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Montreal, Toronto, and Vancouver have attracted most new immigrants to Canada.
Small and medium-sized cities in Canada are keen to share the wealth that new im-
migrants represent, and federal and provincial governments support a more even
distribution of settlement. As a result, the idea of attracting new immigrants to
smaller locations is a pressing policy issue. This research weighs the characteristics of
place that new immigrants consider on arrival. It uses findings from the Longitudi-
nal Survey of Immigrants to Canada (Statistics Canada, 2003) to construct an index
that ranks five medium-sized cities in British Columbia in terms of their potential
attractiveness to new immigrants. The index created proves robust and reliable from
a statistical viewpoint. The study confirms that immigrants are attracted to cities
where friends and family or other immigrants live. Moreover, the increase in atirac-
tiveness of a city is primarily related to its size. The index is an indicator of the role
that population and the extant number of immigrants in situ plays in determining the
appeal of smaller cities. From a policy perspective, if governments wish to “spread the
wealth” associated with immigration and an expanded labour force, a proactive pol-
icy stance that enumerates and communicates the appeal of less prominent commu-
nities is vital. This is an important finding, and we offer policy options that account
for the relationship of population size to immigrant retention.

La grande majorité des immigrants au Canada s'établissent a Montréal, a Toronto
ou a Vancouver. D'une part, les petites villes et celles de taille moyenne tiennent a
partager les richesses découlant de 'arrivée d'immigrants; d'autre part, les gou-
vernements fédéral et provinciaux appuient une répartition plus égale des nouveaux
immigrants. En conséquence, l'idée d'attirer les nouveaux immigrants vers de plus
petits centres s’avére une question stratégique urgente. Cette recherche examine les
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caractéristiques liées a I'emplacement que les immigrants prennent en compte lors
de leur arrivée. En nous appuyant sur les résultats de I'Enquéte longitudinale auprés
des immigrants au Canada (ELIC), nous créons un index d’attractivité qui évalue
cing villes de taille moyenne en Colombie britannique en fonction de la mesure dans
laguelle les nouveaux immigrants sont susceptibles de les considérer intéressantes.
L’index s’est avéré un outil statistique robuste et fiable. L'étude confirme que les im-
migrants sont attirés vers les villes o ils retrouvent « des amis et de la famille » ou
d’autres groupes d’immigrants. De plus, le facteur d'attractivité d'une ville aug-
mente principalement en fonction de sa taille. L'index constitue un indicateur du
role que jouent la population et le nombre d'immigrants sur place dans l'attractivité
des petites villes. Dans une perspective stratégique, si les gouvernements veulent
distribuer les richesses découlant de l'immigration et d’une main-d’oeuvre accrue, il
est crucial d’adopter une position de principe proactive qui valorise les commu-
nautés moins en vue et qui fait connaitre leurs attraits. Cette conclusion est impor-
tante, et nous offrons des possibilités d’action qui tiennent compte du lien entre la
taille de la population et la rétention des immigrants.

Immigrants to Canada select where they will settle on the basis of several
factors including the presence of family and friends, employment opportu-
nities, lifestyle, and climate. They tend to choose one of the three largest
Canadian cities: Vancouver, Toronto, or Montreal. Federal and provincial
governments, however, have preferences as to where immigrants should
settle. They employ various policy tools to encourage settlement in smaller
cities that are facing population decline or labour shortages. This article il-
lustrates how immigrant concentration is related to the size of urban cen-
tres and the characteristics that larger populations afford. Although recog-
nizing the desirability of immigrant settlement in medium-sized British
Columbia cities by those who govern these cities and other levels of gov-
ernment, we analyse information about the actual settlement decisions
that immigrants make when they come to Canada.

The study explores the desirability of five medium-sized cities in British
Columbia by ranking them on the basis of a statistical index, which results
in a specific “geography of desirability”from an immigrant perspective.The
index is an expression of immigrants’ preferences that can then be juxta-
posed with the features of specific cities. The index is based on a number of
factors, each weighted differently to reflect its importance in relation to im-
migrants’decision-making as documented in the findings of the Longitudi-
nal Survey of Immigrants to Canada (LSIC), Wave 1 (Statistics Canada, 2003).
It draws on the LSIC data as a measure of immigrants’ preferences. We
recognize that the LSIC does not reflect a definitive assessment of these
locations for settlement purposes; it does, however, serve as a reliable




indicator of relative desirability of the five cities based on past immigrants’
choices.

The federal policy of regionalization, or immigrant dispersion, to small
and medium-sized cities outside MTV (Montreal, Toronto, Vancouver) is
being considered at this time as policy-makers seek to spread the wealth of
immigration. In exploring the attractiveness of these five British Columbia
cities to immigrants, we do not endorse this policy or analyse its strengths
and weaknesses in any detail (Vatz-Laroussi & Walton-Roberts, 2005).
Rather, we developed an index based on the five factors and examine them
with respect to five medium-sized centres in British Columbia. Not sur-
prisingly, larger cities offer more features that attract immigrants, an obser-
vation that speaks to patterns of immigrant concentration.

The index necessarily uses city-level aggregates. Although some may
protest that areas within cities are more useful units of analysis with re-
spect to immigrant choice of settlement, we argue that new immigrants to
Canada do make settlement choices at the city rather than the neighbour-
hood level. Once established in a city, immigrants may choose to move
to a different area, but such micro-differentiation is not characteristic of
newcomers to Canada.The LSIC corroborates cities, rather than regions or
neighbourhoods, as the basis for differentiation of settlement choice.

