26 

d) Very unfriendly 3 8.11 0 0.00 1 2.13 

e) Don’t know/other/ no response 1 2.70 2 4.65 3 6.38 

Source: Questionnaire survey 
 

Overall, the results were similar for the three samples, with the Surrey immigrants 

reporting slightly less friendliness with their neighbours resulting from a lack of meaningful 

interactions. This further confirms the negative experiences that these immigrants had in their 

neighbourhoods, which were repeatedly reported throughout the survey results. 

4.10.6 Sense of Belonging in Current Neighbourhood 

The Iranian immigrants’ sense of belonging in their current neighbourhood was also 

evaluated. Respondents were asked whether, in their opinion, their neighbourhood was "just a 

place to live” or if they had "a sense of community and belonging” (Table 4.16). 

Survey findings were relatively similar for the three samples (Table 4.16). Nearly 60% of all 

three samples (57.48%) described their feelings towards their neighbourhoods as “very much” or 

“somewhat” “a sense of community to where they belonged.” More specifically, 64.86% of the 

Surrey sample and 55.81% of the Burnaby sample reported experiencing “some” or “very much” 

of sense of community and belonging to their neighbourhood. This percentage was relatively 

lower for the Coquitlam sample, with 53.19% feeling “some” or “very much” of a sense of 
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community and belonging to their neighbourhood. In contrast, more than one third of all three 

samples (37.80%) reported a lack of a sense of belonging in their current neighbourhood 

(somewhat or very much “just a place to live”). More specifically, 32.44% of the Surrey sample, 

32.56% of the Burnaby sample, and 40.43% of the Coquitlam sample felt that their current 

neighbourhood was “somewhat” or “very much” “just a place to live. 

Table 4.16 Immigrants’ level of belonging to their current neighbourhood 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

“Just a place to live” versus "A sense of 

community and you belong”  
N % N % N % 

a) Very much “just a place to live” 6 16.22 3 6.98 5 10.64 

b) Somewhat “just a place to live” 6 16.22 11 25.58 14 29.79 

c) Very much “a sense of community and you 

belong” 9 
24.32 

7 
16.28 

14 
29.79 

d) Somewhat “a sense of community and you 

belong” 15 
40.54 

17 
39.53 

11 
23.40 

 

e) Don’t know/other/ no response 1 
2.70 

2 
11.63 

3 
6.38 

Source: Questionnaire survey 

 

 

These results were relatively consistent across the three samples. The percentage of 

respondents who felt that they belonged in their neighbourhood exceeded the percentage of 

the respondents who did not feel this way in all three samples as well. This finding appeared 

to be inconsistent with previous study findings in which one suburb (usually Surrey) stood out, 

representing a higher percentage of immigrants dealing with negative perceptions of their 

neighbourhood. This might suggest that Iranian immigrants’ sense of belonging was not 

significantly impacted by the factors investigated in this survey (such as loneliness, 

friendliness, trust, etc.). Rather, it might have been impacted by other factors not studied 

through this survey.  

An open-ended question was used to extrapolate the reasons why these Iranian 

immigrants felt, or did not feel, a sense of belonging to their neighbourhood. Survey findings 
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indicated that while “satisfaction with their neighbourhood” was the main reason that 33.33% 

of the Surrey sample and 16% of the Coquitlam sample felt they were a part of their 

neighbourhood community, “feeling connected” was the main reason (29.17%) the 

immigrants residing in Burnaby felt this way. 

A “perceived lack of connection to the neighbourhood” was the main reason given by 

respondents in all three suburbs to explain their lack of sense of belonging to their 

neighbourhood (Surrey 25%, Burnaby 28.6%, and Coquitlam 21.1%). The latter results 

highlight the importance of connections with one’s neighbours; a lack of such connections 

could negatively impact an immigrant’s sense of belonging. This, in turn, may create more 

barriers and challenges to their overall settlement and integration in the suburbs. 

4.10.7 Overall Level of Satisfaction with Current Neighbourhood 

Results regarding Iranian immigrants’ levels of satisfaction with their current 

neighbourhoods are presented in Table 4.17.  

Table 4.17 Immigrants’ level of overall satisfaction with their current neighbourhood 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Overall level of satisfaction with 

the current neighbourhood 
N    % N % N % 

a) Very Satisfied 14 37.84 11 25.58 12 25.53 

b)  Satisfied 17 45.95 32 74.42 34 72.34 

c) Dissatisfied 3 8.11 0 0.00 1 2.13 

d) Very Dissatisfied 2 5.41 0 0.00 0 0.00 

e) Don’t know/ other/ no response 1 2.70 0 0.00 0 0.00 

Source: Questionnaire survey 
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Survey findings showed that 83.79% of respondents in Surrey, 100% in Burnaby, and 

97.87% in Coquitlam felt “very satisfied” or “satisfied” with their current neighbourhood. In 

contrast, the percentages of respondents who felt “dissatisfied” or “very dissatisfied” were 

considerably higher in Surrey (13.52%) compared to Coquitlam (2.13%). No respondents in 

Burnaby felt “dissatisfied” or “very dissatisfied” with their neighbourhood.  

When it came to immigrants’ satisfaction with their neighbourhood, there were important 

differences between Surrey and the other two suburbs. First, the percentage of Iranian 

immigrants expressing unsatisfactory feelings with their neighbourhood was relatively higher 

in Surrey. Secondly, although the overall percentage of “satisfied” and “very satisfied” 

immigrants was high in all three suburbs, the percentage difference between those who were 

“very satisfied” and those who were “satisfied” was much lower in Surrey compared to the 

other two suburbs. Moreover, while in Burnaby and Coquitlam the percentage of immigrants 

who were “satisfied” exceeded the percentage of those who were “very satisfied,” this ratio 

was reversed for the Surrey sample. 

These results may suggest that, while there is some dissatisfaction among the Surrey 

sample, a number of Iranian immigrants in Surrey are experiencing a highly satisfactory life in 

their neighbourhood. Thus, while the levels of satisfaction with neighbourhood were 

significantly higher in the other two suburbs, and this satisfaction was consistent within each 

of these two samples, there is a relatively large gap between the highly satisfied immigrants 

and those who are not satisfied in Surrey. Considering the high percentage of immigrants 

who suffered from loneliness, unfriendliness of their neighbours, and trust issues in their 

neighbourhood in Surrey, further investigation is needed to shed light on this analysis in relation to 

the situation of recent Iranian immigrants in this suburb. 

4.10.8 Future Plans to Move out of Current Neighbourhood 

Iranian immigrants were asked about the likelihood of their moving out of their current 

neighbourhood in the next three years. More than half of each sample answered that it was 
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“likely” or “very likely” that they would move out of their current neighbourhood (Surrey 

67.57%, Burnaby 60.46% Coquitlam 55.31%) (Table 4.18).  

Those immigrants who stated it was “likely” or “very likely” that they would move out of 

their neighbourhood were subsequently asked to provide the reasons for this. For the Surrey 

and Burnaby samples, “high expenses of their current place” was the main reason for moving 

out of their current neighbourhood (16% and 26.92%, respectively). However, for Coquitlam 

respondents, “high expenses of their current place” was as important as another two reasons, 

including feeling “unhappy with the current environment” and “employment” (7.69% each) 

(Table 4.18). 

A comparison of these results with the respondents’ overall high levels of satisfaction 

with their neighbourhood, presented in the previous section, may suggest that, although the 

respondents felt satisfied with their current neighbourhoods, they still had plans to leave their 

current neighbourhood to improve their situation. 

 

Table 4.18 Plans to move out of current neighbourhood 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Likelihood of moving out of 

neighbourhood in the next three years 
N    % N    % N % 

a)  Very likely 12 32.43 13 30.23 15 31.91 

b)  Likely 13 35.14 13 30.23 11 23.40 

c)  Unlikely 3 8.11 6 13.95 13 27.66 

d)  Very unlikely 8 21.62 8 18.60 4 8.51 

e)   Don’t know/ other/ no response 1 2.70 3 6.98 4 8.51 

Source: Questionnaire survey 

 

Some of immigrants referred to difficulty paying their high mortgages. For instance, one 

immigrant from Surrey stated, “Mortgage is too high and we can't afford it.” (S1). Another 
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respondent said they had plan to purchase a house, but that they could not afford to do so in 

the area where they were currently renting their unit: “we are planning to buy our own place, 

this area is too expensive to get a house rental unit” (B 14). However, the survey participants’ 

reasons for possibly moving out of their dwellings were diverse and not limited to financial 

issues. The results showed that their moving plans were aimed at improving their overall 

experience of settlement and integration, either by improving their financial circumstances 

through pursuing education, improving their employment situation, saving money by moving 

to a more affordable place, or by settling in places where they had access to better 

community support, safety, and other priorities. These findings support the current literature 

on immigrant housing in Canada (Kataure & Walton-Roberts, 2013; Murdie & Ghosh, 2010; 

Salinas & Teixeira, 2020) 

 

4.11 Immigrants’ Experiences in Current Dwelling 

 

In addition to examining immigrants’ settlement experiences with respect to their 

transition to Canada, first stages of settlement, housing experiences in their current suburb 

and neighbourhood, the survey questions investigated the Iranian immigrants’ experiences in 

their current residence. The following section looks at the types of housing accessed by these 

immigrants, including their homeownership status, in general, and the housing situation of 

immigrant renters across the three samples, in particular. 

4.11.1 Types of Immigrant Housing 

Results from the survey showed that the types of housing accessed by Iranian 

immigrants in the three study areas varied across the three samples. The majority of the 

Surrey respondents reported that they were currently living in a “single detached house” 

(40.54%) or “low-rise apartment” (35.14%) This seems consistent with other results from this 

sample suggesting these immigrants were relatively more financially integrated compared to 
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the other two samples (Table 4.19). In contrast, a large percentage of the Burnaby 

respondents lived in “high-rise apartments” (48.84%) or “low-rise apartments” (27.91%). This 

was expected from this sample, given that many had education-oriented lives and many were 

likely students.  

Finally, the types of housing accessed by the Coquitlam sample were relatively more 

diverse and included “single detached house” (25.53%), “garden home, town house or row 

house” (23.40%), and “high-rise apartment” (21.28%). This appeared consistent with results 

from the survey suggesting that the Coquitlam sample was more heterogeneous. Therefore, 

the types of housing that these immigrants would use may be different across the sample.  

Table 4.19 Types of immigrant housing   

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Current housing type N    % N % N % 

a) Single detached house 15 40.54 3 6.98 12 25.53 

b) Semi-detached or double (side by side) 0 0.00 2 4.65 4 8.51 

c) Garden home, town house or row house 5 13.51 5 11.63 11 23.40 

d) Low–rise apartment (less than 5 stories) 13 35.14 12 27.91 8 17.02 

e) High–rise apartment (5 or more stories) 4 10.81 21 48.84 10 21.28 

f) Don’t know/ other/ no response 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 4.25 

 Source: Questionnaire survey 
 

 

Overall, the survey results show that Iranian immigrants were more likely to live in 

apartments and single detached houses than other housing types. This finding supports the 

current Canadian literature on immigrant housing showing that apartment living is common for 

immigrants in Canada due to its numerous advantages during the settlement and housing 

process. In addition to being more affordable, this type of housing often provides immigrants 



 

 123 

with sufficient privacy and safety in the first years following their arrival in Canada (Carter & 

Vitiello, 2012; Hiebert, 2009, and 2015; Moos & Skaburskis, 2010; Salinas & Teixeira, 2020). 

4.11.2 Homeownership Status 

As discussed in Chapter 3 (Table 3.7, Section 3.5.2.2.5), the research findings revealed 

that renting was more common than owning a home among the immigrants surveyed in the 

three samples (Surrey, 67.57%, Burnaby 67.44%, and Coquitlam 61.70%), and further, that 

all homeowners across the three samples had a mortgage. All of the Iranian immigrants who 

participated in this research survey were recent immigrants, meaning they had lived in 

Canada less than 10 years. The results support the Canadian research findings on immigrant 

housing, which suggest that the more recent groups of immigrants are less likely to own their 

dwelling, partially because of their low income levels (Carter & Vitiello, 2012; Francis & 

Hiebert 2014; Maroto & Barroi, 2016; Salinas & Teixeira, 2020).The following section 

addresses the housing situation of renters across the three samples of the study.  

4.11.3 Housing Conditions for Renters 

This section will analyze the experiences of Iranian immigrants who resided in rental 

housing, including subsidized and non-subsidized housing, with rental management services, 

and their plans for purchasing a home in the future.  

4.11.3.1 Subsidized versus Un-subsidized Housing 

While only 10.34% of the Iranian immigrants residing in Burnaby lived in subsidized 

housing, a larger percentage of those residing in Surrey and Coquitlam lived in subsidized 

housing (36% and 31.03%, respectively) (Table 4.20), suggesting a greater availability of 

social housing in these latter suburbs. 

4.11.3.2 Immigrants' Satisfaction in Relation to Management Services 

 Participants who identified themselves as renters were asked about their level of 

satisfaction with the management services at their dwelling. The results showed that more 
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than 80% of respondents across all three samples were “satisfied” or “very satisfied” with the 

management services provided by their current landlords (Table 4.20). More specifically, 60% 

of renters in the Surrey sample, 27.59% in the Burnaby sample, and 31.03% in the Coquitlam 

sample felt “very satisfied.” Another 24% of the Surrey sample, 62.07% of the Burnaby 

sample, and 51.72% of the Coquitlam sample felt “satisfied.” A higher percentage of “very 

satisfied” respondents in Surrey might be due to a few reasons, including immigrants’ lower 

expectations of their landlords, as a large percentage of them lived in subsidized housing. 

This result also seems consistent with previous findings (Section 4.10.7) showing that a large 

percentage of the Surrey respondents were “very satisfied” or “satisfied” with their 

neighbourhood. Again, more research needs to be conducted to explore the reasons behind 

these immigrants’ surprisingly high levels of satisfaction, which seem somewhat 

contradictory, given the negative experiences with their neighbourhoods and dwelling that 

these immigrants described above.  

 

 

4.11.3.3 Future Plans to Buy a Home 

When asked if they had any plans to buy their own dwelling some day, the vast majority 

of immigrant renters surveyed responded affirmatively (Surrey 96% and Burnaby and 

Coquitlam, equally 89.66% each) (Table 4.20). When asked, respondents gave different 

reasons for this preference. The most commonly cited reason among all three samples was 

that the immigrants perceived homeownership as an “investment.” Specifically, 50% of 

Surrey, 73.08% of Burnaby, and 73.08% of Coquitlam samples showed interest in purchasing 

a home as a reliable investment for them and their families throughout the coming years 

(Table 4.20). 
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Table 4.20 Renters’ housing situations 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Renters participants' number 

N    % N % N % 

25 67.57 29 67.44 29 61.70 

Subsidized vs. Non-subsidized N    % N % N % 

a) Subsidized 9 36.00 3 10.34 9 31.03 

b) Non-subsidized 16 64.00 26 89.66 19 65.52 

c) Don’t know/other/ no response 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 3.45 

Management services satisfaction N    % N % N % 

a) Very Satisfied 15 60.00 8 27.59 9 31.03 

b) Satisfied 6 24.00 18 62.07 15 51.72 

c) Dissatisfied 2 8.00 2 6.90 4 13.79 

d)Very Dissatisfied 2 8.00 1 3.45 0 0.00 

e) Don’t know/other/ no response 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 3.45 

Plans to buy a home N    % N % N % 

a) Yes 24 96.00 26 89.66 26 89.66 

b) No 0 0.00 1 3.45 3 10.34 

c) Don’t know/other/ no response 1 4.00 2 6.90 0 0.00 

The reasons of having a plan for buying 
a home 

N 

(24)    
% 

N 

(26) 
% 

N 

(26) 
% 

a)  Homeownership as an investment 12 50 19 73.07 19 73.08 

b)  Autonomy 8 33.33 4 15.38 8 30.77 

c)  Physical stability 8 33.33 1 3.85 5 19.23 

d) Financial stability 5 20.83 5 19.23 0 0 

e) Don't know/Other/No response 2 8.33 0 0 3 11.54 

Source: Questionnaire survey 
Due to rounding, non response, and/or the option of choosing multiple answers for some questions, some results may not add up to 100% 
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Other reasons why respondents wanted to buy a home included “physical and financial 

stability,” and “autonomy.” Respondents believed that owning a home could help them live a 

more stable life and provide them with more freedom to decorate, design, and modify their 

dwelling, which could, in turn, increase their sense of belonging. Among respondents who did 

not show interest in buying their own dwelling, feeling contented with their current rental 

residence, or perceiving home ownership as too expensive, were the two main reasons given 

for this preference.  

Survey findings show that financial motivations played a key role both for immigrants 

who had plans to purchase their own home in the future, and those who did not foresee this 

opportunity becoming available to them (Table 4.20).  

 

4.12 Overall Evaluation of Current Residence  

 

Respondents were asked to evaluate their current residence by answering questions 

concerning their general living conditions, level of satisfaction with their dwelling, and sense 

of belonging in their current place. The number of people living in dwellings varied across the 

three suburbs. On average, 3.22 people lived in these types of dwellings in Surrey, 2.64 in 

Burnaby, and 2.72 in Coquitlam (Table 4.21).  

Despite differences in the average number of people residing in single residences, 

immigrants’ perceived comfort with their dwelling was similar across the three samples. More 

specifically, the vast majority of respondents believed that their home was “comfortable with 

enough room” (Surrey 67.57%, Burnaby 69.77%, and Coquitlam 74.47%). 

The percentage of immigrants who felt their residence was “overcrowded with too many 

people living together in one place” was also consistent across the three samples (Surrey 

24.32%, Burnaby 23.26%, and Coquitlam 21.28%). Finally, only a few of all of the samples 

found their home “too big for their current household.” (Surrey 8.11%, Burnaby 4.65%, and 

Coquitlam 4.26 %) (Table 4.21). 
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Table 4.21. Immigrants’ evaluation of their current dwelling 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Average Number of persons in current 

residence 
3.22 2.64 2.72 

In terms of space, your current residence is: N % N % N % 

a) Overcrowded with too many people living 
together in one place. 

9 24.32 10 23.26 10 21.28 

b) Comfortable with enough room. 
25 67.57 30 69.77 35 74.47 

c) Too big for your current household. 
3 8.11 2 4.65 2 4.26 

d) Don’t know/other/ no response 
0 0.00 1 2.33 0 0.00 

In terms of condition, your current residence? N % N % N % 

a) Is in good repair, only needing regular 
maintenance. 

25 67.57 31 72.09 35 74.47 

b) Needs minor repairs such as replacing missing 
or loose floorboards and siding. 

8 21.62 12 27.91 9 19.15 

c) Needs major repairs to the plumbing, wiring 
and/or structure. 

4 10.81 0 0.00 3 6.38 

Overall satisfaction about current place N % N % N % 

a) Very Satisfied 22 59.46 8 18.60 7 14.89 

b) Satisfied 10 27.03 31 72.09 38 80.85 

c) Dissatisfied 4 10.81 4 9.30 2 4.26 

d) Very Dissatisfied 1 2.70 0 0.00 0 0.00 

“A place for you to live in and a roof over your 
head” or “A comfortable, cozy, safe, enjoyable 
and relaxing place to be”? 

N % N % N % 

a) Very much only “a place for you to live in and a roof 
over your head” 

9 24.32 1 2.33 8 17.02 

b) Somewhat “a place for you to live in and a roof over 
your head” 

5 13.51 7 16.28 10 21.28 

c) Very much " a comfortable, cozy, safe, enjoyable 
and relaxing place to be” 

12 32.43 19 44.19 13 27.66 

d) Somewhat “a comfortable, cozy, safe, enjoyable 
and relaxing place to be” 

7 18.92 16 37.21 16 34.04 

e) Don’t know/other/ no response 4 10.81 0 0 0 0 

Source: Questionnaire survey 
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Recent Iranian immigrants were also asked if they felt satisfied with the size of their 

current living space, or if they felt it was overcrowded. Perceptions about the suitability of 

living-space size varied slightly between suburbs. These differences were consistent with the 

average number of the people who were living in a dwelling together; i.e., the more people 

living together in one dwelling, the less respondents perceived the space as adequate. 

Research findings suggest that, overall, the sizes of these Iranian immigrants’ spaces 

were not suitable for the number of the people that were living in them, and that when there 

was a larger number of people living in one space, they did not have enough room to 

accommodate their needs 

With respect to Iranian immigrants’ satisfaction with their current place of residence, 

most respondents residing in Burnaby and Coquitlam were “satisfied” with their current 

dwelling (72.09% and 80.85%, respectively) while a smaller percentage felt “very satisfied” 

(18.60% and 14.89%, respectively). In contrast, only 27.03% of the Surrey sample were 

“satisfied,” and more than half (59.46%) were “very satisfied” with their current place of 

residence (Table 4.21). 

The percentage of respondents who were “satisfied” or “very satisfied” with their 

dwelling was highest in Coquitlam (95.74%). Respondents residing in Burnaby and Surrey 

also had high levels of satisfaction with their place of residence, with 90.69% and 86.49% 

respectively reporting that they were “satisfied” or “very satisfied” with their current dwelling. 

Results show, overall, that most of the respondents in all three samples were experiencing 

high levels of satisfaction with their current residence. This finding was consistent with results 

regarding respondents’ levels of satisfaction with their current neighbourhood (4.10.7). It also 

confirmed that most respondents were satisfied with their current neighbourhood as well as 

with their current dwelling.  

Finally, respondents were asked about their sense of belonging in the place where they 

lived currently. They were specifically asked whether they felt their current place was “a place 

for them to live in and a roof over your head” or “a comfortable, cozy, safe, enjoyable and 
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relaxing place to be.”  Most of the respondents (65.35%), believed that their place was 

"somewhat" or "very much” “a comfortable, cozy, safe, enjoyable and relaxing place to be.” In 

contrast, less than half of the same percentage of respondents from all three suburbs 

(31.50%) felt that their place was very much or somewhat only “a place for them to live in and 

a roof over your head,” and therefore did not experience any emotional sense of belonging to 

their current residence.  

The results of the different components of this section appeared consistent, overall, with 

one another and confirmed that the Iranian immigrants who participated in the research 

survey were generally satisfied with their current place of residence. Survey results 

suggested that these immigrants felt satisfied with the first and most important part of their 

settlement and integration journey: housing and settlement in their place of residence, 

neighbourhood, and suburb. Differences between the three suburbs in terms of their housing 

experiences were connected to the different socio-demographic profiles of these immigrants 

as well as to their expectations regarding housing and settlement in the new country, and 

finally, to differences between the three suburbs themselves, including socio-economic 

characteristics that could impact the immigrants’ housing and settlement experiences.  

 

4.13 Conclusion 

This chapter aimed to explore the housing and neighbourhood settlement experiences 

of recent Iranian immigrants living in the three Vancouver suburbs of Surrey, Burnaby, and 

Coquitlam. These immigrants’ transitions from Iran to Canada was examined by exploring 

their main reasons for choosing Canada as their destination country. The findings from the 

survey component of the study showed that the respondents had chosen Canada for diverse 

reasons. One of the main reasons immigrants choose Canada is to join family and/or friends 

that have already settled here. Due to the extremely high costs of housing in Vancouver, a 

major Canadian gateway city, however, these immigrants are increasingly settling in the 
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suburban areas. Beyond securing housing, staying close to their social network was a 

significant factor that respondents considered when they chose their suburbs. This indicates 

the significance of immigrants’ social networks when it comes to immigrant settlement 

patterns in the suburbs of Vancouver. 

To summarize the Iranian immigrant participants’ choices of destination, the findings 

showed that most of these immigrants in all three suburbs did not have much information 

sources about how to find a place in their suburb before their arrival. In terms of their reasons 

for choosing their current suburbs, while social proximity and pleasant surrounding 

environment was the two most important reasons for a large percentage of the Coquitlam 

participants, affordability of houses in Burnaby and Surrey was the most important reason for 

choosing these two suburbs to live.  

With respect to residing in a temporary housing before settling in their own place in their 

current suburbs, Coquitlam participants had the highest percentage of doing so. Additionally, 

a high percentage of this suburbs’ participants used these temporary settlements for more 

than three months, which is a considerable duration of time. This could be due to different 

reasons: This might be due to possessing a stronger social network, as mentioned above, or 

this could also be a result of their lack of financial resources to obtain a place to live 

permanently as soon as their arrival in the suburb.  

Furthermore, most of the participants in all three suburbs were renters, only a small 

percentage were home owners, and all of the homeowners had mortgage. Surrey immigrants 

reported a relatively larger average number of residents living with them in their dwelling, 

compared to others. With respect to their feelings and perception about their neighbourhoods 

in their current suburbs, interestingly, immigrants in Surrey frequently referred to the presence 

of police to explain why they might feel safe in their neighbourhood, significantly more than 

the other two suburbs. Surrey immigrants, additionally, complained about their perceived 

cultural disconnect among them and their neighbours, which in turn, made them feel more 

lonely than others in their neighbourhoods. Surprisingly, however, the level of satisfaction of 
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Surrey immigrants was not significantly lower than the other two suburbs. As noted within this 

chapter, this calls for more investigation to understand the reasons behind this somewhat 

contradictory finding.  

The data analysis presented in this chapter suggests that recent Iranian immigrants in 

the three study areas did not have much information about housing in Canada prior to their 

arrival, and that, when it came to choosing their place of residence in their suburb, most relied 

on their social networks, a settlement pattern confirmed by the current literature (Qadeer, 

2016; Fong & Berry, 2017; Teixeira 2014a, and b).  

Recent Iranian immigrants living in Surrey reported having fewer positive experiences 

than respondents in the other two suburbs’ respondents when it came to levels of comfort, 

safety, trust, and loneliness, friendliness of interactions with neighbours, and sense of 

belonging to their neighbourhood. Recent Iranian immigrants in Burnaby and Coquitlam 

seemed to experience relatively fewer barriers and challenges with respect to settling in their 

neighborhoods. As per their socio-demographic profiles given in the previous chapter, while 

Surrey respondents were more recent both to Canada and to their current suburbs, they were 

more financially integrated overall. This might be the reason why, despite their less-than-ideal 

neighbourhood situation mentioned above, these respondents showed relatively high levels of 

satisfaction with their neighbourhood. These respondents also shared, however, that there 

was significant likelihood that they would move from their current neighbourhood in the near 

future.  

Consistent with the literature of immigrant housing, the immigrants in this study lived in 

apartments (low-rise or high-rise) more often than in any other type of housing. Most 

respondents also reported living in rental homes. The small percentage of respondents that 

had been able to purchase a home all had mortgages. Renters often felt significant pressure 

to purchase, and some said they wished they’d known about Vancouver’s increasing housing 

prices earlier so they could have purchased their dwelling instead of spending their money on 

rent. The majority of respondents noted that they were planning to buy their own home in 
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future as they considered homeownership an important investment. This finding was also 

consistent with the findings of many studies on immigrant housing in Canada (e.g., Moos & 

Skaburskis, 2010; Murdie & Skop, 2012; Salinas & Teixeira, 2020). 

Despite reporting the highest levels of income among all three suburbs, Surrey 

respondents used subsidized housing more than expected. This might be due to the fact that 

these immigrants arrived more recently, to their large family sizes, or to the greater availability 

of this type of housing in the Surrey area. There might be other reasons to explain this 

difference as well. The Surrey sample also seemed happier with their rental units’ 

management services than respondents from the other two suburbs.  

 Based on the results provided in this chapter, a majority of recent Iranian immigrants in 

the three suburbs are satisfied, overall, with their settlement experiences in Canada. 

However, many had plans to further improve their settlement and integration experiences by 

moving out of their neighbourhoods, either to lower their housing costs, to improve their 

employment situation, or to live in a different area. 

Overall, findings demonstrated that the Surrey sample faced some barriers in terms of 

their neighbourhood and housing experiences, that the Burnaby sample had come to their 

current suburb for an education-oriented life, and that the Coquitlam sample seemed to be 

more of a “working-class” group with their own specific advantages and barriers in terms of 

settlement experiences 
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Chapter 5 - Immigrants' Self-reflection on 

Integration Experiences and Barriers in the Suburbs 

 

5.1 Overview  

 

One of the main goals of this research study was to explore the barriers and challenges 

that recent Iranian immigrants to Canada face when settling and integrating in the suburbs. 

According to the Immigrant Integration Model (Murdie & Teixeira, 2003), following their initial 

settlement, immigrants’ other needs should be addressed. These needs include personal and 

community-based connections, language development, education, and employment. 

