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Abstract 

The aging of global populations long forecasted by demographers, governments, and other public and 

private actors is now rapidly being realized in many countries around the world, particularly in advanced, industrial 

economies like Canada. Driving this population aging are members of the Baby Boomer generation, a group larger 

and in many ways more socially influential than preceding birth cohorts, that are ƴƻǿ ŜƴǘŜǊƛƴƎ ƭƛŦŜΩǎ ƭŀǘŜǊ ǎǘŀƎŜǎ ŀƴŘ 

(if social theorists are correct) redefining concepts of older adulthood we currently rely on to plan for the aged. 

However, the portended impacts of this aging and proposed policy responses largely remain focused at the 

national/provincial level, with scant attention paid to how the aging of community and neighbourhood populations 

will occur and how aging will impact these local spaces. Only in recent years have researchers seriously attempted 

to understand how age and aging overlap the other complex forces that structure urban space and influence how 

neighbourhoods change. Drawing on theories of social ecology, this thesis assesses the roles age and aging play in 

urban structure and changes processes, using perspectives of life stage and generation to discern how the aging of 

Baby Boomers is enmeshed therein. Using the City of Toronto, Canada as study area, this research employs factorial 

analysis ς here, principal component analysis ς on a sample of 468 Toronto neighbourhoods for which a 

comprehensive dataset of social and spatial measures, with an emphasis on age, is created for the years 1996, 2006, 

and 2016 and for the decades 1996 to 2006 and 2006 to 2016. A set of components are generated for each year and 

period to serve as measures of dimensions which underlie how these measures relate e.g., how age and aging relate 

ǘƻ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎΤ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƳŀǇǇŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜǾŜŀƭ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ 

different parts of Toronto reflect the conceptual constructs depicted. These sets of components and their spatial 

patterning are then assessed for their analytical import, focusing on where and how age and aging overlap other 

ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǳǊōŀƴ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅ. Findings reveal that while Toronto continues to be primarily organized 

by socioeconomics that are heavily inflected by ethnic and immigrant status, age still plays a vital role structuring 

ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅΣ ŀ ǊƻƭŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ than foundational theories account for, even if these are useful for 

understanding how the aging of residents interacts with ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎΩ other social and spatial elements. Further 

and in terms of how Toronto changes, while other social elements appear to crystalize, or remain stable between 

years, resident aging takes a more prominent role defining the changes TƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎ ŀǊŜ ǳƴŘŜǊƎƻƛƴƎΦ 

As for where Baby Boomers factor into this, while the earliest-born half of the generation follows a similar trajectory 

as preceding generations in entering older age, the younger half of the generation diverges from this trajectory and 

thus from established ƴƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜΩǎ ƭŀǘŜǊ ǎǘŀƎŜǎΦ Moving forward, it seems age and aging are becoming a more 

definitive a factor in the structuring of urban environments like Toronto and that concepts of life stage and 

generation, that have been developed more concretely in other research disciplines, will be crucial for continuing to 

unravel the complex ways in which demography interweaves itself into urban social ecology.  
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1.0 ς Introduction  

Global populations have been rapidly aging for several decades and will continue to do so for several more, 

ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ŘǊŀƳŀǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŜǎ ό[ŜŜ ϧ aŀǎƻƴΣ нлмлύΦ This trend will reshape our citiesΩ ŀƎŜ 

structures, and consequently our work as planners (WHO 2002; 2007). Canada typifies this aging: its share of persons 

aged 65+ increased from 12.2% of the national population in 1996, to 13.7% (2006), then 16.9% by 2016. Older 

adults will make up 23.4% of the Canadian population by 2036 and maintain said share for 30-plus years (Statistics 

Canada, 1998; 2008; 2017a; 2019a). The social and economic implications of this population aging are not lost on 

demographers, gerontologists, and governmental and public agencies, as well as private corporations and 

ŜƴǘǊŜǇǊŜƴŜǳǊǎ όIŀǊǘǘ ϧ .ƛƎƭŜƛǊƛΣ нлмуΤ /Ia/Σ нлнлύΦ tƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ άŦŜƭǘ Ƴƻǎǘ ŀŎǳǘŜƭȅέ ŀǘ 

the local ƭŜǾŜƭ όbŜǿōƻƭŘΣ нлмр ǇΦосрύΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎΩ Řŀƛƭȅ ƭƛǾŜǎ ƻŎŎǳǊ ŀƴŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŘǊŀǿ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ 

social connection (Hodge, 2008). Whether engaged in urban land use, social services, economic development, or 

similar functions, we as planners play a vital role preparing the physical and social infrastructure of our communities 

for current, ongoing, and anticipated challenges and opportunities presented by this population aging. 

Yet, the problem motivating my research is that our focus on population aging remains nationally or 

provincially anchored (McCann, 2017; Carbonaro et al, 2018; Hartt & Biglieri, 2018). Study of this demographic effect 

at the local scale i.e., in communities and neighbourhoods, is much less common. Thus, knowledge of how, why, and 

where aging occurs ς information much-needed to effectively plan for aging populations ς is lacking. This is not only 

in terms of focus on local-level aging (Atkins, 2017), but upon how these shifts affect myriad other social, economic, 

and physical elements of urban space. Much research on neighbourhoods has built up over the years (Teernstra & 

van Gent, 2012; Bailey et al, 2017). This vast body of work draws considerable inspiration from seminal theories of 

human or social ecology, ŀ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǾƛŜǿǎ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΩ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ ŀǎ ŀ άώǎƻŎƛƻ-ϐŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƴƛŎƘŜǎέ where 

social similarity is reinforced by cƻƳǇƭŜȄΣ ȅŜǘ ŘƛǎŎŜǊƴŀōƭŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴƘŀōƛǘŀƴǘǎΩ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ 

as well as to local geographic features (Brown, 2001 p. 1). 

Before delving into this research tradition, I first clarify my use of social ecology. While contemporarily, 

ΨǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅΩ Ƙŀǎ ǘŀƪŜƴ ƻƴ ŀ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎǎΣ ŘŜǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜ of study1, my use reflects study of άthe 

dynamic interplay between characteristics of people and places to understand the spatial distribution of populations 

and social behaviourέ (Caves, 2005 p. 415). I focus Ƴȅ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ΨǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅΩ ŜǾŜƴ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ upon the first of these i.e., 

the aging of neighbourhood populations and how this relates to urban space in an aggregate, systems-level sense2. 

This framework ς wƘƛŎƘ ƭƻƻƪǎ ŀǘ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǎ ŀƴ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΣ ƛƴŘŜŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ΨōƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭΩ ǇǊŜŎŜǇǘǎ 

ς originated in the early-20th Century with Parks, Mckenzie, and Burgess (1925), who identify underlying patterns in 

 
1 CƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛǎǘǎ ǎŜŜ ΨǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅΩ ŀǎ ŀ ōƻŘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴƛƴƎ Ƙƻǿ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘey 
could relate more harmoniously (Bookchin, 2007). 
2 Many, such as those in social work, apply social ecology in a ΨōƻǘǘƻƳ-ǳǇΩ ǇŜrspective, studying how individuals interact with and 
respond to their surrounding environment and the implications this has for their personal behavior and well-being (Citation). 
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Ƙƻǿ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ΨŎƻƳǇŜǘŜΩ for residency in ChicagoΩǎ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎ3 (Brown, 2002). Early urban 

researcher such as Hoyt (1939) and Hoover and Vernon (1959) build on these foundations by introducing and refining 

concepts such as urban space sorting according to incomes and the presence of a neighbourhood life cycle which 

underlies patterns of urban change. These theoretical perspectivesΣ ǿƘŜǊŜƛƴ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΩ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ ŀ ǎƻŎƛƻ-

spatial hierarchy of relations ς akin to natural environments ς serves as the basis of this thesis research which 

examines the where, how, and why of age and aging within the complex social and spatial patterns that shape urban 

environments i.e., how population aging shapes the human ecology of cities at the neighbourhood level and indeed 

how these ecological patterns and processes influence how local populations undergo aging.  

While less emphasized in contemporary urban studies since reaching a zenith of popularity in the 1950-

1960s (Viaud, 1995), the perspective that cities and neighbourhoods operate according to socio-logical principles 

continues to reverberate throughout urban geography. The extensive (and ongoing) study of gentrification since the 

1960s and, more contemporaneously, innumerable other forms of neighbourhood change4 continue to utilize socio-

ecological concepts to describe how and why cities come to be spatiallȅ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜŘ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ 

attributes. However, while parallel social sciences like demography and sociology have focused on where and why 

people reside in certain places at certain ages (Rossi, 1955; Newbold, 2011), relatively few urban geographers 

explore the intersections between neighbourhood age structure and their other social and spatial characteristics 

(Rummo, 2016). For instance, while gentrification studies ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛǎ άǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ 

ōȅ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŀƎŜǎέΣ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƎŜ ƛƴǘƻ άŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǳǊōŀƴ ǎƻŎƛƻπǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ƛƴŜǉǳŀƭƛǘȅέ ƛǎ only 

recently being taken seriously (Hochstenbach, 2018 p. 1-2), a trend likely motivated by the current and impending 

aging of populations at all spatial scales, including the neighbourhoods we all reside within. 

Given the increasing pace of global population aging, we can ill-afford this disconnect between research on 

aging and urban social ecology. Aging is not so much absent from urban studies as it is under-emphasized or assumed 

predictive and linear5. A common trope is that older adults passively remain in their homes through retirement and 

ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ departure, contributing to declining local vitality until they move out of their homes; this allows the 

neighbourhood to renew as incoming younger residents reinitiate the neighbourhoodΩǎ life cycle (Foote & Walker, 

2017). While aging studies advance these basic constructs by exploring diverse life trajectories for the young and old 

alike (Coulter et al, 2016), advance of these constructs within urban studies is noted to be halting at best (Rummo 

et al, 2016; Hochstenbach, 2018). This thesis instead foregrounds age and related notions of life stage and generation 

to assess how well, if at all, ŎƛǘƛŜǎΩ shifting demography conforms with these sorts of normative expectations. 

A generational perspective is important because passage through ƭƛŦŜΩǎ ǾŀǊied stages is likely to be 

experienced differently as social, economic, political, and cultural conditions change with the course of time. This 

 
3 Ergo, early work in human ecology is often thought synonymous with the Ψ/ƘƛŎŀƎƻ {ŎƘƻƻƭΩ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘΦ  
4 Such as shifts in local age and family status, racial/ethnic character, and built form (Owens, 2012; Delmelle, 2017). 
5 E.g., in how older adults (65+) are considered quite homogenous and thus so their role in neighborhood change. 



3 
 

generational effect means that aging as we know it is said to be changing (Green, 2006). Baby Boomers, born in the 

prosperous, transformative decades post-WWII (1945-1964), are now several years into late career and retirement 

life stages. They now drive global population aging and will for decades (Hodge, 2008; Davies & James, 2011). Many 

seminal (Graff & Wiseman, 1978; Litwak & Longino, 1987) and current (Davies & James, 2011; Atkins, 2017) studies 

look at older adults of prior generations. Contemporary study thus needs to ask Ƙƻǿ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎΩ aging will converge 

with and/or diverge from prior generations? Already observed to diverge from prior generations in younger life 

stages in their behaviour and values (Moschis & McArthur, 2007; Siren & Hostein, 2013), BoomersΩ general 

experience of aging is also expected to differ, as will the role their aging plays in social ecology. Conversely, if their 

aging follows expected norms of the human life course, then in the aggregate, Boomers will largely converge with 

preceding generationsΩ ŀƎƛƴƎ. Given .ƻƻƳŜǊǎΩ άǇŀǊŀŘƛƎƳ-ōǳǎǘƛƴƎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅέ ǘƘǳǎ ŦŀǊΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǊŜƳƛǎǎ ǘƻ ŀǎǎǳƳŜ the latter. 

To do so would be planning our cities ŦƻǊ ǘƻƳƻǊǊƻǿ ǳǎƛƴƎ άȅŜǎǘŜǊŘŀȅϥǎ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀƎƛƴƎέ όDǊŜŜƴΣ нллс ǇΦ осύΦ  

The purpose of my research then is to assess the nature and extent of population aging occurring in an 

urban environment ς here the City of Toronto, Canada ς at the neighbourhood level. I then further assess how these 

shifts overlap other elements of ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅΣ such as socioeconomic status and built form. Throughout 

my research, concepts of age, life stage, and generation are empirically foregrounded to support a detailed analysis 

ƻŦ .ŀōȅ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎΩ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǘƻ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘƘƻƻŘ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴŘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜǎ my research approach. 

In Section 2, I take a comprehensive approach to exploring these several areas of academic concern, starting 

ǿƛǘƘ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƎƛƴƎ ǘǊŜƴŘǎΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ȅŜŀǊǎΩ ǘǊŜƴŘǎ ǳǎƛƴƎ {ǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎǎ /ŀƴŀŘŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǘƻ 

underscore the magnitude of demographic shift expected in coming decades. To understand likely neighbourhood-

level impacts, I also assess how /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎ differ from younger populations on a series of social and 

housing-related measures. Having contextualized Canadian population aging, I then explore several literatures 

related to urban social ecology, including studies of neighbourhood change and of age-based residential mobility 

i.e., why move people move as they age, as the latter translates demography into urban social ecology. I then survey 

how and why the Boomer generation, now entering older adulthood, is expected to disrupt existing models of 

neighbourhood age structure and aging. I conclude Section 2 with my research questions generated from this review. 

In Section 3, I begin Ƴȅ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ with an overview of the City of Toronto, my study area. Basic 

geographic description precedes an outline of ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ social, political, and economic development history. I 

present my use Statistics Canada data to create neighbourhood units of study and clarify my employ of the City of 

Toronto as study area. I then outline how I structure age in my study and use location quotients to understand spatial 

patterns of age in Toronto. I then introduce factorial analysis as my means of assessing how these patterns overlap 

¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅΦ  After I outline the history and core elements of factorial analysis, I introduce my choice of 

principal component analysis, or PCA, as my specific approach to understand core dimensions underlying ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ 

social ecology and my decision to conduct a two-stage analysis. I first conduct PCA of the years 1996, 2006, and 2016 

using staticΣ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ƛΦŜΦΣ ŀƴ ŀƎŜ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƘŀǊŜΤ I then conduct PCA of change in these 
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proportional measures in decades 1996-2006 and 2006-2016. I spend the rest of my methodology presenting the 

various steps of my analyses, including how I develop my variables, test them for statistical adequacy, conduct my 

PCAs, and, finally, map my findings for visual analysis. This all clarifies my methodological decision-making and walks 

readers through how PCA works, to provide a foundation for better understanding my results.  

In Section 4, I present my findings. I first assess older adult and Boomer populations for Toronto in 1996, 

2006, and 2016; I also present neighbourhood-level location quotients for these groups for these years and how 

they change 1996-2006 and 2006-2016 to contextualize how my study area ages over my study period. I then present 

my separate but interrelated PCAs: static PCAs of 1996, 2006, and 2016 ŀǊŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ΨǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΩ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ continuity 

and change in ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΦ L ǘƘŜƴ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴǎΣ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎ with 1996 

before proceeding through 2006 and 2016. I then present my 2 change PCA of 1996-2006 and 2006-2016 in similar 

fashion, exploring the set of dimensions emerging each decade and how these relate back to my static PCA. 

Throughout my analysis, I focus on the implications of age and aging, life stage, and generation. 

In Section 5, I discuss my findings relative to other recent research on how demography overlaps with 

human ecology and to todayΩǎ population aging trends. I first explore my findings according to two major themes 

relating to age as an element of urban structure and aging as a process of urban change. I then discuss the trajectories 

Boomers have takeƴ ƛƴ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ to expect of their future aging. I follow with contributions 

my work makes to the study of urban demography and urban social ecology more generally, as well as Ƴȅ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ 

limitations and the lessons these provide for future applications of factorial analysis. I conclude my discussion and 

my thesis by briefly outlining some potential directions for future research of how age and aging shape our cities 

and why continual research on this front is needed to keep up with generational change.   
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2.0 ς Literature Review 

2.1 ς Introduction 

To begin my review of research relevant to my objectives, I first define and contextualize population aging. 

I then assess how this process has occurred in Canada since 1996 and project these trends to 2066 to illustrate the 

magnitude of current and expectŜŘ ŀƎƛƴƎΦ ¦ǎƛƴƎ ŀ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ /Ŝƴǎǳǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎΣ L ǘƘŜƴ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ Ƙƻǿ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎ 

ŘƛŦŦŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘƻǎŜ ȅƻǳƴƎŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŀƎŜ срΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘǊŜƴŘǎ ŀǊŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴ ǎŎƻǇŜΣ ǘƘŜȅ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ Ƙƻǿ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎΩ 

social character could be expected to change as these spaces age. At the local geographic scale, variation in 

ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƎƛƴƎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ƳƻǾŜ ƻǊ ǎǘŀȅ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ƭƛŦŜ ǎǘŀƎŜǎΣ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǎƘŀǇŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

preferences for certain dwelling and neighbourhood characteristics and the resources to secure them; these 

preferences and resources are often quite informed by age e.g., the need for family-suitable housing once children 

arrive. These demographic dynamics in turn influence and are influenced by other socio-spatial processes. For 

instance, the proliferation of early families or retirees may incite developers to develop appropriate housing in areas 

experiencing growth of these households. Conversely, the rapid expansion of said populations may overwhelm the 

supply of these dwellings relative to available supply, reducing affordability and possibly driving early families or 

retirees to other areas, instigating changes in those places. Thus, population aging should be more integrated within 

the study of neighbourhood change instead of being treated as separate social and spatial process as it has been.  

To better understand population aging as a type of urban change, I dive into neighbourhood studies 

generally. This contextualizes where and how population aging could better feature in urban social ecology. I review 

seminal theories from the early-mid 20th Century, prominently studied gentrification processes, then contemporary 

studies extending beyond these. While age and aging play an often-rudimentary role in studying neighbourhood and 

change, demography is better integrated in closely related fields of study. A prominent example of where individual 

and population aging feature is research on age-based residential mobility. Essentially, neighbourhoods change via 

residentǎΩ ƛƴ- and out-movement6. Core concepts, such as human life course and migratory push-ǇǳƭƭΣ ƳƻŘŜƭ ŀƎŜΩǎ 

role in where, how, and why people reside in different places throughout their lives. Just as neighbourhoods and 

populations change, the ways that age and aging influence these changes are shifting. I highlight generational change 

and specifically how Boomers may transform intersections of aging, residential mobility, and urban change. Their 

ƻǳǘǎƛȊŜŘ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ demographic shifts justifies research on how their aging influences 

other elements of human ecology. This informs a basic understanding of how we might expect them to influence 

urban change in the decades to come. I conclude with a set of research queries arising from my literature review.    

 

 

 

 
6 These behaviors shaped by age and household status, as well as elements of socio-economic status or ethnicity. 
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2.2 ς Population Aging in the Canadian Context 

A population consists of all people living in a defined geography (Newell, 1989) i.e., a country, city, or 

neighbourhoodΦ ²Ŝ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ōȅ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘǊŀƛǘǎ ƛΦŜΦΣ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘƛƴƎ ǘǿƻ ƴŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ŀƎŜΤ we also define and assess 

sub-ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛΦŜΦΣ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎΦ tƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ΨŀƎŜΩ Ǿƛŀ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ƻŦ ŦŜǊǘƛƭƛǘȅΣ ƳƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅΣ ŀƴŘ ƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ 

(Davies & James, 2011). People enter or leave, via birth, death, and/or moving at certain ages, making a population 

older or younger. Since the early 20th Century, declining fertility and increasing life expectancy have generally aged 

the global population (Lesthaeghe, 2010). An increasing number of countries now experience dwindling youth shares 

while older groups swell. TƘƛǎ ǘǊŜƴŘ ǾŀǊƛŜǎ ōȅ ƴŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊƻǎǇŜǊƛǘȅΥ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ 

countries (with lowest birth rates and highest life expectancy) also age most rapidly (Lee & Mason, 2010). Even many 

developing parts of Africa, Asia, and Latin America, where youth populations continue to explode experience 

unprecedented increases to their number and share of older adults (WHO, 2007). Population aging is often portrayed 

via simple stats, such as an increase to average age over time, or escalating rates of growth among older age groups 

(Hodge, 2008). Yet, demographics are influenced by the complex interplay of social, economic, cultural, political, and 

environmental forces over time (Shwanen et al, 2012; Coulter et al, 2016). So, while the world ages generally, the 

aging of various populations, like other socio-spatial change is marked by intense spatial variability at all geographic 

scales, including the local or neighbourhood level (Davies & James, 2011). 

¢ŀōƭŜǎ нΦм ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜǎ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ Ŏƻǳƴǘ and percentage share of select age groups from 1996 to 2066. 

Table 2.2 shows how these groups grow and/or decline during each decade7. The share of older adults (65+) in Table 

2.1, initially 12.2% in 1996, increases to 13.7% in 2006 and again to 16.9% by 2016. Rates of growth for older adults 

each decade, 22.9% (1996-2006) and 36.9% (2006-2016), outpace respective national rates (9.6%; 11.2%; Table 2.2). 

The 65+ group continues to capture 3-4% more share of the total population each decade, reaching 23.4% in 2036. 

While growth and gains in share taper after 2036, by 2066, 25.6% of Canadians will be aged 65 or older. A reversal 

ƻŎŎǳǊǎ ƛƴ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ŘŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŀǎ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƘŀǊŜ ŦǊƻƳ ȅƻǳƴƎŜǊ ŀƎŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΦ 

Children (0-14) and early households (25-34) see 1996 shares of 20.5% and 15.6% decline to 16.6% and 13.1% by 

2016. Absolute decline in each of their total populations between 1996 and 2006 (-5.4%; -11%) underlies share loss, 

even as these groups grow in subsequent decades. Population share loss between 2016 and 2066 is less dramatic, 

with 0-14 staying at roughly 15% throughout; however, 25-опΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƪŜŜǇǎ ǎƭƛŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ мн҈ ōȅ нлссΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ 

projected growth stabilizes during this period, it never catches up to 65+ rates, even as these taper off. Juxtaposing 

ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳƴƎŜǊ ŀƎŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǎƘƻǿǎ Ƙƻǿ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƎŜ Ǿƛŀ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΩ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜΣ ǎǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ƻǊ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜΦ 

 
 

 

 
7 To focus on older adulthood (65+, 85+) and those about to enter it (55-64), some age groups (15-24, 35-54) are left out of this 
broad overview. Age groups 0-14 and 25-34 serve as markers for young families and for early, transitional adulthood (referred to 
as early households) to depict how countervailing old and young(er) residents inform population age and aging.  
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The age groups 55-648 ŀƴŘ урҌ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘŜ ǘƘƛǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ ǎƘƻǿǎ .ƻƻƳŜǊΩǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ƴŀǘƛƻnal age: 

in 1996, Boomers (age 32-50) had yet to reach older adulthood. As they do in subsequent decades i.e., ages 42-60 

(2006), then ages 52-70 (2016), the 55-сп ƎǊƻǳǇ ǎǿŜƭƭǎ ŦǊƻƳ уΦс ǘƻ мп҈ ƻŦ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ 

staggering growth rates of 47.6 (1996-2006) and 33.6% (2006-2016). By 2026, as most Boomers age past 55-64, the 

ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǎǘŀƭƭǎ ŀōǊǳǇǘƭȅΣ ŀǎ ǎǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎ όDǊŜŜƴΣ нллсύΣ Ŧŀƛƭ ǘƻ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜ 

it, seen in 2026-нлосΩǎ оΦм҈ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜΦ ¢ƘŜ урҌ group nearly doubles in population share from 1.2% (1996) to 

2.2% (2016), driven by growth of 54.5 (1996-2006) and 48.1% (2006-2016). The group more than doubles in number 

by 2016. Here, we see Boomers aging into the projected decades: the earliest-born Boomers hit age 85 in 2031, and 

ǘƘǳǎ ǘƘŜ урҌ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƧǳƳǇǎ ŦǊƻƳ нΦр҈ ƛƴ нлнс ǘƻ оΦт҈ ƛƴ нлосΣ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƻ рΦн҈ ƛƴ нлпсΣ ǿƘŜƴ ŀƭƭ 

Boomers will be between ages 82-мллΦ ¢ƘŜ урҌ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ нлнс ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƘŀǊŜ όфооΣмллύ ǎǿŜƭƭǎ ōȅ спфΣолл όнлнс-

2036) and then 833,700 (2036-2046) over the two decades, outpacing the combined increase of the children and 

ŜŀǊƭȅ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ όмΣпуоΣллл ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ȅƻǳƴƎŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΩ мΣпосΣрллύΦ     

 
8 LΦŜΦΣ ΨǇǊŜ-ǎŜƴƛƻǊǎΩ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊƻȄƛƳƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǎŀƛŘ ƭƛŦŜ ǎǘŀƎŜ ό/aI/Σ нлмрΤ !ǘƪƛƴǎΣ нлмтύ. 

Table 2.2

Canadian Population Growth (10-year) by Age Group, 1996-2066

1996-2006 2006-2016 2016-2026 2026-2036 2036-2046 2046-2056 2056-2066

# 2,766,140 3,538,830 5,163,170 3,799,000 3,364,300 3,250,000 3,658,100

% 9.6 11.2 14.7 9.4 7.6 6.8 7.2

# -321,440 259,725 421,635 331,900 523,900 521,400 412,400

% -5.4 4.7 7.2 5.3 7.9 7.3 5.4

# -493,105 609,580 665,415 201,300 379,400 263,400 389,300

% -11.0 15.2 14.4 3.8 6.9 4.5 6.4

# 1,185,040 1,236,255 161,650 -155,300 784,100 302,000 249,300

% 47.6 33.6 3.3 -3.1 15.9 5.3 4.2

# 807,405 1,600,385 2,462,665 1,939,300 978,600 1,194,400 1,389,300

% 22.9 36.9 41.5 23.1 9.5 10.6 11.1

# 183,540 250,170 222,320 649,300 833,700 337,600 252,500

% 54.5 48.1 28.8 65.4 50.8 13.6 9.0
Source: Statistics Canada, 1998; 2008; 2017a; 2019a

Older Adults

Oldest Adults

55-64

65+

85+

Age Group

Total Population

Children

Early Households

Pre-seniors

0-14

25-34

Table 2.1

Canadian Population by Age Group, 1996-2066

1996 2006 2016 2026 2036 2046 2056 2066

# 5,901,280 5,579,840 5,839,565 6,261,200 6,593,100 7,117,000 7,638,400 8,050,800

% 20.5 17.7 16.6 15.5 14.9 15.0 15.1 14.8

# 4,498,910 4,005,805 4,615,385 5,280,800 5,482,100 5,861,500 6,124,900 6,514,200

% 15.6 12.7 13.1 13.1 12.4 12.3 12.1 12.0

# 2,489,455 3,674,495 4,910,750 5,072,400 4,917,100 5,701,200 6,003,200 6,252,500

% 8.6 11.6 14.0 12.6 11.1 12.0 11.8 11.5

# 3,527,845 4,335,250 5,935,635 8,398,300 10,337,600 11,316,200 12,510,600 13,899,900

% 12.2 13.7 16.9 20.8 23.4 23.8 24.7 25.6

# 337,070 520,610 770,780 993,100 1,642,400 2,476,100 2,813,700 3,066,200

% 1.2 1.6 2.2 2.5 3.7 5.2 5.5 5.6
Source: Statistics Canada, 1998; 2008; 2017a; 2019a

50,728,200 54,386,300# 28,846,760 31,612,900 35,151,730 40,314,900 44,113,900 47,478,200

Early Households

Pre-seniors

Older Adults

Oldest Adults

Age Group

Total Population

85+

0-14

25-34

55-64

65+

Children
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/ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀƎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǿƛƭƭ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ƎǊƻǿ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŦƻǊ Ƴŀƴȅ ȅŜŀǊǎΣ ŀǎ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƛƴǘƻ 

later life. These national trends have and will keep resonating down to the local level i.e., most communities and 

neighbourhoods will undergo population aging. CǳǊǘƘŜǊΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ŀƎƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ 

transform long-ƘŜƭŘ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜΩǎ ƭŀǘŜǊ ǎǘŀƎŜǎ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ǘƻ ƭƛŦŜǎǘȅƭŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƎƻƻŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΣ 

including housing (Green, 2006; Atkins, 2017). As populations age in Canada as elsewhere, what sorts of changes can 

we expect neighbourhoods to incur from increasing numbers and proportions of older inhabitants? Any changes in 

local social ecology depend upon older adults diverging from younger people in their traits and preferences, such 

that the aging of a neighbourhoodΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜǎ ƛǘǎ ǎƻŎƛƻ-spatial traits over and above its age structure. 

Understanding the range of observed differences between older and younger age groups and the potential impacts 

that these divergences might have upon local social ecology are important for informing my theoretical framework 

and subsequent analyses I employ in my research that looks at overlaps between population aging and urban change.   

2.3 ς Divergences Between Old and Young  

Table 2.3 examines older Canadians (65+) both as a total population and split between female and male 

ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŀƎŜ ƻŦ ср ŀǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎΦ .ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƭƛŦŜΩǎ ƭŀǘŜǊ ǎǘŀƎŜǎ ŀǊŜ 

reported to differ according whether one is in early (65-74), middle (75-84), and late (85+) older adulthood (Bradley 

& Longino, 2009; Atkins, 2017), these groups also feature to provide further context into the process of population 

aging. As populations grow older, they tend to grow progressively more female, as per a gender gap in life expectancy 

i.e., women tend to outlive men (Hodge, 2008). Older adults are generally far less employed and they more likely 

live with a spouse or alone than do younger age groups. They also have twice as likely to be living with constraints 

on their daily activities via various forms of illness or disablement incurred with age. Early-, middle-, and late-stage 

older adults differ along several axes, with notable gender differences also emerging amongst these groups. 