The article begins with a sketch of immigration patterns and policy in
Canada at present and in the recent past. We then review the criteria for
choice of settlement location given by LSIC respondents. We use these cri-
teria to develop the statistical index of desirability of smaller centres in
British Columbia. The third section assesses the question of whether quality
of life or quality of livelihood is more important in immigrants’settlement
decisions. In the fourth section, we then explain Multi-Criteria Evaluation
(MCE) and describe how we used this tool to generate the index. In the
fifth section, we consider factors that were omitted from the study. Finally,
we interpret the results based on the index and discuss their implications.

Immigration to Canada and British Columbia

The specific settlement patterns of immigrants to Canadian cities are re-
lated to the historical geographies of earlier immigration, contemporary
geopolitics, distance from source countries, economic performance of ur-
ban economies, and climate (Hiebert, 2000; Ray, 1998; Bourne, 1999). In
2002 British Columbia attracted 15% of all immigrants to Canada, or 34,000
people (Citizenship and Immigration Canada [CIC], 2003). Of those who



came to British Columbia that year, 87% chose to reside in Greater Van-
couver, 2.2% chose Victoria, and 9.8% opted to settle in other locations
across the province. This pattern reflects similar immigrant settlement
preferences over the past decade, during which 17.7% of immigrants to
Canada landed in Vancouver. Clearly Vancouver is the immigrant city of
choice in British Columbia: 41.3% of immigrants to Vancouver said they
settled there because of friends and family (Statistics Canada, 2003). If the
presence of a large foreign-born population defines cosmopolitanism,
Vancouver is one of the most cosmopolitan cities in the world, with 37.5%
of its population born outside the country.

‘Toronto, Vancouver, and Montreal are Canada’s economic centres. Al-
though job growth continues to occur disproportionately in these urban
centres, the paring back of the welfare state through neoliberal policies at
the provincial and federal levels has reduced social and physical infrastruc-
ture in Canadian cities (Teeple, 1995; Walton-Roberts, 2004). Critics of fed-
eral immigration policy have even argued that immigrant concentration in
Canadian cities will lead to social tensions or public outbreaks of violence
(Collacot, 2002), although these predictions have yet to materialize in the
Canadian context.

As Walton-Roberts (2004) observes, this “problem” of immigration
concentration is largely framed by two perceptions. One is the demand for
population growth and skilled workers in areas outside the large metro-
politan centres; and the other is the perception that the metropolitan areas
cannot manage rapid population growth combined with extensive ethno-
linguistic and racial diversity. Walton-Roberts adds that a decline in immi-
grant economic integration, as measured by average immigrant earnings
as a percentage of average Canadian-born earnings, has (too easily) been
read off as a decline in social and political integration. More research on the
decline in immigrant earnings shown in the 2001 Census is required, but it
is premature to argue that this is a sign of increased immigrant segregation
or declining participation in Canadian society.

Although still a relatively recent idea in Canada, plans to disperse im-
migrants geographically have been employed in the European context for
some time (Robinson, Andersson, & Musterd, 2003). European countries,
however, tend to focus on asylum and refugee resettlement with respect to
dispersion policies, as most do not have the large-scale immigration re-
cruitment programs for economic purposes found in Canada and the
United States. Hence European governments tend to perceive dispersion
(of asylum-seekers) as a share-the-burden proposition, rather than a



share-the-wealth opportunity. Asylum-seekers and refugees are thought to
be a humanitarian obligation and responsibility rather than part of an eco-
nomic strategy to revitalize smaller cities that might be losing population.

In Canada, former Citizenship and Immigration Minister Denis Coderre
argued that the government should admit the equivalent of 1% of the
Canadian population per year, approximately 316,000 people. The Cana-
dian government has shown interest in increasing the numbers of immi-
grants who settle outside major Canadian cities. To date, efforts to encour-
age immigrants to settle in smaller urban centres have met with limited
success. It will be important to explore further how to attract immigrants to
smaller centres and persuade them to stay in order to reduce pressures on
Canada’s largest cities (CIC, 2001a).

Sherrell, Hyndman, and Prenigi (2004) show that employment oppor-
tunities and the presence of family and friends are important to successful
settlement in smaller cities. The presence of family and friends provides
valuable support networks in the early stages of settlement, especially given
the difficulties many immigrants and especially refugees face in earning
sufficient income. This is highlighted by the deteriorating economic wel-
fare of recent cohorts of immigrants to Canada. Recent immigrants face di-
minishing initial earnings. Notwithstanding Li’s (2003) finding that catch-
up rates for immigrants arriving in the 1990s were faster than for those
who arrived in the 1980s, low initial earnings put immigrants at a serious
disadvantage until their earnings converge with the Canadian average. Ac-
cording to Li, the earnings gap between immigrants and non-immigrants
in 1995 was $16,260 for immigrant men and $10,569 for immigrant women,
compared with $6,368 and $5,342 respectively in 1981. So during the initial
period, support from family and friends may be essential.

The number of immigrants settling outside the six largest census met-
ropolitan areas (CMAs) has declined dramatically over three decades from
30.4% during the 1970s to 22.3% during the 1980s to just 17.2% during the
1990s, according to the Canadian censuses. Indeed when Vancouver was
included as a sixth city in the index ranking, it surpassed the score of each
of the other cities no matter how the variables were ranked. This finding
reinforces the thesis that immigrants prefer large urban areas over smaller
ones. Insofar as immigration is seen as a share-the-wealth proposition,
where immigrants are perceived to add value to particular locations through
their skills, employment offerings, tax contributions, and community par-
ticipation (CIC, 2001b), the current settlement pattern of immigrants is
seen as unsatisfactory to many local governments and businesses in British




Columbia cities because they are not attracting a proportional share of
new immigrants.