Immigrants’ integration can extend to their symbolic and social integration in the host society 

(Ray, 2002). It is important to note that the social incorporation of immigrants is not a 

condition but, rather, a process. This process usually includes three major types: structural 

incorporation, cultural incorporation, and identity incorporation. Depending on immigrants’ 

socio-economic levels, their social networks, and more formal connections such as marriage, 

structural incorporation could potentially be reached following their physical entry to the 

receiving society. This form of social incorporation is also known as “integration” in the 

Canadian immigration literature. Cultural incorporation consists of learning and embracing the 

dominant group in the receiving country. This could involve conforming to symbolic norms of 

the dominant culture and engaging in its symbolic behaviours and/or practices such as 

language (as a means of communication) and national celebrations. Finally, immigrants 

develop a new identity in their adoptive society that is affected by the process of social 

incorporation (Isajiw, 1999). Although social incorporation was not the main focus of this 

research study, some aspects of social incorporation are touched upon in various chapters of 

this dissertation. For example, recent Iranian immigrants’ language development and job-

search strategies could be important components of their social incorporation. Immigrants’ 
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informal social resources, including social networks in their co-ethnic, neighbourhood, and 

religious connections, will be investigated in the following chapter.  

The previous chapter discussed the first stages of recent Iranian immigrants’ 

neighbourhood and housing settlement experiences. This chapter will present the 

respondents’ own reflections on their integration in the suburbs, including their experiences 

with education, employment, acquiring language skills, and with personal well-being. Lastly, 

the barriers and challenges that recent Iranian immigrants faced during different periods of 

their settlement and integration will be analyzed and discussed.  

 

5.2 Education and Employment Integration Experiences 

In Chapter 3 (Section 3.5.2.2.3) it was noted that about two thirds of the Iranian 

immigrants who participated in the survey (65.35%) had a university degree. Findings from 

the survey also showed that while the percentage of Surrey participants who held a university 

degree remained the same pre- and post-immigration, the Burnaby sample had the highest 

percentage increase in immigrants who had completed a university degree (48.84% to 

67.44%). Respondents in the Coquitlam sample had a similar increase, from 53.19% to 

68.09%. Survey findings on respondents’ current employment status were discussed in 

Section 3.5.2.2.4 (Chapter 3). These findings indicated that immigrant respondents in 

Burnaby had the highest rate of employment among all three suburbs. 

Table 5.1 shows the data regarding Iranian immigrants’ “main activity during the past 12 

months.” Respondents could choose multiple answers. A total of 58.27% reported that they 

were “working at a paid job or business” as their main activity, another 18.11% reported 

“household work” as their main activity, while 13.39% were “looking for paid work.”  

More specifically, while over half of Surrey respondents (54.05%) stated that their main 

activity during the past 12 months was “working in a paid job or business,” slightly below a 

quarter (24.32%) referred to household work as their main activity and more than a fifth 
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(21.62%) reported that they were looking for paid work as their main activity.  

Table 5.1 Current employment situation 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

 Main activity during the past 12 months N    % N % N % 

a) Working at a paid job or business 
 

20 54.05 29 67.44 25 53.19 

 b) Household work 9 24.32 6 13.95 8 17.02 

 c) Looking for paid work 8 21.62 4 9.30 5 10.64 

 d) Caring for children 3 8.11 4 9.30 6 12.77 

 e) Going to school 0 0 8 18.60 3 6.38 

 f) Retired 3 8.11 0 0 2 4.25 

 g) Maternity/paternity or parental leave 0 0 2 4.65 1 2.13 

 h) Long-term illness 0 0 0 0 2 4.25 

 i) Volunteering or care-giving other than for 

children 

0 0 1 2.33 1 2.13 

 j) other/don’t know/ no response 0 0 0 0 2 4.25 

   Source: Questionnaire Survey 

Due to rounding, non response, and/or the option of choosing multiple answers for some questions, some results may not add up to 100% 

 

Survey findings from Burnaby revealed a different pattern. Compared to Surrey, a 

relatively higher percentage of Iranian immigrants in Burnaby (67.44%) worked at a paid job 

or business, and only 9.3% of respondents in this suburb were looking for paid work within 

the past 12 months. Not surprisingly, Burnaby represented the highest percentage of recent 

Iranian immigrants attending school as their main activity during the past year (18.6%). These 

findings seem consistent with the results presented earlier in this study, which indicated that 

Burnaby had the highest immigrant employment rate across the three suburbs. The previous 

data analysis also showed that Iranian immigrants residing in this suburb had a more 
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education-oriented lifestyle in which education was prioritized over job-hunting. The markedly 

low percentage of respondents who were looking for employment and relatively high 

percentage of immigrants whose main activity during the last 12 months was attending school 

were therefore not surprising. 

The responses from respondents in Coquitlam also revealed some unique experiences 

among these immigrants. As previously discussed in Section 3.5.2.2.4 (Chapter 3), the 

percentage of respondents that were working at a paid job or business was low in this suburb 

(53.19%). Further, 10.64% of this suburbs’ respondents stated that they were looking for paid 

work, while 17.02% cited household work as their main activity. Although Coquitlam had the 

highest percentage of respondents who were not working at a paid job (46.81%), this suburb 

did not have the highest percentage of the respondents that were looking for a paid job (Table 

5.1). These immigrants were thus neither employed, nor looking for a job. There are several 

possible reasons for this seeming contradiction. This suburb had the highest percentage of 

respondents caring for children among the three suburbs, so some respondents might have 

been willing to work, but were facing major barriers to employment that made them feel 

reluctant to look for a job in the first place. Barriers could also include language, as well as 

lack of information about and inaccessibility of employment services.  

5.2.1 Methods and Resources Used  

The recent Iranian immigrant respondents that were employed were asked about the 

methods and resources they had utilized to find their current jobs. Nearly half of these immigrants 

(48.65%) cited “relatives and/or friends” as their main source of information and support for 

employment, and slightly less than one third (31.08%) had used the internet to help them find their 

current job (Table 5.2). This confirmed the importance of social networks (informal resources) and 

online resources in these recent immigrants’ employment processes, a finding also supported by 

the Canadian immigration literature (Kyeremeh, 2020; Teixeira, 2009 and 2014a).  
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Table 5.2 Job hunting journey 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Employed participants (working at a paid 

job or business during the past 12 months) 

N % N % N % 

20 54.05 29 67.44 25 53.19 

What methods did you use to find your 
current job?  

N % N % N % 

a) Obtained info and help from 
relatives/friends 

5 25.0 17 58.62 14 56.00 

b) Obtained info and help from the Internet 9 45.0 10 34.48 4 16.00 

c) Placed or answered job advertisements 4 20.0 2 6.90 3 12.00 

d) Obtained info and help from a government 

or private employment agency 
2 10.0 2 6.90 4 16.00 

e) Obtained info and help from colleagues 2 10.0 3 10.34 3 12.00 

f) Contacted the employer directly 3 15.0 3 10.34 1 4.00 

g) Other 1 16.67 3 10.34 0 0.00 

h) No response/ don't know 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 4.00 

Length of search for current job? N % N % N % 

a) Less than one month 6 30.00 12 41.38 10 40 

b) One to two months 4 20.00 8 27.59 3 12 

c) Two to three months 2 10.00 2 6.90 1 4 

d)Three to four months 2 10.00 2 6.90 2 8 

e) Four to five months 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0. 

f) Five to six months 2 10.00 0 0.00 3 12 

g) More than six months 1 5.00 3 10.34 6 24 

h) No response/ don't know 3 15.00 2 6.90 0 0 
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Surrey Burnaby         Coquitlam 

 
N=37 N=43 N=47 

Most helpful factors to success in job 

hunting adventure 

N 

(20) 
% 

N 

(29) 
% 

N 

(25) 
% 

 a) Your social networks and contacts 5 25 16 55.17 11 44 

 b) Your skills 5 25 17 58.62 9 36 

 c) Your education in Canada 6 30 16 55.17 8 32 

 d) Your English language ability 5 25 13 44.83 8 32 

 e) Your work experience in Canada 6 30 9 31.03 8 32 

f) Your previous work experience before you 
arrived in Canada 

6 30 6 20.69 8 32 

g) Your previous education before you 
arrived in Canada 

4 20 7 24.14 8 32 

 h) Other 1 5 2 6.9 3 12 

Source: Questionnaire Survey 

Due to rounding, non response, and/or the option of choosing multiple answers for some questions, some results may not add up to 100% 

 

The following chapter will detail the role of formal and informal sources in recent Iranian 

immigrants’ settlement and integration experiences, including their employment experiences. 

 Looking at results from across the three suburbs, close to half the respondents from 

Surrey (45%) had used the internet to obtain information and help when looking for their 

present job (Table 5.2). Another 25% used relatives and/or friends. Only 20% placed or 

answered job advertisements. In Burnaby, most respondents (58.62%%) consulted relatives 

and/or friends, and 34.48 % used the internet for information about employment opportunities. 

Coquitlam respondents followed a similar pattern to Burnaby respondents: most (56%) had 

used relatives and/or friends for support, while only 16% used the internet for information. 

Survey findings suggest that the high percentage of Surrey respondents using the 

internet for information and employment support was related to a lack of access to family and 

friends in their area. This suburb was geographically and socially distanced from the other 
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two suburbs, which may have forced respondents to rely on online sources more heavily. 

Survey results confirmed that respondents in Burnaby and Coquitlam had greater 

access to informal social resources compared to Surrey respondents. As discussed in the last 

two chapters, the findings also showed that, when seeking successful integration in different 

aspects of their new lives in Canada, Coquitlam and Burnaby respondents were more socially 

resourceful than those in Surrey.  

Employed respondents were also asked about the duration of their search before 

finding their current job. Survey results indicated a relatively short search period (“less than 

one month”) for over one third (37.84%) of the Iranian immigrants who participated in this 

study (Table 5.2). More specifically, survey findings showed that it took “less than one month” 

for 30% of recent Iranian immigrants from Surrey to find their current job; for another 20%, the 

job search took “one to two months.” The more successful economic integration of this 

suburb’s respondents was likely the result of their smoother employment integration. 

Similarly, 41.38% of respondents residing in Burnaby were able to find their current 

employment in “less than one month,” while for 27.59% it took “one to two months” to become 

employed. This seems to further confirm the more successful employment integration of the 

Iranian immigrants in Burnaby, most likely due to their education-oriented life in Canada, 

which put them in a stronger position in the job market. 

Although the job-finding process was as short as one month or less for most 

respondents residing in Coquitlam (40%), more than one third of this sample (36%) spent five 

or more months finding their current job – a much longer duration than what was reported by 

Surrey and Burnaby respondents. This finding is consistent with previous findings (Section 

3.5.2.2.3) showing that Coquitlam respondents had struggled more than respondents from 

the other suburbs with finding employment. 

5.2.2 Most Helpful Factors in Finding a Job 

Iranian immigrants were asked about their current employment journey and to report the 
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most helpful factors in their job-hunting success. Survey results showed that “social networks 

and contacts,” “skills,” and “education in Canada” were the most helpful factors for immigrants 

when looking for their current jobs (43.24%, 41.89%, and 40.54%, respectively). More 

specifically, for the Surrey immigrants, “education,” “previous work experience before arriving 

in Canada,” and “work experience in Canada” (30% each) were the most important factors 

helping them find their current job. Additionally, the Surrey respondents cited “English 

language ability,” “skills,” and “social networks and contacts” (25% each) as the most helpful 

factors in their job-finding journey (Table 5.2).  

Most of the respondents from Burnaby (58.62%) reported that their skills were the most 

important factor that helped them find their current job. “Social networks and contacts” and 

“education in Canada” were also considered helpful factors (55.17% each). These results 

relate to earlier findings that emphasized education as this population’s main motivation for 

immigrating to Canada.  

Lastly, 44% of respondents residing in Coquitlam reported that their “social networks 

and contacts” helped them the most when searching for employment, while another 36% 

pointed to their “skills.” The fact that many Iranian immigrants living in Coquitlam received 

support from their social networks confirms other results (Chapter 5) suggesting strong social 

connections among immigrants from this suburb.  

 

5.3 Immigrants’ Experiences with Co-Ethnic Businesses 

To get a better picture of the employment experiences of recent Iranian immigrants in 

Canada, the researcher asked the latter if they had any experience working for employers 

from their co-ethnic community while in Canada. The majority of respondents (78.74%) 

indicated that they did not: only 20.47% of respondents from all three suburbs (27.03% from 

Surrey, 16.28% from Burnaby, and 19.15% from Coquitlam) had work experience with the 

Iranian community in Canada (Table 5.3).  
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Table 5.3 Co-ethnic businesses 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Experience of working for any employers from 

co-ethnic community? 
N    % N % N % 

a) Yes 10 27.03 7 16.28 9 19.15 

b)  No  26 70.27 36 83.72 38 80.85 

c)  No response/ don't know 1 2.70 0 0.00 0 0.00 

If finding jobs in co-ethnic owned businesses, 
organizations, etc. is easier than non- co-
ethnic owned ones? 

N    % N % N % 

a) No 17 45.95 18 41.86 22 46.81 

b) Yes, because English language ability is less 

required in the co-ethnic owned ones. 
9 24.32 9 20.93 16 34.04 

c) Yes, because jobs in co-ethnic owned ones can 

be easily reached through chains of 

relatives/friends. 

4 10.81 6 13.95 9 19.15 

d) Yes, but I have other reason(s).  3 8.11 3 6.98 0 0.00 

e) No response/ don't know 4 10.81 7 16.28 0 0 

Source: Questionnaire Survey 
      

 

Most of the recent Iranian immigrants who participated this study who had work 

experience with the Iranian community noted that they heard about these jobs from their 

Iranian relatives, friends, and colleagues (65.39%). This finding emphasizes the significance 

of co-ethnic resources in terms of these new immigrants’ employment, especially in co-ethnic 

businesses. The remaining immigrant participants (23.08%) referred to job advertisements, 

non-co-ethnic connections, and other resources as having been helpful in identifying co-

ethnic businesses for the purpose of employment. 

More specifically, the majority of Surrey respondents (70%) learned about co-ethnic 
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employment opportunities through their Iranian relatives, friends, and colleagues. The rest of 

the respondents from this suburb learned about available Iranian employment opportunities 

from their non-Iranian relatives, friends, and colleagues, or contacted the employer directly. 

Such results show that for those recent Iranian immigrants seeking co-ethnic work 

connections opportunities, personal connections were extremely important. Relatives, friends, 

and colleagues were similarly the main source of information about employment for Burnaby 

respondents (57.14%). However, these respondents followed a different pattern in terms of 

using other channels of co-ethnic employment, as 28.57% reported having placed or 

answered job advertisements.  

The majority of Coquitlam respondents (66.67%) reported having been informed about 

co-ethnic businesses by their Iranian relatives, friends, and colleagues. The rest had used 

other sources (the internet, government, private employment agencies, and contacting the 

employer directly: 11.11% each).    

A comparison of results from the three suburbs shows that, as expected, most 

respondents (65.39%) learned about co-ethnic businesses from their co-ethnic social 

network, including their Iranian relatives, friends, and colleagues. However, some differences 

also emerged across the three suburbs. While the Burnaby respondents’ most important 

source of information about co-ethnic work opportunities was their co-ethnic community, this 

group acted more independently than their peers in other suburbs, with close to one third of 

Burnaby respondents either placing or answering job advertisements to acquire this type of 

employment. This was not surprising given Burnaby respondents’ strong educational ties, 

which they would likely have used to develop professional contacts. Further, because the 

respondents from Burnaby were more involved in “mainstream” environments such as 

workplaces, research centres, and universities, their non-co-ethnic social networks could 

have given them more access to these types of connections. With access to these resources, 

they might have been less inclined to use sources such as the internet, or government and/or 

private agencies. 
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All respondents, regardless of their employment experience with Iranian businesses, 

were asked whether it was easier to find jobs in co-ethnic-owned businesses than in non-co-

ethnic ones. Almost half of respondents (44.88%) indicated that it was not easier to find jobs 

in co-ethnic businesses than in non-ethnic businesses (Table 5.3). Those respondents who 

believed finding co-ethnic jobs was easier were asked to explain why. Most respondents from 

across the three suburbs associated ease of co-ethnic employment with language skills 

because, “English-language ability was less required in the co-ethnic owned ones.” (Surrey 

24.32%, Burnaby 20.93%, and Coquitlam 34.04%). The impact of co-ethnic networking was 

cited by respondents across all three suburbs as the second most important reason finding 

co-ethnic jobs was easier (Surrey 10.81%, Burnaby 13.95%, and Coquitlam 19.15%) (Table 

5.3).  

These findings suggest that language can be a barrier to new immigrants seeking 

employment opportunities. Since co-ethnic employment options did not require English-

language skills, at least not as much as the mainstream ones, these results may explain why 

and how these immigrants used co-ethnic job options as an important coping strategy to 

overcome their language barriers. Furthermore, survey results showed that immigrants’ co-

ethnic social networks served as an important tool for identifying existing Iranian job 

opportunities, thus enabling them to avoid entering the current competitive Canadian job 

market. 

 

5.4 English-Language Skills  

According to the Canadian immigration integration literature, language development is 

one of the most critical factors in the successful settlement and integration of immigrants into 

a new society. Conversely, a lack of language skills is one of the most important barriers 

immigrants face when integrating into the new society (Drolet et al., 2015; Language 

Instruction for Newcomers to Canada (LINC), 2016; Maroto & Barri, 2016). One of the main 



 

 144 

goals of this research study was to explore different aspects of recent Iranian immigrants’ 

settlement and integration in the three study areas of Burnaby, Coquitlam, and Surrey. 

Learning about the language development of these immigrants was therefore crucial to 

gaining a comprehensive understanding of their settlement and integration experiences.  

 Recent Iranian immigrants were asked about their own perception of their English-language 

skills. The immigrants were provided with four choices to describe their ability to speak, read, and 

comprehend English: a) “Not at all”, b) “Very little”, c) “Somewhat”, and d) “Very well” (Table 5.4).  

 

Table 5.4 English language skills 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Level of English comprehension skills N % N % N % 

a) Not at all 1 2.70 0 0.00 0 0.00 

b) Very little 7 18.92 0 0.00 4 8.51 

c) Somewhat 14 37.84 10 23.26 16 34.04 

d) Very well 15 40.54 33 76.74 27 57.45 

Level of English-speaking skills N    % N % N % 

a) Not at all 2 5.41 0 0.00 0 0.00 

b) Very little 7 18.92 1 2.33 5 10.64 

c) Somewhat 16 43.24 16 37.21 23 48.94 

d) Very well 12 32.43 26 60.47 19 40.43 

Level of English reading skills N    % N % N % 

a) Not at all 3 8.11 0 0.00 1 2.13 

b) Very little 5 13.51 2 4.65 7 14.89 

c) Somewhat 11 29.73 8 18.60 14 29.79 

d) Very well 18 48.65 33 76.74 25 53.19 

    Source: Questionnaire Survey 

 

Respondents were then asked about their language skills in the three categories of 

comprehension, speaking, and reading. The vast majority of respondents indicated that they 

could comprehend, speak, and read English “somewhat” or “very well.” A comparison of 
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findings across the three suburbs showed that Surrey had the fewest Iranian immigrants 

placing themselves in the “very well” category in terms of their language skills, while Burnaby 

had the highest number placing themselves in this category. None of the Burnaby 

respondents characterized their English-language skills as extremely low (not at all). These 

findings might be related to the higher level of education attained by the Burnaby Iranian 

immigrants following their immigration to Canada, compared to Iranian immigrants residing in 

the other two suburbs (Chapter 3, Section 3.5.2.2.3). 

In contrast, the findings from Surrey showed that 77.48% of Iranian immigrants living in 

this suburb evaluated their overall English skills as “somewhat” and “very good,” the lowest 

percentage across all three suburbs. As discussed in Chapter 4, the Iranian immigrants 

residing in Surrey who participated in the research survey had arrived in Canada more 

recently than respondents in the other two suburbs, which could explain their lower evaluation 

of their language skills.  

In Coquitlam, the majority of Iranian immigrant participants (87.95%) evaluated their 

English skills across all three skills as “very good” or “somewhat,” which placed them between 

immigrants in the Burnaby and Surrey samples. This might be due to greater diversity among 

the Iranian immigrants in Coquitlam in terms of the duration of their time in Canada. Other 

factors accounting for Coquitlam respondents’ language skills could include their education in 

Canada, social interactions, and employment experiences.  

Respondents’ English-language-skill patterns across the three suburbs seemed to align 

with their overall education trajectories. While the Surrey respondents stayed the same in 

terms of their overall level of education after coming to Canada, Burnaby respondents had a 

notable increase in their education levels, and Coquitlam respondents had a smaller increase. 

This finding suggests a link between education-seeking behaviours and the improvement of 

English-language skills among respondents across the three suburbs.  
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5.5 Personal Well-being and Life Satisfaction 

This section presents recent Iranian immigrants’ reflections on their personal well-being, 

including their general health and mental health. It also provides an analysis of the research 

findings with respect to respondents’ perceived life satisfaction levels. Immigrants’ 

explanations of these perceptions will also be explored. 

5.5.1 General Health  

Respondents were asked about their perceptions of their health in general. Almost three 

quarters of the Iranian immigrants who participated in the survey (74.80%) perceived themselves 

to be generally healthy (“excellent,” “very good,” or “good” health). Fewer respondents (22.95%) 

said their general health was “fair” or “poor” (Table 5.5). 

   

Table 5.5 General health 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 
N=43 N=47 

Perceived general health  N % N % N % 

a) Excellent 5 13.51 9 20.93 3 6.38 

b) Very good 9 24.32 16 37.21 15 31.91 

c) Good 13 35.14 9 20.93 15 31.91 

d) Fair 6 16.22 4 9.30 8 17.02 

e) Poor 4 10.81 2 5.00 5 10.64 

f) Other/no response/ don't know 0 0.00 3 6.98 1 2.13 

   Source: Questionnaire Survey 

 

More specifically, among the Surrey respondents, 13.51% and 24.32% evaluated their 

general health as “excellent” and “very good,” respectively; 35.14% reported their general 

health as “good”; and 16.22% as “fair.” Only 10.81% of the respondents in Surrey reported 
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their general health as “poor” (Table 5.5). Burnaby respondents generally perceived 

themselves as healthy, with 20.93% labeling their general health as “excellent” and more than 

one third (37.21%) reporting it as “very good.” Another 20.93% reported their general health 

as “good.” The percentages of Burnaby respondents who evaluated their general health as 

“fair” and “poor” was low: 9.3% and 5%, respectively. This suburb also had the lowest number 

of respondents who felt their general health was “poor.” 

With respect to findings from the Coquitlam respondents, only 6.38% described their 

general heath as “excellent,” which was significantly lower than the Surrey and Burnaby 

samples. While the percentage of respondents who described their general health as “very 

good” and “good” was the same (31.91% each) in this suburb, 17.02% believed their general 

health condition was “fair.” Lastly, 10.64% of Coquitlam respondents described their general 

health as “poor.” 

A comparison of findings from the three suburbs shows that while recent Iranian 

immigrants in Surrey and Coquitlam reported a similar status in terms of their general health, 

Burnaby respondents perceived their general health levels as considerably higher. This could 

be due to a significant difference in the average age of the Burnaby respondents (38 years 

old) compared to respondents in the other two suburbs (44 years old). 

Recent Iranian immigrants were subsequently asked to elaborate on why they 

perceived their general health in this particular way. Respondents listed positive and negative 

factors that affected their general health. “No health concerns” and “proactive health 

behaviours” were the positive factors most commonly cited by 29.1% respondents to explain 

why they felt generally healthy. With regard to the negative factors affecting their general 

health, more respondents from Surrey (56.80%) and Coquitlam (46.80) than from Burnaby 

(27.91%) indicated issues and concerns such as “poor mental health,” “poor fitness,” “feeling 

burnt out,” “poor/minor healthcare service,” and “aging.” While a small percentage of Surrey 

and Coquitlam respondents cited “aging” as a health factor, no Burnaby respondents 

mentioned aging as a factor negatively impacting their general health. This was not surprising 
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considering the lower average age of the Burnaby respondents compared to respondents in 

the other two suburbs. The most commonly mentioned negative factor impacting 

respondents’ health across all three suburbs was a pre-existing “health concern.” 

 

5.5.2 Mental Health  

Survey findings showed that most of the immigrants (54.33%) in this study considered their 

mental health to be “excellent” or “very good”. Burnaby and Coquitlam respondents perceived 

themselves to be mentally healthy. Surrey respondents, on the other hand, were more likely to 

perceive their mental health to be “excellent” (35.14%). In comparison, only 18.60% of Burnaby 

and 10.64% of Coquitlam respondents perceived their health this way (Table 5.6). 

Of the Surrey respondents, 35.14% and 27.03% respectively evaluated their mental 

health as “excellent” and “very good,” respectively. Another 24.32% reported their mental 

health was “good.” The number of respondents who felt their mental health was “fair” and 

“poor” was considerably lower for this group of respondents in this suburb (Table 5.6). 

Table 5.6 Mental health 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Perceived mental health level N    % N % N % 

a) Excellent 13 35.14 8 18.60 5 10.64 

b) Very good 10 27.03 20 46.51 13 27.66 

c) Good 9 24.32 9 20.93 17 36.17 

d) Fair 2 5.41 5 11.63 7 14.89 

e) Poor 3 8.11 0 0.00 4 8.51 

f) Other/no response/ don't know 0 0.00 1 2.33 1 2.13 

 Source: Questionnaire Survey 
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Burnaby immigrants’ responses showed that they felt their mental health was in good 

condition, with 18.60% indicating it “excellent” and nearly half (46.51%) calling it “very good.” 

Another 20.93% reported their mental health as “good.” Amongst the Burnaby sample, only 

11.63% evaluated their mental health as “fair,” and no respondents who felt their mental 

health was in poor condition. 

With respect to findings from the Coquitlam respondents, only 10.64% reported their 

mental health as “excellent,” the lowest among the three suburbs. Among Coquitlam 

respondents, 27.66% and 36.17%, felt their mental health was “very good” and “good” 

respectively; 14.89% believed their mental health was “fair”; and 8.51% reported having 

“poor” mental health. 

Respondents were asked to elaborate on their responses. For Surrey respondents, 

“happiness and good health” was the main positive factor (16.22%) cited by this sample. 

Among negative factors, “language barriers” and “family problems” were most often cited by 

Surrey respondents to explain their mental health barriers (18.92% and 10.81%, 

respectively). 

The main positive factor reported by Burnaby respondents to explain why they felt 

mentally healthy was their “access to family support” (9.30%). When asked to explain why 

they felt less mentally well, a large percentage of respondents residing in this suburb 

(25.58%) reported “isolation and fatigue” as the main negative contributor to their mental 

health issues. Another 16.28% said they were currently experiencing “serious mental health 

issues.”  

The data from Coquitlam respondents followed a similar pattern to that of Burnaby 

respondents, with 17.02% saying that they felt mentally healthy as a result of “happiness and 

good health.” Coquitlam respondents cited “isolation and fatigue,” as well as “serious mental 

health issues” as the main factors affecting their mental health (29.79% and 21.28%, 

respectively). 
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Overall, survey results showed that while respondents shared many of the same 

reasons for feeling mentally well or unwell, Surrey respondents reported the strongest 

feelings of mental well-being (35.14%). Burnaby respondents appeared to have adequate 

levels of mental health while Coquitlam respondents reported the lowest levels of mental well-

being. Previous findings showed that employment was one of the main barriers Coquitlam 

respondents faced, so this could be an important factor contributing to their less-than-ideal 

mental well-being. While respondents did not explicitly refer to employment barriers as 

contributing to a lack of mental well-being, this may have been an underlying factor affecting 

the Coquitlam respondents’ long-term mental health. 

A comparison of the results regarding the recent Iranian immigrants’ general health and 

mental health indicates that an approximately equal percentage of respondents from each 

suburb saw their “mental health issues” as one of the main reasons why they did not feel their 

general health was ideal (Table 5.5). However, as discussed in more detail in this section, 

when respondents were asked specifically about their mental health, meaningful differences 

emerged between all three suburbs pointing to the dual role mental health and general health 

can play in immigrants’ lives and the way these two aspects of health can impact one 

another.  

5.5.3 Satisfaction with Life 

In addition to questions about their general health and mental health, recent Iranian 

immigrants residing in the three study areas were also asked to rate their satisfaction with life 

on a scale from “1” [poor] to “5” [excellent]. Survey findings (Table 5.7) showed that most 

respondents from all three suburbs were experiencing high levels of satisfaction with life (4 or 

5 out of 5). Similar to the survey results on general health and mental health, no Burnaby 

respondents were “extremely unsatisfied” with their life. This suburb also had the highest 

percentage of respondents who were “satisfied” or “extremely satisfied” with their lives. The 

other two suburbs had notably low numbers of respondents who were “extremely unsatisfied” 
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with their lives — more than half reporting that they were either “satisfied” or “extremely 

satisfied.” Overall, the majority of respondents (60.63%) across the three suburbs were highly 

satisfied (“very good” and “excellent”) with their lives.  