Employment for males ages 65-74 is under half (24.8%) and females aged 65-74 is under a third (15%) their 

ȅƻǳƴƎŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘŜǊǇŀǊǘǎΩ ǊŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ру ŀƴŘ рпΦт҈Φ 9ƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǊŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜƴ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ŘǊƻǇ ǎƘŀǊǇƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƎŜΣ ŀ ƴƻǘŀōƭŜ 

gender gap in labour force activity remaining for 75-84 and 85+. In terms of household conditions, older women 

more often live alone, while older males more likely continue to reside with a spouse. While rates of spousal living 

at ages 65-тп ŘƛŦŦŜǊ ōȅ ΨƻƴƭȅΩ мрΦр҈ όƳŀƭŜ тс҈Τ ŦŜƳŀle 60.5%), the gap widens for the 75-84 and 85+ groups; as 

females outlive their male counterparts, they thus more often alone or with others as they continue aging through 

later life stages. From early to late older age, activity constraints increase for most people, likely a major contributor 

to both genders seeing a four-ŦƻƭŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎ ƛƴ ΨŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜΩ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ9 for by age 85 

 

 
9 This includes residential care facilities and similar settings intended to provide ongoing health and social support. 
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Table 2.3

Canadian Population by Age Group and Gender, 2016

Age <65 65+ 65-74 75-84 85+ Age <65 65+ 65-74 75-84 85+ Age <65 65+ 65-74 75-84 85+

Total Population (# in 1,000s) 29,216 5,936 3,393 1,771 771 17,888 3,240 1,762 976 502 17,264 2,695 1,631 795 269

  Females as % of Population 50.1 54.6 51.9 55.1 65.1 - - - - - - - - - -

  % with an Activity Limitation 27.1 54.6 47.2 61.3 80.8 28.4 55.7 47.3 62.6 82.6 25.9 53.3 47.1 59.8 78.0

  % that are Employed 56.4 12.8 19.7 4.8 1.1 54.7 9.1 15.0 2.7 0.6 58.0 17.4 24.8 7.3 2.2

҈ ƻŦ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴǎ [ƛǾƛƴƎΧ

Χ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǎǇƻǳǎŜ44.6 58.5 67.9 54.4 26.1 45.9 47.1 60.5 40.4 12.9 43.3 72.1 76.0 71.5 50.7

Χ ŀƭƻƴŜ 8.8 29.0 21.8 32.2 53.3 8.0 36.8 26.6 41.8 62.4 9.6 19.7 16.6 20.4 36.3

Χ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ 46.6 12.5 10.2 13.4 20.6 46.1 16.2 12.9 17.8 24.7 47.1 8.1 7.4 8.1 13.0

Χ ƛƴ ŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎϝ0.8 7.7 1.9 8.1 32.0 0.6 9.6 2.0 9.6 36.5 1.0 5.3 1.9 6.1 23.6
Source: CMHC, 2020 * overlaps with other living situations; thus, %s total > 100

Total Male PopulationTotal Population Total Female Population
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Table 2.4 presents a range of information regarding Canadian households, in terms of the types and size of 

household they occupy, as well as the types of housing they reside in and some general housing conditions. Again, 

the data for older adults (65+) have been delineated against data portraying the characteristics of younger Canadian 

households; successive stages of early, middle, and late older adulthood feature, as in Table 2.3. Using households 

here provides a considerable amount of contextual information often missed at the individual level10. Because much 

of this household data has been gathered and retabulated by the Canadian Mortgage and Housing Corporation 

(CMHC), it and subsequent tables featuring household data are also organized according to tenure i.e., owner vs. 

renter households. Among the 65+ population, owner households outnumber renters by roughly 3:1, a ratio even 

more pronounced than that of the under-ср ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ нΥмΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ Ƙƻǿ ŀ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ƭƛŦŜǘƛƳŜΩǎ ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǎŀǾƛƴƎ 

have made ownership more likŜƭȅΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƻƴŎŜ ƛƴ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘƘƻƻŘΣ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΩ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ ƘƻƳŜƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǘƘŜƴ 

begins to decline with further age; from ages 65-74 to the age of 85+, the rate of ownership declined from 76.5 to 

68.7% (nearly back at par with the 65.9% of the under-65 population). Distinguishing between owner and renter 

households here and in subsequent tables proves a useful lens, given tenure is a vital link to the types of dwellings 

and therefore neighbourhoods these differing segments of the population ς both older and younger ς are likely to 

occupy. Further, the two tenure groups differ markedly in terms of typical household structure and factors relating 

to socio-economic status (referred to as SES hereafter).  

Starting with household structure (Table 2.4), all older adult age groups (early, middle, and late) tend to see 

smaller family households e.g., couples without as compared to with children and higher rates of living alone (1-

person households) across both owner and especially rental tenure than do younger Canadians. Amongst older adult 

(65+) households, those of 2+ persons tend to own more than rent (68.4>33.9%) while 1-person households age 65+ 

tend to rent more than own (66.14>31.6%). Among 65+ households of 2+ people, couples are the prevailing type, 

especially those without children. While smaller household size and childlessness is a far more common trait of older 

adult households, certain age groups, particularly among owners, maintain vestiges of a family lifestyle: 9.7% of 

owners aged 65-74 have children living in their home. Adding lone-parent owner households (4.7%) to this, 

households with children reach a 14.4% share of the 65+ owner group. Older adult, lone parent owners also increase 

in share with each successive age group. I posit this increase may reflect a trend of children returning home to live 

with their elderly, single parents to help them or potentially for mutual support. The presence of (adult) children in 

the home reveals diversity among older adult household structure and type. However, couples without children still 

ŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƻƴΩǎ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ срҌ Ƙƻuseholds consisting of 2+ people.

 
10 Statistics Canada collects data for individuals and households e.g., age, labour status vs. tenure, income. However, these largely 
fail to overlap (Viaud, 1995). Urban studies generally benefit from household analyses as they ŀǊŜ άǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛŎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-making unit 
[forϐ Φ Φ Φ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎΣ ŀƳŜƴƛǘȅ ǳǎŜΣ ŎƻƴǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴέ ŀƴŘ άƳƻǎǘ ώŘŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎϐ ǇƘŜƴƻƳŜƴŀΥ ŦŜǊǘƛƭƛǘȅΣ ƴǳǇǘƛŀƭƛǘȅΣ ŘƛǾƻǊŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴέ 
i.e., forces shaping population aging (Kuijsten & Vossen 1988, p. 5). Household age is defined by the age of its primary maintainer 
(which can be either male or female). For brevity, I use the shorthand households aged 65+, 85+, etc. even though these can 
Ŏƻƴǎƛǎǘ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀƎŜǎ ƛΦŜΦΣ ŀ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴŜǊΩǎ ȅƻǳƴƎŜǊ ǎǇƻǳǎŜ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭdren (potentially). 
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Table 2.4

Canadian Households Organized by Age and Tenure, 2016

Owner Households and Dwellings Age <65 65+ 65-74 75-84 85+ Renter Households and Dwellings Age <65 65+ 65-74 75-84 85+

Total # of Owned Dwellings 6,926,375 2,614,9451,551,495797,735265,715 Total # of Rented Dwellings 3,591,285 883,245 477,370 284,860 121,020

Owners as a % of All Households 65.9 74.8 76.5 73.7 68.7 Renters as a % of All Households 34.1 25.2 23.5 26.3 31.3

% of Owners with a Mortgage 59.7 25.1 30.9 17.4 11.0 % of Renters in Subsidized Housing 13.0 21.8 20.3 22.5 24.2

% of Owners in a Condominium 13.2 15.7 13.7 17.8 21.1 % of Renters in a Condominium 13.8 10.9 10.3 11.6 11.7

% of Owners in Core Housing Need 6.3 7.7 6.5 8.4 12.0 % of Renters in Core Housing Need 26.8 32.8 31.7 33.4 35.4

҈ ƻŦ hǿƴŜǊ IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ [ƛǾƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀΧ ҈ ƻŦ wŜƴǘŜǊ IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ [ƛǾƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀΧ

Χ {ƛƴƎƭŜπ5ŜǘŀŎƘŜŘ IƻǳǎŜ72.1 71.2 72.9 69.4 67.0 Χ {ƛƴƎƭŜπ5ŜǘŀŎƘŜŘ IƻǳǎŜ15.3 9.6 10.7 8.6 7.6

Χ {ŜƳƛπ5ŜǘŀŎƘŜŘ IƻǳǎŜ5.8 4.9 5.0 4.9 4.6 Χ {ŜƳƛπ5ŜǘŀŎƘŜŘ IƻǳǎŜ4.1 2.7 3.0 2.6 1.9

Χ hǘƘŜǊ {ƛƴƎƭŜπ!ǘǘŀŎƘŜŘ IƻǳǎŜ0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 Χ hǘƘŜǊ {ƛƴƎƭŜπ!ǘǘŀŎƘŜŘ IƻǳǎŜ0.4 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.3

Χ wƻǿ IƻǳǎŜ 6.4 5.1 5.3 5.0 4.4 Χ wƻǿ IƻǳǎŜ 7.6 5.0 5.3 4.9 4.3

Χ !ǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ 13.9 16.6 14.5 18.6 22.6 Χ !ǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ 71.9 81.9 80.2 83.2 85.5

- Duplex 4.0 3.8 3.7 4.0 4.2 - Duplex 9.3 6.5 7.5 5.8 4.4

- Building with 1-4 Storeys 6.0 7.1 6.4 7.9 9.3 - Building with 1-4 Storeys 42.8 45.2 46.4 44.5 41.8

- Building with 5+ Storeys 3.9 5.6 4.4 6.7 9.1 - Building with 5+ Storeys 19.7 30.2 26.2 32.8 39.3

Total # of 2+ Person Owner Households5,771,265 1,788,4851,145,390512,150130,940 Total # of 2+ Person Renter Households2,198,650 299,115 174,830 94,085 30,205

2+ Person Households 83.3 68.4 73.8 64.2 49.3 2+ Person Households 61.2 33.9 36.6 33.0 25.0

Family Households 80.9 66.4 71.6 62.5 47.7 Family Households 51.9 31.1 33.0 31.1 23.7

Couple Family Households 69.1 58.1 64.6 53.5 33.5 Couple Families Households 34.6 24.1 25.8 24.7 16.4

w/ children 44.3 7.9 9.7 5.8 3.9 w/ children 18.8 2.9 3.9 1.9 1.1

w/o children 24.8 50.1 54.8 47.7 29.7 w/o children 15.7 21.3 21.9 22.8 15.3

Lone-Parent Family Households 9.0 6.3 4.7 7.3 13.0 Lone-Parent Family Households 16.2 6.3 6.4 5.8 7.0

Multiple Family Households 2.8 2.0 2.3 1.7 1.1 Multiple Family Households 1.1 0.7 0.9 0.5 0.3

Non-Family Households 2.4 2.0 2.2 1.7 1.6 Non-Family Households 9.3 2.7 3.6 2.0 1.3

Total # of 1-Person Owner Households 1,155,110 826,460 406,105 285,585134,775 Total # of 1-Person Renter Households 1,392,635 584,130 302,540 190,775 90,815

1-Person Households 16.7 31.6 26.2 35.8 50.7 1-Person Households 38.8 66.1 63.4 67.0 75.0

Female 1-Person Households 7.7 21.6 16.9 25.5 37.3 Female 1-Person Households 17.7 45.4 39.5 49.1 59.8

Male 1-Person Households 9.0 10.0 9.3 10.3 13.4 Male 1-Person Households 21.1 20.7 23.9 17.9 15.2
Source: CMHC, 2020

These as a % of All Owner Households

These as a % of All Owner Households These as a % of All Renter Households

These as a % of All Renter Households
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In terms of Canadians who live alone (Table 2.4), 1-person households make up roughly twice the share of 

renting households compared to their share of owners, both at ages 65+ (66.1>31.6%) and under-65 (38.8>16.7%); 

however, 1-person owner households form a larger total population than 1-person renters for all noted ages. One-

person households age 65+ are more often female, and increasingly so moving from early to late older age; this 

ŀƭƛƎƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƎƛƴƎΩǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŦŜƳƛƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ό¢ŀōƭŜǎ нΦоύΦ !ƎƛƴƎ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ǎŜŜƳǎ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘƻǊ ƻŦ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ŀƭƻƴŜΥ нсΦн҈ ƻŦ 

owner households aged 65-74 consist of a one person, a share increasing to 50.7% for 85+ owner households. For 

older adult renter households, 63.4% of the 65-74 group increases to a 75% share of the 85+ group. While not a 

ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅΣ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŀƎŜ ƻŦ ср ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ŀƭƻƴŜ ŀǊŜ ŀ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ 

of concern for many in the health and aging policy fields considering their vulnerability and potential for isolation 

(WHO, 2007). The following discusses the dwelling situation of Canadian households in 2016, in terms of type and 

conditions, to further illuminate the differing attributes of older adult households compared to those younger.  

Single-detached homes are the dominant form of dwelling for owner households, both over and under age 

65, and likewise apartment dwellings for renter households (Table 2.4). Dwelling patterns for 65+ owners tend to 

mirror those for owners under age 65; however, advancing from the 65-74 to the 85+ owner group sees a shift from 

larger, single/semi-detached and row homes into various apartments. The observed shrinking of households with 

age, alongside increasing activity limitations (Table 2.3), likely contributes to small(er) homes being more frequent 

or popular among increasingly older groups. Apartment dwellings also tend to be in more-urbanized areas and thus 

near age-supportive infrastructure such as transit and health care (Davies & James, 2011; Mulliner et al, 2020). Four-

fifths of 65+ renter households live in an apartment of some form. Of all types, those of 5+ storeys seem increasingly 

popular with age. While all other dwelling types see a decline in share, 5+ storey apartments increase to represent 

39.3% of the dwellings occupied by 85+ renter households, a share only slightly outranked by 1-п ǎǘƻǊŜȅΩǎ пмΦу҈Φ 

As per housing conditions, the share of under-65 owner households holding a mortgage (59.7%) is over 

twice that of 65+ households (25.1%) (Table 2.4), which implies lower housing costs and generally more housing 

equity among older adult owners. Similarly, renter households age 65+ more often live in some form of subsidized 

housing, which also implies lower housing costs in respect to receiving fiscal support11. While rates of condominium 

living are quite comparable for both owner and renter households aged under-65, 65+ households diverge on this 

measure according to tenure. At ages 65-тпΣ ƻǿƴŜǊ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΩ моΦт҈ ƻǳǘǿŜƛƎƘǎ ǊŜƴǘŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŀƎŜ ǊŀƴƎŜ 

(10.9%); this increases to 17.8 and 21.1% for owner households aged 75-84 and 85+ (respectively), while the rate for 

same-aged renter households stays rather flat at 11.6 and 11.7%. For owner households in Canada, there appears 

to be a notable if still minor shift towards downsizing into condominium style dwellings with advancing age12.  

 
11 Provincial housing policies ensure homes are (somewhat) more affordable for older Canadians (Government of Canada, 2021). 
12 A trend likely varying considerably by local geography i.e., densely urban environments such as the Toronto and Vancouver 
CSDs and surrounding regions where condominiums have been densely developed (Filion et al, 2010). 
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Despite observing smaller (thus likely less costly) dwellings for older adult households, in addition to 

fewer/smaller mortgages and the provision of subsidies, 65+ households (especially renters) fall into core housing 

need (CHN13) more than households under age 65. While CHN rates among 65+ owners as a group do not dwarf the 

under-65 group (rates being roughly par for 65-74 owners), rates swell such that by ages 85 and over, owner 

households are twice as likely to live in CHN than the under-65 group, even with a far greater share of them being 

mortgage free. This is likely due ǘƻ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΩ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ōŜƛƴƎ м-person (i.e., a single, fixed income) and 

being decidedly more female-led amongst the 75-84 and especially 85+ age groups; the implications of being female-

led here deriving from women largely earning lower incomes than their male counterparts at all age ranges (Statistics 

Canada, 2019b). Hence, far greater incidences of CHN are observed among 65+ renter households, given 66.1% of 

ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƭƛǾŜǎ ŀƭƻƴŜ ŀƴŘ прΦп҈ ŀǊŜ ŦŜƳŀƭŜ όŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƳŀƭŜǎΩ нлΦт҈ύ ό¢ŀōƭŜ нΦпύΣ with shares of solitary living and 

female-led households rates escalating as one proceeds from households led by those in early to late older 

adulthood. Looking specifically at incomes and housing costs will, help to further clarify these trends. 

The median household 

income of age 65+ households is 

roughly two-thirds that of the all-age 

group, both for owners and renters14 

(Table 2.5). The incomes of owners 

are roughly double that of renters at 

all ages, ages 65+ and age 65-74; for 

owners aged 75-84 and 85+, this gap 

narrows to owners earning about 

пп҈ ŀƴŘ ос҈ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǇŜŜǊǎΦ .ŜǎƛŘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ǘŜƴǳǊŜǎ ǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǾŀǊȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ {9{ ΨŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ15 

(Haider & Moranis, 2020), 66.1% of renter households age 65+ live alone compared to 38.8%% of those under age 

срΣ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŦŜƳŀƭŜ ό¢ŀōƭŜ нΦпύΣ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ōƻǘƘ ǇŀǊǘƭȅ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŘƛǎǇŀǊƛǘȅΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ срҌ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΩ ǎƘŜƭǘŜǊ 

costs are generally lower than that of the all-age group, implied by mortgage and subsidy rates (Table 2.4), is verified 

by totals observed in Table 2.5, especially for 65+ owners. However, while the shelter costs of 65+ owner households 

ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ ŦǊƻƳ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǘƻ ƭŀǘŜǊ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀƎŜΣ ƻƭŘŜǊ ǊŜƴǘŜǊǎΩ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜΣ ŎƻƴǎǳƳƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ όǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƭǎƻ 

shrinks with age). This is another factor contributing to higher rates of CHN among 65+ households (Table 2.4), 

 
13 A household is in CHN if housing is inadequate, unsuitable and/or unaffordable and would have to spend >30% its pre-tax 
income to access acceptable local housing. Adequate housing does not require major repair; suitable housing has bedrooms 
sufficient for household structure; Affordable housing costs <30% of pre-tax household income (CMHC, 2020) 
14 Unfortunately, the median incomes and shelter cost data derived from CMHC (2020) for these series of tables is not provided 

numerically for the under-65 groups; therefore, I was unable to disaggregate them from the 65+ groups as is the case with other 
tables e.g., Table 2.4. Thus, here I employ an all-ages group to at least highlight general divergence of older from younger 
households (even if 65+ semi-obscure a purer comparison by being included among an all-ages group). 
15 I.e., owners and renters tend to diverge in general occupation, education, assets, household status, and other measures which 
greatly influence income and thus their economic positioning within housing markets and other arenas. 

Table 2.5

Canadian Households Incomes and Dwelling Costs, 2016

All Ages 65+ 65-74 75-84 85+

Owner Households

  Median Household Income ($) 90,232 59,279 66,522 51,821 42,739

- After Taxes ($) 76,878 53,347 58,965 47,720 40,054

  Median Monthly Shelter Costs ($) 1,126 618 650 584 565

- as % of Median Annual Income 17.6 13.9 13.2 14.7 16.9

Renter Households

  Median Household Income ($) 44,159 30,013 31,570 28,962 27,477

- After Taxes ($) 40,323 28,980 30,307 28,140 26,464

  Median Monthly Shelter Costs ($) 915 801 785 802 857

- as % of Median Annual Income 27.2 33.2 31.1 34.2 38.9
Source: CMHC, 2020
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observed in how owner and especially renter households over age 65 devote increasingly larger shares of their 

income to shelter costs, even considering senior-favorable taxation policies and government benefits16. Looking at 

how incomes are received by older and younger households proves useful here.  

Table 2.6 breaks down, for both 

tenures, the sources from which households 

derive their income. As older adults leave the 

labor force at age 65 and especially by age 

75, employment income is increasingly 

replaced by retirement sources (registered 

savings plans, or RSPs; employer-provided 

pensions) and government transfer (Old Age 

Security, or OAS; Guaranteed Income 

Supplement, or GIS); older adult owners tend 

to receive more retirement income as a 

source than renters, while the opposite is true when considering their shares of government transfer. While 

retirement sources as a share of total income remains roughly stable from ages 65-74, through 75-84, to ages 85 

ŀƴŘ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ŦƻǊ ōƻǘƘ ǘŜƴǳǊŜǎΣ ŀƎŜ тр ǎŜŜǎ ŀ ƳŀǊƪŜŘ ƧǳƳǇ ƛƴ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊΩǎ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ƻǿƴŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƴǘŜǊ 

incomes. Because these are fixed sources set by government policy, 65+ households tend to fall further into CHN 

with increasing age. This indicates how local aging could affect neighbourhood SES via a downward trend in local 

ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎΦ /ƻƴǾŜǊǎŜƭȅΣ ǊŜǘƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŦŀǊ ƭŜǎǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǳǇƻƴ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎΦ hƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎΩ 

exit from the labor market and reliance on stable forms of retirement income and government transfer may prove 

more resistant to economic downturn than the employment sources of working households (Davies & James, 2011) 

e.g., aged neighbourhoods may respond better to recession than younger, labor-dependent households.   

Table 2.7 highlights different types 

of residential moves made by Canadians 

(according to age) between 2011 and 2016. 

As moving underlies how and why local 

population ages vary so widely, assessing the 

residential mobility patterns of people over 

and under age 65 informs how population 

aging influences other neighbourhood traits 

(Newell, 1989; Davies & James, 2011). Case 

 
16 After-tax income is used to reflŜŎǘ ΨǘǊǳŜΩ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŀŦǘŜǊ ŜƴǘƛǘƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴŎǳǊǊŜŘΤ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ 

like Old Age Security (OAS), a public pension (CPP), and the Guaranteed Income Supplement (GIS) (Government of Canada, n.d.). 

Table 2.7

Canadian Residential Mobility by Age Group, 2016

Mobility Status (5-year Span) Age <65 65+ 65-74 75-84 85+

Did Not Move 57.7 82.0 80.7 83.6 85.1

Moved 42.3 18.0 19.3 16.4 14.9

Moved Locally 22.9 9.9 10.1 9.5 9.3

Migrants 19.3 8.1 9.2 6.8 5.6

Internal Migrants 14.4 7.1 8.0 5.9 5.2

Intraprovincial 11.6 6.0 6.7 5.1 4.5

Interprovincial 2.8 1.1 1.3 0.8 0.7

External Migrants 4.9 1.0 1.2 0.9 0.4
Source: CMHC, 2020

Table 2.6

Canadian Household Income Sources as Share of Total Income, 2016

Income Source as % Age <65 65+ 65-74 75-84 85+

Owner Households 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

  Wages and Salaries 81.4 18.2 24.7 9.2 7.5

  Self-employment 5.1 2.2 3.0 1.3 0.9

  Government Transfers 5.2 41.2 33.5 50.5 58.4

  Investment Income 3.6 5.2 5.3 4.8 6.4

  Retirement Income 3.5 32.4 32.7 33.9 26.4

  Other Income 1.1 0.6 0.8 0.4 0.4

Renter Households 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

  Wages and Salaries 68.9 11.4 17.6 4.6 2.8

  Self-employment 4.3 1.0 1.5 0.4 0.2

  Government Transfers 22.2 69.9 64.1 76.2 78.0

  Investment Income 1.2 1.4 1.2 1.3 2.7

  Retirement Income 1.0 15.8 14.9 17.2 16.0

  Other Income 2.1 0.5 0.6 0.4 0.2
Source: CMHC, 2020
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in point: people age 65+ move less than half the rate (18%) people under age 65 (42.3%) do. While the 65-74 group 

relatively more mobile in their early old age (Litwak & Longino, 1987), only 19.3% of them moved between 2011-

2016; this already lower share then declines further with age. When they do move, Canadians age 65+ lean towards 

moves that are local in geographic scope17. While most move types decline with age, local moves stay relatively level 

from early to late older age. Older adults prefer to age in place, if not in the same home, then in the same locality, 

so they can preserve social connections and their level of place familiarity (Atkins, 2017; Mulliner et al, 2020).  

Older adults differ from those 

younger and from each other according 

to age, gender, and tenure. As national 

aging (Tables 2.1 and 2.2) diffuses 

locally, it will vary (Hodge, 2008). 

However, some convergence occurs by 

late old age, despite ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΩǎ increasing 

diversity (Walks, 2001; Coulter et al, 

2016). As cities grow older, expect 

households to shrink and for their labor force activity ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƻ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜΦ ²ƛǘƘ ŀŘǾŀƴŎƛƴƎ ŀƎŜΣ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ 

constraints increase as do the likelihood that households are led by one person and/or a female. How these trends 

are realized in spatial terms i.e., geographically depends on the neighbourhood e.g., a suburb of owned, detached 

homes compared to an urban area dense with rental dwellings. If older adults residing in these places differ, then 

ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎΩ ŀƎƛƴƎ ǿƛƭƭ ŀƭǎƻ ŘƛŦŦŜǊΦ ! Ŏƻƴǎǘŀƴǘ ŀƳƻƴƎ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ resided in 

place longer than younger adults (Aurand et al, 2014)18Φ tŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ mobility overall declines well before age 65, after 

peaking for transitory early households (25-34)19 (Figure 2.1). However, mobility rates for adults aged 35-54 still 

dwarf those aged 65+. As both fertility and mortality rates tend to be stable at the national level and therefore 

downwards to state/provincial and local levels (Murray et al, 2016), the aging occurring within cities is most 

influenced by residential mobility (RosenbŜǊƎ Ŝǘ ŀƭΣ мфуфΤ aƻƻǊŜ ϧ tŀŎŜȅΣ нллпύΦ aƻǊŜ ŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜƭȅΣ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎΩ 

ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǘŜƴŘŜƴŎȅ ǘƻ ƴƻǘ ƳƻǾŜ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜȅ ΨŀƎŜΩ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎΦ L ǘƘǳǎ ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ 

explore how residential mobility interacts with local population aging processes.  

 

 

 
17 Within the same census subdivisiƻƴ ό/{5ύΣ {ǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎǎ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ŘŜǇƛŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ Ŏƛǘȅ ƻǊ ǘƻǿƴ ŀǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ƛǘǎ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎΦ 
18 Not only via their age making such a reality possible but by the fact that they move less (Figure 2.1; Newbold, 2011; Smetcoran, 
et al, 2017). This applies to older owners and renters compared to younger counterparts, respectively, even if renters move more 
than owners at all ages (Seguin et al, 2016) (unfortunately, CMHCΩǎ residential mobility data is not sorted by tenure). 
19 Years of departing home to attend university; enter and leave various living scenarios, including partnering; and/or make early 
career moves (this particularly fragmented ǎƛƴŎŜ нллуΩǎ Great Recession) in overlapping fashion (Newbold, 2011; Moos, 2016) 
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2.4 ς A Geography of Neighbourhood Aging 

Wiseman and Graff (1978) cite several ways age-based migration shapes local geography: residents aging 

in place, their dying, older adult in-migration, and in- and out-migration of the young (p.390). Hodge (2008) distills 

these further as aging in place, elderly in-migration, and young out-migration. Surprisingly, he ignores young in-

migration, and both ignore older out-ƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŦƻǊŎŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŘǊƛǾŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ΨȅƻǳǘƘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ό{ŜƛŘŜƴǘƻǇ Ŝǘ ŀƭΣ нлмфύΦ 

Combined, these demographic mobility processes diversify urban age structures e.g., when younger people move 

into homes vacated by older residents or vice versa20. Spatial segregation by age (Sabater et al, 2017), akin to that 

by race/ethnicity or class (Bailey, 2лмнύ Ŏŀƴ ŜƳŜǊƎŜΣ ŀƭōŜƛǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŦŀǊ ƭŜǎǎ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜŘ ό±ŀƴŘŜǊōŜŎƪΣ нллтύΦ ! ǇŜǊƛƻŘΩǎ ŀƎƛƴƎ 

influences subsequent demographic change: clustered aging may attract special services and housing, reinforcing 

appeal to older over younger ŀŘǳƭǘǎΣ ǊŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ ƻŎŎǳǊǊƛƴƎ ǊŜǘƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΩ όbhw/ǎ21) that persist 

over time. While much work describes population aging proportionally, planners should look beyond average age or 

65+ share increase as their sole means of understanding this demographic process. This could include approaches 

such as distinguishing older adult age groups during analyses; including relevant neighbourhood attributes; assessing 

commonalities and difference between different aging trajectories; and/or assessing how aging trends respond to 

local factors i.e., how certain traits influence local aging and other socio-spatial change more generally.   

The following provides a few examples of how aging neighbourhoods can also starkly differ in their social 

trajectory. An area ages as young people leave e.g., due to lacking work. Older adults also out-migrate, just at a 

lesser pace. Despite local decline, some older residents choose to stay, or lack the resources to move. Another 

neighbourhood grows older as 55-64 and 65+ age in place; a lack of new homes and no out-migration makes it so 

that nothing countervails local aging. This stability endures for decades until the aged eventually move on. 