We selected five medium-sized British Columbia cities for the study:
Victoria, Kelowna, Prince George, Prince Rupert, and Nanaimo. These cities
represent a range of population sizes, coastal and inland locations, eco-
nomic opportunities, and mild and more acute climatic conditions. Many
are the largest cities outside Vancouver. However, their selection does not
reflect a judgement that they are the best or worst for immigrant settle-
ment. Our aim is to develop a constructive assessment tool for all British
Columbia cities and for prospective immigrants that highlights immi-
grants’ preferences for specific locations, as documented in the first wave
of the LSIC.

The Longitudinal Survey of Immigrants to Canada

Our study weighs and displays various characteristics of cities to rank
which centres outside Greater Vancouver are most attractive to new immi-
grants. The variables used are based on emerging research about immi-
grants’preferred settlement locations. In particular, we use results from the
first wave of data from the LSIC published by Statistics Canada (2003).

LSIC results are used as the basis for weighting factors incorporated in
the index for two reasons.? First, they represent a recent and reliable sam-
pling of data that directly asks why immigrants choose to settle where they
do. Although other data may serve a similar purpose (i.e., the landed im-
migrant database or LIDS), they do not attempt to ascertain motivation per
se. Second, the LSIC opens new avenues for comparison across provinces.
Until now, such in-depth research at a national scale was beyond the funds
and capacity of any researcher or government department. Medium-sized
cities in Ontario, for example, could be represented using the same ranking
system as provided here.

We present our results with a note of caution: We have developed this
index to represent certain values and characteristics of places that make
them attractive to immigrants. The index is by definition an incomplete in-
dicator of selected factors that affect locational decision-making by immi-
grants. It is by no means definitive and static over time. It does, however,
attempt to create a policy-relevant basis for comparison across medium-
sized centres in British Columbia, and potentially Canada, for policy analy-
sis and planning. This method may be applied to other regions in Canada,
especially regions with medium-sized cities.




Attracting Newcomers: Quality of Life versus Quality of Livelihood

Economic immigrants to British Columbia are selected on the basis of their
official language abilities, skills, education, age, and experience. They tend
to represent a relatively educated and privileged elite in their home coun-
tries and have certain expectations about the quality of life they can expect
in Canada. People also immigrate to a new country to find employment
opportunities and remuneration that exceed those in their home coun-
tries. We refer to the potential to develop better employment conditions as
improved quality of livelihood.

Bauder (2004) argues that recent immigrants to British Columbia who
settle in Victoria, Nanaimo, or Prince George tend to do better in the
labour market than those in Greater Vancouver and that their average in-
comes are higher in the smaller cities. Recent immigrant men averaged
well above $22,000 per annum outside Greater Vancouver, as opposed to
only $17,350 in Vancouver. Recent immigrant women in Victoria earned al-
most $16,000 per year, whereas their counterparts in Vancouver made on
average slightly more than $12,000. This suggests that quality of livelihood,
once established, may well be better for new immigrants in cities outside
Vancouver.

Bauder’s (2004) study does not, however, include an analysis of labour
force parficipation by immigration class, which might show, for example,
that a disproportionate number of family class immigrants settle in Van-
couver whereas economic immigrants are most likely to settle outside the
province’s largest metropolis. The study does not control for visible-minor-
ity status and related group differences among immigrants, nor does it ex-
amine income patterns at the household level, which Ley (1999) suggests
may vary significantly. It is possible that the earnings of whites in smaller
cities are being compared with those of non-whites in Greater Vancouver,
or that higher individual incomes in smaller cities are offset by the ability to
generate higher household incomes in Greater Vancouver. Bauder’s num-
bers do suggest that quality of livelihood for immigrants is on average bet-
ter outside Vancouver than in Vancouver.

Quality of life, we contend, is quite different from quality of livelihood.
One can debate at length the indicators to be included in such a category.
Certainly the presence of family and/or friends in a given place, the quality
of education available for one’s family (as well as the educational attain-
ment of the community on average), climate, and the lifestyle associated
with the city are all important considerations. Quality of life also incorpo-
rates many other factors, but these are idiosyncratic. For example, Florida




and Gertler (2003) argue that a thriving arts community (measured statis-
tically as the number of artists, writers, and other “Bohemians”) and a tol-
erant social character (measured in part by high numbers of immigrants)
are the basis of a creative, competitive, vibrant urban economy. Bauder’s
(2004) study potentially corroborates Florida’s (2002) analysis of the cre-
ative class: that the significant presence of immigrants among other vari-
ables is correlated with that of highly paid knowledge workers in the high-
end service sector. According to Florida, however, cities that rank highest
in terms of creative economic strength, measured in part by large immi-
grant populations, also rank highest in income inequality. Florida’s corre-
lations are not based on any direct surveys or interviews with members of
the creative class themselves. Rather, aggregate data are modelled in a way
that serves his argument. As Schuurman (2002) has argued, modelling is
an iterative process in which the researcher tweaks the modei untii it 1s vai-
idated by external indicators (which he or she seeks to model).

We use variables that according to LSIC are major factors for immi-
grants in deciding location. Where no data are available to measure these
variables directly, we have created proxy measures as described in Appen-
dix A. Settlement related to the presence of family and/or friends drives
immigrants’ decisions about where to settle throughout British Columbia
(Walton-Roberts, 2004). Employment prospects are often tied to these
connections, making it difficult to separate one criterion from one another.
Immigrants also note that they are attracted to a city for its beauty and cli-
mate (Statistics Canada, 2003; Henin & Bennett, 2002). One’s perception
of affordable, quality housing might be another criterion, although we
have not included it in our index. Prospective immigrants might be at-
tracted to a particular place by the presence of a symphony orchestra, the
availability of recreational facilities, or the number of parks. Education is
also a driving force behind parents’decisions to settle in a particular loca-
tion (Waters, 2001). Each of these variables is incorporated into the final in-
dex using multi-criteria evaluation.