Table 5.7 Life satisfaction 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

 Perceived life satisfaction N    % N % N % 

 a) 1 (poor) 2 5.41 0 0.00 2 4.26 

 b) 2 (fair) 3 8.11 2 4.65 2 4.26 

 c) 3 (good) 9 24.32 9 20.93 16 34.04 

 d) 4 (very good) 12 32.43 25 58.14 19 40.43 

 e) 5 (excellent) 11 29.73 5 11.63 5 10.64 

 f) No response/ don't know 0 0.00 2 4.65 3 6.38 

Reasons for satisfaction with life (“Very 

good” or “Excellent”) 

N  

(23)   
% 

N 

(30) 
% 

N 

(24) 
% 

Proactive health behavior 10 43.48 8 26.67 7 29.17 

Satisfactory social network  3 13.04 8 26.67 10 41.67 

Positive attitude 10 43.48 2 6.67 3 12.5 

Unsatisfactory employment  2 8.70 6 20 2 8.33 

Other 4 17.39 6 20 5 20.83 

 Source: Questionnaire Survey 

Due to rounding, non response, and/or the option of choosing multiple answers for some questions, some results may not add up to 100% 

 

 

Most of the Surrey respondents referred to their “positive attitude” or “proactive health 

behaviours” as the main factors behind their high levels of satisfaction with their lives (43.48% 

each). This was consistent with the findings from the previous section, where the Surrey 

respondents showed high levels of mental health compared to respondents in the other two 
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suburbs. With respect to the main negative factors impacting their life satisfaction, 16.22% of 

the Surrey respondents reported that “poor mental health” lowered their life satisfaction.   

Among the Burnaby respondents, “social networks” was most frequently associated with 

their high levels of life satisfaction. They reported “satisfactory social networks” and their 

“proactive health behaviours” as the two most common factors (26.67% each) positively 

affecting their life satisfaction. For the close to one third of the suburb’s respondents who felt 

less satisfied with their life overall, the most common reason reported was “unsatisfactory 

social networks.” 

The main factors Coquitlam respondents noted as impacting their mental health were 

having access to “satisfactory social networks” (41.67%) and “proactive health behaviours” 

(29.17%) (see Table 5.7). This was consistent with previous survey results that pointed to 

Coquitlam respondents’ unemployment challenges (Section 3.5.2.2.4 in Chapter 3 and 

Section 5.2 in Chapter 5). With respect to the main factors impacting their life satisfaction, 

“unsatisfactory employment” (21.20%) and “unsatisfactory social networks” (14.89%) were 

the most cited reasons.  

The quotes below provide a few examples of the answers that recent Iranian immigrants 

provided to explain the reasons behind their “poor” or “fair” levels of life satisfaction in the 

suburbs.  

 

- “I am not where I deserve. I feel lonely. Not great childhood. Can't speak English 
very well to show my emotions.” (C. 32) 

 
 

 

- “I don't work in my own field. I don't make enough money comparing the high cost of
   living here.” (S. 3) 

 
 

 

 

 

   - “I don't spend as much time as I want to with my children due to long work time.” (B. 
  32) 

 

 

 

 

 

Although most of the respondents reported high levels of life satisfaction across all three 

suburbs, the factors that the respondents identified to explain these life satisfaction levels, 
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either positive or negative, varied. While some of these reasons were internal, such as the 

respondents’ positive attitudes, and some were external, such as social networks, all played 

important roles in recent Iranian immigrants’ integration experiences in Canada. 

 

 

5.6 Barriers and Challenges  

One of the main goals of this research was to explore the barriers and challenges faced 

by recent Iranian immigrants in the three suburbs of Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam. This 

section provides an analysis of these barriers and challenges, which include discrimination, 

as well as education, employment, language, and health.  

5.6.1 Discrimination  

The survey sought to learn about respondents’ personal experiences of discrimination. 

“Discrimination” here refers to unfair treatment by people, organizations, or systems (e.g. 

including landlords, employers, colleagues, neighbours, or service providers) for unfair 

reasons (e.g., the person is refused an apartment or house, job, normal communications, or a 

service, and/or has to pay a higher price whether it be money, time, or energy) and/or where 

a person has fewer chances and opportunities to choose from than others.  

In response to the questions regarding their experienced levels of discrimination, the 

respondents were provided with five choices including: 0) none at all, 1) a little, 2) a 

moderate amount, 3) quite a bit, and 4) very much. The recent Iranian immigrants were 

asked to provide their answers in the form of a rating, from number 0 [no discrimination at all] 

to number 4 [they felt there was a lot of discrimination]. Higher numbers meant a stronger 

opinion that discrimination was taking place. The number was considered the respondent’s 

assessment – the strength of their opinion – as to whether they felt certain types of 

discrimination was taking place in their suburb against them or their family members. 

Recent Iranian immigrants reflected on their experiences with discrimination based on 
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attributes, including “race,” “gender,” “income level,” “source of income,” “immigrant or 

refugee status,” “language and/or accent,” “ethnic/cultural/national background,” “religion,” 

“family size,” “household size or household type,” and “number and ages of children in the 

family. They were also asked about the overall level of perceived discrimination that they or 

their family members faced in their current suburbs (Table 5.8).  

 

Table 5.8 Discrimination 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Overall level of perceived 
discrimination faced by the 
respondent or their family members 
in the current suburb  

N    % N % N % 

 a) 0 (none at all) 17 45.95 19 44.19 21 44.68 

 b) 1 (a little)  8 21.62 12 27.91 9 19.15 

 c) 2 (a moderate amount) 6 16.22 4 9.30 10 21.28 

 d) 3 (quite a bit) 0 0.00 4 9.30 6 12.77 

 e) 4 (very much) 4 10.81 3 6.98 1 2.13 

 f) No response/ don't know 2 5.41 1 2.33 0 0.00 

On the basis of your ‘race’, that is, for 
being a person of colour, yellow, 
brown or black 

N    % N % N % 

 a) 0 (none at all) 24 64.86 19 44.19 23 48.94 

 b) 1 (a little)  6 16.22 9 20.93 13 27.66 

 c) 2 (a moderate amount) 1 2.70 6 13.95 7 14.89 

 d) 3 (quite a bit) 3 8.11 8 18.60 3 6.38 

 e) 4 (very much) 3 8.11 1 2.33 1 2.13 
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Surrey 

 

 

Burnaby 

 

 

Coquitlam  

 N=37 N=43 N=47 

 On the basis of your gender N    % N % N % 

 a) 0 (none at all) 32 86.49 25 58.14 36 76.60 

 b) 1 (a little)  1 2.70 7 16.28 5 10.64 

 c) 2 (a moderate amount) 2 5.41 6 13.95 3 6.38 

 d) 3 (quite a bit) 0 0.00 4 9.30 2 4.26 

 e) 4 (very much) 2 5.41 1 2.33 1 2.13 

 On the basis of your income level N    % N % N % 

 a) 0 (none at all) 31 83.78 31 72.09 23 48.94 

 b) 1 (a little)  1 2.70 4 9.30 15 31.91 

 c) 2 (a moderate amount) 0 0.00 4 9.30 1 2.13 

 d) 3 (quite a bit) 1 2.70 3 6.98 4 8.51 

 e) 4 (very much) 4 10.81 1 2.33 4 8.51 

On the basis of your source of income 
(e.g., welfare) 

N    % N % N % 

 a) 0 (none at all) 32 86.49 32 74.42 30 63.83 

 b) 1 (a little)  1 2.70 8 18.60 11 23.40 

 c) 2 (a moderate amount) 0 0.00 2 4.65 2 4.26 

 d) 3 (quite a bit) 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 4.26 

 e) 4 (very much) 4 10.81 1 2.33 2 4.26 

On the basis of your immigrant or 
refugee status 

N    % N % N % 

 a) 0 (none at all) 28 75.68 29 67.44 29 61.70 

 b) 1 (a little)  2 5.41 6 13.95 11 23.40 

 c) 2 (a moderate amount) 1 2.70 4 9.30 3 6.38 
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Surrey 

 

 Burnaby  

 

Coquitlam  

 N=37    N=43 N=47 

On the basis of your language or 

accent 
N    % N % N % 

 d) 3 (quite a bit) 3 8.11 2 4.65 4 8.51 

 e) 4 (very much) 3 8.11 2 4.65 0 0.00 

 a) 0 (none at all) 22 59.46 22 51.16 15 31.91 

 b) 1 (a little)  4 10.81 12 27.91 9 19.15 

 c) 2 (a moderate amount) 5 13.51 3 6.98 10 21.28 

 d) 3 (quite a bit) 3 8.11 4 9.30 6 12.77 

 e) 4 (very much) 3 8.11 2 4.65 7 14.89 

On the basis of your 

ethnic/cultural/national background 
N    % N % N % 

 a) 0 (none at all) 24 64.86 19 44.19 14 29.79 

 b) 1 (a little)  4 10.81 13 30.23 15 31.91 

 c) 2 (a moderate amount) 1 2.70 5 11.63 9 19.15 

 d) 3 (quite a bit) 2 5.41 4 9.30 5 10.64 

 e) 4 (very much) 6 16.22 2 4.65 3 6.38 

 f) No response/ don't know 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 2.13 

 On the basis of your religion N    % N % N % 

 a) 0 (none at all) 25 67.57 20 46.51 28 59.57 

 b) 1 (a little)  1 2.70 14 32.56 5 10.64 

 c) 2 (a moderate amount) 3 8.11 4 9.30 12 25.53 

 d) 3 (quite a bit) 1 2.70 2 4.65 2 4.26 
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 Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

 N=37    N=43 N=47 

 e) 4 (very much) 6 16.22 3 6.98 0 0.00 

 f) No response/ don't know 1 2.70 0 0.00 0 0.00 

 On the basis of your family size N    % N % N % 

 a) 0 (none at all) 
35 94.59 39 90.70 39 82.98 

 b) 1 (a little)  1 2.70 0 0.00 1 2.13 

 b) 1 (a little)  0 0.00 4 9.30 3 6.38 

 c) 2 (a moderate amount) 1 2.70 1 2.33 1 2.13 

 d) 3 (quite a bit) 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 4.26 

 e) 4 (very much) 2 5.41 1 2.33 1 2.13 

 f) No response/ don't know 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 2.13 

On the basis of the number and ages 
of children in your family 

N    % N % N % 

 a) 0 (none at all) 35 94.59 41 95.35 34 72.34 

 b) 1 (a little)  2 5.41 1 2.33 4 8.51 

 c) 2 (a moderate amount) 0 0.00 1 2.33 3 6.38 

 d) 3 (quite a bit) 0 0.00 0 0.00 3 6.38 

 e) 4 (very much) 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 4.26 

 f) No response/ don't know 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 2.13 

Source: Questionnaire Survey 

 

Respondents’ self-perceived levels of discrimination were remarkably low across all 

aspects covered by the survey questions (Table 5.8). Survey results also revealed that 

67.72% of the respondents had not felt any particular form of discrimination against them at 

all. When they were asked about the “overall level of their perceived discrimination,” 16.28% 

of Burnaby respondents reported that they felt “quite a bit” or “very much” discriminated 
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against them in their current suburb. Perceived levels of discrimination were slightly lower 

among recent Iranian immigrants residing in Coquitlam and Surrey, with 10.81% and 14.90% 

of these respondents reporting feeling “quite a bit” or “very much” discriminated against, 

respectively. Survey findings further indicated that, throughout their years of living in their 

current suburb, recent Iranian immigrants in the three study areas did not feel that they had 

experienced high levels of discrimination overall (Table 5.8). 

Respondents, overall, did not report feeling discriminated against based on their 

personal characteristics. The most common forms of discrimination respondents experienced 

were based on their “ethnic background” and “language and/or accent.” Of all the recent 

Iranian immigrants who participated in the survey, only 19.68% and 17.32% felt highly 

discriminated against (“quite a bit” or “very much,” respectively) based on their “ethnic 

background” and “language and/or accent.” The percentages for other forms of discrimination 

based on personal attributes were considerably lower.  

The highest level of perceived discrimination reported by each suburb were as follows: 

Surrey respondents cited feeling “quite a bit” or “very much” discriminated against based on 

their “ethnic background” (21.63%). Immigrants residing in Burnaby felt “quite a bit” or “very 

much” discriminated against based on their “race” (20.93%). Finally, 27.66% of Coquitlam 

respondents felt “quite a bit” or “very much” discriminated against based on their “language 

and/or accent.” The perceived levels of other forms of discrimination across all three suburbs 

were considerably lower.  

These findings suggest that discrimination based on language, race, and ethnicity 

uniquely impacted the settlement and integration experiences of these recent immigrants 

living in the three Vancouver suburbs.   

 

5.6.1.1 Most Significant Forms of Discrimination 

The respondents were also asked to explain about the most important forms of 

discrimination they had experienced (Table 5.9). Among all respondents, discrimination 
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based on “appearance,” “language,” and “religious preferences” (18.90%, 15.75%, 14.96%, 

respectively) were the most frequently experienced forms. Less frequently mentioned forms 

of discrimination included employment status, socioeconomic class, citizenship status, 

isolation, gender, and housing status (Table 5.9). However, “appearance” may include other 

characteristics of one’s ethnic background, religious preferences (especially for immigrant 

women), and socio-economic status. Therefore, it is difficult to identify the main factor(s) 

impacting the perceived discriminatory behaviours against these immigrants. 

Table 5.9 Major forms of discrimination 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Most important factor contributing to a 

discriminatory experience? 
N % N % N % 

Appearance 7 18.92 9 20.93 8 17.02 

Language 5 13.51 5 11.63 10 21.28 

Religious preferences 6 16.22 9 20.93 4 8.51 

Employment status 0 0 4 9.3 3 6.38 

Socioeconomic class 1 2.7 0 0 2 4.26 

Citizenship status 2 5.41 0 0 0 0 

Isolation 1 2.7 0 0 0 0 

Gender 0 0 1 2.33 0 0 

Housing status 0 0 0 0 1 2.13 

None (no discriminatory experiences) 
15 40.54 15 34.88 19 40.42 

Source: Questionnaire Survey 

  

Discriminatory experiences are one of the most important barriers that immigrants face 

during their settlement and integration process. Discrimination can also accentuate the 
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negative impacts of other barriers and challenges that these new immigrants face while 

settling in the suburbs. Different aspects of these recent Iranian immigrants’ settlement and 

integration process could have been impacted by their personal and familial experiences of 

discrimination. For example, a lack of language skills may have affected their employment 

opportunities as well as their integration into Canadian society, thus causing them to suffer 

financially and emotionally. For example, one recent Iranian immigrant who was living in 

Coquitlam stated: “I was discriminated because of my skin colour and nationality. I 

experienced many instances of racism from different people and in different settings” (C.25). 

Similarly, one immigrant from Surrey talked about their experiences with discrimination based 

on race and stated: “every time I got into public transit (bus) the driver asked for my ID, but 

did not ask for other white people in the bus, even though they looked older than me and yet 

used youth bus pass” (S.5). Still another respondent, a renter, talked about how their landlord 

discriminated against them because of their nationality and religion: “I guess the most 

important factor were my nationality and religion. We had rented a place and our landlord 

were very disrespectful to us. We decided to move out and he rented the place to a white 

person” (S.8). Another respondent from Burnaby noted that their appearance as a non-white 

person impacted their entire experience in Canada: “race and ethnicity, because we are 

considered non-white, it affects everything” (B.18). One respondent from Coquitlam believed 

that they were discriminated against due to being an immigrant and having been educated 

outside Canada: “because I am an immigrant, my education is not valid in Canada” (C.9). 

Another recent Iranian immigrant from Surrey referred to the problems that they faced in their 

workplace and complained about the unwanted segregation that existed among different 

nationalities there: “My Indian and Chinese and black co-workers didn't like me as an Iranian. 

Because every type of work has its own ethnic community, and it is not good.” (S.3) 

5.6.2 Education and Employment Barriers and Challenges  

To explore the barriers and challenges respondents experienced having their 
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educational credentials recognized in Canada while seeking employment, the survey asked 

participants questions about their employment journey and their integration into the new 

country from an education and employment perspective.  

 

According to the survey findings previously presented in Section 3.5.2.2.4 (Chapter 3), 

the pre-migration and current employment rates for each suburb were as follows: Surrey 

83.78% and 54.05%; Burnaby 62.79% and 67.44%; and Coquitlam 53 .19% and 53.19%, 

respectively. These findings revealed that respondents from each suburb experienced 

different patterns with respect to their employment status before and after moving to Canada. 

While Surrey respondents experienced a large decrease in employment, Burnaby 

respondents experienced a small increase, and Coquitlam respondents had a static rate of 

employment. The increased rate of employment for Burnaby respondents could be due to 

their education-seeking behaviours during their years of settlement and integration in 

Canada. As discussed earlier, in Section 3.5.2.2.4 (Chapter 3) and Section 5.2 (Current 

chapter), the Coquitlam respondents experienced barriers to employment both before and 

after coming to Canada. However, despite the fact that the Surrey respondents experienced a 

large decrease in their employment rate, survey findings showed that they were still earning 

the highest incomes among all three suburbs.  

In Section 5.2 it was noted that while most respondents in all three suburbs had looked 

for their current job for “less than one month,” the Coquitlam respondents experienced a 

relatively more difficult journey, with about one quarter reporting it had taken “five to six 

months” to find their current job. This confirmed other survey findings suggesting that the 

Coquitlam respondents had struggled to find employment. Among the employed, around half 

of the Surrey and Burnaby respondents and almost all of the Coquitlam respondents had 

decided to work in a field other than their original academic field (they had either graduated 

from this original field before or after coming to Canada) (Table 5.10).  
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Table 5.10 Employment barriers and challenges 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Employed participants (working at a paid job 
or business during the past 12 months) 

N % N % N % 

20 54.05 29 67.44 25 53.19 

The reason for the change in the 
professional field 

N    % N % N % 

Eligible (Participants who changed their 
profession) 

11 55 13 44.83 23 92 

  a) I like the current field more. 
3 27.27 1 7.69 8 34.78 

b) The current field was easier for me to get a 
scholarship in order to come to Canada. 

1 9.09 0 0 1 4.35 

c) The current field is easier for me to get a job 
in Canada. 

4 36.36 7 53.85 11 47.83 

  d) Other 
2 18.18 4 30.77 1 4.35 

  e) No response/ don't know 
4 9.09 2 7.69 2 8.7 

Most difficult part of job-hunting adventure 
(employed participants) 

N (20) % N(29) % N(25) % 

b) Your lack of Canadian work experience 
6 30.00 8 27.59 13 52.00 

a) Your lack of English ability 
8 40.00 5 17.24 11 44.00 

c) Your lack of networking/social network 
7 35.00 5 17.24 3 12.00 

d) Your work experience not being recognized in 
Canada 

2 10.00 2 6.90 5 20.00 

e) Your education not being recognized in Canada 
2 10.00 2 6.90 4 16.00 

f) Your lack of skills for the Canadian labor market 
0 0.00 3 10.34 3 12.00 

g) Your appearance 
1 5.00 4 13.79 0 0.00 

h) Other 
2 10.00 9 31.03 2 8.00 

 Satisfied with current job? 
N (20) % N (29) % N (25) % 

 a) Yes, I am 
11 55 22 75.86 18 72 

 b) No, I am not 
4 20 5 17.24 6 24 

 c) No response/ don't know 
5 25 2 6.90 1 4 
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Surrey 

 

Burnaby 

 

Coquitlam  

 
N=37 N=43 N=37 

If not satisfied with current jobs, what are you 
going to do in the future? 

N (4) % N (5) % N(6) % 

 a) Continue to look for a good job in your field 
4 100 1 20 3 50 

 b) Go back to university to get another degree 
0 0 1 20 2 33.33 

 c) Other/no response/ don't know 
0 0 3 60 1 16.67 

Source: Questionnaire Survey 

Due to rounding, non response, and/or the option of choosing multiple answers for some questions, some results may not add up to 100% 

 

 

These respondents who stated that they had to change their professional field were 

further asked about their specific reasons for this change of field. Among Surrey respondents, 

36.36% indicated that they had changed field because “their current field was easier for them 

to get a job in Canada,” while another 27.27% cited having a greater interest in their current 

employment field ("I like the current field more"). The majority of Burnaby respondents 

(53.85%) indicated that they changed their field due to the relative ease of access to 

employment. In contrast, only a small percentage (7.69%) stated that they changed jobs due 

to their personal interest. Coquitlam respondents followed a relatively similar pattern to Surrey 

respondents: 47.83% had changed jobs because it was easier for them to find employment in 

a new field in Canada, and 34.78% decided to work in a different field than their original 

professional background because they liked their current employment field more (Table 5.10). 

These findings show that accessibility of employment was the main reason these recent 

Iranian immigrants decided to switch from their original professional fields. They made this 

change to better fit into the Canadian job market. Combined with the previous findings 

(Section 5.2), these results highlight the fact that Coquitlam respondents experienced major 

employment challenges in their immigration journey compared to respondents from the other 

two suburbs. 

To further explore employment barriers faced by recent Iranian immigrants, currently 
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employed participants were asked to report on the most difficult part of their job-hunting 

journey. “Lack of Canadian work experience” (36.49%) and “lack of English skills” (32.43%) 

were the main employment barriers cited by respondents (Table 5.10). More specifically, “lack 

of English skills” was a major employment barrier for a considerable percentage of Iranian 

immigrants in Surrey and Coquitlam, with 40% and 44% of respondents in these two suburbs, 

respectively, identifying this barrier as the main factor negatively affecting their job-hunting 

adventure. English skills were less of a problem for the Burnaby respondents, with only 

17.24% of them citing this issue as a barrier to employment. However, 27.59% of the Burnaby 

sample indicated that “lack of Canadian work experience” was the major barrier to their 

employment. It should be noted that only respondents who were currently employed were 

asked this question; thus, while lack of language skills were a major barrier for Coquitlam and 

Surrey respondents, Burnaby respondents, who tended to have better language skills, 

encountered different barriers (e.g., “lack of Canadian work experience”). This analysis 

seems consistent with the previous findings presented in this research study showing that the 

Burnaby respondents were highly educated and that a large portion of them had been 

educated in Canada. This could have made them relatively more ready to enter the job 

market. However, they still experienced some barriers due to a lack of Canadian work 

experience.  

5.6.2.1 Job Satisfaction 

The recent Iranian immigrants who were currently employed were asked about their 

level of satisfaction with their job. Among this group of respondents, 68.92% were satisfied 

overall with their current job. In Surrey, 55% reported that they were satisfied with their 

current job and 20% were dissatisfied. In Burnaby, more respondents felt satisfied with their 

job (75.86%) than felt dissatisfied with their job (17.24%). In Coquitlam, 72% were satisfied 

with their job, and 24% were not (Table 5.10). Overall, job satisfaction was relatively high 

among the respondents. Interestingly, although Surrey respondents had the highest incomes 

among the three suburbs, they were the least satisfied with their jobs. This dissatisfaction 
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could be related to the jobs themselves, to personal aspects of their work experiences, and 

other factors.  

The small number of respondents in the three suburbs who expressed dissatisfaction 

with their current job were further asked about their future plans. Of these immigrants, all of 

the Surrey respondents had future employment plans and said that they would “continue to 

look for a good job in their own field.” Of Burnaby respondents, 20% indicated that they would 

“continue to look for a good job in their own field,” while another 20% had considered “going 

back to university to get another degree.” The rest of the respondents residing in Burnaby had 

“other” plans to solve the problem of dissatisfaction with their current job, but they did not 

provide any further information. Of Coquitlam respondents who were dissatisfied with their 

current employment, half expressed a desire to “continuing to look for a good job in their own 

field,” and a third were considering going “back to university to get another degree” to improve 

their employment satisfaction (Table 5.10). The rest indicated that they had “other” plans to 

solve this problem, but did not provide any further information 

These results suggest that respondents’ interest in finding a job in their own field was 

strong. However, the results of this current research study suggest that these immigrants 

often face important barriers to employment, from their credentials not being recognized to 

language skill issues. These adverse experiences are likely to worsen the already existing 

employment barriers and challenges that most immigrants face. 

5.6.3 Language Barriers and Challenges  

Section 5.4 showed that the majority of recent Iranian immigrants from all three suburbs 

(54.59%) perceived their overall English language skills (comprehension, speaking, and 

reading) to be very good. When respondents were asked to elaborate on the barriers and 

challenges they experienced with respect to their English language skills (Table 5.11), a small 

percentage of immigrants in each suburb (Surrey 16.22%, Burnaby 11.63%, and Coquitlam 

19.15%) indicated that they were not currently facing any language barriers.  
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Table 5.11 English language barriers and challenges 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Do you currently experience any language 
barriers? 

N % N % N % 

 a) No, I do not. 6 16.22 5 11.63 9 19.15 

 b) Yes, severely 10 27.03 1 2.33 10 21.28 

 c) Yes, somewhat 13 35.14 12 27.91 19 40.43 

 d) Yes, a little 7 18.92 25 58.14 9 19.15 

 e) No response/ don't know 1 2.70 0 0.00 0 0.00 

Have you previously experienced any 
language-related problems? 

N % N % N % 

 a) yes 28 75.68 24 55.81 31 65.96 

 b) No 9 24.32 15 34.88 13 27.66 

 c) No response/ don't know 0 0.00 4 2.33 3 4.26 

Examples of the situations in which language 

has been a problem 

N 

(28) 
% 

N  

(24) 
% 

N 

(31) 
% 

Formal social interactions 16 57.14 11 45.83 7 22.58 

Informal social interactions 6 21.43 6 25 12 38.71 

Professional settings 5 17.86 6 25 6 19.35 

Getting around the city 4 14.29 4 16.67 4 12.90 

Job hunting   2 7.15 2 8.33 6 19.35 

Conflicting commutation styles 2 7.14 2 8.33 4 12.90 

Language barriers upon arrival 1 3.57 1 4.167 0 0 

   Source: Questionnaire Survey 

Due to rounding, non response, and/or the option of choosing multiple answers for some questions, some results may not add up to 100% 
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Because Coquitlam respondents had been in Canada for a longer period of time, it was 

expected that they would be facing fewer language barriers. Surprisingly, however, this 

suburb had the highest portion of respondents currently experiencing language barriers. This 

further confirms previous findings indicating that more than half of the Coquitlam respondents 

saw their “lack of language skills” as the main barrier to their employment in Canada. 

Those respondents who were facing language barriers were asked to rate the intensity 

of these barriers under the categories of “severely,” “somewhat,” and “a little.” Around 60% of 

the Surrey and Coquitlam respondents indicated that they experienced language barriers 

“somewhat” or “severely” (Table 5.11). While half as many Burnaby respondents experienced 

language barriers “somewhat” or “severely” compared to respondents living in Surrey and 

Coquitlam (30%), a large number of the Burnaby respondents (about 60%) had experienced 

these barriers “a little.” The significant differences in recent Iranian immigrants’ self-evaluation 

of their English skills across the three suburbs could be related to the fact that Burnaby 

immigrants were more involved with education and employment opportunities in Canada, 

which could have helped them develop the necessary language skills to navigate their day to 

day professional lives.   

To further explore the types of language barriers recent Iranian immigrants experienced 

in their immigration journey, the latter were asked to provide three examples of situations 

where they experienced such barriers (Table 5.11). Most respondents (65.36%) indicated that 

they experienced some difficulty with respect to their language integration. Consistent with 

previous survey findings, Burnaby residents reported having the fewest problems with this; 

again, this is unsurprising considering that many of these respondents immigrated to Canada 

“to continue education,” and that education requires for more advanced English language 

skills compared to other channels of immigration. 

While respondents from Surrey and Burnaby suburbs had both experienced language 

barriers in “formal social interactions,” (57.14% and 45.83%) most of the Coquitlam 

respondents said these barriers had occurred in “informal social interactions.” Notably, 
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although Coquitlam respondents emphasized the language barriers they faced in “informal 

social interactions,” they did not necessarily face such barriers in “formal settings.” This 

finding could also be due to the employment status of these immigrants. For example, 

because they were less frequently exposed to “formal settings,” such as the workplace (since 

only about half of them were employed), Coquitlam respondents likely did not experience 

language barriers in this context as much as respondents from the other two suburbs.  