Elsewhere, affluent older adults downsize into an amenity-rich urban area. Businesses then target housing and 

services to older adults, increasing demand among this demographic, leading to exclusion of younger people with 

less fiscal capacity. Even incumbent elderly residents ς who at one point might have been well-to-do in-migrants ς 

are priced out eventually, their tenure destabilizing with age amidst rising rent (Burns et al, 2012). While all three 

examples qualify as neighbourhood aging, the various factors mediating these differing demographic shifts result in 

distinctly declining, stable, and upgrading neighbourhoods. Besides demonstrating clear variance in neighbourhood 

aging according to both cause and outcome (Davies & James, 2011), the preceding indicates that aging is a type of 

urban change, and indeed one of its core elements. If age groups differ in trait and behaviour, then aging is indelibly 

an urban change, even if, to date, this role is underplayed (Rummo et al, 2016; Hochstenbach & Boterman, 2018). 

2.5 ς The Birth of a Theory of Neighbourhood Change 

Since the early 20th Century, the social and spatila organization or urban environments, often referred to as 

human or social ecology, has been extensively researched. Seminal theories, notably the Chicago School pioneered 

 
20 Obviously, residents of like age replace each other e.g., one young family for another; the example merely illuminates dynamics.  
21 Areas with high shares of older adults relative to their surrounding environs (Bookman, 2008; Davies & James, 2011). 
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ōȅ tŀǊƪǎΣ aŎƪŜƴȊƛŜΣ ŀƴŘ .ǳǊƎŜǎǎ όмфнрύΣ Ǉƻǎƛǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ άΨŦƛƭǘŜǊ ǳǇΩ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǳǇǇƭȅέ ǿƛǘƘ 

ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ǎƛȊŜΣ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ǿƘƛƭŜ άώƘϐƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎΦ Φ Φ ŦƛƭǘŜǊ ŘƻǿƴǿŀǊŘέ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƎŜκŘŜŎƭƛƴŜΣ 

ōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎ άŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎώŀƭƭȅ ǾƛŀōƭŜϐ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎƛǾŜƭȅ ƭƻǿŜǊ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎέ όDŀƭŜΣ мфтф ǇΦ нфоύΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ƳŀƴƛŦŜǎǘ 

ΨŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƴƛŎƘŜǎΩ ƻŦ ƭƻǿΣ ƳƛŘŘƭŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƘƛƎƘ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ό.ǊƻǿƴΣ нллнύΦ The construction of new residential developments 

at ǘƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊȅ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘŜǎ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΦ !ǎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿŜǎǘΣ ΨōŜǎǘΩ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŜƴǘŜǊǎ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ŜŘƎŜΣ 

high status households leave their older, high-status housing in more-central neighbourhoods, thus providing 

residential vacancies for lower class households to move into. Declining social status resulting from these out-, then 

in-movements by the different groups drives further exodus of high(er)-status residents, opening more room for 

lower class households and continuing the process of local class-based decline. A concentric pattern emerges upon 

the urban landscape as the oldest, deteriorating core neighbourhoods host those residents of least means while 

successively more affluent residents dwell further out in increasingly distal and new(er) suburbs. The physical age 

and aging of local housing, relative to other neighbourhoods, underlies these shifting ecological patterns whereby 

ƭƻǿŜǊ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭƭȅ ΨƛƴǾŀŘŜΩ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜƴǘǳŀƭƭȅ ΨǎǳŎŎŜŜŘΩ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ƘŜƭŘ ōȅ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǎǘŀtus 

households who have left these aging districts for more desirable, peripheral areas (Owens, 2012). 

While simple, this concentric zone model makes it clear that although urban change is driven by shifts in 

local population, the ways in which residents sort themselves is highly dependent on factors related to 

neighbourhoodǎΩ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ǉǳŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΣ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ό¢ŜŜǊƴǎǘǊŀ ϧ ±ŀƴ DŜƴǘΣ нлмнΤ ²ŜƛǎŜƭΣ нлмнύΦ 

These qualities, such as the supply and distribution of dwellings; their conditions, desirability, and access to 

employment and amenities; and local attributes (nature, traffic, social delinquency) inform the value of local real 

estate (Gaddy & Hart, 1993; Mathur, 2019). These values in turn mediate who can access certain dwellings. Following 

ŎƭƻǎŜƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛŎŀƎƻ {ŎƘƻƻƭΣ Iƻȅǘ όмфофύ ŘǊŜǿ ŜŀǊƭȅ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ 

the ecological sorting of residents according to income, an attribute highly reflective of their social status22. Income 

and real estate values conjointly moderate the process of income sorting i.e., that different types of households 

locate in a city according to their status and resources23. The social character of cities thus shifts in myriad ways as 

ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ΨǾŀƭǳŜǎΩ ŦƭǳŎǘǳŀǘŜ όwŜŀǊŘƻƴ ϧ .ƛǎŎƘƻŦŦΣ нлммΤ DǳǊǊŀƴ ϧ .ǊŀƳƭŜȅΣ нлмтύΦ 5ƛƳƛƴƛǎƘƛƴƎ ƘƻƳŜ ǾŀƭǳŜǎΣ ōǊƻǳƎƘǘ 

on by the aging of neighbourhoods, relative to each other, instigates socio-spatial change. As neighbourhoods age 

and decline in social status24, ongoing income sorting fundamentally organizes the social ecology of urban 

environments (Gale, 1979: Weisel, 2012). For Hoyt (1939), the allocation of housing by age and type, as well as other 

local attributes, over time ς via income sorting processes ς produced a social ecological pattern that resembled a 

pie-shaped, sectorial configuration of low-, middle-, and high-status areas throughout the studied city (Chicago). 

 
22 Income also highly varies according to age, gender, household structure, tenure, occupation, education, and ethnic status. 
23 tǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŘǊƛǾŜ ǎƻǊǘƛƴƎΤ άŎƘƻƛŎŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ǘȅǇŜΣ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ōŀŎƪground, and lifestyle preferences can cut across 
ǘƘƻǎŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƛƴŎƻƳŜέ ό.ŀƛƭŜȅ Ŝǘ ŀƭΣ нлмт ǇΦ нύΦ DƛǾŜƴ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƛǎ ǎǇŜƴǘ ǘƻ ƳŀȄƛƳƛȊŜ ǘƘŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ƻf 
dwelling and neighborhood choices, income is nonetheless a major determinant (Dube et al, 2014; Duranton & Puga, 2015).  
24 A social marker made explicit and in fact operationalized via housing values that regulate who can live where. 
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Building on thisΣ ΨǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŜǉǳƛƭƛōǊƛǳƳΩ ƳƻŘŜƭǎ όAlonso, 1964; Mills, 1967; Muth, 1969) contend households 

will optimize their overall utility between housing consumption and access to employment (Dube et al, 2014; 

Duranton & Puga, 2015), which is found solely in a Central Business District (CBD) where homes are priciest. As price 

decays with distance, housing then tends to cost less, albeit commuting to and from the CBD then costs more. Thus, 

a familiar concentricity emerges in cities based on the continual equilibrium of housing and transport costs as one 

ranges further from the CBD towards the urban periphery. Households balance trade-offs to arrive at their own state 

of equilibrium between these costs, shifts in their income and/or needs provoking a move to restore equilibrium. 

Households will live further from the CBD if they save more on housing than spent commuting (Revington, 2015). 

Thus, the post-²²LL ŜǊŀΩǎ ōǳǊƎŜƻƴƛƴƎ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƻƳƻōƛƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŀƴǘ ƘƛƎƘǿŀȅ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ǘƻ Ƴŀǎǎ 

expansion of residential developmenǘ ƛƴ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǎǳōǳǊōŀƴ ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊƛŜǎΦ !ǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǳǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǎƛǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ 

neighbourhoods shifted in respect to their new positionality relative to the CBD and to highways as access, 

households with the means to do so optimized themselves out of core areas, leaving behind housing now degraded 

in value which would then become occupied by poorer residents (Higgins & Kanaroglou, 2016). While not necessarily 

revolutionizing the study of urban social ecology, these models introduced a systems-level, and highly quantitative 

ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƛƳŜΣ ƻƴŜ 

founded upon the utility achieved by individual households in their locational decisions.   

Hoover and Vernon (1959) draw heavily on concepts of social ecology in their stage-based, neighbourhood 

life cycle model that integrates dwelling and population traits, including age, to explain how (and why) 

neighbourhoods undergo consistent, successive phases of urban decline and renewal. 

¶ Stage One: Development and occupation of new housing oriented towards younger, single-family households 

¶ Stage Two: Continued residential development, but at higher densities i.e., new apartment buildings 

¶ Stage Three: Now ŀƎƛƴƎ ƘƻƳŜǎ ΨŘƻǿƴƎǊŀŘŜΩ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ŘŜƴǎŜǊ όΨƻǾŜǊŎǊƻǿŘŜŘΩύ ǊŜƴǘŀƭ ǘŜƴǳǊŜ25 

¶ Stage Four: The neighbourhood ΨǘƘƛƴǎ ƻǳǘΩ ŀǎ ƛǘǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀŎŜ ŀƎŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƻƭŘŜǊΣ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ǇǊŜǾŀƛƭ26 

¶ Stage Five: Dwellings and residents terminally decline, thus replaced by new builds and younger households27  
 

Life cycle theory assumes predictively linear co-decline in markers of local demography, tenure, and housing quality 

(Wiesel, 2012). Invasion and succession of households by their status occurs in clearly delineated stages (Schwirian, 

1983). As neighbourhoods are built and occupied, the initial inhabitants and their homes age. New(er) areas then 

attract newer i.e., younger households. As aging neighbourhoods are abandoned by ǘƘƻǎŜ άwith the income and 

wealth necessary ǘƻ ƻŎŎǳǇȅέ ƴŜǿ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ŜƭǎŜǿƘŜǊŜΣ ǘƘŜȅ ōŜŎƻƳŜ άƻŎŎǳǇƛŜŘ ōȅ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ǿƘƻ ώǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎϐ 

previously resided in a slightly older neighbourhoodέ ό!ǳǊŀƴŘ Ŝǘ ŀƭΣ нлмп ǇΦ моуύΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƴŜǿ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 

and the formation of new households tend then to co-ƻŎŎǳǊ ǎǳŎƘ ǘƘŀǘ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎΩ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ 

 
25 This stage is also marked by transitions in social, ethnic, and cultural make-up. 
26 This stage ŀƭǎƻ ǇƻǊǘŜƴŘǎ ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎǎΩ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳŀƭ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ. 
27 I.e., a return to Stages One or Two (Schwirian, 1983; Wiesel, 2012; Demelle, 2017). 
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age structure begin to overlap. While staged local income sorting is drawn from prior models, the neighbourhood 

life cycle seminally incorporates ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀƎƛƴƎ όŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǎƘƛŦǘǎ ƛƴ household type, racial/ethnic character, 

ŀƴŘ ǘŜƴǳǊŜύ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ƭƻŎŀƭ άǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƴŜǿŀƭέ όǇΦмпсύΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘǎ ǘƻ ŘƛǎŎŜǊƴ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΩ 

socio-spatial patterns ς from the Chicago School to the neighbourhood life cycle ς continue to inform urban studies, 

ǘƘŜ Ŏƛǘȅ ŀǎ ΨŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭΩ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ǇŜǊƳŜŀǘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǘŜƳǇƻǊŀǊȅ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻƴ neighbourhood income sorting (Weisel, 

2012; Duranton & Puga, 2015; Bailey et al, 2017; Silver & Silva, 2021). Ignoring the neighbourhood life cycle ƳƻŘŜƭΩǎ 

linear determinism for now, let us assume its staged local downgrading proceeds to a final phase of degradation. 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ Ƙƻǿ ΨǳǇǿŀǊŘΩ ǳǊōŀƴ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǳƴŦƻƭŘǎ ƛΦŜΦΣ Ƙƻǿ neighbourhood upgrading, both 

in population and structural elements, is said to occur once downgrading reaches a terminal point. 

2.6 ς DŜƴǘǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ !ǎŎŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ¦Ǌōŀƴ DŜƻƎǊŀǇƘȅ 

If any urban change but that of neighbourhood ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ άǿŀǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ƛƎƴƻǊŜŘέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ нлth Century 

(Teernstra & van Gent, 2012 p. 91), research on neighbourhood upgrading has matured substantially since. 

Specifically, the revitalization of downtrodden, working-class urban areas, referred to as gentrification28, has for 

decades occupied the academic study of urban change (Owens, 2012; Bailey et al, 2017). While other types of urban 

transitions are vital to understand, for now gentrification proves a useful departure from the life cycle. Coined mid-

1960s to describe rehabilitation and ensuing status increase of degraded housing in working-class London29 (Glass, 

1964), gentrification is now argued to be global in scope (Smith, 2002; Maloutas, 2012), the process itself changing 

over time in both the factors driving it and resulting outcomes (Lees, 2000; Hackworth & Smith, 2001). Broadly 

defƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ άǘƘŜ Ŏƭŀǎǎ-ōŀǎŜŘ ǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ŏƛǘȅ όIƻŎƘǎǘŜƴōŀŎƘ ϧ .ƻǘŜǊƳŀƴΣ нлму ǇΦ мΤ [ŜŜǎ Ŝǘ ŀƭΣ нллуΤ {ƘŀǿΣ 

2008), gentrification comprises a process of local upgrading via the in-migration of high(er)-status residents, the 

revitalization of local housing, and the deconversion of rental housing30 back to owner-occupation (Walks & 

Maranaan, 2008 p. 3). More accurately, higher-ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƴŜǿŎƻƳŜǊǎ ΨŘƛǎǇƭŀŎŜΩ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƭƻŎŀƭǎ Ǿƛŀ ŜǎŎŀƭŀǘƛƴƎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 

values that put rent or ownership out of original inhabitantsΩ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ǊŜŀŎƘΤ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅΣ ǊŜƴǘŀƭ ǎǘƻŎƪ ŘŜŎƻƴǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ 

eliminates access for many lower-status households unable to afford ownership (Slater, 2006; 2009). This upward 

process of invasion and succession via income sorting is the ironic inverse of similar, downward filtering processes 

observed by the Chicago School and further refined by neighbourhood life cycle models (Teernstra & van Gent, 

2012). Selective in-migration of higher-status residents is distinct from social change driven by a neighbourhoodΩǎ 

existing residents, referred to often as in situ change e.g., if residents increase their social status via education or 

career advancement while staying in in the same neighbourhood (Bailey, 2012; Hochstenbach & van Went, 2015).  

Whether gentrification is a demand- or supply-side process once bifurcated debate. Each theoretical stance, 

however, is useful for highlighting and assigning key roles to various actors and social and spatial processes involved 

 
28 When the affluent in-migrate to previously underinvested boroughs for economic, social, and aesthetic reasonsΤ ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ 
socioeconomic and physical upgrading typically displaces poor(er) incumbents (Glass, 1964; Walks & Maraanan, 2008). 
29 Soon observed as a process occurring in other major urban centers, such as New York (Hackworth & Smith, 2001). 
30 Rental housing, often in poor condition, being the spatial legacy of previous stages of neighborhood downgrading. 
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in gentrification (Maloutas, 2012; Rigolon & Nemeth, 2019). On one side, demand-side theory attributes upgrading 

to the residential location choices of a young, upwardly mobile middle class that prefers urban qualities such as 

amenity proximity, walkability, and historical aesthetic (Teernstra & van Gent, 2012; Chapple et al, 2017). These align 

well with the depressed housing of inner-city neighbourhoods hollowed out by postwar suburbanization (Bounds & 

aƻǊǊƛǎΣ нллсύΦ [ŜȅΩǎ όмффсΤ нллоύ ǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴǘǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΣ ǎǇŜŎifically 

highlights the role artists and others with high cultural capital play in driving early stages of neighbourhood 

upgrading. Despite their own economic marginality, these sorts of pioneers catalyze the local transformation of 

social character away from working-class traits deemed less desirable by potential gentrifiers (Rose, 1984; Zukin, 

1995). On the other side, supply-side contends that capital flows in and out of neighbourhoods define gentrification. 

Despite diminished home values, many degraded areas are still rich in amenity access or urban character. This marks 

a gap between low actual rent and higher potential rent that incites the purchase, rehabilitation, and repositioning 

of homes in these downgraded areas towards occupation by high(er)-status residents (Smith, 1979; Shaw, 2008). 

²ƘƻƭŜ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǿ ōƻǳƎƘǘΣ ŘŜƳƻƭƛǎƘŜŘΣ ŀƴŘ ǊŜōǳƛƭǘ ŀǎ ΨƴŜǿ ōǳƛƭŘΩ ƎŜƴǘǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŀŎŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜŘ 

by significant commercial elements meant to serve incoming residents (Smith, 1996; Shaw, 2008; Rankin & McLean, 

2015). Wholesale urban revitalization is increasingly supported by municipal incentives and policy (Zuk et al, 2018).   

Demand and supply merge in stage-based models of gentrification (Walks & Marannan, 2008). Albeit not 

all gentrifying areas traverse each stage, nor complete them (Rose, 1996), these sorts of models illustrate the 

mechanics said to underlie gentrification. Initially, pioneers with incomes and status not too far removed from 

existing, working- class residents in-migrate and (via their own labor and investment) revitalize local homes, shifting 

local social character and reversing the assumed decline of the neighbourhood (Ley, 2003; Rose, 1984). In 

subsequent stages, those of higher status view the area as a safer, more appealing residential location, inviting 

further upgrading and the ongoing increase of local rents. The neighbourhoods rising status (demand) and the 

potential profit to be earned on rising home values (supply) inspire the "deconversion of former rental housing to 

ownershiǇΣ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŘǊƛǾŜǎ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŜȄǇǳƭǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƭƻǿŜǊ-status residents 

ό²ŀƭƪǎ ϧ aŀǊŀŀƴŀƴΣ нллу ǇΦ пΤ ¢ŜŜǊƴǎǘǊŀ ϧ Ǿŀƴ DŜƴǘΣ нлмнύΦ Cƛƴŀƭ ǎǘŀƎŜǎ ǎŜŜ ΨŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜΩ ǎƻŎƛƻ-spatial renewal. In 

some cases, escalating property values inspire wholesale reconstruction, ironically displacing original gentrifiers 

(Lees, 2000; Shaw, 2008). As in downgrading, gentrification sees local SES and dwelling values co-improve as 

households and other actors respond to opportunities and incentives e.g., initially low costs and/or ascending status. 

¢ƻŘŀȅΩǎ ƎŜƴǘǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǘŀǊƪƭȅ ŘƛŦŦŜǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ŘŜŎŀŘŜǎΣ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ όǊŜύǎƘŀǇƛƴƎ ŎƛǘŜǎ 

i.e., post-industrialization, globalization, economic liberalization, and real estate financialization (Hackworth & 

{ƳƛǘƘΣ нллмΤ .ƻǳƴŘǎ ϧ aƻǊǊƛǎΣ нллсΤ .ǳǘƭŜǊ ϧ IŀƳƴŜǘǘΣ нллфύΦ мфслκмфтлǎΩ ƎŜƴǘǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ 

ŀŘǳƭǘƘƻƻŘ ƻŦ ŀ άŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛǾŜ ƴŜǿ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ Ŏƭŀǎǎέ ǿƘƻǎŜ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ŦƻǊƳŜŘ ƛƴ мфслΩǎ ȅƻǳǘƘ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ό[ŜŜǎΣ нллл ǇΦ офсύ 
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and who reject suburbia31 (Ley, 1996; Bonvalet & Ogg, 2007). De-industrialization, then neoliberalization during the 

1970/1980s, saw fiscally motivated owners and developers more prominently rehabilitate degraded homes 

(Hackworth & Smith, 2001). In response to economic shocks in the early 1990s and more recently 2008, municipal 

and other government actors support private renewal of disinvested urban spaces into high status residential and 

commercial enclaves (Teernstra & van Gent, 2012; Zuk et al, 2018). The macro-level social, economic, and political 

context in which each wave occurred (or is occurring) ensurŜǎ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ ƎŜƴǘǊƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊ ŀǎ 

ƳǳŎƘ ŀǎ άǳƴƎŜƴǘǊƛŦƛŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƎŜƴǘǊƛŦƛŜŘ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ώŘƛŘϐ ōŀŎƪέ ǘƘŜƴ ό[ŜŜǎΣ нллл ǇΦофуύΦ 5ŜǎǇƛǘŜ ŘƛǾŜǊƎŜƴŎŜΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŀƭƭ 

waves represent a distinct form of neighbourhood upgrading via class transformation, insofar as change is driven by 

in-migration of higher status households who replace lower status incumbents (Slater, 2006 p. 747).  

With demand- and supply-side compromised (Shaw, 2008), whether gentrification occurs Ǿƛŀ άŎƭŀǎǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎ 

ǊŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŘƛǎǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻǊ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƘƛŦǘǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘȅ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǊŜǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊƛƴƎέ is the debate du 

jour (Hochstenbach & van Went, 2015 p. 1480) Age now features more prominently compared to an early, nominal 

role e.g., the young, upwardly mobile (Bonvalt & Ogg, 2007; Hochstenbach & Boterman, 2018). While many insist 

gentrification only applies to higher status households displacing existing residents (Atkinson, 2002; Slater, 2006, 

2009; Shaw, 2008), others argue that social upgrading can also occur as an aging working class downsizes or passes 

on through demographic replacement (Buzar, 2005; Bailey, 2012; Hochstenbach & van Went, 2015). Class transition 

can occur via two distinct pathways, in turn influencing the neighbourhoods that emerge.   

.ŀƛƭŜȅ όнлмнύ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ Ƙƻǿ ȅƻǳƴƎ ŀŘǳƭǘǎΩ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŎŀǊŜŜǊ ōŜƎƛƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭŀǳƴŎƘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƘƻƳŜ ƛƴǘƻ 

ƭƻǿ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ ! άŘŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŎƻƴǾŜȅƻǊέ ƻŦ ȅƻǳƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ς whose education, income, and status tends to out-

scale these placesΩ existing inhabitants ς flows through downtrodden areas (p. 707). Local uplift of social status may 

stall, however, if these in-movers are transitory. Van Criekingen and Decroly (2003), drawing on Rose (1984), 

describe spaces that initially upgrade as young adults capture cheaper housing found within. However, gentrification 

flatlines as many move out at familial age, replaced by new streams of younger adults. Local status change can also 

derive from de-ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ άƭŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƴ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ώŀōǎƻƭute] growth of middle-class professionals and a 

ώŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎϐ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ ƛƴ ώǘƘŜϐ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ Ŏƭŀǎǎέ όIƻŎƘǎǘŜƴōŀŎƘ ϧ Ǿŀƴ ²ŜƴǘΣ нлмр ǇΦ мпупΤ .ǳǘƭŜǊ ϧ IŀƳƴŜǘǘΣ нллфύΦ 

This differentiation is not meant to deny the presence of displacement in either process, that this displacement is 

ǿƻǊǘƘ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƴƎ ό{ƭŀǘŜǊΣ нллсύΣ ƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ άƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ōŜŎƻƳŜώǎϐ ƘŀǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ώŀŦŦƻǊŘϐ ŀǎ ƎŜƴǘǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜǎέ ό{ƘŀǿΣ 

нллу ǇΦ мтлнύΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƻ ōǊƻŀŘŜƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǳǊōŀƴ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ΨǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭΩ ƎŜƴǘǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ 

by depicting more complexly nuanced transitions in neighbourhood social and spatial character. 

2.7 ς Moving Beyond Gentrification 

Most gentrification research centers on a particular socio-spatial ascent involving entry of middle- or upper-

class households, displacement of existing residents, reinvestment of capital, and clear social and physical change. 

 
31 These are the same Boomers driving, and supposedly changing population aging in the current period, in much the same way 
ǘƘŜȅ ΨǇƛƻƴŜŜǊŜŘΩ early forms of upgrading in urban neighbourhoods in preceding decades (Hochstenbach, & Boterman, 2018). 
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²ƘƛƭŜ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ƭƛŦŜ ŎȅŎƭŜ ǘƘŜƻǊȅΩǎ ǎǘŀƎŜŘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ǎƻǊǘƛƴƎΣ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƴƻǿ ŜȄǘŜƴŘǎ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭΣ 

predictive, linear, and uniform across urban space (Bounds & Morris, 2006; Slater, 2009; Hochstenbach & Boterman, 

нлмуύΦ [ŜŜǎ όнллоōύ ƛǎ ŀƳƻƴƎ Ƴŀƴȅ όwƻǎŜΣ мффсΤ {ƘŀǿΣ нллуύ ŦƻǊ ǿƘƻƳ ƎŜƴǘǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀ άŎƘŀƻǘƛŎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘΦ Φ Φ 

contingent [as a rule] and [the] geographically specific result of different processes operating [differently] in different 

ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǎέ όǇΦ нпфмύΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ǿƘƻ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ 

ΨǳǇƎǊŀŘƛƴƎΩ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ ǊŜƳƻǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƎŜƴǘǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŎƻǊŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ό±ŀƴ /ǊƛŜƪƛƴƎŜƴ ϧ 5ŜŎǊƻly; 2003; Owens, 

2012). Some deem this to stray too far conceptually, weakening gentrification as an analytical construct while 

obscuring the specific, and unique nuances of other forms of socio-spatial upgrading (Maloutas, 2012).  

Shaw (2008) calls for a ΨŎƻƴǘƛƴǳǳƳΩ ǘƻ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ƛƴƴŜǊ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄƛǘȅ όǇΦ мтмф-20), defining what 

gentrification is and is not, to clarify changes within and without its sphere (Owens, 2012). For instance, Walks and 

Maranaan (2008), examining change between 1960-2001 in Toronto, Montreal, and Vancouver, require studied 

neighbourhoods to first have income and housing values lower than a regional average but then later become above 

ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ǉǳŀƭƛŦȅ ŀǎ ΨƎŜƴǘǊƛŦƛŜŘΩ32; anything outside of this is considered an incomplete change. They also 

do not count instances where (originally) middle- and high-status areas ascend into high(er)-status neighbourhoods. 

Along these same lines, should local transition from low(er) to high(er) status via demographic replacement be 

considered similarly distinct? Suppose a new, middle-class neighbourhoodΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǎŜǘǘƭŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ мфслǎΦ !ǎ 

residents retire, incomes decline yet home values do not (Teernstra & van Gent, 2012). As these aging residents later 

age out, replaced by younger, working households, uplift in local SES occurs, but only in a technical sense since no 

genuine residential class change occurs. Is this genuine gentrification, especially absent displacement, or a 

meaningful change in housing tenure or condition (Butler & Hamnett, 2009)? Given calls to explore urban change 

beyond gentrification, I use these distinctions as a springboard to identify and discuss other types of urban change 

more generally. This helps uncover where population aging currently rests in said constellation of neighbourhood 

ŘȅƴŀƳƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ƳŜŀƴǎ ƻŦ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŘŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘȅΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ǳǊōŀƴ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΦ    

2.8 ς Changing Perspectives on Neighbourhood Change 

Walks and Maranaan (2008) identify continual middle- and upper-class ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎΩ ΨŎƻƴǎƻƭƛŘŀǘƛƻƴΩΣ ŀǎ 

well as their decline and ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ όΨǊŜŎŀǇǘǳǊŜΩύ ŀǎ άǘǊŀƧŜŎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǳǇƎǊŀŘƛƴƎέ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘ ŦǊƻƳ ΨǘǊǳŜΩ ƎŜƴǘǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ όǇΦ 

18-19). However, focus on start and finish overlooks how and why changes occur. Focus on selective in-migration 

also denies existing residentsΩ capacity to change in situ (Clay, 1979; Owens, 2012), via their own social mobility 

(Hochstenbach and Van Went, 2015; Bailey et al, 2017). Neighbourhoods can internally upgrade as people improve 

their own incomes and homes. This social mobility is shown to be a comparable if not superior driver of local uplift 

compared to in-migration (Bailey & Livingston, 2007; Bailey, 2012). Areas with low turnover ascend and decline, 

ǿƘƛƭŜ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ άǊŜƳŀƛƴ ǎƻŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǎǘŀōƭŜ ώŘŜǎǇƛǘŜϐ ƘƛƎƘ ǘǳǊƴƻǾŜǊέ ό{ŎƘǿƛǊƛŀƴΣ мфуо ǇΦ фоΤ {ŎƘǿƛǊƛŀƴ ϧ .ŜǊǊȅΣ мфунύΦ 

 
32 They also incorporate changes in shares of artists and residents of status, and tenure and housing stock transition to further 
clarify ǘƘŜǎŜ ΨgentrificationsΩ and their ΨŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜƴŜǎǎΩ ƻver the series of decades, as per changing historical contexts.  
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Middle-Ŏƭŀǎǎ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŀȅ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ Ǿƛŀ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŘŜǇŀǊǘǳǊŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊŎŜΣ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ 

other social decline (Teernstra & van gent, 2012) while transitory spaces remain marginally gentrified by a constant 

flow through of transitory early households (Van Criekingen & Decroly, 2003; Seguin et al, 2016). Moving further 

ŀŦƛŜƭŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƎŜƴǘǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ SES up- and downgrading, and the theories seeking to assign causality to these 

processes, the following reviews recent empirical studies of neighbourhood change. Here, many studies return to 

more seminal constructs deriving from social ecology e.g., neighbourhood life cycle. However, they do so in a more 

theoretically relaxed sense, and allow the patterns which emerge in their results to speak for themselves as opposed 

to adhering to prescriptive frameworks as is more often the case in gentrification research. In doing so, this growing 

cohort of studies find socio-spatial patterns outside of narrow, linear trajectories of housing and income status. 