Multi-Criteria Evaluation (MCE):
How is it Used to Create an Index?

The index is based on a technique used widely in the social sciences called
multi-criteria evaluation (MCE). MCE is a tool that allows users to com-
bine several criteria (attributes) in order to derive a suitability index for
location of a spatial entity, or in this case to derive a choice of city for

-




immigration. The first step in MCE is to define the problem and relevant
criteria. Then each criterion is weighted depending on its relevance to the
spatial solution (Satay, 1980).

The scoring remains a subjective process; its strength lies in the avail-
ability of scoring criteria commensurate with the goals of the analysis.
High levels of relevance are associated with higher weights, which are in
turn used to enhance the effect of that particular factor in the suitability
equation. The value of MCE is that it allows the user to weight numerous
criteria in order to fine-tune the index (Jiang & Eastman, 2003). Moreover,
contradictory criteria can be used, allowing the index to incorporate more
than one point of view and still provide results. MCE is often used to assess
the suitability of particular locations in relation to one another. In this con-
text, it is a stock geographic information systems (GIS) tool, although its
use far exceeds geography (Schuurman, 2004). Sociologists, social epidemi-
ologists, and urban planners are among the professionals who take advan-
tage of the ability of MCE to integrate multiple-weighted criteria for ratio-
nal (or political) decision-making.

The list of factors included in this project, like many developed for MCE,
is not associated with absolute objective values. Rather, MCE attempts to
accommodate multiple perspectives, and the results of analysis vary de-
pending on how factors and constraints are ranked in relation to each other
(Satay, 1990). In this case, the incoming immigrants report how important
each factor was to their choice of location, and the weighting in MCE reflects
the relative importance of each factor. The final step is to combine all the in-
formation in order to develop a composite index of attraction to prospective
immigrants. This index will identify which medium-sized cities in British
Columbia are most and least attractive potential sites of immigration based
on the findings of Wave 1 of the LSIC (Ruddick, 2004). Data for Wave 2 of the
LSIC were collected between December 2002 and January 2004 and for
Wave 3 between November 2004 and October 2005.

The Index and its Variations

We consider the index based on the LSIC findings the best indicator of
immigrant decision-making in relation to settlement location. By calculat-
ing more than one index (we present 3 weightings, see Figure 1 for an ex-
planation of the index calculation), our aim is to test the sensitivity of the
LSICindex, that is, whether results change based on increased emphasis of
(a) employment and business prospects; (b) presence of family and friends;
(c) education (in the prospective place of settlement); and (d) lifestyle,
taken here to refer broadly to climate and its implications for activities



LSIC Index

Index Score!
Out of 100
! Max Score is 5.00

4.35
86.92

Factors
Family & Friends 1.560
Jobs & Business 1.870
Education 0.610
Lifestyle 0.310

Weighted

/AN

Score
1.560

1.870

0.610

Factor
Weight

(x 0.391)

(x 0.415)

{x 0.133)

Score
— 4.00

— 4.50

— 4.58

Components?
l % Immigrants 1971- zomJ 5.00 ]

| Recent Immigrant Growth | 3.00 J

’ Job Growth 1996-2001 l 4.00 l

[Unemploymmt Rate (2001)| 5.00 I

I Provincial Exam Scores | 3.75 I

I%WmCollegeEd.mmgheJ 5.00 I

IAvail.ofAdvmcedBch:mﬁonl S.OOJ

.061
0310 (x 0.061) — 5.00 ——I I Assessment of Climate I 5.00 I
? Factor components are evenly weighted within factors (components and fectors are out of 5).
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2 Factor components are evenly weighted within factors (components and factors are out of 5).

Figure 1. Sample index calculations.




based on Henin and Bennett (2002) and Walton-Roberts (2004). Data
analysed to assess employment and business prospects and the presence of
family and friends (factors 1, 2, and 3) refer not only to the five cities, but to

the “universe”of all medium-sized cities in British Columbia (24 in total) .3

We do this to avoid skewing the results for the five selected cities by con-

textualizing them in a more realistic range of values. This approach also al-

lows one to assume that prospective immigrants choose not only from

among the five study sites, but from all British Columbia cities outside the

Vancouver census metropolitan area (CMA).

The LSIC Index

The first index or ranking is based on the LSIC (Statistics Canada, 2003)
findings that enumerate settlement factors for immigrants who establish
themselves outside the CMAs of Vancouver, Montreal, and Toronto. Eco-
nomic immigrants to these cities cited the following as the main five moti-
vations for moving there.

the presence of family and friends (35.6%);
job prospects (32.3%);

education prospects (12.1%);

lifestyle (5.6%);

business prospects (5.5%).

AR A o

The index does not add up to 100% because the LSIC report (Statistics
Canada) published only the top five most important reasons for settlement
location choice, which account for 91.1% of responses; we have re-scaled
the top five reasons to add up to 100%.

» The index combines job and business prospects (weighted at 41.5%)
to gauge employment-related prospects and measures them through
job growth and unemployment rates (equally weighted).

¢ The presence of family and friends (weighted at 39.1%) is measured
by a proxy that combines equally a measure of all immigrants who
have arrived since 1971 (at which time the Census registers the in-
troduction of the points system into Canadian immigration policy)
with the city’s ranking as the destination for numbers of recent im-
migrants who arrived in British Columbia between 1996 and 2001.