Below is a sampling of comments from respondents about the English-language skills 

barriers they experienced: 

 

- “At the early years, I found it hard to communicate with people outside of the university. I 

was shy and did not know the culture enough to start a conversation.” (B. 12) 

 

 

- “Sometimes in dealing with my patients I can't find the suitable phrase” (B. 27) 

 

 

- “I am not familiar with expressions that young people use. And I have difficulty in listening 

while somebody talks so fast.” (S.7)  

 

- “When my coworkers refer to something cultural and I don't understand. When they tell 

jokes which I can't understand what they mean.” (S.13) 

5.6.4 Barriers and Challenges to Sense of Well-being 

Recent Iranian immigrants were asked to report on their general and mental well-being 

as well as their satisfaction with their life overall. The main findings concerning this topic were 

presented earlier, in Section 5.5, and showed that respondents reported overall high levels of 

well-being and life satisfaction. In this section, the specific barriers and challenges that 

impacted these immigrants’ well-being and life satisfaction will be discussed in more detail.  

Survey findings showed that 74.02% of respondents in all three suburbs perceived their 
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general well-being as “excellent,” “very good,” or “good.” When asked to elaborate on these 

high levels of general well-being, many participants cited “having no health concerns” as the 

reason. A smaller percentage of respondents (22.95%) believed that their health level was 

low (“fair” and “poor”), which they attributed to factors including poor health-care services, 

poor mental health, health concerns, communication barriers, poor fitness, disability, aging, 

lack of family support, and feeling burnt out. Research conducted by Beiser (2005) suggests 

that new immigrants are generally in better health than their Canadian born counterparts, 

upon their arrival in Canada. This also includes refugees as they have lower mortality rates 

than do Canadian citizens, overall. This is known as the ‘healthy immigrant effect’ (Beiser, 

2005). More research needs to be done to investigate these recent Iranian immigrant group’s 

health levels, including the factors that positively and/or negatively impact it, and whether 

residing in the suburbs has any impact on these factors.    

The survey also asked respondents about their mental health and well-being. As when 

discussing their general well-being, most respondents (81.89%) perceived their mental well-

being as “excellent,” “very good,” or “good.” On the other hand, those respondents who were 

experiencing poor mental health often cited some common contributing factors, included 

feeling alone or exhausted, busy or overtired, language barriers, physical injuries and health 

problems, feeling unhappy about their current place and situation, family problems, financial 

problems or unemployment, serious mental health issues, and aging.  

After comparing findings related to the factors that impacted respondents’ well-being in 

general and mental health in particular, it was determined that these factors were inter-related 

and could not be analyzed in isolation from one another. For example, when respondents 

were asked to cite the major factors impacting their general health, they often referred to their 

mental health issues. Similarly, respondents associated their lack of mental health with 

“physical injuries and health problems.” Further comparisons revealed that some of the 

barriers that were explored in other sections of this and other chapters, such as language, 

employment, housing, and discrimination, could have affected respondents’ physical and/or 
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mental health. 

Lastly, when respondents elaborated on their level of satisfaction with life, they 

frequently referred to barriers that they were currently experiencing, such as: dealing with 

unsatisfactory social networks, feeling burnt out, poor mental health, communication barriers, 

unsatisfactory life, employment concerns, family concerns, and general health concerns. This 

last finding suggests a complex relationship between the different aspects of settlement and 

integration. For example, while respondents referred to their mental health concerns as the 

root of their low level of satisfaction with life, survey findings also revealed that respondents 

considered their dissatisfaction with their place of residence and living situation to be the main 

factors negatively affecting their mental health.  

 

 

5.7 Conclusion 

 This chapter explored the experiences of recent Iranian immigrants living in the 

suburbs of Vancouver with respect to their education, employment, and well-being. It also 

addressed the main barriers and challenges that they faced during their settlement and 

integration in the three study areas, including discrimination, barriers to their employment, 

physical and mental health, and life in general.  

The survey results showed that slightly over half of these Iranian immigrants had a 

university degree upon arrival in Canada. Approximately the same percentage of the 

respondents reported that they were working at a paid job or business during the last 12 

months. Burnaby had the highest percentage of employed respondents, while Surrey and 

Coquitlam respondents had lower, but similar levels employment. With respect to pre- and 

post-migration education levels, while Burnaby respondents had a notable increase in their 

education levels after arriving in Canada, Coquitlam respondents had a relatively smaller 

increase while Surrey respondents’ education levels stayed the same.  

With respect to respondents’ employment experiences across the three suburbs, survey 
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results indicated that the employment rate of Burnaby sample increased after they came to 

Canada, while Surrey respondents experienced a decrease in their rate of employment. The 

employment rate of the Coquitlam respondents remained relatively steady.  

Survey results showed that Coquitlam respondents had experienced more barriers and 

challenges in their job-finding journeys compared to respondents from the other two suburbs. 

This extended to the time respondents spent finding their current job. Although survey results 

showed that while many Coquitlam respondents had access to informal support resources 

when seeking employment, language barriers often made the job-hunting process more 

difficult for them. This suggests that, in the case of Iranians living in Coquitlam, the negative 

impact of their lack of language skills may have outweighed the positive impact of good 

access to resources such as social networks and settlement services.  

The findings also showed that while social networks, including friends and relatives, 

played a significant role in most of the respondents’ search for employment in general, the 

rates of co-ethnic employment were not high in all three suburbs.  

When respondents’ language skills were examined, survey results showed that most 

believed that their language skills were at a relatively high level. Those who resided in 

Burnaby were the most confident about their English language proficiency, which was 

understandable considering the higher rate of university-level education among this group.  

This chapter also covered immigrants’ perceptions of their health, well-being, and life 

satisfaction. Burnaby respondents perceived themselves to be more healthy than 

respondents from the other suburbs. This was likely due to their lower average age. With 

respect to mental health, Surrey respondents had the highest levels of mental wellness 

overall, the Coquitlam respondents the lowest levels, while Burnaby immigrants were in the 

middle.  

One of the most important goals of this research study was to understand the main 

barriers and challenges that these recent Iranian immigrants experienced during their 

settlement and integration in Canada. Some of these barriers and challenges were the 



 

 172 

different forms of discrimination that these immigrants encountered since arriving in their 

respective suburbs, though participants reported low levels of discrimination overall. 

Respondents experienced forms of discrimination that were unique to each suburb. Surrey 

Iranians were more likely to report being discriminated against based on “ethnic background,” 

for example, while Burnaby Iranians reported discrimination based on “race.” Iranians living in 

Coquitlam, on the other hand, were more likely to experience discrimination based on their 

“language and/or accent.” The latter is consistent with other findings of this study showing 

that recent Iranian immigrants who lived in Coquitlam encountered more language barriers 

than immigrants in the other two suburbs. Overall, these results are consistent with the 

researcher’s expectations when she initiated this research; namely, that the study population 

of this research study would have experienced discriminatory behaviours based on their race, 

ethnic background, and language. Discrimination manifested itself in different ways across 

the suburbs and within immigrant communities. More in-depth research is needed to explore 

variations in the forms of discrimination across different suburbs in Canada, and the factors 

contributing to these variations. 

In addition to barriers and challenges related to discrimination, survey results indicated 

that a sizeable portion of Coquitlam respondents may have faced major problems obtaining 

employment. These respondents took more time to find their current job than respondents in 

the other two suburbs, even though they had resided in their suburb longer than respondents 

in Burnaby and Surrey had lived in their own suburbs. Also, more Coquitlam respondents had 

found it necessary to change their professional field to fit into the Canadian job market than 

respondents in the other two study areas.  

Lastly, the recent Iranian immigrants who participated in this research survey were 

asked to elaborate on their life satisfaction levels. Survey findings showed that some 

immigrants faced challenges such as unsatisfactory social networks, feeling burnt out, poor 

mental health, communication barriers, unsatisfactory lives, employment concerns, family 

concerns, and/or general health concerns. These barriers and challenges could have 



 

 173 

impacted the life satisfaction of these respondents in a negative way and could thus account 

for poor mental and general health levels among these immigrants.  

Overall, the results of this chapter are consistent with findings detailed in previous 

chapters showing that while recent Iranian immigrants residing in the three suburbs of Surrey, 

Burnaby, and Coquitlam experienced many similar barriers and challenges in terms of their 

integration into the Canadian society, each community also experienced a number of unique 

barriers and challenges in terms of discrimination, personal well-being, and overall life 

satisfaction.   
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Chapter 6- Informal and Formal Resources 

 

6.1 Overview 

The previous two chapters discussed recent Iranian immigrants’ transitions from their 

home country to Canada. The settlement experiences of these Iranian immigrants were also 

analyzed with respect to their choice of neighbourhood and housing, as well as their 

experiences with employment, education, language skills, and well-being. Discrimination and 

other barriers and challenges to integration for these immigrants were also analyzed.  

One of the primary aims of this study was to explore the available settlement services 

for recent Iranian immigrants residing in the three study areas (Surrey, Burnaby, and 

Coquitlam). The research aimed to identify the coping strategies that these immigrants may 

have developed to overcome barriers to their settlement and integration experiences in the 

suburbs of Vancouver. This chapter will present the formal and informal resources that 

respondents employed to settle and integrate into Canadian society. Respondents turned to 

these formal and informal resources for information and for emotional support when they 

needed to navigate their new suburban environment. The Iranian immigrants in this study 

also tended to develop these informal networks to mitigate the negative impact of a lack of 

access to necessary settlement services and other types of formal support systems. 

Research findings concerning the resources and networks used by recent Iranian immigrants 

in the three suburbs of Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam will be analyzed in this chapter.  

 

6.2 Informal Resources  

In this section, respondents’ experiences with the informal resources in their 

neighbourhoods will be analyzed and discussed. For this research study, informal resources 
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included respondents’ family members, relatives, friends, and other types of social networks 

such as co-ethnic communities with the potential to facilitate their settlement and integration. 

In the three following sub-sections, the three main types of connections that the recent Iranian 

immigrants were asked about will be presented and their impact on the latter’s settlement and 

integration experiences will be reported. In the subsequent section, all informal resources 

used by the recent Iranian immigrants in this study will be examined in terms of their role in 

these immigrants’ settlement and integration into the new society.  

6.2.1 Neighbourhood Connections 

The respondents were asked if they had any "close" relatives and/or friends in their 

current neighbourhoods. In this study, a “close” relative and/or friend was defined as 

someone whom respondents felt at ease with, could talk to regarding life matters, or call on 

for help. The majority of the respondents (69.29%) had at least one "close" relative and/or 

friend in their respective neighbourhoods. The findings from the three suburbs were notably 

similar in terms of the respondents’ access to “close” relatives and/or friends in their own 

neighbourhoods (Table 6.1). 

 

Table 6.1 Neighbourhood connections 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Access to any "close" relatives 

and/or friends in the neighbourhood 
N    % N % N % 

   a) Yes 
26 70.27 30 69.77 32 68.08 

   b) No 11 29.73 13 30.236 15 31.91 

Source: Questionnaire Survey 
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A comparison of these findings with the findings from Chapter 4 (Section 4.10) suggests 

that although Surrey respondents reported higher levels of loneliness and isolation compared 

to respondents in other suburbs, respondents in all three suburbs had a similar level of 

access to at least one "close" relative and/or friend in their neighbourhoods. The loneliness 

reported by Surrey respondents could thus be related to other factors, including the absence 

of a large co-ethnic community in their suburb or their perceived geographic (and thus social) 

distance from Iranian communities located in other suburbs. Also, there are far fewer Iranian 

immigrants residing in Surrey than in Burnaby and Coquitlam. Moreover, this suburb is the 

second largest city in BC by land, and thus, the ratio of Iranian immigrants to land area in 

Surrey is very low. This makes it even more difficult for new Iranian immigrants residing in 

Surrey to have a sense of community with their compatriots in this suburb.   

6.2.2 Co-ethnic Connections 

Respondents were asked about their opinion on the importance of their co-ethnic 

communities as another type of informal resource that they could access. They were also 

asked to comment on their own preferences in terms of staying closely involved (or not) with 

their community and their reasons for this preference. Finally, they were asked about their 

broader friendship networks. 

The findings of this study showed that 84.25% of respondents considered their co-

ethnic communities to be “very important” or “important” (Table 6.2). The percentage of 

respondents who believed “their co-ethnic community did not help them at all” was as low as 

14.96%. Furthermore, Coquitlam had the lowest percentage of respondents reporting that 

“their co-ethnic community did not help them at all” (6.38%). This finding was not surprising, 

considering the impact of co-ethnic resources and networks on different aspects of the 

settlement and integration experiences of the Coquitlam respondents, such as their housing, 

employment, and integration (See Chapter 4 and Chapter 5). Respondents were also asked if 

they preferred to stay closely involved with their co-ethnic communities (“Do you prefer to stay 
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closely involved with your ethnic community/from your own ethnic background?” (Table 6.2).  

 

Table 6.2 Co-ethnic connections 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Perceived importance of co-ethnic community in 

helping with settlement 
N   % N % N % 

 a) Very important 17 45.95 15 34.88 22 46.81 

 b) Important 12 32.43 19 44.19 22 46.81 

 c) Not important at all 8 21.62 8 18.6 3 6.38 

 d) Don’t know/ other/ no response 0 0 1 2.33 0 0 

Preference for staying closely involved with co-

ethnic community 
N % N % N % 

 a) Yes 22 59.46 29 67.44 33 70.21 

 b) No 14 37.84 11 25.58 14 29.79 

 c) Don’t know/ other/ no response 1 2.7 3 6.98 0 0 

Reasons behind preference for staying closely 

involved with co-ethnic community 

N 

(22) 
% 

N 

(29) 
% 

N 

(33) 
% 

a) I feel more comfortable and confident in dealing 

with my ethnic community 

10 45.45 16 55.17 20 60.61 

b) I want to maintain co-ethnic heritage and my own 

ethnic characteristics 

8 36.36 12 41.38 6 18.18 

c) I feel it is not easy for me to adjust to mainstream 

Canadian society 

1 4.55 3 10.34 4 12.12 

d) I am not familiar with non- co-ethnic culture and 

social customs 

1 4.55 0 0 2 6.06 

e) Don’t know/ other/ no response 3 13.64 1 3.45 1 3.03 
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  Surrey    Burnaby    Coquitlam  

    N=37  N=43    N=47 

Reasons behind preference for NOT staying closely 

involved with co-ethnic community 

N 

(14) 
% 

N 

(11) 
% 

N 

(14) 
% 

a) I want to be familiar with the culture and customs 

of the mainstream society 

3 21.43 5 45.45 8 57.14 

b) I feel it is easy for me to adjust in mainstream 

Canadian society 

1 7.14 4 36.36 4 28.57 

c) I feel more comfortable and confident in dealing 

with non- co-ethnic people 

4 28.57 2 18.18 3 21.43 

d) Other 1 7.143 1 9.09 2 14.29 

e) Don’t know/no response 5 35.71 0 0 1 7.143 

Number of co-ethnic friends and non-co-ethnic friends N % N % N % 

 a) Average number of co-ethnic friends 12 14 15 

 b) Average number of non-co-ethnic friends 5 7 8 

Source: Questionnaire Survey 
Due to rounding, non response, and/or the option of choosing multiple answers for some questions, some results may not add up to 100% 

 

 

Most respondents (66.14%) stated that they would prefer to stay closely involved with 

their co-ethnic communities, with Coquitlam respondents representing the highest percentage 

(70.21%) of those stating this preference. Respondents were asked to select the various 

reasons behind their preference by answering a follow-up question (i.e., “If you answered 

“YES”, why? and If you answered “NO”, why?”). Over half the respondents (54.76%) who 

preferred to stay closely involved with their co-ethnic community stated that they felt “more 

comfortable and confident in dealing with ethnic community,” while another 30.95% stated they 

“wanted to maintain co-ethnic heritage and their own ethnic characteristics.” Immigrants’ levels 

of involvement with their co-ethnic community varied between suburbs, as shown in Table 6.2.  
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Respondents who preferred not to stay closely involved with their co-ethnic community  

were asked for the reasons behind this preference. Most respondents (41.03%) referred to an 

interest in familiarizing themselves with the culture and customs of the mainstream society as 

their main reason for their preference. The findings of this study showed that while a relatively 

high percentage of the Burnaby and Coquitlam respondents felt at ease adjusting to 

mainstream Canadian society, a smaller percentage of the Surrey respondents felt this way 

(See Table 6.2). The number of respondents in the three suburbs who showed less interest in 

being involved in their co-ethnic community was small (See Table 6.2). Nevertheless, the 

results from Surrey suggest that the respondents who lived in this suburb had a desire to 

become familiar and involved with the culture and customs of mainstream society, but only 

one found this process to be easy in practice. The results from the other two suburbs suggest 

that respondents from Burnaby and Coquitlam found the same process to be relatively easy 

(Table 6.2). 

Finally, respondents were asked to state the number of their co-ethnic and non-co-

ethnic friends. The study’s findings showed that most of the respondents’ friends were from 

Iran (13.5 Iranian friends in average) with a notably smaller number being from other ethnic 

backgrounds (6.5 non-Iranian friends in average). Answers to this question varied subtly 

across the suburbs, but were generally similar (See Table 6.2). As such, the findings of this 

study are consistent with the previous literature emphasizing the importance of co-ethnic 

resources for recent immigrants in Canada (Akkaymak, 2016; Eve, 2010). 

Another important finding of this study was that respondents from Coquitlam had a 

slightly higher number of friends in total, suggesting that these respondents had richer social 

networks available to them. This finding is consistent with an earlier finding (Chapter 4) 

suggesting that Coquitlam respondents had access to rich friendship networks. Overall, study 

results related to respondents’ informal social networks suggest that social networks, 

including friends and relatives, played a key role in the settlement and integration experiences 

of the Coquitlam respondents compared to the other two suburbs.  
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6.2.3 Religious Connections  

Religious communities and connections act as significant sources of social, emotional, 

and spiritual support for recent immigrants during their settlement and integration journeys. 

As such, respondents were asked about their experiences with their religious communities 

(“Do you go to any religious–affiliated group(s) or centre(s)? It can be formally organized 

groups or just groups of people who get together regularly to do a religious activity or talk 

about religious topics,” followed by “How often do you go to the religious group(s) or 

centre(s)?”) (See Appendix D). Table 6.3 demonstrates the major findings for this topic. 

 

Table 6.3 Religious connections 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Regular visits to religious groups or centres N    % N % N % 

 a) Yes 20 54.05 24 55.81 20 42.55 

 b) No  17 45.95 19 44.19 27 57.45 

Average frequency of visits to religious groups or 
centres (per month) 

4 3 3 

Purposes of visits to religious groups or centres N    % N % N % 

a) To participate in the religious activities 18 90.00 20 83.33 13 65.00 

b) To socialize, meet with friends and possibly 
make new friends 

18 90.00 14 58.33 11 55.00 

c) To help others 15 75.00 4 16.67 3 15.00 

d) To find a job 8 40.00 4 16.67 3 15.00 

e) Don’t know/ other/ no response 1 5.00 1 4.17 0 0.00 
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Surrey 

 

Burnaby  

 

Coquitlam  

 
   N=37 N=43     N=47 

 
Friendships developed from visits to religious 
groups or centres 

N 

(20) 
% 

N      

(24) 
% 

N   

(29) 
% 

 a) Yes 19 95 16 66.67 13 65.00 

 b) No 1 5.00 6 25.00 6 30.00 

 c) Don’t know/ other/ no response 0 0.00 2 8.33 1 5.00 

Number of friends found through the religious 

centres or groups on employment  
N    % N % N % 

 Average number of friends 23 18 10 

Perceived impacts of visits to religious groups or 

centres on participants’  employment  
N    % N % N % 

 a)  A lot 7 35.00 2 8.33 1 5.00 

 b)  Somewhat 7 35.00 4 16.67 7 35.00 

 c)  No, not at all 1 5.00 9 37.50 8 40.00 

 d) Don’t know/other/ no response 5 25.00 9 37.50 4 20.00 

Experienced impact of "religious groups/centres" 

friendships on employment support  
N    % N % N % 

 a) No 15 75.00 11 45.83 12 60.00 

 b) Yes, by giving the job information  0 0.00 4 16.67 0 0.00 

 c) Yes, by some other way 3 15.00 1 4.17 0 0.00 

 d) Yes, by referring you to related people  0 0.00 0 0.00 2 10.00 

 e) Yes, by hiring you  0 0.00 0 0.00 1 5.00 

 f)  Don’t know/other/ no response 2 10.00 8 29.17 5 25.00 

  Source: Questionnaire Survey 

Due to rounding, non response, and/or the option of choosing multiple answers for some questions, some results may not add up to 100% 

 

Slightly more than half of respondents (50.39%) stated that they visited religious-

affiliated groups or centres regularly. The percentages of Surrey and Burnaby respondents 
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who regularly visited religious-affiliated groups or centres (54.05% and 55.81%, respectively) 

were relatively higher than those for Coquitlam (42.55%). The respondents who stated that 

they visited religious-affiliated groups or centres regularly were asked to further respond a few 

more follow-up questions. 

With respect to the frequency of respondents’ visits to religious-affiliated groups or 

centres, while Surrey respondents reported that they visited theirs four times per month on 

average, Burnaby and Coquitlam respondents reported visiting three times per month on 

average. 

Respondents were also asked for the various reasons they visited their religious groups 

or centres. Most respondents cited participation in religious activities (79.69%), and 

socializing (67.19%) as their main reason for visiting religious groups or centres. The 

percentage of respondents who referred to “helping others” or “finding a job” as their reason 

to visit religious groups or centres was lower across all three suburbs (See Table 6.3). More 

specifically, based on their selection of listed purposes, it is clear that the Surrey respondents 

visited their religious group(s) or centre(s) for more diverse reasons compared to participants 

in the other two suburbs (to help others: 75% and to find jobs: 40%).  

Respondents were also asked if they made any friends through the religious centres or 

groups they attended. Most respondents (75%) stated that they met friends in these religious 

settings. More specifically, 95% of Surrey respondents, 66.67% of Burnaby respondents, and 

65% of Coquitlam respondents stated that they met friends through their religious centres or 

groups. Surrey respondents had the highest average number (23) of these friends compared 

to Burnaby and Coquitlam (18 and 10, respectively), a reflection of the greater importance 

Surrey respondents placed on participating in religious centres or groups for networking 

purposes.  

Respondents were asked if they perceived a correlation between regularly visiting 

religious centres or groups and employment opportunities (“Do you think going to the religious 

centre(s) or group(s) can help you to get a job?”). Study results showed that most of the 
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Surrey respondents stated that they believed visiting religious groups and centres impacted 

immigrants’ employment “somewhat” or “a lot” (35% each). Only one respondent believed 

that visiting religious groups and centres did not impact immigrants’ employment “at all.” 

Response patterns in Burnaby and Coquitlam were the reverse of Surrey’s, such that most of 

the Burnaby and Coquitlam respondents perceived that visiting religious groups and centres 

did not impact immigrants’ employment “at all” (37.5% and 40%, respectively). Only 8.33% of 

the Burnaby respondents and 5% of the Coquitlam respondents evaluated the impact of 

these visits on employment was “a lot,” compared to 35% of the Surrey respondents.  

  The respondents were further asked whether they had any experience receiving 

employment support from friends they had met through these religious groups and centres. 

Most respondents (59.37%) said they did not have such experiences. Only a few respondents 

from each suburb referred to “receiving employment-related information,” “being referred to 

related people,” and “being hired by these friends” by these friends (See Table 6.3). These 

findings suggest that respondents were less likely to be supported by these specific types of 

friends for their employment needs. 

These findings suggest that respondents were less likely to be supported in their 

employment needs by friends met through religious centres and programs. Furthermore, the 

percentage of recent Iranian immigrants who did not receive any support when searching for 

employment from their “general” social networks (e.g., co-ethnics, neighbours, co-workers, 

friends, and relatives) was lower than the percentage of those Iranian immigrants who did not 

receive any employment support from friends they met through religious centres.  

This study found that, although Surrey did not have the highest percentage of 

respondents who regularly visited religious centres or groups, this suburb had the highest 

frequency of visitation (four times per month, on average) to these centres compared to other 

two suburbs (three times per month, on average). Surrey also had the highest percentage of 

respondents who said they had met friends through religious centres or groups. The latter 

respondents also had the highest average number of friends met through religious centres or 
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groups. However, it bears noting that although these Iranian immigrants from Surrey believed 

they could potentially benefit from visiting religious groups and centres in terms of finding 

employment, in practice they did not receive such benefits. “Unrealistic expectations” could 

be one explanation for this. Because the Surrey respondents associated visiting these 

centres and groups with job opportunities and had more friendship connections, they 

expected more support from these groups and centres. However, when the support they 

received did not meet their expectations, they likely perceived these centres and groups as 

less relevant in terms of their employment needs.  

 

6.3 The Role of Informal Social Connections in Immigrant 

Integration and Settlement 

This section will discuss the role informal resources played in respondents’ integration 

and settlement experiences. Immigration research in Canada (Fong & Berry, 2017; Owusu 

2000; Teixeira, 2014a) has shown that recent immigrants employ informal resources to 

identify coping strategies and to overcome the barriers and challenges to various aspects of 

their settlement and integration that they face. In general, informal resources help immigrants 

develop supportive connections to fill the gap created by a lack of formal settlement 

resources. This section also describes the impacts these informal resources had on three 

important aspects of respondents’ settlement and integration experiences: housing, 

employment, and social integration.  

6.3.1 Housing 

As discussed earlier in Chapter 4 (Section 4.6), while most of the respondents from 

Surrey and Coquitlam were accompanied by their spouses upon their arrival in Canada, most 

of the Burnaby respondents arrived accompanied either by their siblings or parents, or came 

alone. This discrepancy was not surprising considering the lower average age and education-
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oriented lifestyles of the Burnaby respondents compared to the respondents in Surrey and 

Coquitlam. When asked who they knew before coming to the suburb where they currently lived, 

close to half of respondents (44.88%) said they knew their “friends” (including co-ethnics and 

non-ethnics) and 25.20% said they did not know anybody.  

Table 6.4 Housing 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Pre-established personal connections before arriving 
in the current suburb 

N % N % N % 

a) Friends 10 27.03 26 60.47 21 44.68 

b) Relatives other than immediate family     

members 7 
18.92 

8 
18.6 

9 
19.15 
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c) Spouse 
6 16.22 2 4.65 3 6.38 

d) Children 
4 10.81 2 4.65 3 6.38 

e) Brothers and/or sisters 
2 5.41 3 6.98 4 8.51 

f) Parents 
0 0 0 0 3 6.38 

g) Nobody 14 37.84 8 18.6 10 21.28 

h) Don’t know/other/ no response 1 2.7 0 0 0 0 

Forms of housing support received from informal 
connections  

N % N % N % 

a)  None 13 35.13 8 18.6 10 21.28 

b) Yes, by providing you the information on the housing 
locations in relation to schools, public transportation, 
community organizations, etc. 

14 37.84 22 51.16 18 38.3 

c) Yes, by providing you information on the housing 
market such as prices, vacancy rates, etc. 

15 40.54 18 41.86 15 31.91 

d) Yes, by hosting you for the first days upon your arrival 
when you did not have a place to live 

11 29.73 19 44.19 17 36.17 

e) Yes, by some other way 3 8.11 4 9.3 6 12.77 

f) Other/ don't know/no response 1 2.7 2 4.65 6 12.77 

Source: Questionnaire Survey 

Due to rounding, non response, and/or the option of choosing multiple answers for some questions, some results may not add up to 100% 
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With respect to findings from each suburb, most of the Surrey respondents (78.39%) 

knew at least one person (either a family member, relative, or friend) before arriving in their 

current suburb, a percentage significantly lower than in Burnaby and Coquitlam (95.35% and 

91.48%, respectively). Another noteworthy result was that, although knowing friend(s) was 

common among all respondents, the percentages varied considerably across the three 

suburbs (See Table 6.4). Burnaby respondents were more likely to know a friend in their 

suburb upon their arrival. 

Overall, these results confirm the study’s earlier findings, that Surrey respondents had 

fewer informal social connections compared to respondents in the other two suburbs. 

Burnaby had the largest percentage of respondents with friendship connections in place 

before their arrival. This is interesting because these respondents had education-driven lives; 

these ties may thus have been connected to this drive.  

When asked about the ways in which their friends and/or relatives had helped them in 

their search for housing, almost a quarter of respondents (24.41%) stated that they had not 

received any help from their friends and/or relatives. Surrey had the highest percentage of 

respondents (35.14%) who did not receive any help from their friends and/or relatives in their 

housing search (See Table 6.4). 