Hedman et al (2011) and Owens (2012) identify several types of up- and downgradings with their own 

distinct demographic, dwelling, and racial/ethnic attributes. They find household choices to sustain equilibrium 

between preferences, status, and neighbourhood status underpin the reproduction, or social stability of 

neighbourhoods. Foote and Walter (2017), categorizing neighbourhoods demographically and by housing type to 

assess their social restructuring, find a relatively diverse range of neighbourhood types as opposed to a presumed 

uniformity, among both suburban and immigrant-ŘƻƳƛƴŀƴǘ ǎǇŀŎŜǎΩ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ transitions these spaces 

ǳƴŘŜǊƎƻΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŜ Ǿƛǘŀƭ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ΨǇƭŀŎŜΩ33 in moderating the nature and extent of the varied socio-spatial changes 

they observe. Mikelbank (2011) and Delmelle, (2015; 2016) use cluster analyses to group studied neighbourhoods 

ƛƴǘƻ ΨǘȅǇŜǎΩ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ όƛΦŜΦΣ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊƛǘȅύΤ ǘƘŜȅ ǘƘŜƴ ƳŀǇ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ Ƙƻǿ ŜŀŎƘ 

type tends to change34. They uncover several common types, which they refer to as Suburban, Stability, Struggling, 

and New Start35, that are distinct in SES, demography, residential turnover, housing, and urban location. Further, 

each type experiences different trajectories of transition between types over time36. Using principal component 

analysis, Murdie, Logan, and Maranaan (2014), in the Canadian context, also find several types of urban change i.e., 

three forms of aging in place, each distinct in SES trajectory. They also find that ethnically concentrated 

neighbourhoods tend to change along differing trajectories according to their respective age structures. 

Delmelle (2017) finds suburbs diversifying socioeconomically and racially, relative to homogenizing central 

ŎƛǘƛŜǎΣ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ 9ƘǊŜƴƘŀƭǘΩǎ όнлмнύ ΨƎǊŜŀǘ ƛƴǾŜǊǎƛƻƴΩ ǘƘŜǎƛǎ ǿƘŜǊŜōȅ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻŦ ƘƛƎƘόŜǊύ-status now return to core 

neighbourhoods while suburbs increasingly play host to lower-SES residents. This diverges from prior, seminal 

 
33 LΦŜΦΣ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎΩ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊŜ ǾŜǊǎǳǎ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊȅΣ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ amenities. 
34 As with many quantitative approaches urban geographers employ to identify and typologize neighbourhoods (e.g., factorial 
ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅΣ ŎƭǳǎǘŜǊ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎύΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎ ƭŀōŜƭ ǘƘŜ ΨǘȅǇŜǎΩ ǘƘŜȅ ǳƴŎƻǾŜǊ ǘƻ ǇƻǊǘǊŀȅ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ƛƴ ŀ ƳŀƴƴŜǊ Ŝŀsily 
relatable both to readers and to types uncovered in other research. Davies (1984) devotes an entire chapter in his foundational 
text on factor analyses to the importance of labelling that is clear, reflexive, and relatable to existent precedent i.e., general 
conceptual domains uncovered in prior studies, as seen via overlap in types used by Mikelbank (2011) and Delmelle (2015; 2016). 
35 Additional types not common to all three include Blue Collar, Struggling African American, and Elite. 
36 E.g., Suburban όΨƴŜǿŜǊΩΣ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ-oriented housing, peripheral) become the Stability type (more akin to aging, inner suburbs) via 
ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƎƛƴƎ-in-place. Meanwhile, New Starts (denser housing in/near core areas, mobile early households) tend to remain 
that type as residents in early stages of adulthood filter through continuously (akin to places ΨǎǘǳŎƪΩ ƛƴ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭ ƎŜƴǘǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴύΦ 
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ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŀ ŘƛǾŜǊǎŜƭȅ ǇǊŜŎŀǊƛƻǳǎ ΨǳǊōŀƴΩ ŀƴŘ ŀ ƘƻƳƻƎŜƴƻǳǎƭȅ ŀŦŦƭǳŜƴǘ ΨǎǳōǳǊōŀƴΩΦ {ƘŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŦƛƴŘǎ ŘƛǾŜǊǎŜ 

neighbourhoods that remain so, avoiding the concentration of certain attributes. Stability, she notes somewhat 

ƛǊƻƴƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǘǊŀƧŜŎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΥ άƳƻǎǘ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜΣ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ƻǾŜǊΦ Φ Φ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ 

ŘŜŎŀŘŜǎέΣ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ όǇΦ нплфύΦ {ƛƭǾŜǊ ŀƴŘ {ƛƭǾŀ όнлнмύ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ŀ ōǊƻŀŘ ŀǊǊŀȅ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ 

changing socio-spatial attributes from 1996 to 2016. They find neighbourhoods diverge along axes of social 

ΨŎǊŜŀǘƛǾƛǘȅΩ37, urban v. suburban lifestyle, and marginality. These continuums also overlap, such as in high- and low-

income immigrant areas and suburbs that are socially diverse and others homogenous. They find several types of 

ŎƘŀƴƎŜ όŀƭōŜƛǘ ǊŜǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴκǎǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƳƳƻƴύΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ Ƙƻǿ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎΩ ǇǊƻȄƛƳƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘȅǇŜǎ 

influences the change they experience38. Unsurprisingly, studies such as these which incorporate many socio-spatial 

attributes, and which avoid narrow(er) conceptions of how change can occur uncovers diversely complex 

neighbourhood types and change patterns beyond life cycle decline and gentrification. 

2.9 ς A Role for Aging Beyond Neighbourhood Decline 

In terms of situating the role demography plays in the study of urban change (Buzar et al, 2007; Rummo, 

2016), let us recall the crude function of age in the neighbourhood life cycle: newly built areas initially populate with 

ȅƻǳƴƎ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ǿƘƛƭŜ άōŜȅƻƴŘ ŀ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ǘƛǇǇƛƴƎ ǇƻƛƴǘΣ ŀƎŜƛƴƎ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎ ώǳƴŘŜǊƎƻϐ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ǘŀƪŜ-over by an 

ŜƭŘŜǊƭȅ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴέΣ ǊŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ άŘŜǾŀǎǘŀǘƛƴƎέ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ ό²ŜƛǎŜƭΣ нлмн p. 150). The heuristic is not 

entirely errant: dwellings and people age; household size and income decline with age; and the elderly tend to stay, 

ΨƭƻŎƪƛƴƎΩ ƛƴ ŀƎƛƴƎΦ IƻƳŜǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ŜǾŜƴǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǘǳǊƴ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƻ ȅƻǳƴƎŜǊΣ ƻŦǘŜƴ ƭŀǊƎŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ higher-income households. 

HƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘƛǎ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴƛǎƳ ōŜƭƛŜǎ ǳǊōŀƴ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄƛǘȅ ό5ŜƭƳŜƭƭŜΣ нлмтΤ {ƛƭǾŜǊ ϧ {ƛƭǾŀΣ нлнмύ ŀƴŘ ŀƎŜΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ǘƘŜǊŜƛƴ 

(Bonvalet & Ogg, 2007; Burns et al, 2012). Gentrification studies also prioritize young adults, with supposedly high 

social and (eventual) economic capital, as key drivers of this form of urban change (Ley, 1996; Walks & Maranaan, 

2008; Boterman et al 2010). Even as age begins to feature both more prominently and in ways more nuanced than 

in the urban research of prior decades (Buzar et al, 2007; Teernstra & van Gent, 2012), the young still play a dominant 

ǊƻƭŜ ό{ŜƛŘŜƴǘƻǇ Ŝǘ ŀƭΣ нлмфύ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀƎŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘǎ ŜǾƻƭǾŜ ƭƛǘǘƭŜΦ ΨwŜǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘΩ ƛǎ ōǳǘ ŀ ǘƛŘƛŜǊ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 

aged impede turnover in their later years until eventual departure (Hochstenbach & van Went, 2015). Recent works 

foreground age, exhibiting a highly generational gentrification where older adults feature prominently. 

While older adults are often seen as victims of gentrification via displacement or as enduring disruptive 

neighbourhood changes (Burns et al, 2012; Buffel & Phillipson, 2019), they are now increasingly seen as active 

contributors to urban change. In early waves, social and physical renewal in depleted inner cities was driven by Baby 

Boomers (Hochstenbach & Van Went, 2015), who while young adults and early households, are now the ones driving 

population aging. Many Boomers in large cities such as Toronto likely still inhabit those inner-urban areas that they 

 
37 At the high end, typified by educated, young(er), mobile households working in jobs requiring high social and cultural capital 
and living in trendy urban neighbourhoods όǇΦ мрύΣ ǊŜƳƛƴƛǎŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ CƭƻǊƛŘŀΩǎ όнллнύ ΨCreative ClassΩΦ  
38 I.e., marginal areas close to creative spaces tend to transition into creative spaces themselves more often than those marginal 
spaces which are more distal from creative spaces. 
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initially gentrified years ago, or other neighbourhoods they have uplifted in their housing careers (Bonvalet & Ogg, 

2007). Whether staying urban or eventually suburbanizing, early gentrifiers still transmit social-spatial tastes to their 

offspring and fund the housing careers of their children in competitive real estate markets (Revington, 2018; 

Hochstenbach & Boterman, 2018). Recent research focus also shifts from young gentrifiers to other age groups, 

including families (Boterman et al, 2010; Goodsell, 2013) and near/recent retirees (Bounds & Morris, 2006; Danyluk 

& Ley, 2007). Hochstenbach and Boterman (2018) argue this age-broadening of who can gentrify reflects sustained 

άŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ΨǎŜƭƭΩ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎ ƻǊ ƴŜǿ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎέ ŀǎ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ ǊŜǎƻƴŀƴǘ άƭƛŦŜǎǘȅƭŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƎŜ 

ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǘέ39 (p. 11). While still conceptually bound under a gentrification lens, these and similar works highlight how 

ŀƎŜ ƛǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎƛǘǳŀǘŜŘƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊƻƭŜǎ ƛƴ ǳǊōŀƴ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

extends the field beyond early binaries of young/ascent and old/decline.  

Recent works center ŀƎƛƴƎΦ wǳƳƳƻ Ŝǘ ŀƭ όнлмсύ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ŦƻǳǊ ƳŀƧƻǊ ¦{ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΩ όмфул-2011) to find that, while 

increasing older adult shares correlate with ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ όƭƛŦŜ ŎȅŎƭŜ ΨǘƘƛƴƴƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩύΣ ŘŜŎƭƛƴƛƴƎ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ 

incomes and education rates do not support aging as downgrading. Aurand et al (2014) identify NORCs across a mid-

ǎƛȊŜ ¦{ Ŏƛǘȅ όнлмлύΣ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƭŘ ŀƎŜ άǳƴŘŜǊ-ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŘƛǎŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜŘΣ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ǳƴǎǘŀōƭŜέ ŀǊŜŀǎ 

and concentrating in the opposite (p. 153). Both find aging relatively prosperous, stable, and suburban. Channer et 

al (2020) find that while Canadians age 65+ lean suburban, ǘƘƻǎŜ άƛƴ ƭƻǿ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΣ ώƛƴϐ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎΣ 

ŀƴŘ ώǿƘƻ ǎǇŜŀƪ ŀϐ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜέ ŀǊŜ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƭȅ ǳǊōŀƴ40 (p. 5). In Toronto, however, ethnically diverse older adults 

ŎƭǳǎǘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōǳǊōǎΣ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ŀ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎΩ ǎƻŎƛƻ-spatial patterns. Seguin et al (2016) find 

ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ aƻƴǘǊŜŀƭ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎΩ ŀƎƛƴƎ ǘǊŀƧŜŎǘƻǊƛŜǎ όмфум-2006), correlating these to 1981 measures and 

25-year change. Many inner-urban elderly concentrations diminish, while inner and outer suburbs age, albeit both 

trajectories delineate further by magnitude. The strongest predictors are 1981 shares of 45-64; 1981-2016 change 

in 0-14; and 1981 1-person household shares and 25-year change. Aging-in-place and young family migration informs 

local aging. Living alone is more complex within trajectories of increasing and decreasing elderly concentrations, as 

younger individuals also traverse solitary, and precarious, early housing careers (Van Criekingen, 2010).  

Early households, which are comprised largely of young(er) adults, factor heavily in urban changes occurring 

ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƛƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŎƻǊŜ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ wŜŎŜƴǘ ŘŜŎades see journeys into adulthood marked by housing and labour 

market precarity and increasingly extended, erratic transition from home into career, housing, and family 

trajectories which early on are distinctly urban (Van Criekegen, 2010; Hochstenbach, 2018). Central city rental 

dwellings (ideal for multiple single tenants) clustered near jobs, transit, and amenity, grow increasingly youthified 

and/or studentified41 (Moos, 2016; Revington, 2018). As an already dynamic life phase further upended by adverse 

structural conditions, early households mould urban demography as they cluster in shared circumstances, recalling 

 
39 An oft-cited example is the empty nester household recently enriched by downsizing the family home. 
40 The authors also cite how these vulnerabilities overlap with age-increasing solitary living and activity constraints (Section 2). 
41 A variation marked by student concentration proximate to post-secondary institutions (Smith, 2005; Seidentop et al, 2018). 
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marginally gentrified (Van Criekegen & Decroly, 2003) and New Start areas (Delmelle, 2015; 2016). Given suburban 

aging / urban ΨȅƻǳƴƎƛƴƎΩ, age segregation is an emerging theme (Winkler, 2013; Seidentop et al, 2018), although 

ǎƻƳŜ ƴƻǘŜ ŎƻǊŜ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ Ŏƻǎǘs can decentralize young adults (Moos, 2016; Revington, 2018). Further, Walks et al (2021) 

find Boomers primarily drive growth in central Montreal, Toronto, and Vancouver in the 20 years between 1991 and 

2011. They find that these CBDs are not getting younger, but instead are aging at a slower rate than are surrounding 

suburbs. This is due to young(er) adults tending to live as centrally as possible, which counterbalances shares of 

adults in later stages of life which contribute to a generally more aged population structure.  

This complex interweaving of demographic and socioeconomic processes support ±ŀƴ /ǊƛŜƪƛƴƎŜƴΩǎ όнлмлύ 

claim that a proper understanding of urban change requires understanding how it is that social status influences 

dynamics of aging and household formation/dissolution. Bonvalet & Ogg (2007) assess the housing trajectories of 

LondonΩǎ ŀƴŘ tŀǊƛǎΩǎ ǳǇǇŜǊ-, middle-, and lower-class Boomers. The former were the ones to pioneer local 

gentrification in the 1960/1970s, while those of lower-class cannot afford to reside in neighbourhoods they grew up 

in. Demographic shifts give rise to different forms of urban change (Van Criekegen, 2010; Revington, 2018) while 

these changes in turn influence local demographic structure. Urban change is varied in its underlying dynamics and 

outcomes at a local level, but also in how neighbourhoods undergo change in the different regional and (as evident 

Ǿƛŀ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎΩ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ǊƻƭŜ ǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ǳǊōŀƴ ǎǇŀŎŜ ƛƴ ǇǊƛƻǊ ŜǊŀǎύ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǎ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜȅ ƻŎŎǳǊΦ hƴŜ 

ŎƻƴǎǘŀƴǘΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƎƛƴƎ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ŀŦŦŜŎǘǎ ǳǊōŀƴ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ Ǿƛŀ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΩ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ōŜƘavior as they seek certain 

neighbourhoods at various stages of their journey from early through late and into older adulthood. These life stages 

influence where and why people move via, for instance, the different demographic and socioeconomic processes 

which people experience in their 20s vs. their 40s. vs their 60s.42. Thus, age-based residential mobility is the primary 

axis that ties together neighbourhood social and spatial characteristics and the changes these incur with time.  

2.10 ς Age and its Role in Mobility Patterns 

Neighbourhoods demonstrate considerable variability, in terms of socio-spatial attributes and how these 

covary together. However, discernable patterns emerge when comparing urban and suburban neighbourhoods, or 

when considering things such as dwelling costs and income sorting. It is also clear that these sorts of social and 

spatial factors converge via household decisions to move, or to stay and change in situ (Rosenberg et al, 1989; Bailey 

Ŝǘ ŀƭΣ нлмтύΦ IŀǾƛƴƎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅŜŘ ǳǊōŀƴ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ όƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŀƎŜΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ǘƘerein), I reorient to the discussion of resident 

ƳƻōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀƎŜ Ǉƭŀȅǎ ŀ ǇǊƻƳƛƴŜƴǘ ǊƻƭŜ ōƻǘƘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ ŜƳǇƛǊƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎΦ CǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭƭȅΣ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ 

through predictive stages of life strongly influences location (Rossi, 1955; Plane & Jurjevich, 2009), including in later 

life (Litwak & Longino, 1987; Davies & James, 2011). The following explores how age-based mobilities have adapted 

to άǘƘŜ ŘŜ-ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜέ Ǿƛŀ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ŘŜŎŀŘŜǎΩ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎΣ ǎƻŎƛŀƭΣ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭΣ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ό/ƻǳƭǘŜr et al, 

2016). Then, I review specific findings of factors influencing residential mobility, particularly that of older adults. 

 
42 I.e., family formation and dissolution, educational and career advancement, retirement. 
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Seminal migration theory heavily cites the concept of life cycle, this time of humans (not neighbourhoods). 

From early to late adulthood, households move to optimize their resources, lifestyle, and success during succeeding 

stages of school, work, coupling, child rearing, and retirement (Rossi, 1955). The life cycle model assumes 

ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ŀ ƭƛƴŜŀǊ άǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǘƛƳŜǘŀōƭŜέ43 (EƭŘŜǊΣ мфтр ǇΦмсрύΣ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŜǊŀΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƘƻƳƻƎŜƴŜƛǘȅΦ {ǳŎƘ 

άǎǘŀƎŜŘ ŎƘǊƻƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎέΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ǿƛǘƘǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ нлth /ŜƴǘǳǊȅΩǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ social diversity (Schwanen et al, 

2012 p.1293; Coulter et al, 2016). Deviance from education, career, and household formation norms, in addition to 

social fragmentation, make age a less effective mobility indicator (Moos, 2016), yet Plane and Jurjevich (2009) 

ŎƻƴǘŜƴŘΣ άǘƘŜ ΨŀƎŜ ǎŎƘŜŘǳƭŜ ƻŦ ƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΩ [maintains]. . . ŀ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ŜƳǇƛǊƛŎŀƭ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊƛǘȅέ όǇΦрύΦ 5ŜǎǇƛǘŜ ΨŘŜ-

ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΩΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ƛƴ ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜΥ ƭŜŀǾƛƴƎ ƘƻƳŜΣ ƳƻōƛƭŜ ȅƻǳƴƎ ŀŘǳƭǘǎ ǎŜŜƪ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜΣ ŦƭŜȄƛōƭŜΣ 

urban rentals near work or school (Davies & James, 2011; Moos, 2014). If/as they form families, they suburbanize to 

satisfy space requirements, settling there for mid/late adulthood (Plane & Jurjevich, 2009; Newbold, 2011). While 

most older adults age in home, some moves occur near retirement, or with advancing age, for financial or health 

needs (Hodge, 2008). A nuanced life course succeeds the life cycle, reconciling social diversity with a sustained, age-

based regularity to where we live and why, but not without new irregularities (Coulter et al, 2016). These concepts 

are also advocated for in urban change analyses (Hochstenbach & Boterman, 2018).  

IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ǿŜƛƎƘ ƘƻƳŜǎΩ 

suitability in respect to new and/or 

anticipated conditions (i.e., work, 

childbirth) to maximize utility in their 

day-to-day activities. Moves also 

reflect household resources i.e., 

younger people, incomes limited in 

early careers, live in small, cheap(er), 

flexible urban units, then tend to 

favour home ownership as their tastes, needs, and assets develop with age (Figure 2.2) (Van Creikengen, 2010; 

Seidentop et al, 2018). Litwak and Longino (1987) contend three major events define the moves of older adulthood: 

retirement (move to optimize lifestyle); moderate disability (to be near family/support); and eventually major 

disability (to receive institutional support). Not all older adults make these moves, but these late life events often 

motivate older households to relocate and lead to demographic replacement (Buzar et al, 2007; Bailey, 2012). The 

ƭƛŦŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƛǎ ŀƎŜƴǘƛŀƭΥ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ aged-based resources and preferences underlie why they reside in different types of 

homes and neighbourhoods. A parallel is demand-side gentrification driven by in- and out-movers (Ley, 1996). 

 
43 One of 3 age(ing) concepts; the others are a) chronological-developmental aging: the physio-social aspects of aging e.g., 
maturity, declining health, and b) age as historical location: how collective experiences differentiate birth cohorts. 
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¢ƘŜ ƭƛŦŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊƛǎƳΣ ŜƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ ŀǎ άŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-based models     

. . . for characterizing residential chŀƴƎŜέ ό²ƛǎŜƳŀƴΣ мфул ǇΦ мпсύΦ IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ Ŏƻƴǎǘŀƴǘƭȅ ǿŜƛƎƘ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ 

home. Migratory push and pull help deconstruct this decision-making (Hear et al, 2017). Push factors are adversities 

driving households from current residence e.g., local decline, failing health (Pope & Kang, 2010); pull factors are 

ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǾŀƭǳŜŘ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎ ŜΦƎΦΣ ŀƳŜƴƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ό¢ȅǾƛƳŀŀ ϧ YŜƳǇΣ нлммύΦ !ǘǘŀŎƘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ 

ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŜȄŀŎǘǎ ǇǳƭƭΦ aŀƴȅ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎΩ ƭƻƴƎ ǘŜƴǳǊŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳǎ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŀŦŦŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜƛƴŦƻrces staying (Hodge, 2008). 

However, if motivating factors reach excess, households move (Hansen, 2005; Atkins, 2017). Recent mobility 

research delineates voluntary from involuntary relocation (Smetcoran et al, 2017). Gentrification epitomizes how 

rapidly ǊƛǎƛƴƎ ǊŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘŜƴǳǊŜ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ŀŎǘ ŀǎ ŀ ΨǇǳǎƘΩ ό{ƭŀǘŜǊΣ нллфύΦ {ƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅΣ ƴƻǘ ŀƭƭ ǎǘŀȅƛƴƎ ƻŎŎǳǊǎ ōȅ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ 

ό.ƻƴǾŀƭŜǘ ϧ hƎƎΣ нллтύΦ Ψ{ǘƛƭƭƴŜǎǎΩ όǾƻƭǳƴǘŀǊȅύ ŘƛŦŦŜǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ ΨǎǘǳŎƪƴŜǎǎΩ όƛƴǾƻƭǳƴǘŀǊȅύ ǿƘŜƴ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ 

secure suitable housing in a more desirable area (Cresswell, 2012; de Jong & Brouwer, 2012). 

Agential models should more fully consider agent-structure relations (Geist & McManus, 2008; Coulter et 

ŀƭΣ нлмсύΦ DŜǊƻƴǘƻƭƻƎȅΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ-ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ Ǉƛǘǎ ŀƎŜƴǘǎΩ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻnmental stress (Lawton 

& Namehow, 1973). If stress overcomes capacity and in situ fixes are lacking, people relocate. These are familiar, 

later life moves made as physiological decline limits activity (Litwak & Longino, 1987; CMHC, 2020). Lacking capacity 

also informs inertia despite distress (Hodge, 2008). Clearly, relevant household-exogenous factors represent 

structural influences, not only from the built environment, but economic conditions and urban policy. Stockdale and 

Catney (2014) argue residential Ƴƻōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ǘƻƻ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ άǘƻ ōŜ ǊŜŘǳŎŜŘ ǘƻ ώŀƎŜ-ōŀǎŜŘϐ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴ ƴƻǊƳǎέ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ 

ƻŦ άǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎέ όǇΦурύΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǊŜǎŜƳōƭŜ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ-side gentrification, in that macro factors shape not just where 

moves occur, but functional inputs of preference and resource: mobility is economically embedded (Fielding, 2012; 

Findlay et al, 2015). As with demand-ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŎƻƴǾŜǊƎŜƴŎŜΣ ŀƎŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ōƻǘƘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ƳƻōƛƭƛǘȅΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ǳǊōŀƴ 

change. The following explores factors influencing mobility, especially in later life. While most are settled, several 

e.g., income (Weeks et al, 2012) and urban form inclination (Patterson et al, 2014) remain contested, inviting review.   

2.10.1 ς Mobility Factors Relating to Household Characteristics 

Older adults move less than younger people (Smetcoran, et al, 2017). However, the process of aging, for 

most people, corresponds to shifts in lifestyle and major events, such as family formation and retirement that inspire 

people to move house (Hodge, 2008; Dorfman & Mandich, 2016). Individuals move more than couples at all ages 

(King & Newbold, 2009; Seguin et al, 2016). Widows especially favour supportive housing (Weeks et al, 2012). 

/ƘƛƭŘƭŜǎǎ ŎƻǳǇƭŜǎ ƳƻǾŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴΣ ŜǾƻƪƛƴƎ ŀƴ ΨŜƳǇǘȅ ƴŜǎǘΩ ό5ŀǾƛŜǎ ϧ WŀƳŜǎΣ нлммΤ !ǘƪƛƴǎΣ нлмтύ. Income affects 

mobility, both generally (Moos, 2014) and for older adults specifically (Smetcoran et al, 2017). However, whether 

higher (Han & Kim, 2016; King & Newbold, 2009) or lower income households (Dorfman & Mandich, 2016; Séguin et 

al, 2016) move more is still vague (Weeks et al, 2012): while more money implies more capacity to undertake a 

move, those poorer are likely unstable in their tenure, which is often rental and therefore less secure. Conversely, 

ƳŜŀƎǊŜ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ Ŏŀƴ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ΨǎǘǳŎƪƴŜǎǎΩ ƛƴ ŀƴ ǳƴǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ƘƻƳŜ ό/ǊŜǎǎǿŜƭƭΣ нлмнΤ hǎǘǊƻǾŜǎƪȅΣ нллпΤ ²ŜŜƪǎ 
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Ŝǘ ŀƭΣ нлмнύΦ IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΩ ǘŜƴǳǊŜ ƛΦŜΦΣ ƻǿƴƛƴƎ ŀǎ ƻǇǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜƴǘƛƴƎΣ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊƻǇŜƴǎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƳƻǾŜΥ ǊŜƴǘŜǊǎ 

move far more frequently. Length of tenure is also seen to influence mobility, insofar as longer residency via aging-

in-place (at any age) tends to decrease the chances a given household moves (King & Newbold, 2009; Han & Kim, 

2016). People also seek social homogeneity i.e., to live near those they resemble (in status, age, race/ethnicity) 

(Bailey, 2012; Musterd et al, 2015). For instance, those of higher income, homeowners, and Caucasians appear more 

ǎŜƴǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ƭƻǿŜǊ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΩ ŀŘƧŀŎŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǾŜ ŀǎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜǎ όhǿŜƴǎΣ 

2012; Bailey et al. 2017). While agential factors help conceptualize mobility, understanding is limited without 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎΩ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ōǳƛƭǘ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŀǊŜŀΦ  

2.10.2 ς Mobility Factors Relating to Housing and Locational Characteristics  

IƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƳŜŘƛŀǘŜǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ŀŎŎŜǎǎΣ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƘŜŀƭǘƘΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ƛƴ ƻƭŘ ŀƎŜ όIƻŘƎŜΣ нллуύΦ ¢ƘŜ άǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎŜέΣ 

a concept inclusive of the neighbourhood and wider community homes exist in, impacts aging decisions (Davies & 

James, 2011 p.127). Preferences also diverge from early to oldest stages. Older adults, whether owner or renter, 

respond to housing costs (Seguin et al, 2016). Being over- or under-housed both induce households to correct said 

imbalance (Han & Kim, 2016). ThŜǎŜ ƳƻǾŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƴƻǘ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ΨǳƴƭƻŎƪƛƴƎΩ ŜǉǳƛǘȅΣ ōǳǘ ǘƻ ǊŜōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ǎǇŀŎŜ 

and support needs (Ostrovesky, 2004). With age, older adults gravitate to smaller, rented homes (Abramsson & 

Anderson, 2015; CMHC, 2020). High shares of older adults in local areas are also linked to declines in the price of 

detached homes and to increases in rents (Hiller & Lerbs, 2016). As the viability of certain housing for certain ages 

varies spatially, the spatial preferences of older adults also tend to change from early to later older adulthood.  