® The education variable is a measure of three data points, each
weighted equally (at one third) for a total of 13.3% of the index: the
rank of proportion of population with university degrees; the rank of




the city against the four others on standardized test scores for high
school students in each city’s secondary schools; and the presence
and degree of postsecondary education available in the city (i.e.,
university, university college, college).

* Lifestyle is perhaps the most subjective factor to measure and indi-
cate. We weight it at 6.1% in accordance with the LSIC findings. We
used climate as a proxy based on information gleaned from qualita-
tive academic research (Henin & Bennett, 2002; Walton-Roberts,
2004) and on our interpretation of published LSIC results (in which
climate plays a major role, 20%, in determining settlement in Van-
couver).The ratings for climate were compiled from an informal sur-
vey of undergraduate students and necessarily include location bias.
It chould be noted, howover, that cven if the lifectyle factor is re-

moved, the index returns the same ranking for the five cities.

The Livelihood Index: Jobs and Business Prospects Weighted at 50%

If securing a job somewhere is central to immigrant settlement there, then
livelihood is a major variable in determining city of settlement (see Appen-
dix B). For this index jobs and business prospects are weighted at 50%
(compared with 41.5% for the LSIC index) with the quality of life variables
(presence of family and friends, education, and climate) making up the
other 50%.

Index of Equally Weighted Variables

In order to illustrate the sensitivity of the index, we generated a map show-
ing the five study sites as if each variable (presence of family and friends,
job and business prospects, education, and lifestyle) mattered equally (see
Appendix B). This index does not reflect current research findings, but is il-
lustrative of the robustness of the index. That is, there is little change in the
ranking of the cities regardless of the weighting of the variables selected.

Individual Factors

In addition to the three indices generated, the four component factors are
provided separately for clarity (see Appendix B). Each assumes that a sole
variable (e.g., education) is the only consideration in terms of immigrants’
choice in settlement location illustrating how cities rank based on the use
of single variables in the decision-making process. For family-class im-
migrants, the presence of family and friends is likely to be the single great-
est determining factor in selecting settlement locations. Thus the index




showing the presence of family and friends at 100% may be useful for
analysis pertaining to this group.

Missing from the Study

In creating any index or ranking, a number of variables are excluded. Some
are simply not characteristics of the cities themselves, but are abstract
qualities of a city’s relationship, for example, to a larger centre like Vancou-
ver. In this context, proximity to Vancouver is an important consideration
that is not integrated into the index, but one we discuss below. We have as-
sumed that some variables not mentioned in the LSIC are secondary, not
primary considerations in relation to choice of settlement location. We
briefly discuss three such variables here to note their potential relevance to
choice of settlement location.

Housing availability and affordability are not integrated into the index.
Most immigrants know where they will be living on landing in Canada
(Ruddick, 2004), which leads us to believe that housing needs are strongly
tied to the presence of family and friends in a given place (Ley & Tutchener,
1999). In the five study sites, average house prices varied from $243,970 (in
Victoria) to $118,995 (in Prince Rupert). Average house prices are positively
correlated with the appeal of each city as reflected in the LSIC index outlined
below. Kelowna, for example, has the second highest average house price
at $192,715 and is ranked the second most desirable city for immigrants
(seeTable 1). In this case, a variable not integrated into the index is nonethe-
less totally consistent with it, arguably reflecting the reliability of the index.
A positive correlation between house prices and a city’s desirability sug-
gests that housing costs may not be a deterrent to potential immigrants.

Table 1
Average Dwelling Value (2001 Census)
City Average Dwelling Value
CA Prince Rupert $118,955
CMA Prince George $130,012
CMA Nanaimo $154,996
CMA Kelowna $192,715
CMA Victoria $243,970

CMA Vancouver $294,847




Related to real estate markets is the relative location of each study site
to the province’s largest city and economic centre, Greater Vancouver. Ac-
cess to Greater Vancouver as a potential market, client, service provider,
and so forth may well shape immigrants’ choice of settlement location.
Economic integration across geographical distance is facilitated by trans-
port corridors and communications technology (Dicken, 2003). Three of
our study sites—Victoria, Nanaimo, and Kelowna—are more integrated in
this context than the others, Prince George and Prince Rupert. Victoria and
Nanaimo are separated from Vancouver by water, but are linked by multi-
ple convenient modes of transport. For example, an informal survey of the
number of daily floatplane flights to Victoria and Nanaimo from Vancouver
suggests a high-end mode (i.e., relatively expensive, for white collar work-
ers) and high degree of integration: Victoria has 28 flights daily to Vancou-
ver, and Nanaimo nine. Kelowna, on the other hand, offers a good, not as
weather-dependent ground link (four hours by vehicle) that is relatively
cheap, especially if a business requires one to transport cargo from Vancou-
ver to Kelowna.

A cursory exploration of transport links between 22 cities in British Co-
lumbia illustrates that Vancouver and Kelowna are the best connected with
respect to routes in and out of the city. If every city is a vertex or node and
major highways are links, then Vancouver is served by three links, whilst a
medium sized city such as Kamloops is served by six. The large discrepancy
in the number of routes flowing into these cities is influenced as much by
the unique geography of the province as by size of settlement. Although
connectivity indices are useful determinants of size and connectivity in
provinces such as Ontario (e.g., Toronto is served by more roads than
Peterborough), it would be difficult to use a transport network as the sole
determinant of connectivity or size in British Columbia.