Respondents who stated that they had gotten housing help from friends and/or 

relatives, often referred to having received “information on the housing locations in relation to 

schools, public transportation, and community organizations” (42.52%).  

More specifically, most respondents from Surrey (40.54%) reported receiving housing 

help from friends and/or relatives regarding “learning about information on the housing market 

such as prices and vacancy rates.” Another 37.84% stated that they were supported by being 

“provided with information on the housing locations.”  

Burnaby and Coquitlam respondents followed a similar pattern, most (51.16% and 

38.30%, respectively) having been provided with “information on the housing locations in 

relation to schools, public transportation, community organizations, etc.” Another 44.19% of 
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Burnaby respondents and 36.17% of Coquitlam respondents said that their friends and/or 

relatives had helped them with housing “by hosting them for the first days upon their arrival 

when they did not have a place to live.” These results suggest a link between immigrants 

having pre-existing social contacts upon arrival in Canada (as presented in this study’s earlier 

findings) and better access to support and information. Furthermore, the results of this study 

showed that most Surrey respondents knew “nobody” in their suburb before they arrived. This 

could explain why a large portion of the Surrey respondents (37.84%) did not have the 

opportunity to be hosted by friends and/or relatives upon their arrival in Canada, compared to 

the relatively higher percentage of respondents in the other two suburbs, who did have 

access to such temporary housing options (Table 6.4).  

6.3.2 Employment 

This section will discuss the impact of informal resources on the employment 

experiences of survey respondents. First, new data sets will be presented and analyzed 

through tables and discussions. Second, data presented earlier will be further analyzed as it 

pertains to employment. In various earlier sections of this dissertation, respondents’ 

experiences with different aspects of their settlement and integration were discussed. To 

better gain an understanding of the role of informal resources on the new Iranian immigrants’ 

employment-related experiences, these discussions will be re-visited, and conclusions will be 

presented.  

Respondents were asked if they received any help from their social networks and 

connections when searching for employment. Study results showed that slightly less than half of 

respondents (42.52%) received no help from their social connections when seeking employment 

(Table 6.5). More specifically, most of the Surrey respondents (48.65%) said they received no 

support regarding their employment from their friends and/or relatives. However, 29.73% of this 

suburb’s respondents said that they received help from their friends and/or relatives regarding 

“job information,” while 21.62% received “referrals” from friends and/or relatives. 
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Table 6.5 Employment 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Forms of employment support received from 

informal connections 
N    % N % N % 

 a) None 18 48.65 
14 

32.56 22 46.81 

 b)  Yes, by giving you the job information 11 29.73 17 39.53 20 42.55 

 d)  Yes, by referring you to related people 8 21.62 10 23.26 15 31.91 

 c)  Yes, by hiring you 3 8.11 0 0 6 12.77 

 e) Yes, by some other way 2 5.41 1 2.33 2 4.26 

 f) Other/ don't know/no response 5 13.51 1 2.33 1 2.13 

 Source: Questionnaire Survey 

Due to rounding, non response, and/or the option of choosing multiple answers for some questions, some results may not add up to 100% 

 

With respect to the results collected from Burnaby, 32.56% of respondents residing in 

this suburb did not receive any help with their employment from their friends and/or relatives. 

In contrast, 39.53% received help from their friends and/or relatives in the form of “learning 

job information,” and 23.26% received “referrals” from friends and/or relatives. Among 

Coquitlam respondents, 46.81% stated that they did not receive any help from their friends 

and/or relatives regarding employment. However, 42.55% said they received help from their 

friends and/or relatives in the form of “learning job information,” and 31.91% received 

“referrals” from friends and/or relatives. These findings were relatively consistent with the 

results cited in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5, which showed that, in general, more Coquitlam 

respondents received help from their friends and/or relatives with respect to their employment 

compared to respondents from the two other suburbs.   

The role of religious centres and groups as important informal social resources for 

Iranian immigrants were discussed earlier in this chapter (Section 6.2.3). The results of this 
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study showed that a notably low percentage of respondents who regularly visited religious 

centres and groups (17.19%) stated that these visitations helped them find employment 

opportunities. A larger percentage of Surrey respondents than Burnaby and Coquitlam 

respondents perceived the likelihood of receiving employment-related support through 

religious centres and groups to be very high. However, Surrey also had the highest 

percentage of respondents who believed their religious centres and groups offered them no 

help with their employment. The percentage of respondents who believed this was slightly 

lower in Coquitlam and significantly lower in Burnaby. This finding supports previous data 

(Chapter 4) suggesting that Surrey respondents were more likely than other respondents to 

feel lonely and to have received insufficient support during various stages of their housing, 

settlement, and integration. 

As mentioned in the previous chapter discussing respondents’ work experiences with 

co-ethnic (Iranian) businesses, more than 80% of respondents from all study areas had no 

experience working for employers from the Iranian community. Respondents who did have 

the experience of working with co-ethnic businesses referred to their co-ethnic relatives, 

friends, and colleagues as the most important channels through which they learned about 

these co-ethnic employment opportunities. Slightly less than half of respondents in all three 

suburbs stated that they did not perceive finding co-ethnic employment to be easier than 

finding non-co-ethnic employment. Most of the respondents who found co-ethnic businesses 

easier to work for cited fewer language barriers as the main reason for this, reflecting the 

significant role language plays in helping or hindering new immigrants find employment in the 

Canadian job market.  

The likelihood that immigrants will benefit from co-ethnic businesses with regard to their 

employment outcomes was specifically investigated in a longitudinal study conducted by Roth, 

Seidel, Ma, and Lo (2012) exploring the relationship between immigrant employment and social 

networks. These researchers interviewed immigrants in three stages, such that “from the original 

Wave 1 sample of 12,040 immigrants, 9,322 were re-interviewed in Wave 2 and 7,716 were re-
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interviewed in Wave 3” (p.330). Immigrants’ education level at the first interview was used to 

control for human capital upon arrival. Roth et al. (2012) found that family class immigrants in 

Canada experienced economic disadvantages in the mainstream job market and were more 

successful in businesses run through their co-ethnic communities, but that economic class 

immigrants were able to benefit from non-ethnic workplaces. Considering their larger sample size, 

Ruth et al.’s (2012) conclusion about the immigration class and its impacts on immigrants’ 

employment success in ethnic businesses seems somewhat generalizable to other immigrant 

groups. However, because the recent Iranian immigrants in this current research study were 

diverse in terms of education levels, the findings of this research study could not be appropriately 

compared with the findings of the study conducted by Roth et al. (2012).  

6.3.3 Social Integration 

This section will present data related to the role of informal resources on respondents’ 

social integration. Like the previous section (Section 6.3.2), this section includes new data 

analysis and further discussion of the previous data analysis. First, it presents new data 

analysis and discussion of the respondents’ friends and relatives’ supportive impact on their 

social integration. Second, this section re-visits discussions from previous chapters and 

relates them to the respondents’ social integration experiences.  

To explore the impact of informal resources on their social integration experiences, 

respondents were asked if any of their friends and/or relatives helped them with their 

settlement and integration into the new society. Study results showed that only 15.75% of 

respondents did not receive any support with their settlement and integration. Among the 

respondents who did get integration support from their family and/or relatives, nearly half 

received help related to “information on the available settlement services.” Another 22.05% 

received help related to “integrating into the new society” (Table 6.6). Results showed that 

most respondents from all three suburbs received some form of support with their settlement 

and integration into the new environment from their family and/or relatives, thus emphasizing 
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the key role informal resources play in the settlement and integration journey of new 

immigrants, a finding confirmed by the existing Canadian research (Teixeira, 2014a and b; 

Salinas & Teixeira, 2020).  

Table 6.6 Social integration 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Forms of “social integration support” received from informal 

connections 

N    % N % N % 

a) None 6 
 

16.22 6 
 

13.95 8 
 

17.02 

b) Yes, by giving you information on the available settlement 

services 20 
54.05 

18 
41.86 

23 
48.94 

c) Yes, by helping you to integrate to the new society 6 16.22 13 30.23 9 19.15 

d) Yes, by helping you to integrate to the ethnic/religious 

community 1 
2.70 

2 
4.65 

2 
4.26 

e) Yes, by some other way 0 0.00 3 6.98 4 8.51 

f) Don’t know/other/ No response 4 10.81 1 2.33 1 2.13 

Perceived importance of co-ethnic community in helping the 

respondent settle/adjust to the new environment 
N    % N % N % 

 a) Very important 17 45.95 15 34.88 22 46.81 

 b) Important 12 32.43 19 44.19 22 46.81 

 c) Not important at all 8 21.62 8 18.60 3 6.38 

 d) Don’t know/other/ No response 0 0.00 1 2.33 0 0.00 

Source: Questionnaire Survey 

Due to rounding, non response, and/or the option of choosing multiple answers for some questions, some results may not add up to 100% 

 

Respondents were asked about the importance of their co-ethnic community in helping 

them settle and integrate into their new environment. Study results showed that 84.25% 

believed that their co-ethnic community was “important” or “very important” in helping them 

with their settlement and integration (Table 6.6). As mentioned earlier in this chapter (Section 

6.2.2), respondents were also asked about their desire to be involved with their co-ethnic 

community in general, as well as their reasons behind this desire. Nearly 70% of respondents 
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from each suburb stated that they preferred to stay closely involved with their co-ethnic 

community. This result was consistent with respondents’ perceptions about the high 

importance of their co-ethnic community’s role in supporting them settle and integrate into 

their new environment.  

Furthermore, most of the respondents who preferred to stay closely involved with the 

Iranian community did so because they “felt more comfortable and confident in dealing with 

their ethnic community” or because they wanted to “maintain their co-ethnic heritage and their 

own ethnic characteristics” (54.76% and 30.92%, respectively) (see Table 6.2, Section 6.2.2).  

 

 

6.4 Formal Resources: Settlement Programs and Services 

The second part of this chapter discusses respondents’ experiences with formal 

resources—formal resources here referring to programs and services developed and 

designed to facilitate new immigrants’ settlement and integration into Canadian society.  

Study findings showed that the percentage of respondents who used settlement 

programs and services was almost the same as the percentage of those who did not (Table 

6.7). More specifically, slightly more than half of Surrey and Coquitlam respondents and 

41.86% of Burnaby respondents stated that they had used settlement services and programs 

in their suburbs. In addition, almost two-thirds of Surrey respondents, 61.11% of Burnaby 

respondents, and slightly more than half of the Coquitlam respondents reported using these 

programs and services at the time the survey was conducted. While the Surrey sample 

reported the most frequent use of settlement services and programs among the three 

suburbs, Burnaby and Coquitlam reported a similar rate to each other. These findings confirm 

previous data indicating that immigrants had fewer informal resources available to them as 

well as personal connections in Surrey. This lack of informal resources could be why recent 

Iranian immigrants residing in Surrey showed more interest in using settlement services. The 

Surrey sample had arrived in Canada relatively more recently, compared to the other two 
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samples, and would have needed these services more. As these services have a time limit for 

use by new immigrants, Surrey immigrants would also have had more access to them. 

 

Table 6.7 Formal resources: settlement programs and services 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=37 N=43 N=47 

Experience of using available 
settlement services and programs 
in current suburb 

 

N    % N % N % 

a) Yes 20 54.05 18 41.86 25 53.19 

b) No  
 

17 45.95 25 58.14 22 46.81 

Currently using any services and 
programs 

 

N    % N % N % 

a) Yes 12 60.00 11 61.11 14 56.00 

b) No 7 35.00 6 33.33 10 40.00 

c) Don’t know/other/ no response 1 5.00 1 5.56 1 4.00 

Frequency of using settlement 
services and programs currently 

 

Average 
 
 

Times per month 
6 2.36 2 

Don’t know/other/ no response  0 0 2 

  Source: Questionnaire Survey 

 

6.4.1 Methods for Learning about Settlement Programs and Services  

Respondents who had stated that they had used settlement services for new 

immigrants were further asked about the channels through which they learned about these 

services in their suburbs. The majority of respondents (68.3%) stated that they learned about 

these programs and services through “word of mouth” from family, friends, relatives, 
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coworkers, and their co-ethnic community (Table 6.8). Others learned about these services 

and programs directly from settlement service organizations. A few respondents also referred 

to online channels, their suburb’s local events, and their local library as sources of information 

regarding available settlement services and programs.  

 

Table 6.8 Methods for learning about settlement programs and services 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=20 N=18 N=25 

Methods for learning about existing settlement 

programs and services 
N    % N % N % 

Word of mouth 15 75 13 72.22 15 60 

Settlement service organizations 6 30 1 5.56 6 24 

Events 1 5 2 11.11 1 4 

Library 1 5 1 5.56 1 4 

Online 0 0 1 5.56 0 0 

Don’t know/ No response 0 0 0 0 2 8 

 Source: Questionnaire Survey 
Due to rounding, non response, and/or the option of choosing multiple answers for some questions, some results may not add up to 100% 

 

6.4.2 Immigrants' Experiences with Available Programs and Services 

Respondents who stated that they had used settlement services were further asked 

about the types of services and programs they had used in their suburbs (Table 6.9). Just 

over half of respondents stated that they had used or were currently using “language services 

and programs.” Another 44.44% referred to “public” services and programs (e.g., local library 

programs, recreational activities, and sport facilities and programs) offered to all residents in 

their suburbs. Some of the respondents who referred to recreational services noted that they 

had received “credits” from the government that enabled them to use these programs and 
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services for free, or at a lower than usual price.  

Table 6.9 Settlement services or programs 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=20 N=18 N=25 

 Settlement services and programs used N % N % N % 

Language 13 65 6 33.33 13 52 

Mainstream (e.g, sport facilities and library) 7 35 12 66.67 9 36 

Employment 4 20 7 38.89 5 20 

Official paperwork 5 25 4 22.22 3 12 

Educational services 2 10 0 0 4 16 

Kids and family programs 1 5 0 0 3 12 

Co-ethnic community events 0 0 1 5.56 2 8 

Women 1 5 1 5.56 0 0 

Seniors 0 0 0 0 2 8 

Housing 0 0 0 0 2 8 

 Source: Questionnaire Survey 

Due to rounding, non response, and/or the option of choosing multiple answers for some questions, some results may not add up to 100% 

 
 

The third most common type of settlement service or program used by respondents, 

“employment services and programs,” was used almost twice as often by Burnaby 

respondents as by respondents from the other two suburbs. Respondents from Burnaby were 

also less likely to use “language services and programs,” and did not use any “housing,” 

“educational,” “kids and family,” and “seniors” programs and services. These results are not 

surprising considering the high rates of employment among Burnaby respondents, their 

education-oriented immigration, lower average age, and a smaller percentage of married 

respondents. Study results also showed that while a few Burnaby and Coquitlam respondents 

attended “co-ethnic community” events, no Surrey respondents reported attending these 

types of events and programs in their suburb (See Table 6.9). This finding is unsurprising 
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given the lack of co-ethnic community in Surrey compared to the other two suburbs. 

6.4.3 Immigrants’ Evaluation of Programs and Services Used 

Respondents were asked to evaluate the settlement programs and services they had used 

or were using (Table 6.10). 

Table 6.10 Settlement services and programs evaluation 

 

Surrey Burnaby Coquitlam 

N=20 N=18 N=25 

 
Evaluation of the used settlement 
services and programs 
 

N    % N % N % 

a) Very beneficial 14 
70 6 33.33 10 40 

b) Beneficial 
4 20 9 50 11 44 

c) Somewhat beneficial 
1 5 3 16.67 4 16 

d) Not beneficial at all 
1 5 0 0 0 0 

 
“Beneficial” and “Very beneficial” 
aspects of settlement services and 
programs 

 

N   

(18) 
% 

N 

(15) 
% 

N 

(21) 
% 

Family programs 5 27.78 4 26.67 6 28.57 

Social integration  into the mainstream 
society 

4 22.22 4 26.67 6 28.57 

Socialization and reducing isolation 2 11.11 0 0 6 28.57 

Legal paperwork 2 11.11 2 13.33 2 9.52 

Vocation 0 0 0 0 1 4.76 

Healthcare 1 5.56 2 13.33 0 0 

Don’t know/ No response 4 22.22 3 16.67 0 0 

Source: Questionnaire Survey 

Due to rounding, non response, and/or the option of choosing multiple answers for some questions, some results may not add up to 100t% 
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A majority of respondents (85.71%) described the services and programs that they used 

as “beneficial” or “very beneficial.” None of the Burnaby and Coquitlam respondents and only 

one respondent from Surrey (5%) said that they found these services and programs “not 

beneficial at all.” Notably, Surrey had the highest percentage of respondents (70%) who 

perceived the services and programs they used to be “very beneficial.” 

6.4.4 Wishlists of Settlement Services and Programs 

Respondents who had used settlement services and programs were asked about what 

settlement resources, programs, and services they wished they could have accessed. The 

responses included a wide range of services and programs. Close to two-thirds of all 

respondents (57.14%) highlighted the need for language-related services, family-oriented 

services as well as to employment and housing services and programs. These results were 

consistent with the larger body of literature on immigrant suburbanization in Canada (Drolet et 

al., 2015; Hiebert, 2009; Salinas & Teixeira, 2020) concerning the importance of the 

employment and language barriers to immigrants’ integration. A smaller percentage of 

responses (23.80%) related to immigrants’ need for more access to “recreational activities”, 

“information sessions,” “technology educations,” “Muslim-friendly programs,” “women’s 

services,” “research centre,” and “senior services.” These results indicated that respondents’ 

greatest needs were mostly related to information-seeking and education as well as to age- 

and gender-specific services and recreational programs.  

 

6.5 Conclusion 

This chapter covers recent Iranian immigrants’ experiences in the suburbs of Surrey, 

Burnaby, and Coquitlam with the formal and informal resources available to help facilitate 

their settlement and integration process in the new society. Formal resources included social 

programs, services, and resources to help new immigrants with their settlement and 
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integration as newcomers. Informal resources included family members, relatives, friends, 

and other types of informal social networks such as coworkers and members of the 

immigrants’ co-ethnic communities with whom they were in contact.  

The first section of this chapter explored the experiences of these Iranian newcomers 

with their informal social connections outside of family, relatives, coworkers, and friends. 

These connections were divided into three categories: neighbourhood, co-ethnic, and 

religious. The second section of this chapter looked at the impact of informal resources on 

immigrants’ entire settlement and integration experience. Finally, the last section of this 

chapter addressed these immigrants’ experiences with formal resources; namely, settlement 

programs and services.   

As discussed in Chapter 2, immigrants tend to develop two main types of networks to 

help them address their settlement and integration needs: egocentric (or personal) networks 

and sociocentric (or whole) networks (McCarty, 2002; Perry, Pescosolido & Borgatti, 2018; 

Wasserman & Faust, 1994). Considered within this typology, the first two categories of 

connections in this research study (neighbours and co-ethnics) belong to egocentric networks 

and the third category of connections belong to sociocentric networks.  

With respect to the resources recent Iranian immigrants found through neighbourhood 

connections, results from all three suburbs were relatively consistent. All respondents had 

similar levels of access to at least one "close” friend or relative in their neighbourhood. 

Similarly, with respect to the importance of their co-ethnic connections, while most of these 

recent immigrants believed that the Iranian community was “important” or “very important” in 

supporting them with respect to their settlement and integration experiences, answers to this 

question were different across the three suburbs, with Coquitlam respondents attributing 

higher levels of importance to co-ethnic networks. This finding reconfirms the presence of rich 

co-ethnic networks for recent Iranian immigrants living in Coquitlam, previously highlighted in 

Chapter 5.  
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The last category of informal resources for recent Iranian immigrants was their religious 

connections. Analysis of the data showed that nearly half these immigrants had visited 

religious groups or centres, with Surrey and Burnaby Iranians doing so slightly more 

frequently than the Coquitlam Iranians. These recent Iranian immigrants were asked to 

answer further questions with respect to their experiences visiting religious groups or centres. 

In the results, Surrey respondents stood out since they visited religious groups and centres 

for a wider range of purposes. A larger number of Surrey respondents reported successful 

experiences with respect to making friends through these religious connections. This suburb’s 

respondents also reported finding more friends, in total, through their engagement with these 

groups and centres than respondents from the other suburbs.  

This study also examined the impact of recent Iranian immigrants’ religious connections 

on various aspects of their settlement and integration in their current suburbs. When asked 

about their perception of the “correlation between regularly visiting religious centres or groups 

and employment opportunities” Iranian immigrants from Surrey said that they expected to 

receive significant employment support from the friends that they had met through their 

religious centres. However, when asked about their lived experiences, a high percentage of 

Surrey respondents stated that they had received no help from these friends. This could be 

due to different reasons. For instance, the Iranians living in Surrey could be negatively biased 

when reporting their experiences because they had higher expectations of friends met at 

religious centres, the amount of support that they received from these friends might have 

seemed less satisfactory. There could be other reasons behind their responses as well.  

The impact of informal resources, as a whole, on the settlement and integration 

experiences of recent Iranian newcomers in Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam was also 

examined. Settlement and integration experiences were divided into three aspects: housing, 

employment, and social integration. Study results showed that, overall, in all three suburbs, 

nearly half of these Iranian immigrants knew their friends before arriving in their respective 

suburbs. These connections could have potentially helped these recent Iranian with their 
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initial settlement. However, a relatively smaller percentage of the Surrey respondents, 

compared to the other two suburbs, knew at least one person (either a friend or a relative) 

before their arrival. Furthermore, Surrey had the highest percentage of recent Iranian 

immigrants in this study who received no housing help from their friends and/or relatives. 

However, most of the respondents from all three suburbs who had in fact received housing 

support from their informal resources noted that they received “information on the housing 

locations in relation to schools, public transportation, and community organizations.”  

Immigrants’ spatial location, as well as their personal characteristics, could also have 

played an important role in the type and level of support they received during their settlement 

and integration in Canada. Considering the greater geographical and social distance between 

the Iranians that resided in Surrey, Boccagni’s (2015) argument could be relevant insofar as 

this researcher argues that family members and other transnational networks in their home 

country are becoming increasingly important emotional resources for immigrants. This could 

be the case for the Surrey Iranians, who seemed to lack local social supports and resources 

to address their emotional and instrumental needs. However, as Bilecen (2016) has 

suggested, local connections may be able to meet immigrants’ needs better and more 

immediately than their overseas support networks. As Kyeremeh (2020) has suggested, their 

dual ties (i.e., local and transnational) can put pressure on immigrants at times, especially 

when receiving support involves personal interaction. One of the main reasons respondents 

chose to live in Surrey was to avoid this type of pressure from their local personal networks; 

however, these respondents might also have faced a lack of support resulting from 

insufficient personal networks and connections.  

Also, a comparison of the results regarding employment and housing support revealed 

that the surveyed recent Iranian immigrants were able to rely on their friends and/or relatives 

for employment support relatively less than for housing support. These respondents were 

also more likely to receive employment support from their broader network of friends and 

relatives (egocentric networks) than from connections formed at religious centres and groups 
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(sociocentric networks). 

As Akkaymak (2016) has discussed, immigrants’ access to co-ethnic networks is 

complex because each immigrant’s “unique characteristics, background and psychological 

factors such as personality traits might work either in their favor or against them in terms of 

developing ties as well as maintaining them” (p.31). This current research study explored 

recent Iranian immigrants’ experiences with respect to the impact of ethnic businesses on 

their employment experiences. Findings indicated that a majority of recent Iranian immigrants 

had no experience working with a co-ethnic employer. Nonetheless, respondents who had co-

ethnic working experience referred to their co-ethnic relatives, friends, and colleagues as the 

most important channels through which they learned about these employment opportunities, 

thus demonstrating the importance of co-ethnic personal connections to these immigrants’ 

employment experiences.   

Finally, the role of informal resources on the respondents’ social integration was 

explored. Study findings showed that recent Iranian immigrants’ social networks played an 

important role in assisting them with settlement and integration needs in their new 

environment. Most reported having received information on the available settlement service 

supports from their informal resources. Also, most of these immigrants perceived their co-

ethnic community as an “important” or “very important” resource helping with their settlement 

and integration into the new environment. These results suggest that recent Iranian 

immigrants’ social integration was greatly impacted by their informal networks, including co-

ethnics, neighbours, and religious connections. The focus of this study was not specifically on 

social networks and/or social integration of recent Iranian immigrants; rather, its goal was to 

explore the overall settlement and integration experiences of these immigrants and the main 

barriers and challenges they face in the suburbs. Immigrants were thus only asked about the 

concept of “social integration” and the impact of their informal social networks on this area of 

integration in broad terms. Other Canadian research has specifically considered the impact of 

informal social networks on immigrant social integration. Wang, Mook, and Handy (2017), for 
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instance, explored immigrants’ participation in voluntary associations, which is an important 

aspect of social integration. While examining the factors impacting immigrants’ voluntary 

involvement in religious and secular organizations in their environment, Wang et al. (2017) 

found that this involvement was positively influenced by informal social networks, religious 

attendance, and level of education. The current research study’s findings are consistent with 

Wang et al. (2017) findings in their emphasis on the important role played by social networks 

in immigrants’ social integration. 

The last part of this chapter examined the formal resources (i.e., settlement services 

and programs) used by the surveyed recent Iranian immigrants. They were asked questions 

to help the researcher gain a better understanding of what type of formal resources they had 

used while living in the suburbs. Approximately half of all respondents reported using 

settlement services and programs available in their area. However, respondents in Burnaby 

tended to use these programs and services less than others. This study’s findings also 

indicated that over half of recent Iranian immigrants in the three suburbs who had used 

settlement services and programs were still using them. Most of these respondents said they 

had learned about these settlement services and programs through “word of mouth.” 

Furthermore, some respondents stated that visiting settlement service organizations had 

helped them to stay “in the loop” and informed about other available services and programs 

these organizations offered. Other, less common, channels of information about settlement 

services and programs used by these new Iranian immigrants included regional libraries, 

community events, and online resources. These findings show the importance of these 

immigrants’ informal social connections in terms of helping them access formal resources to 

address their settlement and integration needs.  

In evaluating of the settlement services and programs that they had used or were using, 

the majority of respondents described them as “beneficial” or “very beneficial.” Respondents  

mainly benefited from these settlement services and programs in the three areas of 

“family programs,” “social integration,” and “socialization.” These findings show the 
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immigrants’ need for social interaction, either in family-oriented or other forms. Respondents 

also benefited from help with “legal paperwork,” and “healthcare matters,” which points to 

their lack of familiarity with the system in their new country. 

Finally, to determine the extent to which settlement services are available for the recent 

Iranian immigrants in the three suburbs, the latter were asked about the services that they 

would have liked to use but did not have access to. Study results show that some of these 

immigrants had unmet needs with respect to language and employment. Also, in some cases, 

age- and gender-based programs were also lacking among the services provided to the 

immigrants in the suburbs, a finding consistent with other Canadian studies (Basran & Zong, 

1998; Guo, 2013) emphasizing the importance of language-training programs as a central 

component of integration efforts across OECD countries (OECD, 2016). Drolet and Teixeira 

(2020) suggest that communication could be an important barrier for immigrants who do not 

share a common language with community residents. Thus, a lack of language services and 

programs may lead to other serious barriers to immigrants’ navigation of social support 

systems. This can put immigrants in a vicious cycle of not knowing the host country’s 

language and, thus, not being able to use other available services. This challenge is not 

limited to the immigrants who participated in this research study, the Canadian immigration 

literature (Teixeira, 2009) having highlighted the significance of immigrants’ need for 

language-training programs and services in different settings and geographies. However, 

immigrants who reside in the suburbs face more unique barriers and challenges compared to 

the traditional waves of immigrants who settled in inner cities and who tended to benefit from 

well-stablished settlement services and programs.   
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Chapter 7- Conclusion 

 

7.1 Overview  

Over the last three decades, immigrants to Canada have been creating new patterns of 

migration by settling in the outer periphery of major Canadian cities. This relatively recent 

trend, where immigrants bypass the inner city and go directly to pre-existing ethnic enclaves 

and communities the suburbs, has received scant attention from researchers in the Canadian 

immigration literature. What literature does exist offers us only a limited understanding of the 

experiences of diverse immigrant populations who are increasingly following these 

suburbanized settlement patterns.  

Iranian immigrants residing in suburban Vancouver are one such community whose 

numbers have been growing in recent years. These immigrants face barriers and challenges 

due to a lack of settlement services in the suburbs as well as discrimination based on their 

race, ethnicity, skin colour, and religion. Despite these difficulties, their settlement and 

integration experiences have not been studied in the immigrant suburbanization literature. 