The distance which older adults will move tends to shorten with age (King & Newbold, 2009; Abramsson & 

Anderson, 2015). While most moves are intraurban (Northcott & Petruik, 2011), moves outside of current 

community lean to smaller cities in early old age, then with increasing age back to mid/large-sized cities to access 

key services such as health care more accessible in larger centres (Plane & Jurjevich 2009; Newbold, 2011). Walters 

(2002) attributes penturban moves in early ƻƭŘ ŀƎŜ ǘƻ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ŎŜƴǘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎΩ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ 

ŀƳŜƴƛǘȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ άǳǊōŀƴ ŘƛǎŀƳŜƴƛǘȅέ ŜΦƎΦΣ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ ŎǊƛƳŜ όǇΦнрсύΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ ŀ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ 

ΨŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩ ƻǾŜǊ ΨǘƻǿƴΩ ƳŀǊƪǎ ŜŀǊƭȅ ƻƭŘ ŀƎŜΣ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŀƎƛƴƎ ƛǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ Ƴƻre challenging than urban (Glasgow & Brown, 2008; 

Weeks et al, 2012), leading to higher mobility among the rural elderly (Turcotte & Schellenberg, 2006; Sergeant et 

al, 2008). While interurban moves are a minor portion of older moves, they reveal later lifŜΩǎ ǇǳǎƘ ŀƴŘ Ǉǳƭƭ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ 

and how aging mediates these relations. These factors are mirrored in local moves within/between neighbourhoods. 

While some studies find increasing urban affinity (Davies & James, 2011; Abramsson & Anderson, 2015), 

others reveal elderly inclination for dispersed, peripheral areas (Patterson et al, 2014; Moos, 2016; Seguin et al, 

2016). Differentiating older adults clarifies these patterns, given the pre- (55-64) and oldest old (85+) differ in health, 

income, and household status (Hodge, 2008; Statistics Canada, 2016). Generational values also mould preference 

(Inglehart, 2008; Coulter et al, 2016). Many early old prefer suburbs, where homes are larger and less dense (Atkins, 

нлмтΤ aǳƭƭƛƴŜǊΣ нлнлύΦ Ψ/ŀǎƘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ ƻŦ ƛƴŦƭŀǘŜŘ ǳǊōŀƴ ƘƻƳŜ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ƛǎ ŎƻƴƧŜŎǘǳǊŀƭΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ƎƛǾŜƴ hǎǘǊƻǾǎƪȅΩǎ όнллпύ 



30 
 

ǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΣ ŀǎǎŜǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƳƻōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƳƻǾŜǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǎǳōǳǊōǎΩ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀǇǇŜŀƭΦ DǊŜȅƛƴƎ ǎǳōǳǊōǎ ŀƭǎƻ 

reflect aging in place (Kroll & Kabisch, 2012). Reality eventually pushes the oldest to smaller rentals (Abramsson & 

Anderson, 2015; Hiller & Lerbs, 2016) in supportive urban areas (Davies & James, 2011; Tyvimaa & Kemp, 2011). 

¢ƘŜǎŜ ǘŜƴŘŜƴŎƛŜǎ ŎƻƘŜǊŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǳǊōŀƴ ƳƻǾŜǎ όbŜǿōƻƭŘΣ нлммΤ 5ƻǊŦƳŀƴ ϧ aŀƴŘƛŎƘΣ нлмсύΦ  

ConveǊǎŜƭȅΣ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎ άǿƛƭƭ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ ƳƻǾŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅέΣ tŀǘǘŜǊǎƻƴ Ŝǘ ŀƭ όнлмпύ ŦƛƴŘ 

increasing age inversely relates to moving (p.116). Seguin et al (2016) also link aging to lower density and turnover. 

Some contend άƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ώǎƻŎƛŀƭϐ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘƭȅ Φ Φ Φ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ 

mobility drivers (Bailey et al, 2012 p 26). However, if neighbourhoods differ in attribute e.g., building age, resident 

tenure, these traits inform who lives where and when, establishing their role in local aging mobilities. This is 

supported by studies linking population aging to neighbourhood social ecology and built form (Clark & Coulter, 2015; 

Seguin et al, 2016; Channer et al, 2020). While there is no pure consensus on factors such as urban form and income, 

recognizing the diversity of life stage is vital. Further, so is realizing how age-based mobility continues to evolve. 

2.11 ς The Changing Nature of the Aging Process 

If age and life course influence location and lifestyle preferences, change therein will lead to concurrent 

change in aging mobilities. Life stages are socially constructed (Elder, 1975; Coulter et al, 2016) via economy, 

demography44, government, and media (Stockdale & Catney, 2014; Atkins, 2017). Old age would drastically differ if 

not for early 20th /ŜƴǘǳǊȅ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ǊŜǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊƛƴƎ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ ǊƛǎŜ ǘƻ ΨƳŀƴŘŀǘƻǊȅΩ ǊŜǘƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ45. This impoverished age, 

remedied in later decades by welfare measures to afford retirees a modest dignity, inflected by limited social utility 

ό[ŀǿǎΣ мффоΤ ²IhΣ нллнύΦ aŜŀƴǿƘƛƭŜ άώȅϐƻǳƴƎ ŀŘǳƭǘǎ ōƻǊƴ Ǉƻǎǘ-1965 . . . deal with very different economic, social, 

ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎέ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ ōƻǊƴ ǇǊƛƻǊ ό±ŀƴ /ǊƛŜƪŜƴƎŜƴΣ нлмл ǇΦ оуоύΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛǎ ŜȄǘŜƴŘŜŘ ƻǊ ŎȅŎƭƛŎŀƭ ǎǘŀȅǎ 

in the family home, delayed household formation, and concentration in specific urban forms i.e., central city 

ȅƻǳǘƘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ όaƻƻǎΣ нлмсΤ {ŜƎǳƛƴ Ŝǘ ŀƭΣ нлмсύΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ōǳǘ ǘǿƻ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƛŦŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΩǎ ŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƛƳŜΦ  

Broad demographic (cohort) and historical (period) effects are shown to restructure the life course (Atkins, 

2017). Cohort effects depict how generations experience societal structureΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƘŜǊŜƛƴ ΨǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΩΣ which 

shapes shared values46 (Moschis & McArthur, 2007; Sander & Bell, 2016). Boomers ƎǊŜǿ ǳǇ άǳƴŘŜǊ ώǳƴƳŀǘŎƘŜŘϐ 

ǇǊƻǎǇŜǊƛǘȅέΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭȅ ƳƻǊŜ Ǌƻōǳǎǘ ǘƘŀƴ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƛƻǊ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ όLƴƎƭŜƘŀǊǘΣ нллу ǇΦ 

131). Period effects are historical events that vary in their impact for different ages (Findlay et al, 2015). For example, 

мфтлΩǎ ŘŜƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƭŜŘ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ŀōŀƴŘƻƴ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎǳƳǇǘƛǾŜ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŜǎΣ ŀƭǘŜǊƛƴƎ ƭŀōƻǊ 

prospects for those just entering, amid, or leaving the workforce (Green, 2006; Bonvalet, Clement, & Ogg, 2015). 

 
44 I.e., increasing life expectancy meant older adulthood became something people more commonly reached, thus becoming a 
socially normative part of the average lifespanΤ ƳǳŎƘ ƭƛƪŜ ŎƘƛƭŘƘƻƻŘ ŀƴŘ ΨǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ȅŜŀǊǎΩ ŀŘǳƭǘƘƻƻŘΣ ƻƭŘŜǊ adulthood and 
retirement has now become more fully entrenched in our social institutions (Laws, 1993). 
45 Lǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǊƛƻǊ ŜǊŀΩǎ ǎƘƻǊǘŜǊ ƭƛŦŜǎǇŀƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǇǊŜŎŀǊƛƻǳǎ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƳŜŀƴǘ сл-65 at the dawn of the 
early 20th /ŜƴǘǳǊȅ ǿŀǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ ƭŀǘŜǊ ŀƎŜǎ ŦƻǊ трΣ ŜǾŜƴ ул ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜΦ 
46 Generations are cohorts of people άōƻǊƴ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƛƳŜΣ experience[ing] historical events at the same ages, and 
consequently develop[ing] similar worldviews and life courseǎέ όYƻƳǇ ϧ WƻƘŀƴƴǎƻƴΣ нлмс ǇΦ мфпΤ 9ƭŘŜǊΣ мфтрύΦ 
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ThŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǳǊōŀƴ ŎƻǊŜΣ ŎƻƳǇƻǳƴŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ ƻōǎƻƭŜǘŜ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ƭŀƴŘ ōŀǎŜǎ 

(Smith, 1979), can also be considered a generational process: it was early family households from the 1950s onwards 

who led suburban expansion, their exodus from core, urban areas both aging and contracting may central city 

populations. These spaces of course eventually recover via gentrification and through more general re-urbanization 

by early households (Van Criekingen, 2010). Ironically, this re-urbanization occurs alongside the suburban aging-in-

ǇƭŀŎŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƛƻǊ ŜǊŀΩǎ ŜŀǊƭȅ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ which has left many inner- and even newer, outer suburbs much older (Seguin et 

al, 2016; Hochstenbach & Boterman, 2018). Cohort and period effects situate life courses ƛƴ άǘƛƳŜ-space within . . . 

ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎΣ ǎƻŎƛŀƭΣ ŀƴŘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎέ όCƛƴŘƭŀȅ Ŝǘ ŀƭΣ нлмр ǇΦ офлύ, which informs how Boomers could 

ǊŜƳƻƭŘ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜΩǎ ƭŀǘŜǊ ǎǘŀƎŜǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ǇǊƻŎŜŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ƻŦ ŀƎƛƴƎΦ 

By enduring differing cohort and period effects than their parents, Boomers are posited to have developed 

differing cultural and attitudinal values that will lead them to diverge from their parents in their expectations of 

aging and how to live out their older adulthood. Those born 1945-1964 have been the vanguard of social change 

throughout their lives, included (but not limited to) the rollout of the modern welfare state; fragmentation of the 

nuclear family household into a range of household types, both family and non-family; the mass entry of females 

into paid employment; the rise of dual-earners as the dominant family type47; the civil rights movement and resulting 

societal change; the expansion of consumer media and its influences upon both people and the economy; and the 

incredible advance of various technologies, especially computers (Green, 2006; Moschis & McArthur, 2007). 

!ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ .ƻƴǾŀƭŜǘΣ /ƭŜƳŜƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ hƎƎ όнлмрύΣ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭȅ άǇǊƛǾƛƭŜƎŜŘ Φ Φ Φ ŀǎ ŦŀǊ ŀǎ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 

home ownershƛǇ ώƎƻϐΣ ōȅ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴŘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎέ όǇΦ норύΦ ¢ƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ŜƴŘǳǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ DǊŜŀǘ 

Depression and WWII, while subsequent generations, including their own children, now endure unstable 

employment conditions and soaring housing costs. Many Boomers, however, attest to erratic career trajectories 

owing to labor redundancy via offshoring and automation (Pinnegar et al, 2012). Socioeconomic, demographic, and 

other diversity is expected among the total population of Boomers, leading to contrasting findings of whether they 

are better/worse off than their parents in finance, health, and other lifestyle factors (Moschis & McArthur, 2007; 

{ƛǊŜƴ ϧ IƻǎǘŜƛƴ нлмоύΦ DƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǎƛȊŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴǳƳŜǊŀōƭŜ ƭƛŦŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘΣ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛƴƎ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎ 

on these sorts of individual axes may prove less fruitful than identifying influences borne of common experiences.      

 
47 The fragmentation of the ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ǘƻǘŀƭƭȅ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƴŘŜǊŜŘ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳƻŘŜƭǎ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ 
location, based on household social status, totally obsolete (Viaud, 1995). By ǘƘƛǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΩ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ƳŀƭŜ 
earner, which defined households and their neighbourhoods by class e.g., (white-collar/upper-class, blue-collar/middle-to-lower-
class), was no longer a valid construct. As females, both single and coupled, began to work, and as males and females spent longer 
as living alone, and as couples began to defer having children ς as just a few examples ς existing understandings of households 
and their relations both to space and to various social hierarchies had to be completely redeveloped (Viaud, 2022). From a social 
class perspective, it is the rise of dual-earner households ς and their use as an indicator of neighbourhood status ς during the 
1970s and beyond that made traditional interpretations much less relevant; an example of this breakdown being females working 
white-collar jobs yet living in what were considered blue-ŎƻƭƭŀǊ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƳŀƭŜ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ Ƨƻō ǎǘŀǘǳǎ. 
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Boomers are largely seen to have similar cultural and attitudinal values owing to shared cohort and period 

effects (Gilleard & Higgs, 2007; Roth et al, 2012). Many want an independent aging, including driving (Siren & Hostein 

2013), staying in their home (Pinnegar et al, 2012; Roth et al., 2012), and enjoying a consumption-based retirement 

(Olsberg & Winters, 2005), instead of ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎΩ ƳƻǊŜ ŀǳǎǘŜǊŜ ƻƭŘ ŀƎŜ όDǊŜŜƴΣ нллсύΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀŎŎƻǊŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ 

suburban lifestyle, a likely influence on their peripheralization (Seguin et al, 2016; Atkins, 2017), indicating where 

ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ŀƎƛƴƎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ƛƴǘŜƴǎŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǳōǳǊōǎΩ Ǉǳƭƭ Ƴŀȅ ƭƛŜ ƛƴ continued space needs: owing to medical advance, 

Boomers are the first sandwich generation, caught between caring for aged parents and supporting young adult 

ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΦ Lƴ ǎƻƳŜ ŎŀǎŜǎΣ ΨŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƭƛǾŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƳ όaƻǎŎƘƛǎ ϧ aŎ!ǊǘƘǳǊΣ нллтΤ ±ŀƴ /ǊƛŜƪƛƴƎŜƴΣ нлмлύΦ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎΩ 

workload here is far more pronounced than prior generations, impacting their time and money as well as needs.  

This informs why Boomers 

continue to work into their older 

adulthood (Moschis & McArthur, 

2007). As per Figure 2.3, through the 

199лΩǎΣ ǘƘŜ {ƛƭŜƴǘ DŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ όōΦ 

1926-1945), tends to retire sooner48. 

/ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴǎΩ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ǊŜǘƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƎŜ 

remains stable through the 2000s 

until 2008, when age of workforce 

exit for both genders escalates49. For context, Boomers as a group enter and pass-through retirement age from 2008 

(age 44-62) to 2016 (52-70)50. Besides differing generational values informing their career extension, cohort and 

ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ Ƴŀȅ Ǉƭŀȅ ŀ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎΩ ŘŜƭŀȅŜŘ ǊŜǘƛǊŜƳŜƴǘΦ Lƴ нллуΣ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ƛƳǇƻǎŜ 

retirement at age 65 (CBC, 2009); while not initiating a labor sea change, this highlights a structural effect mostly 

experienced by Boomers, not preceding generations. Median retirement age nearly reaches 65 for males and 63 for 

females by 2015, showing many Boomers (then 51-69) still retire on schedule. However, half of retirees were over 

this 63-ср ŀƎŜ ǊŀƴƎŜ ǿƘŜƴ ǊŜǘƛǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ȅŜŀǊΦ {ƻƳŜ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎ όƻŦǘŜƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘŜŘύ άŜƴƧƻȅ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿƻǊƪ ŀƴŘ 

are reluctant to [go]. And many [of all educations] . . Φ ώǾŀƭǳŜϐ ǘƘŜ ŎŀƳŀǊŀŘŜǊƛŜΣ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƻǊ ǊƻǳǘƛƴŜέ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ 

by going to work every day (CBC, 2009). Yet, many older adults are found to continue their labor force participation 

for need of the income (Moschis & McArthur, 2007; Pinnegar et al, 2012). This condition of lacking fiscal resources, 

for many, may result from the ongoing impact of a major, recent period effect. 

2008 marks (at the time) the largest financial crisis and protracted economic turndown since the Great 

Depression, lasting until 2012 (Kingsley, 2012), the fallout of which many still endure (Hochstenbach & Boterman, 

 
48 Aging from 46-65 (1991) to 55-74 (2000). 
49 FŜƳŀƭŜǎ ƳŀǘŎƘ ƳŀƭŜǎΩ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ŀƎŜ ƛƴ нллфΣ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƻ ŘǊƻǇ нлмлΤ ǿƘƛƭŜ ōƻǘƘ ŎƭƛƳō ŀŦǘŜǊǿŀǊŘΣ ŦŜƳŀƭŜǎ still retire a full year earlier. 
50 The Silent Generation are 63-82 in 2008, largely past ΨnormaƭΩ retirement. Meanwhile 2000-2008, Boomers aged 36-54 to 44-
62, ǇǳǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ΨƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŜŘƎŜΩ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǎǇ ƻŦ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘƘƻƻŘΦ 
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2018). Loss of job prospects and career stability, wealth erasure, and increased poverty negatively impact 

ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΩ ŀōƛƭƛǘy to work, purchase homes, form households, or save for retirement. While much is said of outsized 

impact on younger adults given already-fragile work/housing careers (Moos, 2016; Hochstenbach, 2018), Boomers 

are not unscathed. In addition to asset deflation forcing reconsideration for those nearing/in retirement, some suffer 

career turbulence, including reduced earnings and job loss (Bonvalet, Clement, & Ogg, 2015). This impacts female 

Boomers especially i.e., erratic retirement age 2008-2011 relative to steady male increase, influenced by lower 

overalƭ ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜŘƻƳƛƴŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŜǎ ǎǳŦŦŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎŜǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǿƻǊǎǘ ό{ǳǘƘŜǊƭŀƴŘΣ нллфΤ Wiseman, 2011). 

Ipsos Reid finds 65% of the Canadians age 66+ they sample continue to work out of need, revealing how such events 

and ramifications can and have altered the life courses of older as well as younger adults (Haig, 2019).  

However, other period effects enrich many Boomers e.g., the highly inflated home values of those who 

purchased decades ago at drastically lower prices in the now desirable neighbourhoods of major urban centers 

(Olsberg & Winters, 2005; Pinnegar et al, 2012). Further, as age and wealth generally correlate (based upon the 

premise that more years of life allow for greater career- and especially asset-building), older people tend to weather 

ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŘƻǿƴǘǳǊƴ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ Řƻ ȅƻǳƴƎŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ нллуΩǎ ǳƴŜǾŜƴ ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 

financial assets recovered faster than wages (Zewde & Crystal, 2021). Also, retirement benefits drawn on in older 

adulthood remain constant amidst outright job loss or reduced hours faced by still-working populations during 

economic downturn. Thus, later-ǎǘŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ŜƳŜǊƎŜ ƛƴ ΨǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅΩ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǎƘŀǇŜ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ 

younger, all else considered. Of course, clear divides emerge within later/older adult populations, for instance 

between those who own a home and those who continue to rent, as renters have no equity to secure retirement, 

nor can they (or many young people) nowadays aspire to own a home, a rift wrought by the interplay of period 

effects on differing Boomers and this generation relative to ensuing cohorts (Pinnegar et al, 2012; Hochstenbach & 

Van Went, 2015). The net impacts of historical-structural effects results in greater wealth inequality between those 

at older as opposed to younger ages (Zewde & Crystal, 2021), providing for wider socio-spatial divergence between 

populations both of older adults and of Boomers, who eventually enter their older adulthood during the extent of 

my study. Why such a focus on Boomers and their recent and ongoing life course? If they now redefine the aging 

process and thus population aging (Atkins, 2017), then their diverging incomes, labor status housing and 

ŎƻƴǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƳŀǘǘŜǊΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎΩ ǊŜǎƛŘential and social mobility 

by which they come to influence processes of urban change (Teernstra & van Gent, 2012; Bailey et al, 2017).  

2.12 ς Neighbourhoods and Their Aging: Converging Towards Inquiry 

CanadaΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƎƛƴƎ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ǎŎŀƭŜǎΣ ǊƛƎƘǘ Řƻǿƴ ǘƻ the cities we live in. 

Because older Canadians diverge in household type, dwelling preference, income, and mobility from those younger, 

their increasing proportions will induce changes in the social ecology of neighbourhoods where they concentrate. 

These demographic transitions spatially vary just as do other forms of urban change, precisely because population 

aging is an urban change. Reviewing the study of neighbourhoods, first seminal ecological and life cycle constructs, 
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ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƎŜƴǘǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŀƴǎƛƻƴ ŀǎ ǎƻŎƛƻ-spatial processes, then contemporary, broader conceptual views of 

urban structure and change ς reveals three key findings: a) neighbourhoods, as socio-ecological constructs, are 

complex and diverse in their structures and in how these structures change, yet interplay between certain factors, 

such as income and life stage, produce and reproduce distinct, often familiar patterns over time; b) until recently, 

the role of age and aging in these socio-ecological patterns and processes has been treated in a narrow, assumptive 

manner, leading them to be relatively understudied; and c) what marries social traits to spatial form is ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ 

propensities to move in, out, or stay in certain spaces throughout their life courses; in other words, our collective 

ŀƎƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƭƛŦŜΩǎ ǎǘŀƎŜǎ Ƙŀǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅ ƻŦ ŎƛǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎ ǿŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜ ƛƴΦ 

While urban studies have at many times tended to underplay how age shapes neighbourhoods, the study 

ƻŦ Ƴƻōƛƭƛǘȅ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǎƘŀǇŜΩ ǘƘŜƳ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ Ƙŀǎ ƴƻǘΦ 5ŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘȅΣ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŀƎŜΣ ƛǎ ǇǊƻƳƛƴŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻƴ 

where, when, and why people move (or stay) as they follow familiar trajectories referred to as the human life course: 

individuals intertwined physiological and social development and its molding of our preferences, capacity, and 

resources during successive life stages. Structural factors, such as period effects also considerably shape where and 

how life courses occur. This is clear in how contemporary young adulthood has evolved from seminal life course 

models, transforming not only their career, familial, and housing pathways, but the cities they inhabit in living these.  

Likewise, population aging, ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ōȅ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎΩ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǘƻ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘƘƻƻŘΣ ǳǎƘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ 

demographic change. Questions arise as to how their divergence from preceding generations will reshape their 

relationships to urban space and in turn and the neighbourhood aging patterns molded by their aging. Further, as 

aging is inextricably tied to other social, economic, and cultural patterns, it is crucial to better understand how aging 

ƻǾŜǊƭŀǇǎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅ ŀƴŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƻŎŎǳǊǊƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴΦ Based on my review of urban social 

ecology and where age and aging (might best) fit within it, I therefore propose the following research questions: 

1. How is age structured across urban space and how do these patterns change over time?  

 

2. How do age and aging factor into urban social ecology? 

 

3. How do Boomers relate to these patterns, and what can this tell us about their future aging? 

 

4. In mapping these patterns, how do they emerge across urban space and change over time? 
 

These questions are left somewhat broad to reflect that what I intend to do is largely an exploratory analysis of how 

and where age and aging (with a focus on Boomers) relates to other aspects of human ecology. While shaped with 

intent to test certain socio-ecological ƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǎƛǎ ƛΦŜΦΣ ΨŘƻ urban aging patterns reflect stages of the neighborhood 

ƭƛŦŜ ŎȅŎƭŜ όƻǊ ƴƻǘύΚΩ, these questions allow me to address the expectations set by this and other models, such as the 

human life course in how I answer them. In short, in developing a methodology for these questions, and responding 

to them, I refer to the body of urban socio-ecological and demographic theory covered in this literature review. 
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3.0 ς Methodology 

3.1 ς Introduction 

¢ƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅΦ L ŦƛǊǎǘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ ¢oronto, or the Toronto Census 

Subdivision (CSD) as my study area. The Toronto CSD is a Statistics Canada geographic aggregation that mirrors the 

/ƛǘȅ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭ ōƻǊŘŜǊǎ51, 52. I then introduce how I model and measure neighbourhoods using Statistics 

/ŀƴŀŘŀ ŘŀǘŀΦ L ǘƘŜƴ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǉǳƻǘƛŜƴǘǎ L ǳǎŜ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŀƎŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ мффсΣ нллсΣ ŀƴŘ нлмс 

and changes occurring in the periods 1996-2006 and 2006-2016. These analyses both answer Research Questions 1a 

and 1b and provide contŜȄǘ ŦƻǊ ŀƎŜΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōǊƻŀŘŜǊ ŦŀŎǘƻǊƛŀƭ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ L ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŜǊƛƻŘǎΦ 

I then outline factorial analysis and its use to uncover socio-spatial complexity (Murdie & Logan, 2014). I outline how 

the techniques work and review key analytical principles, as technical concerns need due attention to ensure rigour 

and validity. I introduce my static (1996, 2006, and 2016) and change (1996-2006 and 2006-2016) datasets and how 

I treat my data to improve analytical clarity. My factor analyses answer Research Questions 2a and 2b. Boomers are 

highlighted throughout to address Research Question 3. Mapping my results addresses Research Question 4. 

3.2 ς The City of Toronto as Study Area 

!ǎ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ŦƻǊŜƳƻǎǘ ǳǊōŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ ƛƴ 

terms of population, growth, economic 

output, and global relevance (Harris, 2015), 

Toronto provides a dynamic, complex study 

area. For many, Toronto invokes the vast 

urban region known as the Greater Toronto 

Area (GTA), which includes a host of large cities, towns, and swaths of suburban and semi-rural area. I, however, 

employ the more tightly defined City of Toronto. While not entirely representing urban Canada, Toronto contains 

2.62 million people in 2016, and represents 7-у҈ ƻŦ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ Ƴȅ нл-year study period (Table 3.1).   

The City of Toronto, in southwestern Ontario (Fig. оΦмύΣ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ƻŦ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘŜŘ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎŜΦ 

On the northern shore of Lake Ontario, its population of 2,615,060 (2016) covers 630.2 km2 ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƘŜŀǊǘ ƻŦ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ 

most extensive urban area. Founded in 1793, Toronto has long been an economic, cultural, and political center; in 

the 20th /ŜƴǘǳǊȅΩǎ ƭŀǘǘŜǊ ƘŀƭŦΣ ƛǘ ƎǊŜǿ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ƛƴǘƻ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ǇǊŜ-eminent global city (Toronto History 

Museum, 2006). The City of Toronto results from a 1998 provincial amalgamation of Toronto with neighboring cities 

of Etobicoke, York, North York, East York, and Scarborough,53Φ aȅ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ р ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ΨƛƴƴŜǊ 

ǎǳōǳǊōǎΩΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ р ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀƴŘ ΨhƭŘΩ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ ŀǊŜ ǳǎŜd to spatially describe patterns revealed by my various maps. The 

following sub-ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜǎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ-20th Century to contextualize my results.

 
51 CƻǊ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΣ L ǳǎŜ Ψ/ƛǘȅ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩΣ Ψ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩΣ ŀƴŘ Ψ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ /{5Ω ƛƴǘŜǊŎƘŀƴƎŜŀōƭȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΦ 
52 Conversely, Census Metropolitan Areas (CMAs) consist of several CSDs which Statistics Canada deems interrelated. 
53 Although the Metro government had led regional development and administration since 1954 (Sorenson & Hess, 2015). 

Table 3.1

Toronto CSD Population, 1996-2016

Source: Statistics Canada, 1998; 2008; 2017a

CSD as % of Canada's 

Population

2016

8.3

7.9

7.4

1996

2006

2,385,421

2,503,281

2,615,060

Toronto CSD Canada

28,846,761

31,612,897

35,151,728
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Figure 3.1 

City of Toronto (CSD) as Study Area 

Source: Statistics Canada, 1998; 2017; Esri, 2017 
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3.2.1 ς ¢ƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ IƛǎǘƻǊȅ tƻǎǘ-WWII 

¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǳǊōŀƴ ŦƻǊƳ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŎŎǳǊǊƛƴƎ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {ŜŎƻƴŘ 

World War, such as by that the time the Metro government was formed in 1954. The Metro government was 

ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŘŜƴǎŜƭȅ ǳǊōŀƴ ŎƻǊŜ ŀƴŘ 

its 5 surrounding inner suburbs, which according to Richard Harris (2015): 

 had always been physically and socially diverse . . . Before 1950 there were industrial suburbs with working-

 class residents, and one with professionals; there were upper class residential suburbs outside the city, as 

 well as inside; and there were working-class residential suburbs, with immigrants living in owner-built 

 ƘƻƳŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ōǳƛƭǘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ǇŜǊǎƛǎǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƻ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǇƻǎǘǿŀǊ ǎǳōǳǊōǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴŜŘ ǾŀǊƛŜŘ όǇΦ ом-32). 

Harris emphasizes how Toronto diverges from many American cities, where downtowns and suburbs are 

much more spatially and socially distinct. Toronto and its inners suburbs began to boom both economically and 

demographically during the general post-war prosperity gripping North America (Sorenson & Hess, 2015). Both 

manufacturing and business functions took off after the lean interwar years, as population exploded via the Baby 

Boom and waves of immigrants seeking a fresh start from war-torn Europe (Toronto History Museums, 2006). These 

trends created a need for regional coordination of housing, commerce, employment, and transportation functions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǊΩǎ ŜƴŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ мфтлΩǎ όŀƴŘ ǎƛƴŎŜύΣ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ ƎǊŜǿ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ ŦŀǊ ŦƭǳƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎǇŜǊǎŜŘ ǘƘŀƴ before 

(Fig. 3.2). Growing vehicle use supported suburban residential development and construction of adjoining highways 



38 
 

and major arterials54. 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎǳōǿŀȅ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǘƘŜ ¸ƻƴƎŜ όмфрпύΣ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ όмфсоύΣ 

and Bloor (1966) lines, also fundamentally shaped adjacent boroughs, and more importantly the mobility patterns 

of thousands of Torontonians55Φ Lƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭΣ άaŜǘǊƻ ǿŀǎ committed to a mixed transportation policy, focused on both 

expressways and rapid transit, and to mixed [residential] density, which explains numerous pockets of high density 

ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƴŜǊ ǎǳōǳǊōǎέ όCƛƭƛƻƴ Ŝǘ ŀƭΣ нлмлύΣ ŀ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŘŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ Řiverse urban landscape. 