Potential for economic integration can be measured in a number of
other ways that include the availability of business services, fibre-optic
telecommunications, and proximity of suppliers. The indices could include
weighting for connectivity that reflects economic integration with Vancou-
ver or the largest city in any region. This would, however, require a much
more systematic and in-depth qualitative study of what linkages matter
most and to whom. Such variables are likely to be far more relevant to en-
trepreneurs and business-class immigrants than professionals, assuming
that they find work in the occupation for which they are trained. Refugees
who settle outside Vancouver, for example, are likely to be more concerned
about employment prospects in a given location than a city’s degree of
economic integration with Vancouver and its road or air links.



Another dimension of settlement that has been largely ignored in the
literature on immigration (for an exception, see Hiebert, 2003) and is not
included in the generation of the index is the proclivity of a given city’s
population to welcome and accept new immigrants. Settlement services
are likely to make a place more welcoming to new immigrants through
counselling and interpretation services, host programs, and official language
instruction by immigrant-specific agencies or as part of mainstream orga-
nizations such as schools, colleges, and hospitals.* Many economic immi-
grants score highly on official language ability and do not necessarily avail
themselves of as many settlement services as those who come in family
and refugee classes (Statistics Canada, 2003). The importance of such ser-
vices will vary across immigrant classes and source countries.

Settlement is also facilitated in a better or worse fashion depending on
the host cities” attitudes to outsiders. This involves tolerance of ethnic or
racial difference and acceptance of other nationalities, as most recent and
current immigrants to Canada and British Columbia are persons of colour
from East and South Asia. Although a city’s Chamber of Commerce or mu-
nicipal council may wish to increase its labour force and population, it is
unlikely to be successful in attracting immigrants if the attitudes of its resi-
dents and employers are not open to outsiders and their differences. Thus a
missing element in our index is a systematic measurement of attitudes to-
ward prospective immigrants in these cities of potential settlement. Hiebert’s
(2003) Vancouver community study illustrates the generally high levels of
support for immigrants to the city, with little variation across foreign-born
and native-born respondents. Vancouver is, however, a major metropolis
with a highly diverse and cosmopolitan population, as noted above. Al-
though we cannot address this gap in current research here, we highlight it
as a weakness in our own analysis and endorse the idea of research to doc-
ument this dimension of settlement potential.

Results and Interpretation

The results of each of iteration of the index are illustrated in Figure 2. Sev-
eral preliminary conclusions that can be drawn from the analysis.

Our interpretation of the index is that population differences among
the five study sites determine the ranking of individual cities: size matters.
Population in a given place is indicative of service and amenities to some
extent. In terms of CMA or CA population, Victoria has roughly 311,902
(of 325,754 in the CRD) people compared with Kelowna's population of
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147,739, Nanaimo’s 85,664, Prince George’s 85,035, and Prince Rupert’s
15,302. Larger city size is consistently correlated with attractiveness to im-
migrants based on the LSIC findings. The Capital Regional District (CRD),
including Victoria and its environs, remains the most attractive medium-
sized centre. Its larger population size is correlated with its attractiveness.
Kelowna is the next most attractive city; again, its larger population corre-
lates with its desirability. Nanaimo competes with Prince George for third
place despite its higher ranking on all but one indicator: job and business
prospects.

The index is not sensitive to varying weightings of the variables, because
variables that make a centre attractive tend to aggregate (e.g., high pres-
ence of family and friends is likely to correspond to more likelihood of jobs
and better business prospects in larger centres, which drives the likelihood
of better educational prospects). The availability of good job, business, and
education prospects and the likelihood of family and friends being present
tend to increase with size. The LSIC did not explicitly ask respondents about
their preferred city size, but de facto the qualities that attract them to par-
ticular places tend to aggregate and concentrate in larger cities more than
in smaller centres.

The truism that geography matters is relevant here. The CRD around
Victoria enjoys high levels of services and amenities for its size, including
relative proximity to and integration with the province’s largest urban
agglomeration. Settlements such as Prince Rupert and Prince George are
smaller, more geographically isolated, and climatically challenged, which
shapes their respective desirability to new immigrants. Variables that may
be positively correlated with larger settlement are therefore less likely to
accrue.

An index provides a ranking based on research, which points to the
importance of variables and on available data to approximate these vari-
ables. In this case, the LSIC (Statistics Canada, 2003) provides a basis for
weighting factors identified as important to immigrants surveyed. These
methods have limitations. Despite our quantitative calculations that sug-
gest that Kelowna is the second most attractive city to immigrants (outside
Greater Vancouver), qualitative research has shown that on-the-ground
immigrant experience of Kelowna is quite different. Walton-Roberts (2004)
cites this interview excerpt.

F6:1 have experienced a lot of racism in this town and even though
I did experience racism in Edmonton when I came to Canada, but
not so much asIhave in the last 6 years in this town.



Q: What kinds of things make you feel that way?

F6: 1 find that people are very paternalistic, condescending, and I
think it’s just the whole atmosphere. That’s my personal opinion,
I know some people think I'm crazy and that I'm overreacting, but
I find this city very, the people are very different. (Non-European
women’s focus group, Kelowna, October 2002) (p. 19).

Similarly, Sherrell et al. (2004) cite interviews that highlight the eco-
nomic mismatch between (industrial) immigrant skill sets and the service
sector jobs that dominate the Kelowna labour market.

[Tn] Giakova we had . seven or eight [factaries]. Tt was a very in-
dustrial town . .. there were big factories: 5000 people in one [fac-
tory] [101—Kosovar—Vancouver]. Kelowna is tourist place, it is
not for engineers (Interview 109, Kosovar, Kelowna). The promo-
tion of Kelowna like “Silicon Vineyard” is highly exaggerated.
High-tech companies usually are small. Very small. And they are
able to employ up to ten people. And no industry, no big manufac-
turing companies. . . . Here, generally, I believe it’s mainly hospi-
tality industry. . . . [The] highly promoted bridges.com ... does do
very well, but still not big enough to be big employer. [The] only
manufacturer is Sunrype, [a] food processing kind of company. But
I'm afraid they don’t need any high-tech personnel so far (Inter-
view 108, Kosovar, Kelowna).