By analyzing the settlement and integration experiences of recent Iranian immigrants in 

the three suburbs of Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam, the present research fills an existing 

gap in both the immigrant suburbanization and immigrant integration literature. Throughout 

this dissertation, these immigrants’ socio-demographic profiles and past experiences with 

respect to education and employment were presented. Furthermore, to answer the core 

research question of this study — namely, what do recent Iranian immigrants’ settlement and 

integration experiences in the suburbs look like — the settlement and integration patterns of 

these recent Iranian immigrants living in three Canadian suburbs were explored. Utilizing the 

Immigrant Integration Model developed by Murdie and Teixeira (2003), these immigrants’ 
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various stages of settlement and integration experiences were investigated. A survey was 

administered in three Vancouver suburbs (Surrey, Coquitlam, and Burnaby), to assess the 

main barriers and challenges these immigrants face in different areas of their lives, the formal 

and informal resources that they accessed (or did not access), their perceptions of their 

experiences with housing and employment, and their self-assessments with regard to their 

personal well-being, and satisfaction with life. 

 

7.2 Research Goals 

The main purpose of this study was to explore the major barriers and challenges that 

recent Iranian immigrants face during their settlement and integration in the three Vancouver 

suburbs of Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam. This study also tried to understand the extent of 

which these recent Iranian immigrants relied on formal and/or informal resources to meet their 

settlement and integration needs and the coping strategies they used when these sources 

were not as available. Finally, this study attempted to investigate the availability and cultural 

appropriateness of settlement services (formal services) in relation to these immigrants’ 

needs and backgrounds.  

 

7.3 Primary Conclusions  

The recent Iranian immigrant community is diverse, with a large proportion of them 

being highly educated and holding a university degree. Despite evident similarities between 

the three Iranian communities in Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam, they are also distinctly 

different in many ways. For example, while joining family and/or friends was one of the three 

most common reasons why Iranian immigrants in all three suburbs had chosen Canada as 

their destination country, the vast majority of Iranian immigrants in Burnaby chose to come to 

Canada primarily for educational reasons, with socio-political reasons and re-uniting their 

family and/or friends being the second and third reasons, respectively. As previously 
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explained throughout this dissertation, the Iranian immigrants in Burnaby who participated in 

this study were mainly students who did not rely on any formal or informal supports after their 

initial settlement. As the Burnaby respondents were, on average, younger than respondents 

in the other two suburbs, they may have been more willing to plan their future in a different 

socio-political system such as Canada’s. 

Iranian immigrants across the three suburbs were both similar and unique when it came 

to their reasons for choosing their respective current suburbs. For instance, while housing 

affordability was one of the three most important factors for all Iranian immigrants in the three 

suburbs when it came to finding a place to live, for Iranian immigrants in Coquitlam, proximity 

to their social networks was the top reason why they chose to reside in their particular suburb, 

while the surrounding environment of this suburb and the availability of more affordable 

housing were the second and third most important reasons, respectively. For Iranians in 

Surrey, on the other hand, greater availability of more affordable housing was the main 

reason they had chosen this suburb, and proximity to workplace the second most important 

reason. This suburb lacks a strong community of Iranian immigrants, so it is unsurprising that 

Surrey respondents did not mention social proximity and staying close with their informal 

connections as important reasons for choosing to live in Surrey. These differences among the 

three samples of Iranian immigrants suggest that, despite coming from the same ethnic 

background and country of origin, their settlement stories and experiences are not necessarily 

the same. These differences need to be recognized when drawing conclusions, either in the 

scholarly literature or in the process of settlement-service planning.   

When it came to housing – one of the most crucial aspects of the settlement experience 

– most of the recent Iranian immigrants in this study lacked sufficient information and either 

did not use or have access to housing services. As a coping strategy, most looked to their 

social networks to help them seek housing during their initial settlement in Canada. Many 

immigrants who were renters shared their frustration with the increasing cost of housing, both 

to rent and purchase. Some stated that, had they known such increases would occur, they 
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would have bought a home upon arrival in order to avoid “wasting” their money on rent. This 

type of housing experience was one of the major consequences of Iranian immigrants lacking 

housing information upon arrival in Canada. When asked about their housing futures, most of 

these participants expressed a desire to purchase a home as an investment. This was 

consistent with the Canadian immigrant integration literature (Salinas & Teixeira, 2020; 

Teixeira, 2014a), which suggests that immigrants often consider homeownership as an 

investment in their future.  

Although affordability is one the main reasons immigrants choose to settle in the 

suburbs of Canadian major cities, like other immigrants, the recent Iranian immigrants in this 

study seemed to struggle with the high cost of housing. Most stated that they would have to 

move out of their current neighbourhood to better manage their financial resources (e.g., by 

improving their employment situation and finding job in another area, and/or 

renting/purchasing cheaper housing).  

At the same time, most of the recent Iranian immigrants in this study seemed satisfied 

with their housing experience overall. The situation of the Surrey sample, the most recent 

immigrants among the three suburbs, was unique in that, despite having the highest income 

level among the three samples, they also had better access to subsidized housing than the 

other samples. Surrey respondents found their neighbourhoods to be less friendly and safe, 

and they also felt more lonely than respondents from the other suburbs. The greater 

geographic and social distance between Iranians living in Surrey and other Iranian 

communities in Greater Vancouver perpetuated these problems. This might be why Surrey 

respondents received less help with their housing search from their family and/or friends upon 

arrival in the suburbs than did respondents from the other two study areas. It might also be 

because Surrey is much physically larger than Burnaby and Coquitlam, while also having the 

smallest number of Iranian immigrants residing in it. 

As discussed above, most of the recent Iranian immigrants who participated in this 

research study relied on their social networks for their settlement and integration needs, as 
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approximately half of them had friends in their suburbs before arrival in Canada. While most 

of the Iranian immigrant in Burnaby and Coquitlam had a minimum of one “close” relative or 

friend in proximity of their neighbourhood, only a small portion of the Surrey Iranians had this 

option available. Unlike those in Surrey, the recent Iranian immigrants residing in Coquitlam 

seemed to have better access to the co-ethnic Iranian community around them.  

This study also explored the quality of recent Iranian immigrants’ connections with their 

religious communities. Though they had relatively rich connections with their co-ethnic 

community, the Iranians in Coquitlam reported having less strong connections with their 

religious community than respondents from the other suburbs. Interestingly, the Iranians 

residing in Surrey had a stronger connection to their religious community, listing multiple 

reasons for attending religious centres compared to other Iranians in the other two suburbs. 

This could be due to different factors, the most obvious being that the Surrey Iranians were 

more connected to their religious practices and connections. Another could be that 

participating in religious activities helped compensate for their lack of informal and ethnic 

connections. More research is needed to analyze the relationship between these immigrants’ 

personal connections and their informal resources. Due to its exploratory nature, however, 

this research can only report of the characteristics of the various social networks that were 

available (or not) to assist these immigrants with their settlement and integration needs.   

With respect to the role of ethnic businesses in recent Iranian immigrants’ employment 

experiences, the results of this study showed that it was uncommon for these immigrants to 

be employed by ethnically owned businesses. That said, more research is needed to gain a 

deeper understanding of this immigrant community’s co-ethnic employment experiences and 

behaviours. However, this study did show that these informal resources had a significant 

impact on the integration of these immigrants. The majority of the recent Iranian immigrants in 

this study believed that their co-ethnic networks, neighbours, and religious connections were 

important components of their support system and helped them achieve their social 

integration goals. Results from this study corroborate previous research findings by Drolet 
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and Teixeira (2020), Truelove (2000), Young (1998), Wang and Handy (2014), and Guruge, 

Thomson, George, and Chaze (2015) all of which found that informal connections are of high 

importance in the integration and settlement experiences of new immigrants in Canada. 

Again, however, more research needs to be done to investigate the specific impact of these 

informal resources and communities.  

This study aimed to understand the ways in which recent Iranian immigrants did or did 

not use immigrant settlement services. About half had used these services and programs. Of 

those who had used these services, half were still using them. It should be noted that this 

study only examined the experiences of Iranians who were still considered recent immigrants 

(less than 10 years of settlement in Canada) which could account for why such a large 

number of the respondents in this study were able and willing to use these services. Burnaby 

Iranians used these services less frequently than participants in the other samples, likely 

because their Canadian education and language fluency helped them address their needs 

more independently.  

 This study found a strong interconnection between Iranian immigrants’ use of their 

formal and informal resources. On one hand, the findings highlighted the important role 

informal connections played as crucial channels for immigrants to learn about settlement 

programs and services (formal services). On the other hand, findings indicated that recent 

Iranian immigrants saw the services and programs associated with their social integration 

(e.g., “family programs,” “social integration,” and “socialization”) as the most beneficial 

services that they had accessed. These resources were strongly interconnected and helped 

immigrants strengthen their navigation skills in the new society. 

This research survey also asked recent Iranian immigrants about the programs that they 

would have liked to use during their settlement, but which were unavailable to them. As 

expected, language services were most often cited as the services that immigrants wanted, 

but were unable to access. This finding corroborates the findings of previous studies on 

immigrant integration and immigrant suburbanization in Canada and shows that while 
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research on immigrant integration has pointed to the key role of language development in the 

quality of immigrants’ settlement, the literature also indicates that the suburbs of most major 

Canadian major cities lack the settlement services necessary for new immigrants who bypass 

the city core and settle directly in the suburbs (Drolet & Teixeira, 2020; Lo et. al., 2009). It is 

also important to note that all these recent Iranian immigrants were able to communicate in 

English; however, given that even those immigrants with proficient English found language to 

be a barrier to their integration, one imagines this barrier would be even more formidable for 

more recent Iranian immigrants, or for those whose language skills were less developed. 

Employment services and programs were another type of settlement service that the 

recent Iranian immigrants in this study wished they could have accessed more frequently. 

Research results clearly showed that recent Iranian immigrants faced employment barriers 

that affected their entire experience in the suburbs, including with housing and settlement. 

Results also showed that, to cope with the lack of employment services and programs, recent 

Iranian immigrants mostly relied on their informal resources and connections when searching 

for a job. Lack of access to ethnic sources and informal connections might be another reason 

why the recent Iranian immigrants living in Surrey experienced an overall decrease in their 

employment levels. For their part, the Coquitlam immigrants seemed to have more personal 

informal resources and connections at their disposal, but still struggled when it came to 

employment integration. The employment rate of the Coquitlam sample was low both before 

and after their migration to Canada. This could be due to the relatively more significant 

language barriers they faced compared to immigrants in the other two samples. The 

Coquitlam sample’s low employment rate could also be due to child-rearing responsibilities, 

which many reported as their main activity in the 12 months previous to when the survey was 

conducted. As noted above, when analyzing this finding it is important to note that these 

immigrants self-identified as “able to communicate in English,” and yet their lack of English 

language skills could have acted as a barrier to their employment in Canada. This suggests 

that although immigrants rely on their informal sources and develop coping strategies to 
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overcome lack of access to specific formal services such as employment services, these 

strategies may only help them to a limited extent if other factors, such as systemic biases, 

including discrimination in employment settings, are in play. When immigrants are confronted 

with multiple barriers to their successful integration, personal coping strategies do not fully 

resolve the problems. In this case, because the Coquitlam immigrants were dealing with 

language-development barriers and did not have access to language and employment 

services, they still ended up experiencing employment difficulties despite access to strong 

social networks in proximity of their suburb. 

The Burnaby Iranians had a more positive employment situation, likely as a result of 

their Canadian educations, which may have helped reduce the employment and language 

barriers commonly faced immigrants, especially in the suburbs. The Burnaby immigrants also 

perceived themselves as generally more healthy, likely because they were relatively younger 

than immigrants in the other two samples. They also experienced fewer barriers in their 

integration journey, which may have resulted in less stress and therefore contributed to their 

good general health. 

Interestingly, the Surrey immigrants self-reported better mental health levels despite the 

fact that this group’s employment rate had dropped post-migration and that they were facing 

significant barriers during their housing and neighbourhood settlement process that could 

have negatively impacted their mental health levels. Various factors, both internal or external, 

seem to have influenced these positive mental health perceptions. Since this study never 

intended to exclusively investigate immigrants’ health situation in the suburbs, more in-depth 

research is need to explore immigrants’ self-perception of their mental health and how the 

barriers they face impact their general and mental health during their settlement and 

integration journey. 

Discrimination is another barrier that immigrants frequently encounter in their settlement 

and integration process. Although the recent Iranian immigrants who participated in this 

research study felt they had only experienced minimal levels of discrimination, each sample 
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reported experiencing a different form of discrimination in their suburb. This observation calls 

for more investigation to understand why immigrants of the same national origin would 

experience different forms of discriminatory behaviours in the new society.  

Overall, the barriers that immigrants experienced affected other areas of their lives and 

eventually impacted their satisfaction with life. When reflecting on these barriers, immigrants 

in this study used key terms such as unsatisfactory social networks, feeling burnt out, poor 

mental health, communication barriers, unsatisfactory life, employment concerns, family 

concerns, and general health concerns. This study showed that, as expected, the different 

aspects of immigrants’ settlement and integration process are inter-related. As such, when 

planning settlement services and programs, failure to address one aspect would likely impact 

other aspects of immigrants’ experiences.  

 

7.4 Gaps Filled in the Literature 

This research study addresses the gaps in the literature of immigration in relation to the 

settlement and integration of recent Iranian immigrants in suburban Vancouver. This 

immigrant population’s experiences has not been studied in the immigrant suburbanization 

literature and the current body of scholarship on immigrant integration does not fully 

understand the main barriers and challenges that these immigrants encounter in their day to 

day life.  

The settlement services for immigrants provided by the Canadian government in the 

suburbs are not, as the literature indicates, fully compatible with the recent trend of immigrant 

suburbanization in major Canadian cities (Lo et al., 2009; Wang & Truelove, 2003; Zuberi et 

al., 2018). Gaining a deeper understanding of the barriers and challenges that diverse 

immigrant communities experience when settling in the suburbs could help determine those 

aspects of immigrants’ settlement and integration experiences that have not received enough 

attention from researchers, and that have forced immigrants to rely on their own communities 
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to address their settlement needs in the face of a lack of adequate and appropriate settlement 

services and programs. 

Each ethnicity and immigrant population has a specific relationship with their social 

networks and personal resources. They use these connections when there is not enough 

support from formal resources or when these services do not specifically cater to immigrants’ 

ethnic and cultural backgrounds and needs. This research was intended, in part, to shed a 

light on the role played by recent Iranian immigrants’ social networks in addressing needs that 

were not otherwise addressed.  

 

7.5 Limitations and Strengths of the Research 

Limitations are inherent in any type of research. Due to its exploratory nature and use of 

a purposive snowball technique for recruiting the survey participants, this research also has 

its limitations. Self-selection bias could have also impacted the data collected as well as the 

research results. Because participation in this study was completely voluntary, results and 

analysis are limited to the experiences of the recent Iranian immigrants who volunteered to 

complete the surveys and could not be generalized to the entire community of Iranians in 

suburban Vancouver. However, because of the scarcity of research on this population’s 

settlement and integration experiences, the findings are a valuable start to understanding the 

latter in the Greater Vancouver area.  

This study looked at the experiences of Iranian immigrants who have lived in Canada 

less than 10 years and in their current suburbs for more than six months. Only those 

immigrants who had permanent residency or citizenship in Canada, who were 19 years and 

older, and were able to communicate in English were allowed to be participants. The 

characteristics of the recruited study population thus limited whose experience would be 

studied. Although this study only touched the surface of the field of immigrant suburbanization 

and integration, it could still shed light on the main barriers and challenges these immigrants 
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face when trying to settle and integrate in the suburbs. 

This study adds to the limited Canadian scholarship on the suburbanization of 

immigrants by focusing on several aspects of the settlement and integration experiences of 

recent Iranian immigrants in the suburbs of Vancouver. It looks at these immigrants’ 

experiences pre- and post-migration and aims to understand why they chose their current 

place of residence (country, suburb, neighbourhood, and building), how they settle and what 

their entire integration experience looked like. In doing so, this study contributes to the 

literature by addressing important gaps. It also offers policy recommendations for different 

levels of government to improve the current settlement-service provision system in Canada. 

 

7.6 Research Implications and Future Recommendations  

The main purpose of this study was to explore the settlement and integration 

experiences of recent Iranian immigrants living in the suburbs of Vancouver. This study also 

aimed to investigate the main barriers and challenges that these immigrants face and to 

understand if current settlement services and programs were adequate and culturally oriented 

to the needs of Iranian immigrants. When there was the lack of such services, the study 

investigated what coping strategies these immigrants used to address their unmet needs. The 

main findings and conclusions of this study strongly suggest that more research is needed in 

order to obtain a deeper understanding of these immigrants’ situations and experiences. 

 The housing experiences of the recent Iranian immigrants in this study corroborate 

existing knowledge on immigrant integration (e.g., Guruge et al., 2015; Teixeira, 2014b; 

Trulove, 2000; Wang & Handy, 2014; Young, 1998) showing that immigrants strongly rely on 

their personal resources and contacts when seeking housing in the new society. Although the 

housing experiences of immigrants in the three suburbs were similar in many ways, each also 

had unique characteristics. The Surrey immigrants, for example, had fewer informal 

connections and faced more housing barriers. Their geographical distance from the areas of 
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Greater Vancouver where other Iranian immigrants live likely led to a social disconnect that 

had pros and cons for these immigrants. For those who chose this suburb in order to distance 

themselves from other Iranians, it was a positive outcome. However, for those who settled in 

this suburb for other reasons, such as proximity to employment and access to affordable 

housing, it was an unwanted outcome that could negatively impact their integration. And yet 

despite all the barriers and challenges the Surrey immigrants faced, the overall level of 

mental health and life satisfaction in this suburb was higher than in the other two suburbs. 

Future research should focus on the factors that impact immigrants’ perceptions of their 

immigration experience as a whole and their settlement and integration experiences in 

particular.  

This research study showed that recent Iranian immigrants residing in Burnaby had 

more successful experiences entering the Canadian job market than Iranian immigrants from 

the other two suburbs. Although this observation seems in line with the existing body of 

literature indicating that immigrants’ education credentials and professional experiences are 

often not fully recognized in Canada (Damelang, Ebensperger, and Stumpf, 2020), more 

studies need to be done to better understand how attainment of educational credentials, 

either in the origin country or in Canada, affects immigrants’ post-immigration employment 

journey. Another area that needs to be closely studied further is the extent to which social 

networks and formal resources enable immigrants to successfully enter the job market in 

Canada.  

Another area requiring further investigation is the impact of discrimination on various 

aspects of immigrants’ settlement and integration journeys. The current research study 

looked at recent Iranian immigrants’ experiences with discrimination within the context of the 

barriers and challenges they faced. However, due to the potential significance of 

discriminatory experiences on immigrant settlement and integration, more research needs to 

be conducted to determine the forms of discrimination these immigrants face (i.e., types of 

personal and cultural attributes), the areas in which they are discriminated (e.g., education, 



 

 216 

employment, and service delivery), and what coping strategies they develop when 

encountering such barriers and difficulties.  

 

7.7 Community Implications  

The differences that emerged between the three samples confirmed that immigrants’ 

housing, employment, and discrimination experiences are often unique. These findings also 

highlight the impactful role of their place of settlement on immigrants’ experiences, regardless 

of their country of origin. There is a relationship between immigrants’ experiences and the 

characteristics of suburbs in which they settle. As such, it is possible that, in some cases, 

suburbs attract similar groups of immigrants who, in turn, have similar settlement and 

integration experiences in those suburbs.  

To elaborate, the findings of this research study have demonstrated, on one hand, that 

recent Iranian immigrants in Surrey experienced a level of isolation due to the physical 

distance between their community and other Iranian communities in the Greater Vancouver 

Area. On the other hand, a desire for isolation was the reason why some of these immigrants 

chose to settle in this suburb. Therefore, not only was their immigration experience influenced 

by this isolation, they also thought of Surrey as inherently isolated suburb. Because a 

particular ethnic group may thus experience different forms and levels of settlement and 

integration in a specific suburb, it is important that settlement organizations tailor their 

services and programs to the ethnic and cultural communities that are their targets. Designing 

settlement services according to the cultural needs of immigrants could help the latter better 

utilize these services and improve service responsiveness to their settlement and integration 

needs. Community-based research needs to be conducted so that key planners can gain a 

deeper understanding of the differences between various ethnic communities, as these 

differences are likely to affect immigrants’ particular settlement and integration needs. This 

customization could better serve the diverse needs of various ethnic communities by 
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providing them with settlement services and supports that fit their day to day needs and that 

help them meet important housing, employment, and education milestones. 

It is to be hoped that this research study will inspire the Iranian community in Surrey to 

develop stronger connections between its “islands” of small networks in order to help this 

population overcome some of the barriers and challenges it has faced. The larger population 

of non-Iranian immigrants in this suburb (especially the Arabic-speaking community of 

refugee immigrants mainly coming from Syria) has often been prioritized, per Canadian 

government policy, over this smaller community of Iranian immigrants by formal resources 

such as settlement-services organizations. Not only is there a significant lack of informal 

network among the Iranians in Surrey, but formal services and programs are also extremely 

limited for this community. The researcher, an Iranian and an insider to this community, tried 

to connect the Iranians she met to each other (where applicable, and always with their 

willingness, and consent); however, such connections need to take place on a more 

organized level. The researcher shared this idea, informally, with the Iranians she met in 

Surrey, and it was extremely welcomed. Listening to the Iranian community’s personal stories 

was a great honor for the researcher, who hopes her work will help these and other Iranians 

immigrants feel more welcomed in their new Canadian home. 
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Appendix C- Settlement Service Provider 

Organizations’ Information 

 

 

Surrey Organizations: 

Organization Website Description 

PCRS http://www.pcrs.ca/ 
At PCRS we want to support and work with you. Whether you are looking for a job, a new 

home, or an education, our staff are here to help.--Pacific Community Resources provides a 
range of services, including education programs, employment, housing, and addiction 
counseling and prevention programs for youth, adults and families froma variety of 
backgrounds and orientations. 

Skills Connect http://www.skillsconnect.ca/ 
The Skills Connect for Immigrants Program is funded by the Ministry of Jobs, Tourism and 

Skills. Training through “Welcome BC”, and jointly offered by “Back in Motion” and “MOSAIC” 
in the Lower Mainland. Skills Connect aims to help skilled immigrants move more quickly into 
jobs that match their experience and background. We provide specialized assistance to 
construction, manufacturing, tourism, and healthcare. *Has a branch in Surrey 

BC Muslim 

Association 
http://thebcma.com/ 

The BC Muslim Association (BCMA) is a non-profit organization incorporated under the 
Societies Act on November 17, 1966 corresponding to 4 Sha-ban 1386. The BCMA is 
currently the largest Sunni Muslim organization in the province representing Sunni Muslims. 
The BCMA own and operate several Islamic centres all across British Columbia, The BCMA 
operates the BC Muslim School (BCMS) Richmond and Surrey Muslim School 
encompassing a preschool as well as an elementary and secondary school. Efforts are being 
made for acquirng a high school. Other community services include Hajj, dawah work, 
dealing with media and issues affecting Muslims, marriage and counselling services, youth 
services and halal certification program. The BCMA afnd its member are dedicated in 
developing and maintaining religious, cultural and educational facilities for our present 
community and future generations. *Has an office in Surrey. 

Baobab 

 

 

http://baobabinclusive.ca/ 

Baobab Inclusive Empowerment Society is a registered non-profit society that came about 
as a result of experienced social worker, human services worker, mental health 
professionals, Early Childhood Educators, Settlement workers, health professional, career 
development practitioner, educator, clinical therapist, and non-profit professionals, who saw 
the need of having a catalyst (BIES), which would empower, spark awareness and include 
disempowered families and individuals in our community. 
Inclusive Soccer: is a new children’s soccer program 

Mosaic http://www.mosaicbc.com/ho

me 
MOSAIC is a multilingual non-profit organization dedicated to addressing issues that affect 

immigrants and refugees in the course of their settlement and integration into Canadian 
society. MOSAIC's mandate is to support and to empower immigrant and refugee 
communities, helping them to address critical issues in their neighborhoods and workplace. 
*has a branch in Surrey. 

Options http://www.options.bc.ca/ We are a non-profit registered charity providing social services primarily in Surrey, Delta, 
White Rock and Langley. We believe in helping people help themselves. We believe in 
collaborating with individuals, businesses, community groups and government to create 
focused, effective and responsive resources for the community. 
Options Community Services is a non-profit society and registered charity dedicated to 
making a difference. We are committed to empowering individuals, supporting families and 
promoting community health. Every day, we aim to achieve these goals through a wide 
variety of programs and projects. 
Services for:: 
families and children: Our services for families and children include resources, educational 
programs and support. Providing assistance to all members of families in all stages. 
Youth: We understand the challenges that accompany being a youth. From assistance with 
independence to confidence to re-engaging with the educational system, our programs are 
designed to provide support and resources to youth in a variety of areas. 
Immigrants: Our programs for immigrants assist newcomers, refugees and their families 
settle into Canada through support, community integration and resource access. 
Stopping the violence: Through counseling, support and outreach programs and transitional 
housing, our programs aim to offer safety and guidance to victims of violence and abuse and 
their families. 
Employment: Job seekers, explore your career options and find the next step in your career. 
Employers, we can post job openings, assist with wage subsidy applications and provide 
labor market information. 
Counselling: Our professional therapists provide assessment, counseling and support for 
families, suicide prevention and sexual and domestic abuse victims. 
Mental health and supported housing: Our mental health and supported housing assistance 
programs offer community with like-minded individuals, job search support and assistance to 
those with mental illness in living independently. 

http://www.pcrs.ca/
http://www.skillsconnect.ca/
http://thebcma.com/
http://www.mosaicbc.com/home
http://www.mosaicbc.com/home
http://www.options.bc.ca/
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Organization Website Description 

Homelessness: Our housing and homelessness programs offer safe emergency shelters, 
access to affordable housing and social, recreation and health services. 
Fraser health crisis line: You can make a difference - volunteer with us. No previous 
experience required – extensive training and on-going support is provided. 

PICS http://pics.bc.ca/ PICS has several offices in Surrey and Vancouver. We are always looking for ways to 
increase services and bring them to convenient locations for our clients. 
Currently BC Commissionaires is offering finger printing service and criminal record checks 
from our Head Office in Surrey. 
Language & Literacy: PICS has offered various language services over the years, including 
Punjabi and French classes. Currently, we are offering ELSA classes for adult newcomers. 
Employment: PICS offers Employment Programs in Surrey and Vancouver. From job search 
assistance to specialized programs and training, there’s a range of services to help clients. 
Diversity: The Welcoming and Inclusive Communities and Workplaces Project (WICWP) is to 
support inclusive, welcoming and vibrant communities in BC 
Housing: PICS was chosen to develop a seniors housing and care facility within the South 
Asian community. We also operate a Day Program that enables seniors to socialize.. 
Volunteerism: The PICS Volunteer Program is focused on helping businesses access skilled 
workers who are willing to contribute their skills, resources, and services. 
Settlement: Immigrant-serving agencies provide settlement services to help newcomers to 
Canada adjust to their new life. 
Special Programs: Many of the projects at PICS receive ongoing funding for several years. 
However, some projects and programs are run as pilot projects. 

Pacific 

Community 

Resources 

http://issbc.org/ 

Pacific Community Resources provides a range of services, including education programs, 
employment, housing, and addiction counselling and prevention programs for youth, adults 
and families from a variety of backgrounds and orientations. *has a branch in Surrey. 

DIVERSEcity 

 

 

http://www.dcrs.ca/about/histo

ry/ 

DIVERSEcity Community Resources Society (DIVERSEcity) is a registered not for profit 
agency offering a wide range of services and programs to the culturally diverse communities 
of the lower mainland. Settlement and Community Programs consists of the following 
programs and activities: Settlement & Integration Program- Short Term Orientation Courses- 
Drop In Group Activities- Volunteer Program- Immigrant Seniors Support Services-Food 
Security Program (Community Kitchen and Community Garden)-Better at Home Program 
The goals of Settlement and Community Programs are: To assist new immigrants and 
refugees with their successful settlement and integration into the wider Canadian and British 
Columbian culture and community; To facilitate opportunities that build both individual and 
community capacities which support newcomers in their quest to become productive and fully 
contributing Canadian citizens; and to provide supportive programming to low income 
families and seniors from the wider community. Program staff and management actively 
engage in ongoing consultation and partnerships with local, regional, provincial and national 
initiatives and organizations to provide leadership in the ongoing identification of community 
needs and the development of innovative and community-based responses to meet the 
identified service gaps. 