These patterns of development 

and settlement have and continue to 

shape Toronto. While core areas play 

Ƙƻǎǘ ǘƻ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ-rich 

neighbourhoods, density is atypical at all 

distances from the CBD (Fig. 3.3). Trends 

that influence this are the rampant pace 

of public housing development until the 

мфтлΩǎ όIŀǊǊƛǎΣ нлмрύΣ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŜƴ 

largely replaced by private construction, 

particularly of condominiums; the onset 

and continuation of gentrification gripping central Toronto; deindustrialization and devolution of local labor markets 

into high- and low-pay sectors; and considerable shifts in the nature ŀƴŘ ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘ ƛƴŦƭƻǿǎΦ 

!ǎ ǇŜǊ aŜǘǊƻ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΣ ΨǘȅǇƛŎŀƭΩ ōǳƛƭŘ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ƭƻǿ- and medium-density homes was accompanied by construction of 

affordable (often socially funded) units in high-ǊƛǎŜ ǘƻǿŜǊǎ όIŀǊǊƛǎΣ нлмрύΦ ά.ȅ ǘƘŜ мфтлǎ Φ Φ Φ aŜǘǊƻ ǎǳōǳǊōǎ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ 

ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ тл҈ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ώ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎϐŀǎǎƛǎǘŜŘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎέ όCǊƛǎƪŜƴΣ нллтΣ ǇΦ мсфύΦ ¢ƘŜ мфтлΩǎ wŜŎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƛƴƛtiated the drying 

up of federal public-housing funds, which precipitated a steep decline in new construction of affordable rentals and 

ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŘŜŎŀȅ ƻŦ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǳƴƛǘǎ ό!ǳƎǳǎǘ ϧ ²ŀƭƪǎΣ нлмуύΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŜǊŀΩǎ ŀǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŀǎ 

and continues to further amplify their undesirability, supported by their location in areas with rather poor access to 

transit and other amenities e.g., employment, parks (Harris, 2015). Their current fate is discussed later in the section. 

High-density housing transitioned from public to private, and thus to a profit driven model. 1970/1980s 

deregulation of condominium policies led to a construction boom in/near Downtown or beside highly accessible 

ǎǳōǿŀȅ ǎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŀŘƛŀǘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŎƻǊŜ όIŀǊǊƛǎΣ нлмрύΤ ƳŀƧƻr building waves occurred in the 1980s and early 

1990s, then from 2000 to present (Filion et al, 2010). Rosen and Walks (2015) count roughly 200,000 condo units 

ŜƴǘŜǊƛƴƎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ мфтл-2010, increasing yearly from period start to finish by a factor of 

 
54 The Provincial 401 entering from Etobicoke, through North York, and travelling out via Scarborough; the Gardiner Expressway 
running into/ŀƭƻƴƎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǿŀǘŜǊŦǊƻƴǘ όbisecting Downtown from the lake; the Don Valley Parkway running north from the 
DŀǊŘƛƴŜǊΩǎ ŜƴŘ along the Don Valley (meets the 401 in North York); and the Spadina Expressway, famously halted mid-project by 
vocal, well-organized Downtown residents. It would have cleaved Downtown, irrevocably damaging the cityscape (Harris, 2015). 
55 The Sheppard Line was added in 2005 (Toronto History Museum, 2006). 
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ǎŜǾŜƴΦ aŀǊƪƛƴƎ ŀ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊŀƭ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ōƻƻƳǎ ŎŀǘŀƭȅȊŜŘ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ 

re-urbanization following post-ǿŀǊ ǎǳōǳǊōŀƴ ŜȄƻŘǳǎΣ ƘŜƭǇƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊŜ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ άŀ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǇƻǇǳlation [via] vigorous residential redevelopment. . . [of] late 19th and early 20th ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅέ ŀǊŜŀǎ όCƛƭƛƻƴ Ŝǘ 

ŀƭΣ нлмл ǇΦ рпсύΦ 5ǿŜƭƭƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ōǳǘ ƻƴŜ ǘǊŜƴŘ ōȅ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊŜΩǎ ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ǊŜǾŜǊǎŜǎ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜΣ ōǳǘ 

ŀƭǎƻ ōȅ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ social character shifts, which in turn also influencing the inner suburbs.  

As post-ǿŀǊ ǇǊƻǎǇŜǊƛǘȅ ŘƛǎǎƛǇŀǘŜǎ ōȅ ǘƘŜ мфслΩǎ ŜƴŘΣ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎƛǾŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ 

ƳŀƴƛŦŜǎǘ ƛƴ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ CƛǊǎǘƭȅΣ bƻǊǘƘ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀΩǎ ǿƛŘŜǎǇǊŜŀŘ ŘŜƛƴdustrialization (generally devastating 

ǘƻ ǎƻǳǘƘǿŜǎǘ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΩǎ ŀǳǘƻƳƻǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎύ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘŜŘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ ŀǎ well as 

surrounding areas (Toronto History Museum, 2006). However, these were somewhat braced by administrative, 

cultuǊŀƭΣ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎŜŎǘƻǊǎ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛŦȅƛƴƎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ όIŀǊǊƛǎΣ нлмрύΦ !ǎ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊƛƴƎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŜǎ 

declined, the inner city where these ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻƻƪ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ΨōƭǳŜ-ŎƻƭƭŀǊΩ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜŘ 

also. The former is seen in abandoned warehouse and factory sites, while the trades and manufacturing workers 

ǿŜǊŜ άƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜŘ ōȅ ǿƘƛǘŜ-ŎƻƭƭŀǊ ǿƻǊƪώŜǊǎϐέ όǇΦ осύΣ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ 

ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ ƛƴǘƻ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ όToronto History Museum, 2006). These shifts support 

ƎŜƴǘǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ-class, inner neighbourhoods as residents associated with emerging 

economies (crucially with higher income than existing locals) make considerable inroads (Walks & Maranaan, 2008). 

Initially isolated to select few inner-Ŏƛǘȅ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ мфслκмфтлǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŎƻǊŜ ŦǊƻƳ ƭƻǿ ǘƻ 

increasingly higher levels of socio-economic status eventually radiates through much of the Old City, taking on more 

ŘǊŀǎǘƛŎ ŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊƛƴƎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀǎΩ ǊŜƴŜǿŜŘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŜǎŎŀƭŀǘƛƴƎ ƭŀƴŘ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ƛƴǎǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŘƻ ōƻƻƳǎ 

during recent decades and into the contemporary period (Filion et al, 2010). These development projects occur not 

only upon demolished neighbourhoods, but on abandoned industrial sites, a most prominent neighbourhood 

ΨǊŜǾƛǘŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΩ ōŜƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƳŀǎǎƛǾŜƭȅ ǊŜŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǿŀǘŜǊŦǊƻƴǘ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ όIŀǊǊƛǎΣ нлмрύΦ 

/ƻƴŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘǎ ƻŦ ǳǇƎǊŀŘƛƴƎ ƻŎŎǳǊǊƛƴƎ ƛƴ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŎƻǊŜ56, surrounding inner suburbs more 

often experience socio-ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǎǘŀƎƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜΦ ¢ƘŜ άŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ ŜȄǇŀƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƘƛƎƘ ƻǊŘŜǊ 

ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅέ ŦǳŜƭƭƛƴƎ ƎŜƴǘǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ όCƛƭƛƻƴΣ мффо ǇΦ рруύ ƛǎ ōǳǘ ƘŀƭŦ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ǊƛŦǘ άōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ΨƎƻƻŘΩ ǿŜƭƭ-paid 

ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊƛŀƭ Ƨƻōǎ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǊŀǇƛŘƭȅ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ΨōŀŘΩΣ ƭƻǿ ǇŀƛŘΣ ƴƻƴǳƴƛƻƴƛȊŜŘ ƧƻōǎΣ ŀƴŘ ΨŎŀǎǳŀƭΩ 

όǇŀǊǘ ǘƛƳŜΣ ǘŜƳǇƻǊŀǊȅΣ ƻǊ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘύ Ƨƻōǎέ όYŜƛƭΣ нллн ǇΦ рфоύΤ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǇŜŎǘǊǳƳ ŜΦƎΦΣ ǎƻƭƛŘΣ ǳƴƛƻƴƛȊŜŘ 

manufacturing careers, wiǘƘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ ŘŜƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǿŀƪŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭƛȊŜǎ Ǿƛŀ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǿŜǊ ƻŦ ǿŜƭƭ-paid white-

collar workers to compete over Toronto increasingly expensive, amenity-ƭŀŘŜƴ ŎƻǊŜΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ΨōŀŘΩ 

occupations relegate to peripheral suburbs where access to transit, services, and secure work is sparse. Many of 

these areas host post-ǿŀǊ ŀǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎ ƴƻǿ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭȅ ŘŜƎǊŀŘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǳǎ ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ƭŀǎǘ ǊŜǎƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ 

 
56 These processes were/are also accompanied by what Walks and Maranaan (2008) identify as the consistent consolidation and 
upgrading of districts considered middle- and upper-class from before WWII and since. Thus, these places were never really open 
to working-class populations and so the authors refrain from labelling these escalating status shifts as gentrification. 
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marginal and working poor (Harris, 2015; Stapleton & Kay, 2015). Thus, larger global economic shifts reverberate to 

ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ ŘŜƭƛƴŜŀǘƛƴƎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƛƴǘƻ ŘƛǾŜǊƎŜƴǘ ΨƘƛƎƘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƭƻǿΩ 

occupational status residents spatially organized according to their relative level of income and SES.  

 

Hulchanski (2011) clarifies this ōȅ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘƛƴƎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ Ψ¢ƘǊŜŜ /ƛǘƛŜǎΩ ƻŦ ƘƛƎƘ-, middle-, and low-income 

ŀǊŜŀǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŀǾŜ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭƭȅ ǇƻƭŀǊƛȊŜŘ ƻǾŜǊ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ŘŜŎŀŘŜǎΦ CƛƎǳǊŜ оΦп ōƻǊǊƻǿǎ Ƙƛǎ ƳŀǇǎ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ 
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individual incomes for the years 1970 and 2005, relative to the Census Metropolitan Area (CMA) average57. Clear 

patterns emerge in how high-, middle-, and low-income areas transition in their location and extent between 1970 

ŀƴŘ нллрΦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ-income residents consolidate their presence and/or recapture core parts of the CSD from 

poor(er) residents, turning these spaces into high-status areas (City 1). Middle income areas (City 2) diminish in both 

prevalence and extent, becoming either higher- or lower-income areas; what of these spaces remain provide for 

ǘƘƛƴόƴŜǊύ ōǳŦŦŜǊǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǊƛŎƘŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƻǊŜǎǘ neighbourhoods. Finally, low-income areas (City 3) 

ǇǊƻƭƛŦŜǊŀǘŜ ƛƴ ƴƻǊǘƘǿŜǎǘŜǊƴ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǊǘƘŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ƛƴƴŜǊ ǎǳōǳǊōǎΦ ²ŀƭƪǎ όнлмоύ ŀƴŘ {ǘŀǇƭŜǘƻƴ ŀƴŘ 

Kay (2015) contextualize this last trend, finding Toronto the most income-polarized Canadian city and host to the 

highest shares of residents that live in working poverty58. Walks ties this specifically to income disparity between 

immigrants and non-immigrants, highlighting vital, yet unfortunate links between marginalization and racialization 

in post-war Toronto. This has occurred during a general transformation in Canadian immigration. Quick and 

wŜǾƛƴƎǘƻƴΩ όнлнмύ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳǎ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘǊŜƴŘǎ through 2016 and finds that 

high-ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŜƭŦ-segregation from low- and middle-income residents plays as much of a role in this 

ongoing polarization as does the relegation of low-income residents to undesirable areas.  

Toronto has long been a major immigrant destination (Murdie, 2008; Harris, 2015). In 2016, 47% of CSD 

residents were born out of country (Statistics Canada, 2016). Immigration has evolved through the 20th Century. 

Although early waves are predominately European59, immigrants since tƘŜ мфтлΩǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ Ƙŀƛƭ ŦǊƻƳ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ 

Africa, Central and South America, the Caribbean, and Asia (Hou & Bourne, 2006; Murdie, 2008). They also confront 

¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎƘƛŦǘƛƴƎ ǳǊōŀƴ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŀƴǘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ aŀƴȅ ƭŀŎƪ ǘƘe fiscal and 

language capacity of domestic residents, thus more-recent immigrants increasingly flow into entry-level service 

sector jobs. Further, while Downtown settlement was common post-war60, where access to work and transit are 

plentiful, as gentrification massively eroded affordability (Walks & August, 2008) and displaced an existing working-

class (Skaburskis, 2012), more-ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ ŦƻǊŎŜŘ ǘƻ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƳŀǊƎƛƴǎΣ ōƻǘƘ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭƭȅ ƛΦŜΦΣ ŀǘ 

ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊȅ όIǳƭŎƘŀƴǎƪƛΩǎ City 3) and socially, via income sorting to relatively lower-quality neighbourhoods 

far from primary transit networks (Harris, 2015), in often overcrowded, physically degraded housing (Murdie, 2008).  

CǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŘǊƛǾƛƴƎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǊŀŎƛŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅ ƛǎ that lower-income, non-immigrant residents tend to 

leave the CSD while higher income, non-immigrant professionals flow into more-advantaged areas (Hou & Bourne, 

2006; Ley, 2007). While overlapping divergence between socio-economic and racial-ethnic status are prevalent, 

ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǎƘŀǇƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘŜƳǇƻǊŀǊȅ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ ƛǎ ŦŀǊ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ōƛƴŀǊȅ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴΦ aŀƴȅ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎ ǎǘŀȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /{5 

despite insecure income because of economic/cultural support from existing ethnic communities. Qadeer et al 

 
57 Brief reference to the legend shows blues denotes higher ends of the income spectrum, yellow the middle, and reds the lower. 
58 Their base description being those with after-ǘŀȄ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ōŜƭƻǿ {ǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎǎ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ [ƻǿ-income Measure (LIM); that earn at 
least $3,000 a year; are between ages 18-64; are not students; and who live independently (Stapleton & Kay, 2015 p. 33). 
59 In the early 20th Century, more often from the United Kingdom, Northern Europe, and Scandinavia, shifting to parts of Southern 
(Greece, Italy, Portugal), Central, and Eastern Europe with the passage of time (Murdie, 2008).   
60 Prominent examples include Little Italy and Portugal west of the CBD and Greektown across the Don River. 



42 
 

(2010) highlight the evoƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ΨŜǘƘƴƛŎ ŜƴŎƭŀǾŜǎΩ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ нлллΩǎΣ ŀ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

processes occurring since the 19th /ŜƴǘǳǊȅΣ Ƨǳǎǘ ƴƻǿ ŀƳƻƴƎ ΨƴŜǿŜǊΩ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΦ ¦ƴƭƛƪŜ ¦{ ƎƘŜǘǘƻǎΣ ƘŜǊŜ Ƴŀƴȅ ŜǘƘƴƛŎ 

concentrations are communities of choice for juǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎΣ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΩ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ 

exclusion (even if socioeconomic conditions constrain where these communities emerge). Further, not all new 

ŀǊǊƛǾŀƭǎ ǘƻ /ŀƴŀŘŀ ŀǊŜ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǿ άǘǿƻ ǾŜǊȅ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƻŦ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ immigrants in Toronto, both 

located primarily in the suburbs, but differentiated by socio-economic status and their ability to bid for housing in 

¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎǳōǳǊōŀƴ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎέ όaǳǊŘƛŜΣ нллу ǇΦ уύΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 

(rŜύǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ Ǿƛǘŀƭ ǊƻƭŜ ǎƘŀǇƛƴƎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ Ƙŀǎ ŜǾƻƭǾŜŘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭȅΣ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƴŜǿ 

Canadians arrive from, but as to how their considerable inflows interact with the former two processes. 

While Old Toronto and its inner suburōǎ όƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭƭȅ ΨƳŀǊǊƛŜŘΩ ƛƴǘƻ ƻƴŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ ƛƴ мффуύ ŎƻƴŦƻǊƳ ǘƻ 

many normative expectations of how built form, location, affluence, and ethnicity overlap and they experience 

changes common to many other cities (e.g., deindustrialization, gentrification), the Toronto CSD continues to defy 

Ƴŀƴȅ ǳǊōŀƴκǎǳōǳǊōŀƴ ǎǘŜǊŜƻǘȅǇŜǎΣ ŜǾŜƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘǎ ǳǎŜŦǳƭƭȅ άƛƭƭǳƳƛƴŀǘŜ ƛǘǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊέ όIŀǊǊƛǎΣ 

2015 p. 30). The outlined array of global, regional, and local processes creates a rich sample of varied, dynamic 

neighbourhoods to study. Thus, the Toronto CSD proves ideal for examining relations between population aging and 

other urban change processes. In designing this study, effort was given to employing the broader Toronto Census 

CMA, in which the study area is included (Figure 3.1) as in other urban change studies (Seguin et al 2016), including 

those using a factorial ecology approach (Murdie, Logan, & Marannan 2014). I employ the Toronto CSD, however, 

ǘƻ ǎǘǳŘȅ ΨŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜΩ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎ ƛΦŜΦΣ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾely contained urban areas, fully developed in 1996, which likely reflect 

one if not more life cycle stages. Using all Toronto CMA tracts, while providing a broader catchment of potential 

neighbourhood units to study, presents my research with obstacles both conceptual and technical in nature, 

especially for my ability to accurately assess urban changes in consistent units of observation. 

First, many parts of the CMA are large, undeveloped tracts in 1996 (many still in 2016). Over the ensuing 

decades, many fǳƭƭȅκǇŀǊǘƛŀƭƭȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ƛƴǘƻ ǎǳōǳǊōǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ΨǎƘƻǳƭŘΩ ƛŘŜŀƭƭȅ ŘŜǇƛŎǘ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ neighbourhood life cycle. 

IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƴŀǎŎŜƴǘ ǳǊōŀƴ ŀǊŜŀǎΩ ƻǾŜǊǿŜƛƎƘǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ Ƴȅ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ƭŜŀŘǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ traits to dominate both my static and 

temporal, or change-based analyses61. Yet I seek to uncover a more fulsome view of the neighbourhood life cycle 

ŀƴŘ ŀƎŜΩǎ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴΦ aȅ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ƛǎ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŎŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǊǘŎƻƳƛƴƎǎ ƛƴ Ƙƻǿ {ǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎǎ /ŀƴŀŘŀ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜǎ 

these urban areas. These issues are discussed after introducing Census Tracts and their use in the rest of the study.  

 

 
61 In a study of neighborhood up- and downgrading, Owens (2012) highlights ascent via suburbanization: sparsely populated, 
peripheral tracts quickly become socially homogenous family areas. Demonstrating the problem that I hope to avoid, the changes 
occurring in these suburbs dominate his ascending neighborhood types relative to other types of change occurring in core areas. 
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3.3 ς Studying Neighbourhoods 

Statistics Canada uses Census 

Tracts (CTs) as a sub-unit of CSDs, 

which define municipalities by their 

political boundaries. In effect, CTs can 

be considered as neighbourhoods 

ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ ΨŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΩ ό/{5ǎύ. CTs 

contain 2,500-10,000 people (averaging 5,000). Borders tend to follow recognizable physical features e.g., roads, 

rivers. While not a perfect neighbourhood, broad data collection and their relative stability over time underlie use 

here as in most Canadian urban research62 (Patterson et al, 2014; Seguin et al, 2016). Relative here reflects that CT 

boundaries do change over time, albeit in a way supporting manageable, inter-ȅŜŀǊ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴΦ ! /¢Ωǎ ǎƛȊŜ ƛǎ 

determined by the extent of its population. In older, densely populated urban areas, CTs tend to be small and stable 

as they have typically reached a mature stage of neighbourhood development, while rural or suburban CTs, where 

a similar number of people are dispersed over a wider area, are larger. As newly built suburbs emerge in these areas 

(or urban CTs re-develop and add considerable population), CTs are subdivided between censuses, as their 

population growǘƘ ŜȄŎŜŜŘǎ {ǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎΩǎ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘǎΦ ¢ƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛƴǘŜǊ-year comparison of Toronto 

from 1996 to 2016 requires that I re-ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜ нллсΩǎ ŀƴŘ нлмсΩǎ ŘƛǾƛŘŜŘ /¢ǎ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ΨƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭΩ мффс ōƻǊŘŜǊǎ63 

ό¢ŀōƭŜ оΦн ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜǎ ŜŀŎƘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ǇǊŜ-aggregation number of CTs). Before exploring how these CTs are analyzed, 

elaboration of their changing delineation also highlights shortfalls in how Statistics Canada captures the emergence 

of many nascent urban areas, a technical issue supporting my use of the Toronto CSD as study area.  

Through the Toronto CMA, many areas, are large single tracts of dispersed rural area in 1996 and incur 

considerable development by 2016. As populations swell over several censuses, tracts are divided. Figure 3.5 depicts 

this between the 1996 and 2006 censuses: one massive tract (5450403.00) becomes seven CTs; six are tightly 

ŎƭǳǎǘŜǊŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ /¢Ωǎ ǎƻǳǘƘŜǊƴ ŜŘƎŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŎŎǳǊǎΣ ƭŜŀǾƛƴƎ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ /¢64. While 2006 

and 2016 data for all seven CTs can be recombined into one unit, this conceptually deviates from a neighbourhood. 

CƛǊǎǘΣ ǘƘŜ ǎƛȄ ΨƴŜǿΩ ƴŀǎŎŜƴǘ ǎǳōǳǊōŀƴ /¢ǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊ ǎǘŀǊƪƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ΨƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭΩ /¢ ƛƴ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ όǘƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊ ǊŜƳŀƛƴƛƴƎ 

quite rural). Reaggregation creates a unit somewhere between the two that poorly represents either65. In addition 

to compromising divergent traits into a single unit, modelling density becomes onerous if not impossible, given 

growth clusters at the margins and is dispersed throughout the rest of 2006 CT 5350403.03. Further, this single unitΩǎ 

 
62 The next lowest census unit, Dissemination Area (400-700 persons) was considered. However, before 1996, Statistics Canada 
employs Enumeration areas (defined by dwelling, not population counts), impeding inter-year comparison. 
63 Each CT has a unique identifier for reference and further, to indicate tracts from which it has been split. Researchers use these 
to recombine ς as I have ς нлмсΩǎ ǘǊŀŎǘǎ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ нллс ŀƴŘκƻǊ мффс ōƻǊŘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǘƘŜƳ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŀōƭŜΦ 
64 aƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭΩ мффс /¢ рорлплоΦлл ōŜŎƻƳŜǎ нллс /¢ рорлплоΦло ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǎŜ с ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ǎǳōǳǊōŀƴ /¢ǎΦ 
65 It could be argued that amalgamating any 2006/2016 CT back into its 1996 border will provoke the same issue; however, 
reaggregating 2-3 CTs that are nearly or wholly built out in 1996 (i.e., CTs in the Toronto CSD) does so only in a marginal sense. 

Table 3.2

Number of Census Tracts by Census Year, 1996, 2006, 2016

Difference from 1996

-

49

93
Source: Statistics Canada, 1998; 2008; 2017a

2016 561

# of CTs

1996 468

Census Year

2006 517
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growth is so massive as to skew the entire 

analyses towards change in CTs like these 

at the urban periphery, stifling important 

forms of change occurring in the urban 

core and Inner Suburbs.  This is one of 

many cases in the Toronto CMA where 

Statistics Canada poorly captures 

nascent, often peripheral urban areas. 

While technically surmountable via tract 

reaggregation, this introduce conceptual 

ambiguity in my study sample.  

Yet, in several cases throughout 

the Toronto CMA, tract re-aggregation is 

near-impossible. Figure 3.6 shows a cluster 

of CTs at the eastern edge of the Toronto 

CMA, which cover the Pickering and Ajax 

CSDs in 1996 and 2006 (Fig. 3.1). The 1996 

CTs not only splits by 2006 but do so 

incoherently; looking at the yellowed 2006 

CTs (Figure 3.6), portions of the 1996 CTs 

become part of one 2006 CT, while other 

portions join other 2006 tracts. Solutions 

to this and similar issues include either merging all the involved CTs into oƴŜ ŀǊǘƛŦƛŎƛŀƭ ΨǎǳǇŜǊΩ ǘǊŀŎǘ ƻǊ ŜȄŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ 

all from my analysis. In fact, I pursued selectively excluding tracts not built up in 1996 via inventory of the entire 

CMA for these problematic boundary issues between years. However, increases to my overall sample size were 

marginal at best while introducing further issues66. To avoid these, and to accurately model urban change without 

weighting my analysis towards nascent suburban CTs, I employ the Toronto CSD instead of the Toronto CMA as my 

study area. This is because CTs falling within the Toronto CSD from 1996 to 2016 represent a more balanced range 

of urban and suburban neighbourhoods and avoid the issues outlined via Figures 3.5 and 3.6. Having outlined how I 

adapt neighbourhoods from Statistics Canada CT data, I now present my framework for analyzing population aging 

ŀƭƻƴƎǎƛŘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƻŎŎǳǊǊƛƴƎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ /{5Ωǎ псу /Ŝƴǎǳǎ ¢ǊŀŎǘǎΦ 

 
66 Of just over 300 potential CTs for my sample that would be provided by expanding my study area to the entire Toronto CMA, 
roughly 100 are easily discardable for reasons established thus far, with another ~50 at the margin of these problems, where 
much discretion is needed to settle inclusion. For instance, many 1996 CTs have a small, developed corner while the rest is rural. 
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3.4 ς Structuring Age over Time and Space 

wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻƴ Ƙƻǿ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ Ƴƻōƛƭƛǘȅ ŎƘŀƴƎŜs with age (Plane & Jurjevich, 2009) and on the typical locations 

of certain age groups (Moos, 2016; Seguin et al, 2016) focus on age in study design, disaggregating groups for 

comparison. Common groupings are meant to reflect life stages, such as childhood (0-14 years of age), early 

household formation (25-34), and older adulthood (60-65+). These delineations are also employed in neighbourhood 

ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΣ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ Ǉƭŀȅ ƛƴ ǎƘŀǇƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅ ƛΦŜΦΣ aƻƻǎΩ ǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ ȅƻǳƴƎ ŀŘǳƭǘǎΩ 

preference for dense, urban living (2014; 2016). However, much of this research takes a simpler, often sparser view 

ƻŦ ŀƎŜΩǎ ǊƻƭŜΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǊŜƭȅ ƻƴ ƻƴŜΣ ƳŀȅōŜ ǘǿƻ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǘƻ ǎŜǊǾŜ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ōǊƻŀŘŜǊ 

constructs. For instance, neighbourhood life cycle frameworks employ local shares of children and older adults to 

differentiate neighbourhoods in initial family-oriented stages from later stages marked by aging and decline. To 

ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ŀƎƛƴƎΩǎ ǊƻƭŜόǎύ ƛƴ ǳǊōŀƴ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΣ L ŜƳǇƭƻȅ ŀǎ Ƴŀƴy age groups as possible to better understand how 

¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻƴƛŀƴΩǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎƛǾŜ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƭƛŦŜ ǎǘŀƎŜǎ ƻǾŜǊƭŀǇǎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǳǊōŀƴ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΦ  

¢ƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ŀƎƛƴƎΩǎ ǊƻƭŜόǎύ ƛƴ urban ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŀƴŘΣ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎΩ ǘǊŀƧŜŎǘƻǊȅ ǘƘǊƻugh human and 

neighbourhood life cycles, I employ a 20-year time span of 1996 to 2016 (including 2006), drawing on a broad range 

of variables curated from available census data. Certain age groups underscore this study. As indicated earlier, 1946 

marks the onset of the Baby Boom, a period of sustained fertility in North America and other western nations that 

lasted until 1964 (Green, 2006). This two-decade generational group is often separated into leading- (1946-1955) 

and trailing-edge (1956-1964) Boomers (Moschis & McArthur, 2007). Table 3.3 situates the age ranges occupied by 

Boomer from 1996 through 2006 to 2016. Generations on either side of Boomers are also featured here for context 

e.g., the GI and Silent Generations preceding them, born before and during the inter-war period. Identifying Boomer 

age groups and incorporating them into my analyses supports my ability to answer my third research question: 

3. How do Boomers relate to these patterns, and what can this tell us about their future aging?  

Boomers collectively age from 32-50 to 42-60 from 1996 to 2006 and from 42-60 to 52-70 between 2006 

and 2016, passing through young, middle- and late adulthood into early older adulthood. Splitting this range in two 

requires 10-year ranges. Statistics Canada collects 5-year age data e.g., 0-4, 55-59, limiting groups to these intervals 

or an array thereof. Five years is too brief a proxy life stage, so most use 10-year groups i.e., early households (25-

34) or early older adults (65-74). This balances accuracy with analytical clarity far more than, say, broad categories 

Table 3.3

Baby Boomer and Other Generation Ages, 1996-2016

1911* 1925 1926 1945 1946 1955 1956 1964 1965 1979 1980 2000 2001 Ongoing

Onset End Onset End Onset End Onset End Onset End Onset End Onset End

85 (+) 71 70 51 50 41 40 32 31 17 16 - - -

95 (+) 81 80 61 60 51 50 42 41 27 26 6 5 -

105 (+) 91 90 71 70 61 60 52 51 37 36 16 15 -
Source: Green, 2006 * 1911 chosen as approximate base year for transition from a prior generation; hence totals here include the + sign

2016

Gen Z

Generations

Study Period

Birth Years

GI Silent Early Boom Trailing Boom Gen X Millenial (Gen Y)

1996

2006
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such as working (25-64) and older (65+) adults. Yet, Boomer age ranges from 1996 through to 2016 make many of 

ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƛƴŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜΥ нллсΩǎ рр-64 (b. 1942-1951) end up split across leading-edge Boomers and the 

Silent Generation, while the rest are allocated into the 45-54 group. Therefore, I employ groups of 0-14, 20-29, 30-

39, 40-49, 50-59, 60-69, 70-79, and 80+ to capture a range of delineated life stages that also overlap much better 

with the age ranges occupied by Boomers throughout my study period. While this reduces the direct comparability 

of my research to other studies, that these groups far more accurately capture Boomers (a focal point of my study) 

outweighs any minute divergence. I now outline how I map older adult and Boomer populations in Toronto in 1996, 

2006, 2016 and change in these populations between 1996-2006 and 2006-2016 before outlining my factor analysis. 