There are clear discrepancies between the quantitative index derived
here and immigrants’ perceptions on the ground. This project cannot
ground truth—or test the veracity of—the indices we have generated. We
acknowledge, however, that they represent part of the picture; in no way
do they account for the more subtle and subjective assessments of discrim-
ination or employment suitability alluded to here. We use such indices as
one step in a multi-methods approach to assessing the attractiveness of
medium-sized cities in British Columbia and elsewhere.

Although the LSIC index is arguably the best for assessing the appeal
of smaller cities to prospective immigrants, the variation among the sup-
plementary indices—weighting each of the variables at 100%—is small.
This strengthens the analytical value of the index and demonstrates its ro-
bust character. Nonetheless, we caution that other factors not included in
the index may also shape decisions about where to settle.




Conclusions

The most straightforward conclusion of this research is that the LSIC-
based index is robust and reliable from a statistical viewpoint. A number
of variables correlate with one another, especially family and friends and
economic prospects. Two other variables, population and average housing
prices, are strongly correlated with the results. Population size is a reliable
surrogate because weighted factors measure increases in absolute num-
bers rather than proportions, which ensures that larger centres will fare
better. Other Canadian research on the relationship of population size to
immigrant retention also points to higher retention rates in larger cities
(Abu-Laban, Derwing, Krahn, Mulder, & Wilkinson, 1999; Krahn, Derwing,
& Abu-Laban, 2003).

More broadly speaking, the study confirms that immigrants are at-
tracted to cities with friends and family, including other immigrant groups.
Large immigrant populations in cities like Toronto or Vancouver are not ac-
cidental; they accrue because immigrants consistently choose to settle in
areas where they find the people, livelihoods, and quality of life they seek.
Opportunities in the fields of education and employment not surprisingly
exist in greater number in larger, more diversified urban centres. The logic
is tautological: making a place attractive to immigrants requires an existing
immigrant population.

From a policy perspective, this circularity can be overcome only by
strong incentives. The LSIC results illustrate that immigrants prefer the
features correlated with larger cities in the British Colombia context. So
extraordinarily attractive prospects are probably the only way that im-
migrants—who have the right to move within Canada—will voluntarily
choose smaller centres. One such draw might be a future option for family
unification not normally allowed under Canada’s Inmigrant and Refugee
Protection Act. Another might include offers of tax credits or exemptions
from provincial governments if new immigrants are willing to relocate in
areas without dense immigrant populations. A more enforcement-oriented
measure would be to use temporary work status instead of full immigra-
tion status to control settlement patterns by making admission to Canada
conditional on settlement in a specified smaller urban centre.

Further studies might evaluate clusters of smaller cities (e.g., Trail,
Castlegar, Nelson) that constitute functional medium-sized cities when
coordinated as a unit. Results from such assessments may be more realistic
and inclusive in appraising quality of life outside Canada’s largest cities.
Moreover, assessment of functional centres or corridors rather than formal



municipal bodies could allow cities to better represent their assets and
virtues in attracting immigrants. Such a strategy could enable a shift from
the evaluation of existing appeal (as measured in this study) to a program
that allowed communities to engage actively in programs to attract immi-
gration. Variables in a subsequent study based on functional centres might
include (a) degree of integration, including transportation and communi-
cation connectivity; (b) housing and rental prices (allowing smaller centres
to score better); (c) proportion of immigrants in situ to total population
rather than a ratio of absolute numbers; and (d) recreational amenities
and/or shopping opportunities (based on proxy variables such as presence
or absence of key stores) in addition to the existing variables.

The index presented here is an indicator of the role that population
and the extant number of immigrants in situ plays in determining the ap-
peal of smaller cities. From a policy perspective, if governments wish to
spread the wealth associated with immigration and an expanded labour
force, a proactive policy stance that enumerates and communicates the ap-
peal of less prominent communities is vital.
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Appendix A
Immigration MCE: Methodology

Factors
Factors were determined based on Statistics Canada’s (2003) release the
Longitudinal Survey of Immigrants to Canada. The survey included data on
the”five most important reasons principal applicants in the economic class
choose to settle.”The MCE used data from the results given for all other
‘CMAs or non-CMAs (other than Vancouver, Toronto, and Montreal).

Presence of family and friends (interpreted as presence of relatively re-
cent immigrants):

1. Total of all immigrants in each CMA or CA in British Columbia who
immigrated from 1971 (first Census that points system took effect)
to 2001 (50% weighting);

2. Growth in recent immigrants from 1996 to 2001 (Census 2001 re-
cent immigrants—Census 1996 recent immigrants)/Census 1996
recent immigrants *100). Note: recent immigrants are defined as
persons who have immigrated to Canada in the inter-census pe-
riod, the five-year period between censuses (50% weighting).

Job prospects and business prospects (Economic factors):
1. Measured as the growth in employment from 1996 to 2001 (Census
2001 employed—Census 1996 employed)/Census 1996 employed
*100). Note: employed refers to the number of persons 15 years old
and over who were in paid work (50% weighting);
2. The unemployment rate (Census 2001 data, 50% weighting).

Educational Prospects

1. The availability of postsecondary educational institutes in each
CMA (university = 5, university college = 4, community college =
3,33 1/3% weighting).