Middle Eastern 

Friendship 

Centre 

N/A 

Place of Worship and socialization for everyone- Open to public 

Umoja http://umojawordpress.apps-

1and1.com/ 

Umoja Operation Compassion Society of British Columbia is a charitable organization 
formed in 2002 to work with low income immigrants and refugees living in Surrey, BC. Our 
society seeks to help promote unity, respect, and dignity amongst minority immigrants and 
refugees. 
Local services: 
AFTERSCHOOL PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN 6-12 
LITERACY AND LIFE SKILLS 
DROP IN SEWING 
parenting program for Refugee Families and their children 
A program for immigrant and refugee families in community resources and providing 
opportunity for support and discussion around integration topics and parenting in Canada 
during the early years (0 – 6yrs). 

http://pics.bc.ca/
http://issbc.org/
http://umojawordpress.apps-1and1.com/
http://umojawordpress.apps-1and1.com/
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Organization Website Description 

SOURCES http://www.sourcesbc.ca/ SOURCES is a community-based non-profit agency dedicated to supporting the needs of 
children, youth and families, persons with disabilities and seniors that reside throughout the 
communities of White Rock, Surrey, Langley, Delta and Prince George. 
We are a source of support to individuals and families coping with isolation, addiction, 
poverty, disability, and conflict. We are a source of help, a source of encouragement, and a 
source of hope. 
We are continually expanding our services to respond to the needs of children, youth and 
families, persons with disabilities, and seniors. We now serve individuals and families that 
reside throughout White Rock and Surrey as well as in Langley and Delta. 
We've changed our name to Sources to also reflect the diverse communities we serve. 
Services at a Glance 
YOUTH: 
1. Youth Justice 
2. Child & Youth Mental Health 
3. Winter House SENIORS: 
 
1.Seniors Planning Roundtable 
 
2.Shop-By-Phone 
 
3.Volunteer Drivers 
 
4.Income Tax Clinic 
 
5.Community Visitors 
 
WOMEN: 
 
1.Direct Services 
 
2.Psycho-educational groups 
 
3.Peers Support, Health and Well Being 
 
4.Professional Trauma Counselling Services 
 
5.Group Counselling 
 
6.South Fraser Legal Resource Centre 
 
7.Pro Bono Family Law Clinics 
 
8.South Asia Legal Education & Outreach 
 
9.Project Comeback- 10.Women's Empowerment Programme      Advocay:  1.Homeless 
Prevention Programme 
 
2.Disability Support Advocacy Programme 
 
3.Mental Health Consumer Advocacy Programme 
 
4.Poverty Law Programme 
 
5.Pro Bono Legal Clinic 
 
COUNSELLING & ADDICITON: 
 
1.Drug Test Kits 
 
2.Professional Counselling (Fee for Service) 
 
3.Groups 
 
COMMUNITY LIVING: 
 
1.Events Unlimited 
 
2.Ventures Day Programme 
 
3.Crossroads Day Programme 
 
4.Family Care Homes 
 
5.Community Living Residential Programmes 
 
6.Archway House 
 
COMMUNITY 
 
1.Volunteer Recruitment 
 
2.Information and Referral 
 
3.Shop-By-Phone 
 
4.Volunteer Drivers 
 
5.Income Tax Clinic 
 
6.Community Visitors 
 
7.Dental Clinic 
 
8.Surrey Rent Bank 

http://www.sourcesbc.ca/
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Organization Website Description 

 
HEALTH & WELLNESS: 
 
1.Project Comeback 
 
2.Mental Health Consumer Advocacy Programme 
 
3.Child & Youth Mental Health Programme 
 
4.Dental Clinic 
 
5-Psycho 
6-educational groups 
7.Stayte House 
AUTISM: 
1.Ventures Day Programme 
2.Crossroads Day Programme 
3.Family Care Homes 
4.Chestnut House 
5.Georgia House 
6.Primrose Centre 
7.Positive Behaviour Support Services 
EMPLOYMENT SERVICES: 
1.Sources WorkBC Employment Services - Cloverdale Centre 
2.Sources WorkBC Employment Services - White Rock / South Surrey Centre 
Sources Empowerment Service 

ISS of BC https://issbc.org/ ISSofBC is the largest agency of its kind in Western Canada, with targeted programs for 
refugees, women, children and youth, plus support services in over 45 languages. Our 
programs and services are available throughout Vancouver CMA, Squamish and the 
Okanagan 

Pacific 

Immigrant 

Resources 

Society 

http://pirs.bc.ca/contact-us/ Immigrant Resources Society (PIRS) is a non-profit, community-based organization that 
has been providing services for immigrant women and their young children in Vancouver 
since 1975. 

Source: Researchers’ field observation and online search on settlement service organizations in the research study areas, 2018 

 

 

 

 

  

https://issbc.org/
http://pirs.bc.ca/contact-us/
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Burnaby Organization: 

Organization Website  Description  

MOSAIC http://www.mosaicbc.com MOSAIC is a multilingual non-profit organization dedicated to addressing issues that affect 

immigrants and refugees in the course of their settlement and integration into Canadian 

society. 

Services: Workplace Training, Settlement, Learning English, Employment, Family, Children & 

Youth, Counselling, Interpretation & Translation. * Has a branch in Burnaby 

The BC Muslim 

Association 

Branches & 

Chapters 

http://www.thebcma.com/Bran

chProfile.aspx?BranchId=3 

The BCMA own and operate several Islamic centres all across British Columbia, The BCMA 

operates the BC. 

Muslim School (BCMS) Richmond and Surrey MuslimSchool encompassing a preschool as 

well as anelementary and secondary school. Efforts are being made for acquiring a high 

school. Other community services include Hajj, dawah work, dealing with media and issues 

affecting Muslims, marriage and counselling services, youth services and halal certification 

program. 

The BCMA and its member are dedicated in developing and maintaining religious, cultural and 

educational facilities for our present community and future generations. 

Pacific Immigrant 

Resources 

Society 

http://pirs.bc.ca/contact-us/ Immigrant Resources Society (PIRS) is a non-profit, community-based organization that has 

been providing services for immigrant women and their young children in Vancouver since 

1975. 

PIRS provides a number of programs and services that support immigrant women and their 

young children to learn and practice English, make friends, gain self- confidence, and to learn 

more about Canadian society as they explore and celebrate our diversity. 

Burnaby 

Neighborhood 

House 

http://burnabynh.ca/about-us/ A Neighborhood House is a volunteer driven community based social service agency that 
provides programs and services in response to identified community needs. 
Through a wide range of programs and services, the Burnaby Neighborhood House offers 
social support and activities for the whole family – children, parents, and grandparents. For 
example, a parent may be attending a parent support circle, a child may be attending an after-
school club, and a grandmother may attend a seniors wellness group. They would all be 
invited and encouraged to attend community events. It is the philosophy of Neighborhood 
Houses that everyone should have equal access to community programs and services and 
that programs remain accessible and affordable. For all family members 

 

 

AMSSA 

 

http://www.amssa.org/resourc

es/immigrants/settlement-

service-provider-directory/ 

 
 
 
 
Settlement Service Provider Directory of AMSSA is a provincial association that strengthens 

its members, agencies, and stakeholders, who serve immigrants and build culturally inclusive 
communities, with the knowledge, resources and support they need to fulfill their mandates. 
Offers services to support settlement and diversity service providers. *has a Burnaby branch. 

Source: Researchers’ field observation and online search on settlement service organizations in the research study areas, 2018 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.mosaicbc.com/
http://pirs.bc.ca/contact-us/
http://burnabynh.ca/about-us/
http://www.amssa.org/resources/immigrants/settlement-service-provider-directory/
http://www.amssa.org/resources/immigrants/settlement-service-provider-directory/
http://www.amssa.org/resources/immigrants/settlement-service-provider-directory/
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Coquitlam Organizations: 

Organization Website Description 

ISS of BC https://issbc.org 

ISS of BC is the largest agency of its kind in Western Canada, with targeted programs for 

refugees, women, children and youth, plus support services in over 45 languages. Our 

programs and services are available throughout Vancouver CMA, Squamish and the 

Okanagan. 

Since 1972, we’ve been providing a variety of support services for immigrants and refugees to 

help them get settled, find careers and learn all they need to know about starting their new lives 

in Canada. Through our dedicated staff, volunteers and community partners, we provide 

settlement, education and employment services- for over 25,000 clients every year. * Has a 

branch. 

S.U.C.C.E.S.S- 

Tri-city 

http://www.successbc.ca/eng/

company/locations/tri-city 

The Centre has been serving the fast growing multicultural communities of Coquitlam, Port 

Coquitlam and Port Moody since 1989. It is a multi- service and multi-cultural centre developed 

to meet local needs. As one of the largest service providers in the area, the Centre delivers a 

wide variety of services and programs to help new Canadians settle, families and individuals 

cope with stresses in life, women and seniors form social networks, children and youth develop 

social and leadership skills, parents access child development resources and information. The 

Centre networks with other service agencies, community and political leaders to promote 

intercultural harmony and the participation in the community. 

Mosaic 

 

http://www.mosaicbc.com 

MOSAIC is a multilingual non-profit organization dedicated to addressing issues that affect 

immigrants and refugees in the course of their settlement and integration into Canadian society. 

Services: Workplace Training, Settlement, Learning English, Employment, Family, Children & 

Youth, Counselling, Interpretation & Translation * Has a branch in Coquitlam 

TCIP http://tricitieslip.ca/ 

The Tri-Cities Local Immigration Partnership (TCLIP) brings community leaders and 

organizations together to review the needs of its newest residents and identify means to 

facilitate immigrant settlement and integration. The ultimate goal of the TCLIP is to develop 

welcoming and inclusive communities where both long term residents and newcomers feel a 

sense of belonging and attachment consultation towards the development of an Immigrant 

Integration Strategic Plan for the Tri-Cities. 

Source: Researchers’ field observation and online search on settlement service organizations in the research study areas, 2018 

  

http://www.successbc.ca/eng/company/locations/tri-city
http://www.successbc.ca/eng/company/locations/tri-city
http://tricitieslip.ca/
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Appendix D- Data Collection Instruments 

 

 

  

Irving K. Barber School of Arts and Sciences 3333 University Way  
Kelowna, BC, Canada, V1V 1V7 

  

  

Initial Contact Letter and Screening for Eligibility- Organizations 

  
Research Project:  

The Settlement and Integration Experiences of Recent Iranian Immigrants  
in the Suburbs of Vancouver: Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam  

 

 

To Whom It May Concern:  
  

My name is Nasibeh Ahadi. I am currently enrolled in the 
Interdisciplinary PhD program at the University of British Columbia - Okanagan. As part 
of my degree requirements, I am conducting a research study involving recent Iranian 
immigrants who reside in three suburbs of Vancouver:  Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam. 
This research study is being conducted under the supervision of Dr. C. 
Teixeira (University of British Columbia Okanagan).  

  
The objective of this study is to explore the settlement and integration experiences of 

recent Iranian immigrants who reside suburbs of Vancouver: Surrey, Burnaby, and 
Coquitlam. Currently, there is very little data published on the topic of immigrant 
suburbanization in Canada, especially from Iranian immigrants’ perspective. Attention 
will be focused on the barriers and challenges recent Iranian immigrants residing in the 
suburbs face, as well as the coping strategies they develop when integrating into the 
new society. Also, the extent to which the existing settlement services are available, 
culturally-oriented and gender-specific will be investigated. The results of this study will 
be used to provide policy makers and service provider organizations with 
recommendations for achieving improved quality of life for these immigrants.  

  
The reason for my writing this letter is to ask for your help with regard to 

recommending eligible participants for this study, distributing a recruitment poster, and 
passing along information on the opportunity to participate in this study to any recent 
Iranian immigrant residing in the suburb, who fits the inclusion criteria listed below. Your 
help will be greatly appreciated.  

  
The results from this research study can potentially create future, corporate and policy 

changes that will benefit Iranian immigrants.  
  

Participants will be asked to complete a questionnaire survey (they have a choice of, 
either completing the survey online, or in a hard copy format). The self-indicated female 
participants may also be invited to participate in a follow-up interview lasting 45-
60 minutes total. Each participant will receive a $20 gift card as a token of appreciation 
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for participating in the survey. Participants who volunteer for the follow-up interview will 
receive an additional $20 gift card. 

 Screening Questions for Potential Participants:    

Are you?   
 

• A first generation immigrant, born in one of Iran (Islamic Republic of Iran) 
  

• A Canadian citizen or have Permanent Residence Status;   
  
• A recent immigrant (Arrived in Canada in or after 2007);  

  
• Currently living in one of these three suburbs of Vancouver: Coquitlam, 

Burnaby, or Surrey, for at least 6 months   
   

• 19 years or older;   
   

• Able to communicate in English.  
 

If your answer to ANY of the previous questions was “NO”: 

You will not be eligible to participate in this study, please do not continue and thank you! 
  If your answer to ALL of the previous questions was “YES”: 

You are invited to take part in this survey and share with me your settlement and 
integration experiences with living in the suburb as a recent Iranian immigrant.  

 
Please fill out the items on the next page and send them to me 

at nasibeh.ahadi@alumni.ubc.ca or call me at: 250-900-4688 and I can collect it from 
you. Thank you! 

 
Please indicate which way you would like to fill out the questionnaire survey? 

 

 Online  Hard Copy  

Please provide me with your contact information below, to receive more details about 

this study, and a recruitment poster, consent form, and the survey (online address or 

hard copy) will be sent to you. 

Name:  

 
 

Address: 

 
Phone Number: 

 

 

Email: 

 

 

 

mailto:nasibeh.ahadi@alumni.ubc.ca
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Irving K. Barber School of Arts and Sciences 
3333 University Way                                                                                                                                             

Kelowna, BC, Canada, V1V 1V7                                                                                                                                
April, 2016 

 

 
Initial Contact Letter and Screening for Eligibility- Participants 

 
Research Project: 

The Settlement and Integration Experiences of Recent Iranian Immigrants in 
the Suburbs of Vancouver: Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam 

 
Dear ------, 
 
My name is Nassiba Ahadi. I am currently enrolled in the Interdisciplinary PhD program at 

the University of British Columbia - Okanagan. As part of my degree requirements, I am 
conducting a research study involving recent Iranian immigrants who reside in three suburbs 
of Vancouver:  Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam. This research study is being conducted 
under the supervision of Dr. C. Teixeira (University of British Columbia Okanagan).  

 
The objective of this study is to explore the settlement and integration experiences of recent 

Iranian immigrants who reside suburbs of Vancouver: Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam. 
Currently, there is very little data published on the topic of immigrant suburbanization in 
Canada, especially from Iranian immigrants’ perspective. Attention will be focused on the 
barriers and challenges recent Iranian immigrants residing in the suburbs face, as well as the 
coping strategies they develop when integrating into the new society. Also, the extent to 
which the existing settlement services are available, culturally-oriented and gender-specific 
will be investigated. The results of this study will be used to provide policy makers and service 
provider organizations with recommendations for achieving improved quality of life for these 
Iranian immigrants.  

 
Your participation in this study will offer an important perspective. The results from this 

research study can potentially create future corporate and policy changes that will benefit 
Iranian immigrants who reside in Vancouver’s suburbs. Your participation in this survey 
means that your voice will be heard on issues that may be important to you regarding the 
availability of settlement services provided to Iranian immigrants. 

  
Participation in this study will involve completing a 45-minute questionnaire survey (you 

have a choice of, either completing the survey online, or in a hard copy format), and in case 
you indicate yourself as a female immigrant who has an interest to participate in a follow-up 
interview, you may also be invited for a follow-up interview lasting 45-60 minutes total. 

 
Each participant will receive a $20 gift card as a token of appreciation for participating in the 

survey. 
Participants in follow-up interviews will receive an additional $20 gift card for participating. 
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Screening Questions for Potential Participants:  
  
Are you?   

 

• A first generation immigrant, born in Iran (Islamic Republic of Iran), 
  

• A Canadian citizen or have Permanent Residence Status;   
  
• A recent immigrant (Arrived in Canada in or after 2007);  

  
• Currently living in one of these three suburbs of Vancouver: Coquitlam, 

Burnaby, Surrey, for at least 6 months   
   

• 19 years or older;   
   

• Able to communicate in English.  
 

 
If your answer to ANY of the previous questions was “NO”: 

You will not be eligible to participate in this study, please do not continue and thank you! 
  

If your answer to ALL of the previous questions was “YES”: 

You are invited to take part in this survey and share with me your settlement and 
integration experiences with living in the suburb as a recent Iranian immigrant.  

 
Please fill out the items on the next page and send them to me 

at nasibeh.ahadi@alumni.ubc.ca or call me at: 250-900-4688 and I can collect it from 
you. Thank you! 

Please indicate which way you would like to fill out the questionnaire survey? 

 Online  Hard Copy  

Please provide me with your contact information below, to receive more details 

about this study, and a recruitment poster, consent form, and the survey (online 

address or hard copy) will be sent to you. 

Name:  

 

 

Address: 

 

Phone Number: 
 

 
Email: 

 

 

 

mailto:nasibeh.ahadi@alumni.ubc.ca
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Irving K. Barber School of Arts and Sciences 
3333 University Way                                                                                                                                             

Kelowna, BC, Canada, V1V 1V7                                                                                                                                 
 

 
Questionnaire participants consent form 

 
 

Research Project: 
The Settlement and Integration Experiences of Recent Iranian Immigrants in 

the Suburbs of Vancouver: Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam 
 
 

Principal Investigator: Carlos Teixeira, Professor, University of British Columbia Okanagan; 
Irving K. Barber School of the Arts and Sciences, 1147 Research Road, Arts 268, Kelowna, 
British Columbia, Canada, V1V 1V7, Tel. 250-807-9313; email: carlos.teixeira@ubc.ca  

 
 

Co-Investigator: Nasibeh Ahadi, PhD Student, University of British Columbia Okanagan; 
Irving K. Barber School of the Arts and Sciences, 1147 Research Road, Arts 352, Kelowna, 
British Columbia, Canada, V1V 1V7, Tel. 250-899-7884; email: nasibeh.ahadi@alumni.ubc.ca  

 

The goal of this study is to explore the settlement and integration experiences of recent 

Iranian immigrants who live in the suburbs of Vancouver: Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam. 

This research project is being conducted as part of Nasibeh Ahadi’s doctoral thesis. The 

findings of this study will be available online publicly on cIRcle. 

Currently, there is very little data published on the topic of immigrant suburbanization in 

Canada, especially from Iranian immigrants’ perspective. This study will focus on the barriers 

and challenges recent Iranian immigrants residing in the suburbs face, as well as the coping 

strategies they develop when integrating into the new society. Also, it will examine if the 

existing settlement services are available, culturally-oriented and gender-specific. The results 

of this study can provide policy makers and service provider organizations with 

recommendations for achieving improved quality of life for these immigrants. 

mailto:carlos.teixeira@ubc.ca
mailto:nasibeh.ahadi@alumni.ubc.ca
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You are invited to take part in this in-depth questionnaire as a recent Iranian immigrant 

residing in the suburbs of Surrey/Burnaby/Coquitlam. Your answers that are based on your 

experience will help us better understand the barriers and challenges recent Iranian 

immigrants face when residing in the suburbs. This information will be valuable in identifying 

what coping strategies these immigrants develop when trying to integrate into the suburbs. 

Also, your answers to the questionnaire will provide us with a better understanding of the 

availability of settlement services that can help you meet your specific cultural needs, as a 

new immigrant, in the suburb you are currently living in.  

Inclusion criteria for Potential Participants:  
 

• First generation immigrant, born in Iran (Islamic Republic of Iran) 
 
•  A recent immigrant (Arrived in Canada in or after 2007);  

 
• A Canadian citizen or have Permanent Residence Status;   
 
• Currently living in one of these three suburbs of Vancouver: Surrey, 

Burnaby, or Coquitlam, for at least 6 months   
   

• 19 years or older;   
 
• Able to communicate in English 
 

You are participating in a questionnaire survey that will last about 45 minutes. Your answers 

will be used as the findings of this research study to help us better understand the settlement 

and integration experiences of recent Iranian immigrants who reside in the suburbs of Surrey, 

Burnaby, and Coquitlam.  There will be no further use of the survey results in any fashion. 

You can refuse to answer any questions and withdraw from the survey at any time without 

explanation. If you decide to withdraw, the information that you have given us will not be used 

in the research and either the online survey or the hard copy survey will be destroyed. No one 

except the researcher based at the University of British Columbia Okanagan and her project 

supervisor (Carlos Teixeira) will ever look at your responses.  

All benefits of participating in the study – that is, from your responses to questions – will 

help inform the researchers' understanding of the barriers/challenges that new Iranian 
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immigrants face in the suburbs of Vancouver: Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam. The research 

findings are intended to help improve the settlement service policy and programs that assist 

new immigrant in their settlement and integration into the suburbs. If you participate in this 

study, there are no risks greater than what you would experience in your daily life. Your 

participation in the study is completely voluntary and your decision to take part or not will 

have no effect on yourself or your access to the settlement services. 

You may ask, now or in the future, any questions that you have about this study. Please be 

assured that no information will ever be released or printed that would disclose your personal 

identity. Also, your responses (either on the online survey or the hard copy surveys) will be 

kept completely confidential. All records that are associated with participants' names will be 

replaced with research identification codes, including consent forms, will be kept separate 

from anonymized data. No one other than the principal investigator and the co-investigator 

will have access to the data that will be obtained in this the interviews, including participants' 

identities and audio records. The participants' identities will be kept confidential and their 

names will not be included in the final reports of the research. Also, the online questionnaire 

survey is administered by the UBC-hosted version of Fluid Surveys. All data will be stored 

and backed up in Canada. 

About storing the data produced through conducting this research study, data that is in the 

form of a hard copy will be stored during the study period in a locked filing cabinet within a 

fire/security lock box that only the principal investigator and the co-investigator will have 

access to, in the co-investigator's office (UBCO- Arts 352). Once the study is completed, the 

hard copy data will be stored in a locked filing cabinet in Dr. Teixeira's university office, where 

access is limited to the principal investigator and the co-investigator of this study. Five years 

after publishing the results of this research project all these papers/hard copies will be 

destroyed. Also, data that is recorded will be stored in a locked filing cabinet in Dr. Teixeira's 

university office for five years after publishing the results of the study. After that, these 

electronic files will be deleted. During the study period, the recordings will be stored in a 
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locked filing cabinet in a locked fire/security box that only the principal investigator and the 

principal investigator has access to, within the co-investigator's university office. Data in 

electronic files will be stored on the co-investigator's computer, which is password protected. 

All the electronic files will be encrypted and password protected. After the study is completed 

and the results are published, all the electronic files will be stored on Dr. Teixeira's computer 

in his university office with a protected password. After five years, these electronic files will be 

deleted. Also, the online questionnaire survey is administered by the UBC-hosted version of 

Fluid Surveys. All data will be stored and backed up in Canada. 

If you have any questions about this research project, you may contact Nasibeh Ahadi at: 

telephone number: 250-900-4688, e-mail: nasibeh.ahadi@alumni.ubc.ca and Carlos Teixeira 

at: telephone number 250-807-9313, email: carlos.teixeira@ubc.ca.  

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 Services at 1-877-822-8598 or the UBC Okanagan 

Research Services Office at 250-807-8832. It is also possible to contact the Research 

Participant Complaint Line by email (RSIL@ors.ubc.ca).  

I understand that any questions that I have about the study have been answered to my 

satisfaction. My signature below indicates that I have received a copy of this consent form for 

my own records.  

__________________________            ___________________________   

Signature of Participant                             Print Name         

__________________________ 

Date 

* If you wish to receive a copy of the completed research, please complete the following 

contact information and a copy will be sent to you by mail or email.  

Address: _______________________________________________________________ 

Email: __________________________________________________________________ 

mailto:nasibeh.ahadi@alumni.ubc.ca
mailto:carlos.teixeira@ubc.ca
mailto:RSIL@ors.ubc.ca
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Recent Iranian Immigrants Questionnaire 

 
 

Research Project: 

The Settlement and Integration Experiences of Recent 

Iranian Immigrants in the Suburbs of Vancouver: Surrey, 

Burnaby, and Coquitlam 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Questionnaire Outline 

 
1. Demographic Information about Respondent 

2. Transition:  From Source Country to Canada 

3. Housing and Neighborhood Settlement Experiences 

4. Employment and Education Experiences 

5. Discrimination Experiences and Well-being of Respondent 

6. Advice on Improving the Settlement and Integration Experiences 

7. Final Demographic Information about Respondent 
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FILTER QUESTION: 

Are you? 

➢ A first generation immigrant (born outside Canada) 

 

➢ Born in Iran (Islamic Republic of Iran) 

 

➢ A recent immigrant (Arrived in Canada in or after 2007) 
 

➢ A Canadian citizen or have Permanent Residence Status 
 

➢ Currently living in one of these three suburbs of Vancouver, Coquitlam, Burnaby, or 

Surrey, for at least 6 months 

 

➢ 19 years or older 
 

➢ Able to communicate in English 
 
 

1. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION ABOUT RESPONDENT 

 

If your answer is YES to ALL of THE ABOVE questions, you are eligible to participate in 

this study. Please, can you answer the following additional questions? 

1. Country you were born in?    

2. Gender: a) Male b) Female 

3. What year did you arrive in Canada? Year    

4. Which one of these three suburbs are you currently residing in? 

a) Surrey b) Burnaby c) Coquitlam 

 
5. What year did you move to this suburb? Year    

6. Where do you currently live? What is the closest major intersection? 
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First, I would like to ask some questions about your experiences BEFORE coming to 

Canada. 

7. Thinking back, what would you say were your three most important reasons for 

coming to Canada? Please rank them in order of importance. 

 
1) 

2) 

3) 

8. What was your immigration status upon arrival in Canada? 

a) Landed immigrant, including approved refugee (go to question 9) 

b) Temporary visa holder (go to question 10) 

c) Refugee claimant (go to question 10) 

d) Other (specify)  (go to question 10) 

e) Don’t know (go to question 10) 

 
9. As a landed immigrant, what was your immigration class upon arrival in Canada? 

a) Family class 

b) Refugee or designated class 

c) Business class (including investor, entrepreneur, and self-employed worker) 

d) Retired 

e) Independent, assisted by relatives 

f) Other independent 

g) Don’t know 

 
10. When you came to Canada, who came with you? Did you come alone or with 

someone else? (Circle all that apply) 

a) Alone 

b) With your spouse 

c) With your parent(s) 

d) With your child(ren) 

e) With your brother(s) and/or sister(s) 

f) Other relative(s) 

g) Friend(s) 

h) Other (specify):   

2. TRANSITION: FROM SOURCE COUNTRY TO CANADA 
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11. When you first arrived in Canada, did you come directly to the city/suburb that you 

are currently living in? 

a) Yes (go to question 11.a and 11.b) 

b) No (go to question 12) 

11.a. In which city/suburb did you first live in Canada?    

11.b. For how long did you live in that first city/suburb?    
 

12. What would you say were your THREE most important reasons for coming to this 

city/suburb? 

1)    

2)    
 

3)    

12. a. What were your expectations about housing in Canada prior to your 

arrival? 
 

 

 

12. b. What were your expectations about settlement in Canada prior to your 

arrival? 
 

 

 
 

13. Before coming to the city/suburb you are currently living in, did you have any 

information about the housing situation in this city/suburb? 

a) Yes (go to question 14) 

b) No (go to question 15) 

 
14. From which sources (e.g., family/friends, immigration agency, social organizations of 

your community, housing service agency, religious organization, non-government 

organization, etc.) did you obtain information about the housing situation? Please 

explain. 
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What would you have preferred to know sooner about the housing situation in the 

city/suburb you are currently living? 
 

 

 

 

 

15. Who did you know before coming to the city/suburb you are currently living in? 

(Circle all that apply) 

a) Nobody 

b) Spouse 

c) Parents 

d) Children 

e) Brothers and/or sisters 

f) Other relatives 

g) Friends 

h) Other (specify):  
 

16. Thinking back about why you came to this city/suburb, did any people, community 

organizations/service agencies, or government office/programs help you in finding a 

place to live when you first arrived in this city/suburb? 

a) No (go to question 17) 
 

b) Yes (go to question 16.a and 16.b) 
 

16.a. Please describe how any of them helped you. 

✓ People: 

 

 

 

 

✓ Community organizations/service agencies: 
 

 

 

 

✓ Government office/programs: 
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16.b. Please rank them from MOST helpful to LEAST helpful (1 for MOST 

helpful and 3 for LEAST helpful). 

o People    

o Community organizations/ service agencies   

o Government office/programs   
 

 

 

 

Now I would like to ask you some questions about the place you currently live in this 

city/suburb. 