3.5 ς Location Quotients as a Means of Assessing Population Concentration 

The following introduces the location quotients I use to address my first research question, 

1. How is age structured across urban space and how do these patterns change over time?  

I first visually assess concentrations of older adults and 

of Boomers in 1996, 2006, and 2016 as well as inter-

decade shifts in these proportions using age-specific 

location quotients (LQ) to visually map ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ age 

structure over time. LQs situate local traits in a regional 

ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΤ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ Ǿƛŀ ŘƛǾƛŘƛƴƎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǳƴƛǘǎΩ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ 

ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ · ōȅ ŀ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ ·Φ 

Figure 3.7 depicts this process and the resulting LQs by 

ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛƴƎ ŀ /¢Ωǎ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘ ǎƘŀǊŜ ǘƻ a surrounding CSD. 

In one casŜΣ ǘƘŜ /¢Ωǎ мл҈ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƛǎ ǘǿƛŎŜ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ р҈Σ 

resulting in an LQ of 2, interpretable as the CT being over-

ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘŜŘ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /{5 όƛƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ Řƻǳōƭȅ ǎƻύΦ /ƻƴǾŜǊǎŜƭȅΣ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƛǎ нл҈Σ ǘƘŜ /¢Ωǎ ǎŀƳŜ мл҈ 

share results in an LQ of 0.5, reflecting under-concentration. LQs close to 1 express a local share roughly par with 

ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǘǊŜƴŘǎΦ {ƛƳǇƭŜ Řŀǘŀ ƴŜŜŘǎΣ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘƛǾŜ ŜŀǎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭƛǘȅ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ [vΩǎ ǇǊŜǾŀƭŜƴŎŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ urban 

geographic (Tonts & Taylor, 2010; Crawley et al, 2013). LQs can be mapped as choropleths to depict over-, under-, 

and average concentrations throughout the Toronto CSD for visual analyses (Esri, 2017).  

L ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ǘǿƻ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ [vΣ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŜŀŎƘ /¢Ωǎ мффсΣ нллсΣ ŀƴŘ нлмс ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǇŜǊǎƻƴǎ ŀƎŜŘ слҌ ŀƴŘ ƻŦ 

Boomers (compared to the Toronto CSD67). While the 60+ variable is constant throughout, the Boomer generation 

shifts a decade forward each of my studied years to reflect their passage through successive age ranges (Table 3.3), 

resulting in LQs for ages 30-49 (1996), 40-59 (2006), and 50-69 (2016). To assess how these concentrations change, 

for 1996-2006 and 2006-2016, I measure the increase or decrease each CT experiences in the respective 60+ and 

 
67 Totals, representing shares from which LQs derive, are in Table 4.1 (Section 4), for ease of reference with associated maps.  

Figure 3.7: Location Quotients
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Boomer LQs. If LQs identify concentration, these measures contextualize how locaƭ ΨƘƻǘΩΣ ΨŎƻƭŘΩΣ ƻǊ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǎǇƻǘǎ 

change or remain stable. These findings greatly inform my subsequent analyses and discussion of results by 

spatializing where and to what degree older adults and Boomers locate themselves in the Toronto CSD throughout 

the study period. I now outline how I identify relationships between these groups and a broader, comprehensive 

array of potential socio-spatial patterns using factor analysis. Much like LQs, factor analysis results can be mapped 

to increase interpretive efficacy. Once I briefly introduce how factorial analysis works, I outline how I gather and 

ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜ Ƴȅ Řŀǘŀ ŀƴŘ ŜƳǇƭƻȅ ƛǘ ƛƴ ŀ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǘƻ ǳƴŎƻǾŜǊ ƭŀǘŜƴǘ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅΦ  

3.6 ς Factor Analysis: A Brief History 

The following introduces the factor analytical approach that I use to address my second research question,  

2. How do age and aging factor into urban social ecology? 

5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ άŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƘǳƳŀƴ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǳǎŜ ŀ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ŀƴŀƭȅǘƛŎŀƭ Φ Φ Φ ƳƻŘŜƭέ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ 

employed since the 1960s (Viaud, 1995 p. 20) to distill large, complex datasets into smaller sets of meta-variables to 

ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜ ŘŀǘŀΩǎ ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƻǊȅ ǇƻǿŜǊ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦƛŎŀŎȅ όYƛƳ ϧ aǳeller, 1978; Davies, 1984). The 

factor analytical approach uncovers core structural elements which underlie complex interrelations between 

observed units of data i.e., the CTs used in my research. Components are often conceptualized as the higher-order 

correlations, or conceptual dimensions, that underlie more granular correlations between individually measured 

variables. Specifically in geography, factor analysis unravels ŎƛǘƛŜǎΩ complexly overlapping social, economic, cultural, 

ŀƴŘ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ ό±ƛŀǳŘΣ мффрύΦ LŦ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜ Ǿƛŀ άƭƛƴŜŀǊ ώƎǊƻǳǇǎϐ ƻŦ ǳƴŘŜǊƭȅƛƴƎ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎέ όYƛƳ ϧ 

Mueller, 1978 p.8), factor analysis generates a series of components, the first several of which explain considerably 

more dataset variance than several variables can (Wyly, 2012). Components, also referred to as axes, are often used 

as variables in further analyses, such as regression. This helps researchers create stronger measures of a concept, 

such as SES, using a singular measure instead of several at the same time e.g., income, education, occupation, 

housing values68. Another common approach, that which I employ, is to generate a set or sets of components which 

serve as the object of analysis and interpretation (Moos et al, 2015). As I assess a large sample of neighbourhoods 

on a broad series of social and spatial measures, the resulting components can be seen as the fundamental 

dimensions underlying the studied urban area i.e., the City of Toronto. As a flexible, effective multivariate research 

approach, factor analysis is well-ǎǳƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ ǎŜǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ L Ŏŀƴ ǳǎŜ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƎƛƴƎΩǎ 

interrelation with other socio-spatial phenomena occurring throughout Toronto from 1996 to 2016 (Viaud, 1995). 

IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ŀƴŀƭȅǘƛŎŀƭ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ŜǇƛǘƻƳƛȊŜ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ΨƎŀǊōŀƎŜ ƛƴΣ ƎŀǊōŀƎŜ ƻǳǘΩ ό/ŀǊƭƛƴΣ нллмύΣ in 

ǘƘŀǘ ǇƻƻǊƭȅ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ Řŀǘŀ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƛƴ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ǇƻƻǊƭȅ ǎǳƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ CƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ƛŦ 

variables used to indicate certain social and spatial phenomena fail to conceptually capture their intended urban 

 
68 It is often the case that using several of these variables in the same, say, regression, results in issues with their all being highly 
collinear with each other, which disrupts the proper employ of such techniques (Moos, 2016). 
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dimension(s), the resulting components will be accordingly limited in scope, accuracy, and/or relevance, potential 

shortfalls magnified if the data selection process is lacking in rigour. These concurrent (mis)steps have contributed 

to factor analysis earning a less-than-stellar reputation at times in recent decades69 (Davies, 1984; Viaud, 1995).  

The most prominent critique levelled at PCA, argues Wȅƭȅ όнлмнύΣ ƛǎ ƛǘǎ ƛƴŜǎŎŀǇŀōƭŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΥ άǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ 

ƴƻ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘΣ ǳƴŘƛǎǇǳǘŜŘ ōŀǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ŘŜŎƛŘƛƴƎ ǿƘŀǘ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ώŎƛǘƛŜǎϐ Φ Φ Φ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘέ ƴƻǊ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜǎŜ 

ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎΩ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ό²ȅƭȅΣ нлмн ǇΦнсύΦ IŜƴŎŜΣ ǎŜƳƛƴŀƭ ŦŀŎǘƻǊƛŀƭ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ мфрлΩǎ ǘƻ мфтлΩǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ǎǘǊƛƪƛƴƎƭȅ 

similar socioeconomic, family, and ethnic axes (Berry, 1971; Murdie, 1974;), these seen then as tripartite enduring 

urban dimensions. However, the continual use of battle-tested measures related to these domains underlies their 

ubiquity (Viaud, 2021). In many ways, the a priori assumptions of patterns expected to emerge in urban space 

dictated the use of associated indicator variables (to the exclusion of other measures). The resulting components 

then had little choice but to depict the expected patterns, with these being what limited variable selection in the 

first place (resulting in an increasing degree of investigative circularity). Drawing on previous research, subsequent 

factor analyses further entrenched this normative variable selection (Davies & Murdie, 1991a, 1991b). As a 

methodological approach, factor analysis thus waned in popularity for several decades as researchers turned to 

other quantitative tools or to qualitative approaches to neighbourhood study, a trend aligned ǿƛǘƘ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘȅΩǎ ƳƻǊŜ 

general turn towards post-modernist theoretical and empirical frameworks in the late 20th Century (Viaud, 1995).     

Despite intractable subjectivity, the factor analytical approach regained respectability by repositioning its 

supposed flaw. As Wyly (2012) argues, factorial analysts can employ topic knowledge, reflexivity, and interpretive 

creativity to understand complex social and spatial phenomena, even if unbiased causal findings are unattainable. 

Many explore, for example, the genŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ǾŀǊƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ό±ƛŀǳŘΣ мффрύ ƻǊ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǳōǳǊōŀƴƛǎƳΩǎ 

temporal continuity as both a lifestyle and development pattern (Moos et al, 2015) by incorporating measures 

relating to these socio-spatial constructs in their study design, specifically in their curation of indicator variables. 

Since my research objective is to uncover potential overlaps between population aging and urban change, I select a 

host of variables depicting various age groups, as well as key social and spatial aspects of the urban system, including 

many reflecting demographic and neighbourhood life cycle stages i.e., family status and local built form. Thoughtful 

selection and employment of data, when aligned with core methodological best practices, can greatly constrain the 

ǿƻǊǎǘ ǎƘƻǊǘŦŀƭƭǎ ƻŦ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΩǎ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ όYƭƛƴŜΣ нллнΤ .ǊƻǿƴΣ нллфŎύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 

reasoning is better illustrated via a basic introduction to what factor analysis does and how its results are interpreted. 

 

 

 

 
69 !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǘǊŜƴŘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ ƪŜȅ ƳƛǎǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜǎ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎtrengths 
and limitations, resulting in their misemploy; these sorts of issues are discussed more fully in subsequent sections.  
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3.7 ς Factor Analysis: Developing and Refining Conceptual Measures 

I begin my outline of factor analysis and its use in my research with my initial selection and treatment of 

ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀύ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ ǳƴŘŜǊƭȅƛƴƎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ urban structure; b) are 

temporally consistent; and c) accord with factor analysis statistical requirements. While initial conceptualization of 

my research design led to an expansive list of potentially desirable variables, many of these are left out of my study 

due to either data unavailability or their inclusion in my model resulting in statistical issues. Detailing these decisions 

provides readers with a useful introduction to factor analysis that I build upon in subsequent sections. Also, 

discussion of my variable curation provides a link between the reviewed literatures on neighbourhood change and 

age-based mobilities (Section 2) and how socio-spatial concepts core to these topic areas come to be operationalized 

in my research as individual measures which I then employ in my factor analysis (Section 4). 

First, my dataset development is illuminated by reviewing how fŀŎǘƻǊ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŘŜŎƻƳǇƻǎŜǎ ŀ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘΩǎ 

correlation matrix into a series of linear variable combinations. These ΨcomponentsΩΣ equal to the datasŜǘΩǎ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ 

count of variables, ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ млл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘΩǎ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ όDƻǊǎǳŎƘΣ мфуоύΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜŜƳǎ ŀƴǘƛǘƘŜǘƛŎŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Ǝƻŀƭ 

of data reduction for which researchers employ factor analysis, the first several components explain the most 

variance, far more than any single variable or even several variables. Every subsequent component extracted then 

explains the next highest variance and so on until all variance is accounted for (Wyly, 2012). However, only the first 

few components, which together explain a substantial portion of total dataset variance, are retained for use as 

variables in further empirical procedures or to be analyzed in and of themselves70. In either case, researchers assess 

components to identify which variables from the larger dataset have the greatest level of mutual association and 

use these observations to infer the underlying structural meaning portrayed by each axis in the set71; these meanings 

then inform descriptive labels that best encapsulate the suggested urban socio-ecological constructs (Viaud, 2022).  

Factor analysis effectively breaks complex datasets down into the fundamental dimensions which underlie 

most of the variance observable of the entire set of studied units (in my work, all CTs in the Toronto CSD) across a 

series of measures. This basic heuristic informs my dataset curation in the following ways. First, relations between 

unincluded variables cannot be uncovered nor will variables that are weak indicators for their intended conceptual 

constructs meaningfully covary with other measures72. Second, if certain variable domains, e.g., income and 

ethnicity, overweigh a dataset, these domains will then dominate or bias resulting axes (Murdie, Logan, & Maranaan, 

2013; 2014). With these points as backdrop, I now detail how I developed my sets of indicator variables used to 

assess overlaps between population aging and neighbourhood change in the Toronto CSD from 1996 to 2016. 

 

 
70 A basic rule of thumb: retain only components which explain more variance than any single variable in the original dataset. 
71 The nature of this relation and how it is measured, akin to correlation, is discussed subsequently. 
72 ¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ŎƻǾŀǊȅ ƻǊ ŎƻǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ ƘŜǊŜ όŀƴŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƘŜǎƛǎύ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ Ƙƻǿ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ΨǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΩΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ 
correlate to some degree, whether positively or negatively e.g., if/when local incomes increase or decrease alongside increases 
or decreases to local education levels, income and education are said to covary, a relation measurable as their level of covariance. 
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3.7.1 ς The Variable Selection Process 

Table 3.4 features the 53 (1996), 55 (2006), and 57 (2016) variables that make up each of my static data 

ǎŜǘǎΦ ¢ŀōƭŜ оΦр ƭƛǎǘǎ ǘƘŜ рл ŀƴŘ рн ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎΩ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ мффс-2006 and 

2006-2016, respectively. The static analysis of datasets, the far more common approach (Perle, 1982), still provides 

researchers a means to interpret change. As in previous studies, I compare the component sets resulting from each 

ȅŜŀǊǎΩ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘ ŦƻǊ ƴƻǘŀōƭŜ ŎƻƴǎǘŀƴŎȅ ŀƴŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ όaƻƻǎΣ 2014; Wyly, 1999). However, despite being a more direct 

approach to identifying and assessing urban change, the analysis of change occurring over 10-year increments 

proposed here is the far rarer approach in factor analysis, typically due to data comparability issues e.g., shifting 

census borders and census data definitions (Murdie, Logan, & Maranaan, 2014). Factor analysis conducted on 

measures of variable change provides a vastly different perspective by directly assessing how changes in these 

variables occur together. Using both static and change data sets gives me a more fulsome sense of where, how, and 

ǿƘȅ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎ ŜǾƻƭǾŜŘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ мффс-2016 and how age fits into these patterns. 

In essence, measures should reflect larger social and spatial domains measures of age and family status, of 

income, and of education, measures of urban location and housing type. Most of my included variables are derived 

ŦǊƻƳ {ǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎǎ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ мффсΣ нллсΣ ŀƴŘ нлмс /Ŝƴǎǳǎ tǊƻŦƛƭŜǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǳǊōŀƴ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ variables created 

using ArcGIS (ESRI, 2017). {ǘŀǘƛŎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ όǳƴƭŜǎǎ ƴƻǘŜŘύ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ /¢ǎΩ ǘƻǘŀƭ 

ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ƻǊ ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ƛΦŜΦΣ ŀ /¢Ωǎ 

share of children compared to older adults. Change measures can take several routes in how they depict and assess 

change. While rates of growth or decline e.g., an X% increase in the number of Y, might seem obvious, these are 

difficult to consider relative to each other i.e., increase or decrease in certain measures will remain specific to that 

measure73. Measures need to relate the multiple variable changes occurring in observed CTs together, so that their 

covariance as competing percentage shares of a total population is clearly expressed and measurable.  

Two primary forms these change 

measures take are relative change and point 

change, both graphically lain out in Figure 

3.8. Relative change is measured by dividing 

ŀ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜΩǎ ǘƛƳŜ н proportion by its time 1 

proportion ŜΦƎΦΣ Ψнллс ҈ ƻŦ ·Ω κ Ψмффс ҈ ƻŦ ·ΩΦ 

Results of 1.0 indicate no change, while 

values below or above 1.0 indicate decline 

 
73 E.g., variable A may increase by 20% in one CT as group X increases from 1,000 to 1,200 between time 1 and 2; meanwhile, 
another /¢ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ŀ нлл҈ ŀǎ ƎǊƻǳǇ · ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ рл ǘƻ мрлΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜǎ ǊŀǘŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ /¢Ωǎ ōŀǎŜ ȅŜŀǊ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ 
and imply vastly different changes. Further, these changes are difficult to interrelate with others, as these rates both vary widely 
and ƭŀŎƪ ŀƴȅ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ Ƙƻǿ /¢ǎΩ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΦ Also, as change rates between diverse variables 
(representing absolute shifts in large and small groups) range from near-л ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ млллΩǎ ƻŦ ҈Σ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊ ǿƛƭƭ ŘƻƳƛƴŀǘŜ Ƴȅ ŀȄŜǎΦ 

Figure 3.8: Relative and Point Change Examples

Time 2's % of X  -  Time 1's % of X

2006's 25% of 65+  -  1996's 20% of 65+

Time 2's % of X  /  Time 1's % of X

2006's 25% of 65+  /  1996's 20% of 65+

0.05

Relative Change

= 1.25

= Point Change

=

=
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or ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜΩǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ proportion. Distance from 1.0 depicts magnitude of change. In similar fashion, 

Ǉƻƛƴǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǎǳōǘǊŀŎǘƛƴƎ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜΩǎ ǘƛƳŜ н proportion from its time 1 proportion ŜΦƎΦΣ Ψнллс 

҈ ƻŦ ·Ω - Ψмффс ҈ ƻŦ ·ΩΦ bŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ŀ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ŀƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƻŦ /¢ǎΩ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ 

share of a variable (Le Bourdais & Beaudry, 1988). As they ŘŜǊƛǾŜ ŦǊƻƳ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ 

ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ /¢ǎΩ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘs is tied to shifts in other groupsΩ ǎƘŀǊŜǎ e.g., children. While similar 

measures, I employ point change because it handles percentage values of 0 better than relative change measures74.  

Point change in age group proportions takes on specific meaning worth unpacking. For example, the 60-69 

group increase as a share of a CTΩǎ population between 1996 and 2006, If its 1996 population of 50-59-year-olds age 

in place until 2006 (to ages 60-69), this informs the /¢Ωǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ proportion of the 60-69 group. However, other 

processes could be at play e.g., 50-59 entering the CT during the decade, thus being there as 60-69 in 2006, or other 

age groups leaving the CT, increasing нллсΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ the 60-69 group. Unfortunately, discerning how factors like 

aging-in-place and migration each contribute to these changing proportions is beyond my point change measures. 

Caution should also apply to their generational interpretation. A generation is a given age in each year of my study 

e.g., trailing-edge Boomers are 30-39 in 1996 and 40-49 in 2006. However, this generation ages from 30-39 to 40-49 

between 1996 and 2006. A CTΩǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ proportion of the 40-49 group between 1996 and 2006 is likely then the 

result of trailing edge Boomers who aging-in-place. It is not correct to say, however, that trailing edge Boomers 

increase here, because it is (roughly) the same Boomers aging from one group (30-39) to the next (40-49); said 

ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƛƴ-movement to the CT during the decade could lead to proportional increase of the 40-49 group. Thus, 

L ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ /¢ǎΩ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƎŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΣ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ ŀǎ ΨǘǊŀƛƭƛƴƎ ŜŘƎŜ 

.ƻƻƳŜǊǎΩ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ƛƴ-ƳƛƎǊŀǘŜ ƛƴǘƻΩ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŀŘŜ during my analysis. 

Also, my change datasets use ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǘȅǇŜΣ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƎŜΤ /¢ǎΩ ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎǎ 

ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅΤ ŀƴŘ /¢ǎΩ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ /ŜƴǘǊŀƭ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ό/.5ύ ŀǎ ǎǘŀǘƛŎΣ ƴƻǘ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ. This 

reflects conceptual difference between spatial and social and how change in the two realms occurs. Perle (1982) and 

Le Bourdais and Beaudry (1988) both note their housing change measures perform are underexplained in their 

ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΦ tŜǊƭŜ όмфунύ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘǎ ǘƘŀǘΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŀ άŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻǾŜǊ ŀ ŘŜŎŀŘŜέΣ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ 

measures (e.g., shares of family type or ethnic group) will near always be of greater magnitude and prevalence, 

resulting in ƳƻǊŜ ΨŜȄǘǊŀŎǘŀōƭŜΩ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ (p. 319). To avoid my social measures outweighing my spatial measures, I 

draw on the neighbourhood life cycle. While housing ages, it is by and large not going anywhere for a while once 

ōǳƛƭǘΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ Ǿƛŀ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜΣ ƻǘƘŜǊ in situ change, or their moving, neighbourhood populations 

change much more readily than buildings do. To capture the fixity of housing and urban form, I employ these 

ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎΩ ōŀǎŜ ȅŜŀǊ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ǎƘŀǊŜΤ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ мффс-2006, this is 1996 and for 2006-2016, this is 200675. This 

 
74 If a variable has a percentage value of 0 in base year 1996 or end year 2006, dividing X by 0 or 0 by X is problematic. 
75 ¢ƘŜ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǊǳƭŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘΣ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ŘŜŎŀŘŜΩǎ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘΣ L ŜƳǇƭƻȅ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ŜǊŀ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŀǎ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜŘ Ǿƛŀ ǘƘŜ Ŝƴd, 
and not tƘŜ ōŀǎŜ ȅŜŀǊ ƛΦŜΦΣ нллсΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ мффл-2000 in the 1996-нллс ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘ ŀƴŘ нлмсΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ нллл-2010 in the 
2006-2016 dataset; this should reveal where newest homes are being built, both locationally and in relation to CT characteristics. 
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operationalizes how social patterns ƻŎŎǳǊ Ψƻƴ ǘƻǇ ƻŦΩ neighbourhood built form and location. This results in a more 

ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ ŘŜǇƛŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƻŎŎǳǊ ƛƴ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǳǊōŀƴ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅΦ 

3.7.2 ς The Building of the Static and Temporal Datasets 

As mentioned earlier, the initial (ideal) variable list was much larger than the final ones retained in my static 

and temporal datasets (Tables 3.4 and 3.5). Gorsuch (1983) and Davies (1984) contend that oversaturating datasets 

with redundant or useless measures is ill-advised. That said, factor analyses produce more statistically significant 

results and overcome issues in correlation matrix decomposition by including many variables. Further, as per Viaud 

(2021), meaningfully modelling cities requires measuring as many aspects as is reasonable. If an insufficient breadth 

ŀƴŘ ŘŜǇǘƘ ƻŦ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘΣ ƻƴŜ Ǌƛǎƪǎ ǊŜǇŜŀǘƛƴƎ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΩ ƳƛǎǘŀƪŜƴ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ 

based on a priori pattern expectations76. Conceptual accuracy, representativeness, and breadth should be balanced; 

so, I use several age groups, occupations, housing types, as opposed to 1-2 from each domain. However, certain 

measures in each domain are absent e.g., the 20-29 age group. The following accounts for these choices. 

Statistics Canada limits the extent, availability, and comparability of publicly available data. Recalling Viaud 

(1995), social data is provided for either individuals or households, with little way to conceptually connect them. I 

lean to the former for whom a broader range of measures exists, except variables for household/family composition. 

While Statistics Canada aggregates 2016 data for useful potential measures such as senior-led households or the age 

of household maintainers, their absence in prior years prevents use in my analysis. In addition to erratically released 

data types year to year, Statistics Canada tends to profoundly alter data types and aggregations between censuses, 

forcing concessions from researchers on certain data categories in their creation of variables. Some of these 

obstacles require creativity to arrive at relevant, useful measures. Before I specify these obstacles and their resulting 

impact on variable generation, I first discuss how several indicators fail important statistical screening tests.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
76 Broadening the initial set of potential measures is also advisable given many could suffer from inherent statistical issues.  
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Table 3.4

Variable Domains and Variables used in Toronto 1996, 2006, and 2016 Static Analyses

1996 2006 2016

Domain Variable n = 53 n = 55 n = 57

% 0-14 yrs old

% 30-39 yrs old

% 40-49 yrs old

% 50-59 yrs old

% 60-69 yrs old

% 70-79 yrs old

% 80+ yrs old

% 2-person HHds

% 4+ person HHds

% Legally Married Persons

% Separated / Divorced Persons

% Common-Law Couples

% Lone Parent Families

% Multi-Family HHds

% No High School Certificate

% High School Certificate Only

% Non-University Certificate

% Trades Certificate

Female Participation Rate

% Business, Admin, Management

% Arts, Science, Public Sector

% Sales / Service

% Trades, Transport, Manufacturing

% Immigrated Pre-1980s

% Immigrated 1981-1990

% Immigrated 1991-2000 n/a

% Immigrated 2001-2010 n/a n/a

% No Knowledge of Official Languages

% Black

% South Asian

% Chinese, Korean, Japanese

% Southeast Asian, Filipino

% Arabic, West Asian

% Latin American

% Government Transfer Income

% Other Income Sources

% Persons in Low Income

% Persons in Near-Avg Income

% Auto Commuting

% Transit Commuting

% No Moves in Last 5 yrs

% Moved Locally in Last 5 yrs

% Renting

% of Annual Income on Housing

Average Dwelling Value LQ

% Single-Detached 

% Missing Middle 

% 1-4 Storey Apts

% 5+ Story Apts

% Homes Need Major Repair

% Homes Built Pre-1960s

% Homes Built 1961-1980

% Homes Built 1981-1990

% Homes Built 1991-2000 n/a

% Homes Built 2001-2010 n/a n/a

Dwelling Density

Distance from CBD
Urban Form

Income

Commuting

Residential Mobility

Tenure

Housing Type

Housing Age & Condition

Age / Life Stage

Family & Household 

Characteristics

Educational Attainment

Labour Force & Occupation

Immigration & Integration

Visible Minorities



54 
 

 Table 3.5

Variable Domains and Variables used in Toronto 1996-2006 and 2006-2016 Change Analyses

1996-2006 2006-2016

Domain Variable n = 50 n = 52

Change in % of 0-14 yrs old

Change in % of 30-39 yrs old

Change in % of 40-49 yrs old

Change in % of 50-59 yrs old

Change in % of 60-69 yrs old

Change in % of 70-79 yrs old

Change in % of 80+ yrs old

Change in % of 2-person HHds

Change in % of 4+ person HHds

Change in % of Legally Married Persons

Change in % of Separated / Divorced Persons

Change in % of Common-Law Couples

Change in % of Lone Parent Families

Change in % of Multi-Family HHds

Change in % of No High School Certificate

Change in % of High School Certificate Only

Change in % of Non-University Certificate

Change in % of Trades Certificate

Change in Female Participation Rate

Change in % of Business, Admin, Management

Change in % of Arts, Science, Public Sector

Change in % of Sales / Service

Change in % of Trades, Transport, Manufacturing

Change in % of Immigrated Pre-1980s

Change in % of Immigrated 1981-1990

Change in % of Immigrated 1991-2000 n/a

Change in % of No Knowledge of Off. Language

Change in % of Black

Change in % of South Asian

Change in % of Chinese, Korean, Japanese

Change in % of Southeast Asian, Filipino

Change in % of Government Transfer Income

Change in % of Other Income Sources

Change in % of Persons in Low Income

Change in % of Persons in Near-Avg Income

Commuting Change in % of Transit Commuting

Residential Mobility Change in % of No Moves in Last 5 yrs

Change in % of Renting

Change in % of Annual Income on Housing

2006 Average Dwelling LQ 1996 2006

% Single-Detached 1996 2006

% Missing Middle 1996 2006

% 1-4 Storey Apts 1996 2006

% 5+ Story Apts 1996 2006

% Homes Need Major Repair 1996 2006

% Homes Built Pre-1960s 1996 2006

% Homes Built 1961-1980 1996 2006

% Homes Built 1981-1990 1996 2006

% Homes Built 1991-2000 2006 2006

% Homes Built 2001-2010 n/a 2016

Dwelling Density 1996 2006

Distance from CBD

Income

Tenure

Housing Type

Housing Age & Condition

Urban Form

Visible Minorities

Age / Life Stage

Family & Household 

Characteristics

Educational Attainment

Labour Force & Occupation

Immigration & Integration
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Because factor analyses require employed data to be normally distributed (Davies, 1984), any of my 

variables that skew > ±.70 require arithmetic transformation to be usable77. Types of transformation include using 

the square-root, cube-root, Log10, square, cube, and or the reciprocal of an original data point. The most improved 

result I was able to generate replaces its original, non-normal data. Where no transformation could yield skew within 

the ±.70 range, variables are excluded from analysis. The 20-29 age group, despite playing a vital role shaping cities, 

is one such variable that could not be sufficiently normalized78. Some claim that transformation is unnecessary or 

ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ άǎǇǳǊƛƻǳǎƭȅ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ώŘŀǘŀϐ ƛƴǘŜǊŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ό²ȅƭȅΣ мффф ǇΦонрύΤ Ƙƻwever, as a multivariate linear statistic 

(Gorsuch, 1983), factoring methods require a minimum degree of linearity to ensure their results are both legitimate 

and clear (Cattell, 1978; Davies, 1984; Viaud, 1995). Further, my transformed variables retain > 90% of their original 

information, in many cases > 95-99%. Only a few variables could not be normalized by this process79. 