2. Population with college diploma/certificate or university bachelor’s
degree or higher (33 1/3% weighting).

3. Grade 12 provincial exam scores (average determined from basic
subjects) (33 1/3% weighting).

Lifestyle
1. Subjective assessment of most and least desirable climate (100%
weighting).




Scoring

To create scores each factor was ranked into quintiles with five categories
(20% of the data falls within each class). If the factor comprised subfactors,
these were ranked using the same method and the average of the subfac-
tors was used as the factor score.

Weights
After scoring, each factor was multiplied by a weight. Several weights were
used to test the sensitivity of the MCE, but the variables are based on LSIC
factors.

Weights from LSIC 2003—all other CMAs and non-CMAs: family and
friends (35.6%), job and business prospects (37.8%), education prospects
(12.1%), and lifestyle (5.6%). The weights derived from the LSIC do not
add up to 100% (91.1%) as the LSIC report published only the top five
most important reasons in settlement location choice (separately) for
Montreal, Vancouver, Toronto, and all other CMAs and non-CMAs (Statis-
tics Canada, 2003).

Note: Job prospects (32.3%) and business prospects (5.5%) were com-
bined into a single factor.




Appendix B
Index and Individual Factor Results

[ Factors r

Components / Index Scores

[Victoria (CRD) Kelowna Nanaimo Prince George Prince Ruperﬂ

Family & % of CMA/CA Populaton Immigrants 1971-2001 5.00 3.00 4.00 2.00 5.00
Friends Recent Immigrant % Growth 1996-2001 3.00 5.00 3.00 2.00 1.00
Individual Factor Score {out of 5) 4.00 4.00 3.50 2.00 3.00

Jobs and Job Growth 1996-2001 4.00 4.00 3.00 5.00 1.00
Business Unemployment Rate (2001) 5.00 5.00 2.00 2.00 1.00
Individual Factor Score (out of §) 4.50 4.50 2.50 3.50 1.00

Provincial Exam Scores 3.756 4.25 3.25 275 2.25

Education % of Population with College Education or Higher 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.00 1.00
Availability of Advanced Education Institutions 5.00 4.00 4.00 5.00 2.00

Individual Factor Score (out of 5) 4.58 4.42 4.08 3.92 1.75

[Lifestyle lindividual Factor Score (out of 5) _ 1 5.00 3.00 4.00 1.00 2.00
Family & Friends (weight = 0.391) 1.56 1.56 1.37 0.78 1.17

Job & Business Prospects (weight = 0.415) 1.87 1.87 1.04 1.45 042

Education (weight = 0.133) 0.61 0.59 0.54 0.52 0.23

LSIC Index | - stvle (weight = 0.061) 0.31 0.18 0.24 0.06 0.12
Total Index Score (out of 5.00) 4.35 4.20 3.19 2.82 1.94

Out of 100 86.92 84.04 63.86 56.33 38.86

Family & Friends (weight = 0.330) 1.33 1.33 1.17 0.67 1.00

Job & Business Prospects (weight = 0.500) 2.25 2.25 1.25 1.75 0.50

Livelihood |Education (weight = 0.109) 0.50 0.48 0.45 043 0.19
Index Lifestyle (weight = 0.060) 0.30 0.18 0.24 0.06 0.12
Total index Score (out of 5.00) 4.38 4.24 3.10 2.90 1.81

Out of 100 87.63 84.87 62.01 58.06 36.20

Family & Friends (weight = 0.250) 1.00 1.00 0.88 0.50 0.75

Equal Job & Business Prospects (weight = 0.250) 1.13 1.13 0.63 0.88 0.25
Weiahts Education (weight = 0.250) 1.15 1.10 1.02 0.98 0.44
lndgex Lifestyle (weight = 0.250) 1.25 0.75 1.00 0.25 0.50
Total Index Score (out of 5.00) 4.52 3.98 3.52 2.60 1.94

Out of 100 90.42 79.58 70.42 52.08 38.75




Notes

1. The LSIC data represent approximately 12,000 of 164,200 immigrants aged 15 and older
who arrived in Canada between October 2000 and September 2001. Of those admitted to Canada,
roughly 67% enter as economic-class immigrants (including both principal applicants and their
families), 27% enter as family-class immigrants, and just 6% enter as refugees. For a specific study
of the regionalization olic?: on government-assisted refugees, see Sherrell et al. (2004).

2. We did not analyse LSIC microdata. The weights used in the LSIC index are from results
ublished in the report Longitudinal Survey o{’ Immigrants to Canada: Process, Progress and Prospects
Statistics Canada, 2003). The report’s results indicate the quality level of estimates (based on a

minimum sample size and the coefficient of variation) as acceptable, marginal, or unacceptable.
Of the estimates used as weights in the LSIC index, all were considered acceptable. For further in-
formation about LSIC survey methodology see Statistics Canada (2003).

3. We have not included the statistical output for these 24 cities, but contact schuurman@sfu.ca
for more information.

4. This project did not examine the provision of settlement services in the five study sites. We
did note, however, that Prince Rupert is the only city without stream 1 settlement services, that is,
an i{nmigrant—speciﬁc agency that provides counselling and interpretation in the early stages of
settlement.
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Useful Links

Metropolis Canada (includes links to the various regional sites): http://canada.metropolis.net/www
immigrantsandrefugees.ca

Citizenship and ImmiIgration Canada (CIC): http://www.cic.gc.ca/

Statistics Canada (LSIC Reports): A Portrait of Early Settlement Experiences: hitp://lwww statcan.ca/
english/freepub/89-614-XIE/89-614-XIE2005001.htm

Process, Progress and Prospects: http://www.statcan.ca/english/freepub/89-611-XIE/index.htm