17. Since coming to city/suburb that you are currently living, how many times have you 

moved (changed residence)? 

a) 0 (I am still in my first residence) 

b) 1 

c) 2 

d) 3 

e) 4 

f) 5 

g) 6 

h) 7 or more 

18. When you first arrived in the city/suburb you are currently living in, did you first 

stay somewhere on a TEMPORARY basis before you had your first residence? 

a) No, never (go to question 19) 

b) Yes, I lived in one or more temporary residences (go to question 18.a) 

18.a. About how long did you live in that (or those) temporary residence(s) 

before you had your own place? 

a) About  month(s) 

b) Don’t know 

19. How long have you lived in this city/suburb that you are currently living in? 

a) Less than a year 

b) 1-3 years 

c) 4-6 years 

d) Other (specify)    

20. Why did you choose to come to this city/suburb? 
 

 

3. HOUSING AND NEIGHBOURHOOD SETTLEMENT EXPERIENCES 



 257 

21. When you decided to move to your current place, did you want to move, OR were 

you forced to move? Did you choose to move, OR did you have to move? 

a) Voluntary Move (Wanted to Move) 

b) Involuntary Move (Had to Move / ‘forced’ move) 

c) Don’t know 

22. Are you on the social housing list in this city/suburb that you are currently living in? 

a) Yes (go to question 22.a) 

b) No (go to question 23) 

22.a. How long have you been on the social housing list? 

a) Less than 6 months 

b) 6 months to 1 year 

c) 1 year to 2 years 

d) 2 years to 3 years 

e) 3 years to 5 years 

f) 5 years to 10 years 

g) More than 10 years 

23. What were the MOST IMPORTANT REASONS for your decision to choose your 

current residence? 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

24. What type of housing do you currently live in? 

a) Single detached house 

b) Semi–detached or double (side by side) 

c) Garden home, town–house or row house 

d) Duplex (one above the other) 

e) Low–rise apartment (less than 5 stories) 

f) High–rise apartment (5 or more stories) 

g) Mobile home or trailer 

h) Other – (specify)   

i) Don’t know 
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25. Is your dwelling...? 

a) Owned by you or a member of your household, even if it is still being paid for (go to 

question 26) 

b) Rented entire dwelling, even if no cash rent is paid (go to question 27) 

c) Rented room only, even if no cash rent is paid (go to question 27) 

d) Don’t know (go to question 28) 

 
26. If you or a member of your household OWN(S) your dwelling, is there a mortgage on 

the dwelling? 

a) Yes 

b) No 

c) Don’t know 

 
27. If you are A RENTER, please answer the next THREE questions below. 

 
27. a Are you living in a subsidized unit or in a non-subsidized unit? 

a) Subsidized 

b) Non-subsidized 

c) Don’t know 

27. b. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the management services 

provided by your current landlord? 

a) Very Satisfied 

b) Satisfied 

c) Dissatisfied 

d) Very Dissatisfied 

e) Don’t Know 

27. c. Would you like to own your own place someday? I mean, would you like 

to be a home owner? 

a) Yes 

b) No 

c) Don’t know 

Please explain the reasons for your opinion. Why do you want to own? Or, why 

don’t you want to own a home? 
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28. Which of the following best describes your household? 

a) One person, living alone 

b) One adult with child(ren) 

c) A married/common-law couple without child(ren) 

d) A married/common-law couple with child(ren) 

e) Two or more families 

f) Two or more related people 

g) Two or more unrelated adults 

h) Other sharing arrangement (specify) 
 

29. TOTAL NUMBER of persons in your current residence? 
 

 

30. In terms of space, your current residence is: 

a) Overcrowded with too many people living together in one place. 

b) Comfortable with enough room. 

c) Too big for your current household. 

31. In terms of condition, your current residence: 

a) Is in good repair, only needing regular maintenance. 

b) Needs minor repairs such as replacing missing or loose floorboards and siding. 

c) Needs major repairs to the plumbing, wiring and/or structure. 

32. Thinking about the place where you currently live, how satisfied are you? 

a) Very Satisfied 

b) Satisfied 

c) Dissatisfied 

d) Very Dissatisfied 

e) Don’t know 

33. Based on your experience with the current place you are living in, do you feel it is “a 

place for you to live in and a roof over your head” or it is “a comfortable, cosy, safe, 

enjoyable and relaxing place to be”? 

a) Very much only “a place for you to live in and a roof over your head” 

b) Somewhat “ a place for you to live in and a roof over your head” 

c) Very much " a comfortable, cosy, safe, enjoyable and relaxing place to be” 

d) Somewhat” a comfortable, cosy, safe, enjoyable and relaxing place to be” 

e) Don’t know 

Why do you feel this way? Please explain. 
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Now, I would like to ask you a few more questions about the CITY/SUBURB you 

currently live in: 

34. Have you ever used/attended any service/program available in the city/suburb you 

are currently living in? 

a) Yes (go to question 34.a, 34.b, 34.c, and 34.d) 

b) No (go to question 35) 

34.a. Please specify what service or program? 

 
 

 

 
 

34.b. How did you find information about this specific service/program? 

 
 

 

 

 
 

34.c. Do you still use/attend that service/program? 

a) Yes - How often?  Times in month 

b) No 

34. d. How beneficial has this service/program been for you? 

a) Very beneficial 

b) Beneficial 

c) Somewhat beneficial 

d) Not beneficial at all 

e) Don’t know 

If you answered “very beneficial” or “beneficial”, specify how. Please 

explain in what areas of your life. 
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35. Are there any ethnic businesses or community markets in the city/suburb you are 

currently living in? 

a) Yes (go to question35.a and 35.b) 

b) No (go to question 35.b) 

35.a. How often do you shop there? 

a)   Times per month 

b) I don’t shop there. 
 

35.b. How useful is this type of ethnic business or community market? 

a) Useful 

b) Somewhat useful 

c) Not useful at all 

d) Don’t know 

If you answered “useful” or “somewhat useful”, can you please specify how? 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Now, I have some questions about your current NEIGHBOURHOOD where you are 

currently living. 

36. Thinking about the neighbourhood where you are currently living, what is your 

overall level of comfort? 

a) Very comfortable 

b) Comfortable 

c) Uncomfortable 

d) Very uncomfortable 

e) Don’t know 

If you answered “very uncomfortable ,”or “uncomfortable”, can you please explain why 

do you feel this way? 
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37. How safe do you feel living in your current neighbourhood? 

a) Very safe 

b)Safe 

c) Somewhat safe 

d)Not safe at all 

e) Don’t know 

Can you think of any details regarding the reasons you are feeling this way? 

Please explain the three main reasons: 

1   
 

2   
 

3   

38. Would you say that you trust...? 

a) Most of the people in your neighbourhood 

b) Many of the people in your neighbourhood 

c) A few of the people in your neighbourhood 

d) Nobody in your neighbourhood 

e) Don’t know 

Can you think of any details regarding the reasons you are feeling this way? 

Please explain the three main reasons: 

1   
 

2   
 

3   
 

39. How lonely do you feel living in your current neighbourhood? 

a) Very lonely 

b) Lonely 

c) Somewhat lonely 

d) Not lonely at all 

e) Don’t know 

Can you think of any details regarding the reasons you are feeling this way? 

Please explain the three main reasons: 

1   

2   

3   
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40. Where do you seek information about what is going on in the neighbourhood and/or 

your city/suburb you are currently living in? 

a) Family/ Relatives 

b) Friends 

c) Neighbours 

d) News on local TV 

e) Newspapers 

f) Online/from the Internet 

g) Other (specify)    
 

41. How friendly would you describe your interactions with your neighbours? 

a) Very friendly 

b) Friendly 

c) Unfriendly 

d) Very unfriendly 

e) Don’t know 

Why do you feel this way? Please explain. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

42. Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your neighbourhood? 

a) Very Satisfied 

b) Satisfied 

c) Dissatisfied 

d) Very Dissatisfied 

e) Don’t know 

Why do you feel this way? Please explain. 
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43. How likely is it that you will move out of this neighbourhood within the NEXT 

THREE years? 

a) Very likely 

b) Likely 

c) Unlikely 

d) Very unlikely 

e) Don’t know 

If you answered "very likely”, or “likely”, please explain why. 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

Where do you think you will likely move to? Can you please explain why you 

would like to move there? 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

44. Based on your experience with the current neighbourhood that you are living in, do 

you feel it is “just a place to live” or do you feel there is “a sense of community and 

you belong”? 

a) Very much “just a place to live” 

b) Somewhat “just a place to live” 

c) Very much “a sense of community and you belong” 

d) Somewhat “a sense of community and you belong” 

e) Don’t know 

Why do you feel this way? Please explain. 

 
 
 

 
 
 

45. If a friend from your country asks your advice about places to live, which 

neighbourhoods should he or she avoid? Please provide a short name or a major 

intersection for each neighbourhood. 
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Why avoid these neighbourhoods and not others? 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Now, I have a few more questions about your SOCIAL NETWORKS and 

COMMUNITY. 

46. Thinking about your current neighbourhood, do you have any relatives and/or 

friends that you feel at ease with, can talk to about what is on your mind, or call on for 

help? 

a) Yes (go to question 46.a) 

b) No (go to question 47) 

 
46.a. If you answered “YES”, please complete the following table providing 

information for each friend/relative. 

 
 

Friend or Relative? 
Originally from which 

country? 

You meet how many times per 

month? 

1    

2    

3    

4    

5    
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47. Do you prefer to stay closely involved with your ethnic community (from your own 

ethnic background)? 

a) Yes (go to question 47.a) 

b) No (go to question 47.b) 

47.a. If you answered “YES”, why? 

a) I feel it is not easy for me to adjust to mainstream Canadian society 
 

b) I feel more comfortable and confident in dealing with my ethnic community 
 

c) I am not familiar with non- co-ethnic culture and social customs 
 

d) I want to maintain co-ethnic heritage and my own ethnic characteristics 
 

e) Other (specify)    
 

47.b. If you answered “NO”, why? 

a) I feel it is easy for me to adjust in mainstream Canadian society 
 

b) I feel more comfortable and confident in dealing with non- co-ethnic people 
 

c) I don‘t think it is necessary to maintain my own culture and customs in Canada 
 

d) I want to be familiar with the culture and customs of the mainstream society 
 

e) Other (specify)    
 

48. Approximately, how many of your friends (including close friends and “other” 

friends) are co-ethnic people (from your own ethnic background) and how many are 

non-co-ethnic people (Canadian or other ethnicities)? 

a) Number of co-ethnic friends:    
 

b) Number of non-co-ethnic friends:    
 

48.a. Thinking about all of your friends and relatives, have any of them helped 

you with your settlement and integration experience ? (Circle all that apply) 

a) None 

b) Yes, by giving you information on the available settlement services (Please 

specify what type of settlement service)    

c) Yes, by helping you to integrate to the new society 

d) Yes, by helping you to integrate to the ethnic/religious community 

e) Yes, by some other way (please specify in the space provided below) 
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48.b Thinking about all of your friends and relatives, have any of them helped 

you get a job? (Circle all that apply) 

 
a) None 

 

b) Yes, by giving you the job information 
 

c) Yes, by hiring you 
 

d) Yes, by referring you to related people 
 

e) Yes, by some other way (please specify in the space provided below) 
 

 

 

 
 

48.c. Thinking about all of your friends and relatives, have any of them helped 

you with your housing? (Circle all that apply) 

a) None 
 

b) Yes, by hosting you for the first days upon your arrival when you did not have a 

place to live 

c) Yes, by providing you information on the housing market such as prices, 

vacancy rates, etc. 

d) Yes, by providing you the information on the housing locations in relation to 

schools, public transportation, community organizations, etc. 

e) Yes, by some other way (please specify in the space provided below) 
 

 

 

 

 

49. Overall, how would you rate the importance of your ethnic community in helping you 

settle/adjust to your new environment? 

a) Very important 

b) Important 

c) Not important at all 
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Can you please describe how your co-ethnic community helped you settle/adjust to 

your new environment? 
 

 

 

 

50. Do you go to any religious–affiliated group(s) or centre(s) (it can be formally 

organized groups or just groups of people who get together regularly to do a religious 

activity or talk about religious topics) 

a) Yes (go to question 50.a) 

b) No (go to question 53) 
 

50.a. How often do you go to the religious group(s) or centre(s)? 
 

  times per month 
 

51. For what purposes do you go to the religious group(s) or centre(s)? 

a) To socialize, meet with friends and possibly make new friends 

b) To participate in the religious activities 

c) To help others 

d) To find a job 

e) Other (specify)    
 

51.a. Do you think going to the religious centre(s) or group(s) can help you to 

get a job? 

a) A lot 

b) Somewhat 

c) No, not at all 

d) Don’t know 

If you answered “a lot” or “somewhat”, please explain how? 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

52. Have you met friends through the religious centre(s) or group(s)? 

a) Yes (go to question 52.a, 52.b, and 52.c) 

b) No (go to question 53) 
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52.a. How many friends (including your close friends or your “other” 

friends), have you met through the religious centre(s) or group(s)? 
 

 

52.b. Can you please give information on the three closest friends that you 

have met through the religious centre(s) or group(s)? 

#1: Gender  Ethnicity   
 

 

#2: Gender  Ethnicity   
 

 

#3: Gender  Ethnicity   
 

52.c. #1:  Did your friend(s) help you get a job? Yes  No   
 

If YES, specify how? 

a) By giving the job information 
 

b) By hiring you 
 

c) By referring you to related people 
 

d) By some other way (specify)    

 

53. Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with settlement services provided by 

local organizations? 

a) Very Satisfied 

b) Satisfied 

c) Dissatisfied 

d) Very Dissatisfied 

e) Don’t Know 

53. a. What services or programs have you used? 
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53.b. What services or programs would you like to use? 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Now, I will ask you some questions about your background and current situation in terms 

of EMPLOYMENT and EDUCATION 

54. Before you came to Canada, did you have a job? 

a) Yes. Specify your job type:    
 

b) No. I had no job. 
 

c) Other (specify)    
 

54.a. If you had a job, how many years of experience did you have in your 

own job before you came to Canada?  years 

 
55. Please tell me about your last three jobs that you had before your current job. What 

type of job were they? 

 
#1  from  to  (year) 

#2  from   to   year) 

#3  from   to   (year) 

What was the reason you did NOT continue them? 
 

 

 
 

4. EMPLOYMENT AND EDUCATION EXPERIENCES 
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56. During the past 12 months, what was your MAIN activity? 

a) Working at a paid job or business 

b) Looking for paid work 

c) Going to school 

d) Caring for children 

e) Household work 

f) Retired 

g) Maternity/paternity or parental leave 

h) Long term illness 

i) Volunteering or care-giving other than for children 

j) Other (specify)    

k) Don’t know 

 
56.a. If you answered "working at a paid job or business", can you please 

specify what your current job is?    

How long have you had this job?    
 

57. What methods did you use to find your current job? 

 
a) Obtained info and help from a government or private employment agency (go to 

question 57.a and 57.b) 

b) Obtained info and help from relatives/friends (specify)  (go to question 58) 

c) Obtained info and help from colleagues (specify)  (go to question 58) 

d) Obtained info and help from the Internet (specify)  (go to question 58) 

e) Placed or answered job advertisements (specify) _  (go to question 58) 

f) Contacted the employer directly (specify)  (go to question 58) 

g) Other (specify)  ( go to question 58) 
 

57.a. If you obtained the information about your current job from a 

government or private employment agency, specify which agency. 
 

 

 
 

57.b. How did that agency help you? 
 

a) They provided you with training about job hunting skills such as resume 

writing, information search, interview skills, etc 

b) They referred you to the employers that hired you. 

c) They provided you with special training for work skills with financial sponsorship. 

d) They placed you in a job and paid a portion of your wage. 

e) They directed you to a volunteer job that promised and eventually hired you. 

f) They did other things to help you find your job (specify)   
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58. Are you satisfied with your current job? 

a) Yes, I am (go to question 59) 
 

b) No, I am not (go to question 58.a) 
 

58.a. If you answered “NO”, what are you going to do in the future? 
 

a) Continue to look for a good job in your field. 
 

b) Change yourself in some way (specify)    
 

c) Go back to univsersity to get another degree (specify)    
 

d) Consider going back to your own country 
 

e) Other (specify)    
 

59. How long did you search for your current job? 

a) Less than one month 
 

b) One to two months 
 

c) Two to three months 
 

d) Three to four months 
 

e) Four to five months 
 

f) Five to six months 
 

g) More than six months 
 

60. Which of the following factors was helpful for your success in your job hunting 

adventure? 

a) Your previous education before you arrived in Canada 
 

b) Your education in Canada 
 

c) Your previous work experience before you arrived in Canada 
 

d) Your experience in Canada 
 

e) Your English language ability 
 

f) Your skills 
 

g) Your social networks and contacts 
 

h) Other (specify)    
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61. What was the most difficult part of your job hunting adventure? 

a) Your lack of English ability 
 

b) Your lack of Canadian work experience 
 

c) Your education not being recognized in Canada 
 

d) Your work experience not being recognized in Canada 
 

e) Your lack of skills for the Canadian labor market 
 

f) Your lack of networking/social network 
 

g) Your gender 
 

h) Your appearance (specify)    
 

i) Other (specify)    
 

62. Have you ever worked for any employers from your own ethnicity? 

a) Yes (go to question 62. a, 62.b, and 62.c) 

b) No (go to question 63) 

62.a. What kind of businesses, organization, etc were they? Please specify. 

 

 

62.b. What kind of work did you do for these employers? Please specify. 

 

 

62.c. How did you find out about these jobs? 

a) From co-ethnic relatives, friends, and colleagues. 
 

b) From non-co-ethnic relatives, friends, and colleagues 

 
c) From the Internet (specify)    

 

d) From a government or private employment agency (specify) 
 
 

e) You placed or answered job advertisements (specify) 
 
 

f) You contacted the employer directly 
 

g) Other (specify)    
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63. Do you think it is easier to find jobs in co-ethnic owned businesses, organizations, etc 

than to find jobs in non- co-ethnic owned businesses, organizations, etc.? 

a) No 

b) Yes, because English language ability is less required in the co-ethnic owned ones. 

c) Yes, because jobs in co-ethnic owned ones can be easily reached through chains of 

relatives/friends. 

d) Yes, but I have other reason(s). (specify)   
 

 

 

Now, I will ask you some final questions about your background and current situation 

in terms of EDUCATION. 
 

64. Before you came to Canada what was the highest certificate, diploma or degree that 

you completed? 
 

a) Less than high school diploma or its equivalent 

b) High school diploma or a high school equivalency certificate 

c) Trade certificate or diploma 

d) College, CEGEP or other non–university certificate or diploma(other than trades 

certificates or diplomas) 

e) University certificate or diploma below the bachelor’s level 

f) Bachelor’s degree (e.g. B.A., B.Sc., LL.B.) 

g) University certificate, diploma or degree above the bachelor’s level (specify)   

h) Don’t know 

 
65. Your previous field of education in your own country was....? 

a) Arts (specify)   

b) Social science(specify)_   

c) Engineering (specify)   

d) Medical science (specify)   

e) Science (specify)   

f) Agriculture (specify)   

g) Other (specify)   

 

66. In what country was the institution that granted your highest certificate, diploma or 

degree located?    

67. In what year did you complete your highest certificate, diploma or degree?    

68. If your current academic or professional field is different from your field before you 

arrived in Canada, what was the reason for the change? 

a) I like the current field more. 

b) The current field was easier for me to get a scholarship in order to come to Canada. 

c) The current field is easier for me to get a job in Canada. 

d) Other (specify)   
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69. What is your highest level of educational attainment? 

a) Did not finish high school 

b) High school diploma 

c) Some post-secondary including college, diploma, apprenticeship, some university 

d) University degree (specify)  _ 

e) Don’t know 

70. How well do you understand English? 

a) Not at all 

b) Very little 

c) Somewhat 

d) Very well 
 

71. How well do you speak English? 

a) Not at all 

b) Very little 

c) Somewhat 

d) Very well 
 

72. How well do you read English? 

a) Not at all 

b) Very little 

c) Somewhat 

d) Very well 
 

73. Do you consider that you have language difficulties? If yes, to what extent? 

a) No, I do not. 

b) Yes, severely 

c) Yes, somewhat 

d) Yes, a little 
 

74. Have you been in a situation where language has been a problem? 

a) Yes 

b) No 
 

If you answered “yes”, can you please provide THREE examples? 
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I will now ask you some questions about your experiences of DISCRIMINATION, if any, 

in the city/suburb you are currently living in. Also, I will ask a few questions about your 

WELL-BEING. 

“Discrimination” refers to actions by the society including landlords, 

employers, colleagues, neighbours, service providers, etc. where you are refused an 

apartment or house, a job, a normal communication, a service, etc for unfair reasons, 

and/or have to pay a higher price (whether it be money, time, or energy) than others 

for no valid reason, and/or have fewer chances and opportunities to choose from 

than others. 

I am interested in your personal experience of discrimination, if any. 

For the next group of questions, I will ask you to provide your answer in the 

form of a rating, from number 0 to number 4. The number will be  your  assessment 

– the strength of your opinion – as to whether or not you feel certain types of 

discrimination against you or your family members is taking place in your 

city/suburb. 

Please draw a circle around the number you choose, between 0 and 4 ,to 

indicate the extent of discrimination in the city/suburb you are currently living in, 

where ” 0” stands for  “none at all”  (you feel there is no discrimination at all)  and 

“4” stands for “very much” (you feel there is a lot of discrimination). 

Higher numbers mean a stronger opinion that discrimination is taking place. 

Questions are similar in that they ask about your PERSONAL experience – not other 

people or your friends, but you and your immediate family (the family members you 

are now living with). 

5. DISCRIMINATION EXPERIENCES AND WELL-BEING OF RESPONDENT 
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75. Overall, how much discrimination do you or your family members face in the 

city/suburb you are currently living in? I am looking for an overall summary, on a 

scale of 0 to 4. 

None at all a little a moderate amount quite a bit very much 

0  1  2  3  4 

How much discrimination, if any, have you (or a member of your immediate family) 
personally experienced in your city/suburb: 

76. On the basis of your ‘race’, that is, for being a person of colour, yellow, brown or 

black 

None at all a little a moderate amount quite a bit very much 

0  1  2  3  4 

77. On the basis of your gender 

None at all a little a moderate amount quite a bit very much 

0  1  2  3  4 

78. On the basis of your income level 

None at all a little a moderate amount quite a bit very much 

0  1  2  3  4 

79. On the basis of your source of income (for example, welfare) 

None at all a little a moderate amount quite a bit very much 

0  1  2  3  4 

80. On the basis of your immigrant or refugee status 

None at all a little a moderate amount quite a bit very much 

0  1  2  3  4 
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81. On the basis of your language or accent 

None at all a little a moderate amount quite a bit very much 

0  1  2  3  4 

82. On the basis of your ethnic/cultural/national background 

None at all a little a moderate amount quite a bit very much 

0  1  2  3  4 

83. On the basis of your religion 

None at all a little a moderate amount quite a bit very much 

0  1  2  3  4 

84. On the basis of your family size 

None at all a little a moderate amount quite a bit very much 

0  1  2  3  4 

85. On the basis of your household size or household type (e.g., single mother) 

None at all a little a moderate amount quite a bit very much 

0  1  2  3  4 

86. On the basis of the number and ages of children in your family 

None at all a little a moderate amount quite a bit very much 

0  1  2  3  4 

87. On the basis of any other factors (specify):   

None at all a little a moderate amount quite a bit very much 

0  1  2  3  4 
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88. Which one of these was the MOST important factor in your experience? Please 

explain. 
 

 

 

 
 

89. Thinking about your entire experience of settlement and integration in the 

city/suburb you are currently living in, would you say that the barriers changed over 

time? 

a) Yes 

b) No 

Why do you feel this way? Please explain. 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Now, I would like to ask you some final questions regarding your day–to– 

day HEALTH. Please note that by health, we mean not only the absence of 

disease or injury, but also physical, mental and social well–being. 

90. In general, would you say your health is ...? 

a) Excellent 

b) Very good 

c) Good 

d) Fair 

e) Poor 

f) Don’t know 

Could you please explain why you feel this way? 
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91. In general, would you say your mental health is...? 

a) Excellent 

b) Very good 

c) Good 

d) Fair 

e) Poor 

f) Don’t know 
 

Could you please explain why you feel this way? 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

92. How do you feel about your life as a whole, right now? Please answer this question 

using a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 means "Very dissatisfied" and 5 means "Very 

satisfied".    
 

Could you please explain why you feel this way? 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

93. Do you have any further comments or suggestions to share that may help us better 

understand your settlement and integration experiences into the city/suburb you are 

currently living in? 
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Now, I will ask you a few questions about what CHANGES need to be made to improve 

the current situation with regard to settlement and integration experiences of 

immigrants in the suburbs of Vancouver. 

I am looking for your ADVICE. 

 
 

94. What do you think should be done to improve the current situation of settlement and 

integration for immigrants in the suburbs? 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

95. What aspects of policies in terms of settlement services, should be changed? 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

96. What do you think should be done to improve housing opportunities for immigrants 

in the suburbs? 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 

6. ADVICE ON IMPROVING THE SETTLEMENT AND INTEGRATION 

EXPERIENCES 
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97. What housing types or options should be more available in the suburbs? 
 
 

 
 

 

98. What would improve your neighbourhood? 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I now have just a few final questions. Your answers here will help us understand your 

previous answers better and help us compare your experiences with other immigrants 

like you. 

99. What is your current marital status? (Circle only one) 

a) Married 

b) Common-law 

c) Divorced 

d) Widowed 

e) Single 

f) Other (specify)   

100. In what year were you born?    

101. How would you describe your ethnic background? 
 

 

6. FINAL DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION ABOUT RESPONDENT 
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102. Please provide the following information regarding your spouse: 

a) Gender  _ 
 

b) Age  Education   
 

c) Does your spouse currently have a job? Yes  No  . 
 

If YES 

o full time 

o part time. 

e) Your spouse came to Canada in  as  . 
 

f) Did your spouse have any education in Canada? Yes  No   
 

If YES, what field?    
 

103. What is your current immigration status? 

a) Refugee claimant 

b) Landed Immigrant 

c) Canadian Citizen 

d) Temporary Visa Holder 

e) Other (specify)   

f) Don’t know 

 
104. What is the amount you currently pay monthly for: 

a) $  mortgage 

b) $  rent 

c) $  other (specify)   

105. What percentage of your TOTAL household monthly income is spent on housing? 

  % 

106. Do you have plans of returning one day to your home country? 

a) Yes (go to question 106.a) 

b ) No (go to question 107) 

106.a. When do you plan to return? 

a ) In 1-5 years 
 

b) In 6-10 years 
 

c) In more than 10 years 
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107. Finally, I’d like you to think about your total household income for the past year. 

Could you please tell me which of these broad categories it falls into? 

a) Less than $10,000  

b) $10,001 - $20,000  

c) $20,001 - $30,000  

d) $30,001 - $40,000  

e) $40,001 - $50,000  

f) $50,001 - $75,000  

g)$75,001 - $100,000  

h)More than $100,000  

i) Don’t know 

108. Do you have any questions or comments about the survey? 
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After completing this questionnaire, please mail it in the enclosed envelope, or email it to: 

nasibeh.ahadi@alumni.ubc.ca 

As part of this research, some individuals may be invited to participate in a follow-up, face to 

face interview. To be eligible for this follow-up interview, you need to identify yourself as a female. The 

interview will last approximately 45 to 60 minutes. You may be contacted to participate in this interview. 

During the interview, you will be asked to provide the researcher with some more information about your 

settlement and integration experiences in the suburbs as an immigrant woman. Your participation in this 

interview is voluntary and your decision to participate or not to participate will have no effect on yourself 

or your access to emergency health services in Kelowna. You can refuse to answer any question, and you 

can withdraw from the interview at any time without explanation. No information will ever be released 

that would disclose your personal identity at any point. You will receive $10 as a token of appreciation for 

your participation in the interview. 

Do you identify yourself as a female? 

o Yes 

o No 

Would you be willing to participate in the follow-up interview? 

o Yes 

o No 

If your answer to ANY of the last two questions is NO, you are NOT eligible to participate in the follow up 

interviews. Please don’t continue and we appreciate your participation in the questionnaire! 

 

If your answer to BOTH of the last two questions is YES, please indicate below which way you would like to 

be contacted and please provide your contact information. 

o I prefer to be contacted by email, my email address is: 
 

 

o I prefer to be contacted by phone, my phone number is: 
 

 

My signature indicates that I consent to be contacted to be invited to participate in the follow- up 

interview. 

_  _ _  _ _    _ _ _ _ _ _    

Signature of Participant Print Name 

 

 

THANK YOU 

mailto:nasibeh.ahadi@alumni.ubc.ca