Two other issues also possibly impede factor analysis: multicollinearity and non-correlation, respectively 

are when variables over- and do not relateΦ aǳƭǘƛŎƻƭƭƛƴŜŀǊƛǘȅΣ ƻŦ ŦŀǊ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ƛƴ ǊŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ Řŀǘŀ ŦƻǊ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎǘŀǘƛŎ 

analyses, is an issue in that, ƛŦ ǘǿƻ όƻǊ ƳƻǊŜύ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘŜ Ψǘƻƻ ƳǳŎƘΩ όǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǎǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅύΣ ǘƘŜȅ 

ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŀǎǇŜŎǘ ƻŦ ΨǊŜŀƭƛǘȅΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻǾŜǊƭƻŀŘǎ ŀ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘ ǿƛǘƘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘǎΣ making said 

construct(s) appear far more crucial than they are. From a technical perspective, multicollinearity also inhibits 

statistical algorithms inherent to factor ecological models, preventing proper axis extraction (Viaud, 2022). Non-

correlation, conversely, is the larger issue with change data. Because factorial analyses identify axes of covariance 

between measures, variables that hardly correlate with others will necessarily register little to no covariance and 

tend to form their own axes. As this belies the data reduction for which factorial analyses are employed and as said 

variables demonstrate little covariance in this preliminary stage, they can safely be excluded from a dataset. Despite 

aiming to include as many measures as possible, a quick glance of Table 3.4 and 3.5 reveals several gaps. Why, for 

instance, 2- and 4+ person households, but not 1-person? Similarly, shares of university education lack from the 

education domain. Simply, these and other notably absent measures correlate problematically with others in my 

datasets. Unlike normality exclusions, however, handling excess correlation is a more holistic balance of maintaining 

conceptual coverage and the accuracy of resulting models. Shaping this process are further guidelines. Hair (2010) 

argues a maximum tolerance for correlation forms the first basis. I employ his cap of ±.90 correlation80. Also, closed 

variable sets are to be avoided, obvious ones being measures which are binary opposites81. Thus, my employed 

variable domains each intentionally exclude at least one variable to avoid instigating this issue in my factor analysis.  

 
77 Many measures of spatially concentrated patterns e.g., certain age or minority groups, built forms, etc. inherently skew to 
some degree; while transformation can tame this to a tolerable level, excess skew can lead to questionable results. 
78 While tolerating an overall higher level of skew throughout the dataset (e.g., +/- .75-80) was explored, the 20-нф ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ǎƪŜǿ 
in several periods exceeded 1, far too egregious an exception to adopt without the risk of compromising the study more generally. 
79 Such as the mentioned 20-29 age group, or the share of commuters travelling to work by foot and/or bicycle. 
80 While Viaud (2021) and even Hair (2010) suggest +/- Φфр ƛǎ ǘƻƭŜǊŀōƭŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊ ǎŀȅǎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŀǎ ΨƭƻǿΩ ŀǎ Ҍκ- .82 are high in some 
analyses; +/- Φф ōŀƭŀƴŎŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾƛƴƎ ŀ ǿƛŘŜǊ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƻ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ Ƴȅ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄƛǘȅΦ 
81 9ΦƎΦΣ ŀ ǘǊŀŎǘΩǎ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƻǿƴing households are not only perfectly-inverse (i.e., they correlate -1.0), but they represent 
млл҈Σ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǘƛǊŜ ΨŎƭƻǎŜŘ ǎŜǘΩ ƻŦ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŀōƭŜ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΦ 
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²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŦƻǊƳ ŀ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ΨƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜΩ ƘŜǳǊƛǎǘƛŎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ ǊŜŦƛƴŜƳŜƴǘΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘǎ 

for overlaps in the different conceptual constructs that justify variable inclusion, and which likely underlie instances 

of multicollinearity. For instance, I use multicollinearity to indicate where and how opposed concepts relate to each 

other. A prominent example found in all my experimental static datasets for 1996, 2006, and 2016 is that the % 

University Certificate variable correlates between -.89 and -.93 with % No High School Certificate variable (and nearly 

the same with the % Trades, Transport, Manufacturing variable) in any given year. To avoid multicollinearity between 

these variables (indicators for residents at the highest and lowest ends of the education spectrum), I remove the 

ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜΣ ǎƛƴŎŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƴŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜŘ ōȅ ΨǿƘƛte-ŎƻƭƭŀǊΩ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴǎ όǊŜǉǳƛǊƛƴƎ Ǉƻǎǘ-secondary 

education in many cases). However, because shares of persons with no high school degree and shares of persons 

with a university degree inversely correlate so strongly in the underlying datasets (which represent the Toronto CSD), 

the strong presence of people with no high school degrees in a CT is also interpreted to indicate a weak incidence of 

ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎ όŀƴŘ ǾƛŎŜ ǾŜǊǎŀύΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ ŜǾŜƴ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘ ƭŀŎƪǎ ŀ ΨǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΩ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜΣ 

ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ όƻǊ ƭŀŎƪύ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘŜŘ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ Ŏŀƴ ǎǘƛƭƭ ōŜ ƛƴŦŜǊǊŜŘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳŀƪŜǎ Ƴȅ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘΩǎ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ 

ŘƻƳŀƛƴ ƳƻǊŜ Ǌƻōǳǎǘ ǘƘŀƴ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ƛƳǇƭƛŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘƛǎ ΨƳƛǎǎƛƴƎΩ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ82. 

Combined, these prescriptions result in the host of variables which populate my datasets (Tables 3.4 and 

3.5). In the following section, I introduce principal component analysis as the specific form of factorial analysis I 

employ to achieve my research objectives. A detailed discussion of my variable domains in terms of the measures 

used and the social and spatial concepts they are meant to serve as indicators for can be found in Appendix #. 

3.8 ς Factorial Ecology via Principal Component Analysis: Extracting and Refining Meaningful Axes 

Many factorial analyses have been developed and reviewed for their specific strengths and weaknesses 

over time, in terms of applications for which they are best suited and the purposes for which researchers need data 

reduction (Davies, 1984). They fall into two main camps: common factor models and principal component models. 

The first depend on a priori knowledge, whereby analysts employ hypothesized dimensions in a deductive or 

confirmatory context. An example: when psychologists extract information about personality types from data 

gathered by established tests83. Conversely, principal component models reflect an exploratory, a posteriori 

approach where researchers extract un-hypothesized dimensions, latent within their data, that they then make 

inductive inferences about (Viaud, 2022). I do not test hypotheses about components I expect to find; I intend to 

infer if and how factors relating to age and aging overlap with other social and spatial aspects of the Toronto CSD 

based on the axes emerging from my factorial analyses. Therefore, I employ principal component analysis (PCA) to 

explore overlaps between population aging and urban social ecology in Toronto from 1996 through 2016. 

 
82 Similarly, inverse multicollinearity between 1-person and 4+ person households justifies the removal of 1-person households, 
yet (as the inverse of the 4+ person variable) 1-person households can still be inferred in subsequent analyses and discussion. 
83 These tests being composed of a standard battery of questions developed for such a purpose and which they and/or other 
researchers have typically employed and tested many times before, therefore establishing a priori knowledge. 
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I now outline my PCA of the 5 datasets created for the years 1996, 2006, and 2016 and the decades 1996-

2006 and 2006-2016 (Tables 3.4 and 3.5). This illustrates how PCA works, which is informative for subsequent 

interpretation of resulting components or axes of differentiation84. Further, it illustrates how the several process 

which make up PCA influence my refinement of axes sets I ultimately retain and analyze (Section 4). An example axis 

illustrates how they are interpreted. PCA reduces ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴǘƻ ǎƛƳǇƭŜǊ ŀǊǊŀȅǎ ƻŦ ΨƴŜǿΩ ƳŜǘŀ-variables 

that represent constructs underlying the convoluted surface patterns observed of large, complex datasets85. Several 

ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜΣ ǎǘŜǇǿƛǎŜ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŘŜŎƻƳǇƻǎŜ ŀ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘΩǎ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŀǘǊƛȄ into an initial set of axes86. These are then 

treated arithmetically to arrive at more meaningful, interpretable results that satisfy methodological criteria. Below, 

L ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜ t/!Ωǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭ ǳƴŘŜǊǇƛƴƴƛƴƎǎ ƻǾŜǊ ƛǘǎ ƳŀǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎŀƭ ƳƛƴǳǘƛŀŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊ ǳǎŜŘ sparingly for clarity.  

Component extraction can be thought of in a clear manner as the process of fitting a series of best-fit lines 

to an array of data, a process occurring in a multidimensional space87. Each resulting line, or component explains a 

decreasing proportion of the total variance in the dataset, from the first line fit to the data array (capturing the most 

variance) through to the last (capturing the least variance). As mentioned previously, because the first axes extracted 

typically explain ŀ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ŀ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ88, these can be retained as a set of more useful 

meta-variables describing the dataset while components ordinally succeeding those axes which are retained ς these 

explaining far less variance ς can be discarded as superficial. This process is best understood after a brief outline (via 

ŀƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ŀȄƛǎύ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ŀȄŜǎ ΨŜȄǇǊŜǎǎΩ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ΨǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΩΣ ŀ ǘŜǊƳ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ ŀ 

ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǘƻ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘ from which it has been extracted (Table 3.689).  

The saturation column in Table 3.6 depicts a set of 6 negative saturations opposed to 4 positive. Each set is 

ǎƻǊǘŜŘ ōȅ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎΩ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭ ŘƻƳŀƛƴ ǘƻ ŀƛŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛΦŜΦΣ Ƴƻǎǘ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻōǎerved are of age and 

family / household variables. As indicated, saturations can be understood just like correlations: the higher is a 

saturation, the more strongly the axis relates to a variable90. Returning to our line analogy, every axis relates to every 

ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ŀǊǊŀȅ ǘƻ ǎƻƳŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ŀƴ ŀȄƛǎΩǎ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜǎ 

reflect how variables meaningfully covary, either in the same direction e.g., both variables on the positive pole, or if 

they inversely to each other e.g., one on the positive pole and the other on the negative. To support analytical clarity, 

I intentionally suppress those saturations < ±.40 as these ultimately prove superficial to axis meaning. On the other 

 
84 ¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘΣ L ǳǎŜ ΨŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŀȄƛǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŎƘŀƴƎŜŀōƭȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊ ǘŜǊƳΣ ŀȄƛǎΣ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ 
axes of socio-spatial differentiation i.e., where and how concepts vary from each other most strongly. By this, axis depict opposing 
ends of different conceǇǘǳŀƭ ǎǇŜŎǘǊǳƳǎ ŜΦƎΦΣ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǾǎΦ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ ǎƻŎƛƻŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǎǘŀǘǳǎΣ Ƴƻǎǘ ǾǎΦ ƭŜŀǎǘ ΨǳǊōŀƴΩ ōǳƛƭǘ ŦƻǊƳǎΣ ŜǘŎΦ 
85 Such as mine which depict the 468 CTs making up the Toronto CSD using roughly anywhere from 50-60 variables. 
86 All computations are done via SPSS Version 26.0 (IBM 2017), a statistical software offering a range of factor analysis procedures. 
87 Truthfully, lines are fit  post-extraction, to visually assess initial models and inform further axes refinement (Gorsuch, 1983; 
Davies, 1984); explanatorily though, the line analogy is both conceptually valid and much more easily digested. 
88 Certainly, more variance than any individual variable can (in fact, more than many variables considered together could). 
89 The example axis employed here is part of a trial 7-axis solution for 1996 that I ultimately did not analyze. 
90 ! ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ Ҕ Φт ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ΨƎƻƻŘΩΤ ƻŦ Φр-т ƛǎ ΨŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜΩΤ and of < .5 is considered marginal (Perle, 1982; Viaud, 1995). 
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hand, communality defines how much of the 

common variance in a variable is accounted 

for by the entire component solution. Higher 

communality means higher variable 

contribution to the solution91. Communality 

depicts how much of variable variance is 

captured by the set of extracted axes: 

communality is the sum of all axis saturations 

for a variable. As low communality indicates 

a variable ƛǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ΨǳƴŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŦƻǊΩ ōy 

resulting components, I suppress variables with communality < ±.30 from my analyses, as these prove superficial to 

my solutions for each of the analyzed years (1996, 2006, and 2016) and decades (1996-2006 and 2006-2016)92. 

When interpreting components, more importance or weight is given to higher than to lower saturations. 

[ƻƻƪƛƴƎ ǘƻ ¢ŀōƭŜ оΦсΣ ƻƭŘ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳƴƎόŜǊύ ŀƎŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǊŜƎƛǎǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΤ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǘƘƛǎ ŀȄƛǎ ΨǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅΩ 

differentiates age / life stage. Additional meaning can be derived from family / household variables that also saturate 

to a lesser degree, denoting the typical type / size of household persons of these respective older and younger age 

groups belong to (in the Toronto CSD at least). Given higher saturations equate to stronger component-variable 

relations, this axis explains the socio-spatial location of the 70-79 group (-.91) and the 80+ group (-.82) better than 

it does the 60-69 group (-.63)93. The major takeaway for axis interpretation is that the clustering and divergence of 

ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭ ŘƻƳŀƛƴǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳǎ ŀȄŜǎΩ ƭŀōŜƭƭƛƴƎ ŀǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛƻ-spatial differentiation. 

Here, a relatively clear, simple axis illustrates how components are extracted and interpreted. However, 

this ease and clarity is typically not the case with an entire set of initially extracted components. Further refinement 

is critical to arrive at useful axes. The overarching criteria is to arrive at components simple in structure, a significant 

ideal in factorial ecology as per Thurstone (1947)94. While any axes set is unlikely to achieve this criterion perfectly, 

ǘƘƛǎ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜ ƛǎ ƴŜǾŜǊǘƘŜƭŜǎǎ ǿƻǊǘƘ ǎǘǊƛǾƛƴƎ ŦƻǊΦ !ǎ ǇŜǊ /ŀǘǘŜƭƭ όмфтуύΣ 5ŀǾƛŜǎ όмфупύΣ ŀƴŘ ±ƛŀǳŘ όмффрύΣ ¢ƘǳǊǎǘƻƴŜΩǎ 

benchmark pushes researchers to arrive at axes clear and distinct in meaning. It is a vital framework for using other 

 
91 Communalities are vital for refinement and interpretation of resulting components (Wyly, 1999). For example, retaining 53 
axes for the same number of variables in my 1996 dataset would provide each variable a communality of 1. 
92 By this, a variable is only excluded from the analysis of a year / decade where its communality is < ±.30, not from all analyses.  
93 {ŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎ ŀȄŜǎΩ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎΩ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ όDƻǊǎǳŎƘΣ мфуоύΣ ǊŜǾŜŀƭŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǉǳŀǊƛƴƎ ŜΦƎΦΣ όΦфс2), 
(.832), and (.632) explain 92%, 69%, and 40% of variance for 70-79, 80+, and 60-69, respectively (Cattell, 1978; Davies, 1984). 
94 Thurstone argues that, in factor analyses, variables should have one or more 0/near-0 saturations on at least one extracted 
axis; each axes should have enough 0/near-0 saturations to match the total number of axes; pairs of axes should have variables 
that saturate highly on one axis and 0/near-0 on the other; axes pairs should have a large share of 0/near-0 saturation on both 

axes; and each axis ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ƳƛƴƛƳŀƭ ΨŎƻƳǇƭŜȄΩ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ όǘƘƻǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘŜ Ҕ ±.40 on more than one axis). 

Table 3.6

Example of Axis Saturation and Communality
Domain Indicator Saturation Communality

Age % 60-69 yrs old -0.82 0.84

Age % 70-79 yrs old -0.91 0.85

Age % 80+ yrs old -0.75 0.64

Family / Household % 2-person HHds -0.62 0.71

Immigration (Period) % Immigrated Pre-1980s -0.43 0.70

Income % Other Income Sources -0.59 0.83

Age % 0-14 yrs old 0.71 0.89

Age % 40-49 yrs old 0.41 0.67

Family / Household % 4-person HHds 0.58 0.95

Family / Household % Lone Parent Families 0.46 0.79
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heuristics of factorial analysis to produce meaningful components. However, in advance of employing this simple 

structure criteria to determine an ideal component set, I discuss the key concept of axis rotation.  

The axes extracted during initial decomposition of a datasetΩǎ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŀǘǊƛȄ ŀƭƛƎƴ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ 

the multi-dimensional data array as best they can, in terms of maximizing explained variance via a contained series 

of best-fit lines. While unrotated axes are technically usable, they rarely attain a simple structure which makes them 

useful (Viaud, 1995). Thus, over the decades factor analysts have devised many arithmetic treatments referred to as 

ΨǊƻǘŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀŘƧǳǎǘ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ƴǳƭǘƛ-dimensional data array. Analysts rotate axes around the data 

aǊǊŀȅΩǎ ŎŜƴǘŜǊ ƻǊ ƻǊƛƎƛƴ ǇƻƛƴǘΣ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƭƛƴŜǎ ōŜǘǘŜǊ Ŧƛǘ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ƛΦŜΦΣ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ƻŦ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎΦ 

Rotating axes clarifies their meaningful variable saturations while reducing the saturation of superfluous variables. 

wƻǘŀǘƛƻƴ ΨǿƻǊƪǎΩ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ŀȄŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƭƛƴŜŀǊ Ŝǉǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǘƻ ŀŘƧǳǎǘƳŜƴǘ Ǿƛŀ ŀ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ƳŀǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ 

consistent arithmetic treatments i.e., lines are not redrawn in an ad hoc fashion to create a desirable axis position.  

Figure 3.9 demonstrates rotation using a two-axis model. The initial array of red data points is seen in A), 

with black horizontal and vertical lines for spatial reference. There are effectively two types of rotations: orthogonal 

approaches and obliques approaches. Orthogonal rotations, shown in B, maintain a 90o relation between all fitted 

axes so that rotating one axis rotates all. The underlying premise is that axes are uncorrelated (Davies, 1984; Brown, 

2009c). This means underlying dimensions do not (cannot) relate, that the components are independent from one 

another. In B, we see that one of the green axes fits the data quite well, with both poles in the relative center of 

each data cluster; however, the other axis (which must maintain a 90o relation to its partner) does not relate well to 

the data. Oblique approaches, shown in C, independently allow axes to rotate freely of each other, at less than 90o 

angles, to obtain the best fit possible to the data array. This avoids imposing any structural rigidity while revealing 

relations between extracted components which themselves are interpretable. In C, the two axes both fit the data 

clusters quite well because their placement is not restricted. Oblique rotations allow axes to correlate i.e., the socio-

spatial dimensions they represent are separate but can relate to each other. Many social ecologists interpret this 

approach as better representing the social and spatial realities they seek to measure (Viaud, 1995). To that point, 

the data clusters of Figure 3.9 are quite opposed, or negatively correlated such that the two axes in C appear on the 

verge of aligning precisely because the dimensions they depict correlate with each other. Figures 3.9 also clarifies 

that rotation does not invent patterns between variables, but (by advancing past initial extraction) allows axes to 

ōŜǘǘŜǊ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀΩǎ ƭŀǘŜƴǘ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ L ƳŀƪŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ Ǌƻǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǊŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀȄŜǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ Ƴȅ t/!Φ 
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B) Orthogonal rotation: 90o angle; 

no correlation between 

independent axes  

C) Oblique rotation: less than 90o 

angle; axes can correlate, yet are 

separate 

A) No Rotation 
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While rotations are extensively scrutinized and their varied benefits and minutiae extensively detailed 

(Davies, 1978; Brown, 2009b), analysts ultimately decide how to influence their results, even if rotation techniques 

are applied consistently (Wyly, 2012). Further, GorsucƘ όмфуоύ ŀǊƎǳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ǌƻǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǊŜŘǳƴŘŀƴǘ ƛŦ άŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ƳƻǊŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎέ ǊŜƭƛŀōƭȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ŀȄŜǎ ǿƘŜƴ ǳƴŘŜǊƭȅƛƴƎ Řŀǘŀ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƛǎ ƛƴƴŀǘŜƭȅ ŎƭŜŀǊ όǇΦнлрύΦ 

Those using PCA to refine a psychological assessment may prefer orthogonal if they know/hypothesize in advance 

the traits their queries should evoke and require distinct/exclusive measures. However, imposing structural limits 

on 20-ȅŜŀǊ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄƛǘȅ ŘŜƴƛŜǎ Ƙƻǿ ƭŀǘŜƴǘΣ ǎƻŎƛƻ-spatial constructs such as SES, housing tenure, 

ethnicity, and urban location might overlap even if the precise nature of these are yet revealed95. I use the Promax 

oblique rotation (Promax) as an effective means by which to extract more information from my PCAs96. 

However, since obliquely rotated axes correlate with each other and these correlations in fact influence 

said components, their interpretation tends to be more complex. Oblique axes are an interrelated set of meanings, 

compared to unrelated orthogonal axes (Viaud, 1995). Further, while orthogonal rotations produce a single, new 

matrix of rotated axes, oblique rotations produce two, interrelated matrices: a pattern and a structure matrix. While 

often quite similar in their resulting components, the pattern and the structure matrix each express different 

meaning about underlying social and spatial dimensions. The following outlines the import of this for my analysis. 

Two types of matrices result from oblique rotations, a factor pattern matrix and a factor structure matrix. 

They are similar in that they both portray and quantify a form of relation between axes and their respective variables. 

¢ƘŜ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴ ƳŀǘǊƛȄ ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘ ƻŦ ŀȄŜǎΩ unique contribution to the variance expressed by each variable in 

the dataset97. The structure matrix, conversely, features zero-order correlations between an axis and its featured 

variables; these loads, however, do not account for the influences of other axes upon the respective indicators. 

However, these loads reveal the axis-variable relations which lead axes to correlate together, a feature which can 

prove useful in certain analytical circumstances. Viaud (1995) and others (Gorsuch, 1983; Davies, 1984) prioritize use 

of the pattern matrix precisely because, by expressing the unique variance accounted for by each axis, it provides 

for cleaner results that are more easily interpreted and more meaningful, thus providing a stronger basis for 

 
95 Trialing an oblique rotation is common practice, such that if minimal correlation emerges between extracted axes, their lack of 
relatedness justifies reversion to orthogonal rotation (Cattell, 1978; Bryant & Yarnold, 1995). 
96 Promax is a type of oblique rotation that (for each axis in an extracted set) raises all unrotated saturations to a higher power 
i.e., Promax squares, cubes, etc. these saturations. As all of them are < 1.0, Promax will supress all these values, yet the smaller, 
less significant saturations are reduced much more so than are the larger, more/most significant saturations e.g., squaring 
saturations of .50 and .90 results in rotated saturations of Φнр ŀƴŘ ΦумΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƳŀȄƛƳƛȊŜǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƭƻǿ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ 
ΨƴƻƛǎŜΩ ŀƴŘ ƘƛƎƘ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨƳŀǘǘŜǊΩ 
emerge clearly i.e., they are ƳǳŎƘ ƳƻǊŜ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜŘ όDƻǊǎǳŎƘΣ мфуоΤ ±ƛŀǳŘΣ мффрύΦ 5ŀǾƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ aǳǊŘƛŜ όмффмŀύ ŦƛƴŘ άƻōƭƛǉǳŜ 
ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴώǎϐ Φ Φ Φ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ώǘƘŜϐ ŎƭŜŀǊώŜǎǘϐ ŀȄŜǎέ όǇΦтлύ ŀƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜΣ tǊƻƳŀȄ ǊŜƭƛŀōƭȅ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜǎ ǎƛƳǇƭŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ό/ŀǘǘŜƭƭΣ мфт8; 
Gorsuch, 1983). The power to wƘƛŎƘ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŀƛǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƛǎ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨƪŀǇǇŀΩ ƻǊ ΨƪΩ ǾŀƭǳŜΣ ŀǊǊƛǾŜŘ ŀǘ ōȅ ǘǊƛŀƭƭƛƴƎ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
ΨƪΩ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ л ƻǊ ƴŜŀǊ-л ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ό±ƛŀǳŘΣ мффрύΤ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƛǎ ΨƪΩΣ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŀȄŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ 
detrimental if axes start to duplicate each other, which impedes interpretation (Gorusch, 1983). The goal is to maximize high 
όƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭύ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƭƛƳƛǘƛƴƎ ŀȄƛǎ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŀ ǘƻƭŜǊŀōƭŜ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘΦ tǊŜƭƛƳƛƴŀǊȅ ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƭŜŘ ƳŜ ǘƻ ŜƳǇƭƻȅ ŀ ΨƪΩ of 3.  
97 Effectively, paǘǘŜǊƴ ƳŀǘǊƛȄ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜƎǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ŎƻŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘƛǾŜ ǇƻǿŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ 
ability to estimate the associated variables controlling for the variance predicted by the other components (Cattell, 1978).  
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interpretation (Viaud, 1995). Thus, for the most part I focus solely on analysis of the factor pattern matrices resulting 

from the PCA I conduct on each of my datasets. However, in one instance for the 1996 results, I draw upon use of 

ǘǿƻ ŀȄŜǎΩ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƳŀǘǊƛŎŜǎ ǘƻ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ relatively significant correlation; this is 

because their pattern matrices focus upon unique variance is unsurprisingly ill-equipped for expressing their points 

of shared variance, given said shared variance is necessarily not unique to either axis98Φ ²ƛǘƘ ǊƻǘŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ place in my 

analyses outlined, I now discuss the final steps I employ in refining my component sets for interpretation. 

To balance explanatory power with simple structure, extracting the appropriate number of axes is vital. 

¢ŀōŀŎƘƴƛŎƪ ŀƴŘ CƛŘŜƭƭ όмфуоύ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŘƛƭŜƳƳŀΥ άǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ώŀȄŜǎϐ Φ Φ Φ ǘƘŜ ōŜǘǘŜr the fit and the greater . . .  

ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ Φ Φ Φ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ώƳƻǊŜ ŀȄŜǎϐ Φ Φ Φ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǎǎ ǇŀǊǎƛƳƻƴƛƻǳǎ ǘƘŜ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴέ όǇΦплрύΦ ¢ƘŜ 

meaning of any set of axes is unique to the dataset from which it is extracted. This forces researchers to rely both 

ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘƛǎŎǊŜǘƛƻƴΦ Lƴ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜΣ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ΨǊǳƭŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘǳƳōΩ ǇǊƻǾŜ 

useful (Kim & Mueller 1978; Davies 1984; Brown, 2009b). First, eigenvalues (EVs) measure the dataset variance each 

component accounts for; axes with an EV < 1.0 explain less variance than an original variable and are easily discarded 

(Moos, 2014). Second, scree tests visually plot EVs to illustrate their decreasing explanatory power. A sudden drop 

in the scree line often justifies ŀ ΨŎǳǘ ƻŦŦΩ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ŦƻǊ ŀȄŜǎ όŜǾŜƴ ƛŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ 9±ǎ ŀǊŜ Ҕ мΦлύ ό.ǊƻǿƴΣ нллфōύΦ ¢ƘƛǊŘΣ ŎǳƳǳƭŀǘƛǾŜ 

variance helps assess axes for superfluity i.e., if the Nth ŀȄƛǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ŀ ǎŜǘΩǎ ŎǳƳǳƭŀǘƛǾŜ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ ōȅ ŀ ŦŜǿ 

percent but is conceptually inconsistent or ambiguous, excluding it likely benefits results more than its inclusion99. 

These rules are more objective and applicable to any dataset relative to the intelligibility criterion. 

Finally, the informed judgement of analysists is needed to instruct the retention or exclusion of axes based 

ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ό±ƛŀǳŘΣ мффрύΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǿƘŜƴ ŀȄŜǎ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘŜ ŦŜǿ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ƻƴƭȅ ΨǘǊƛǾƛŀƭΩ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ όҕлΦп0 

to ±0.50 or less), resulting in less intelligible measures. Similarly, when experimenting on a decreasing number of 

components i.e., moving from N-1 to N-2 axes, if the interpretability of the last-Ƴƻǎǘ ŀȄŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭΩ ǎŜǘ ǎƘƛŦǘǎ 

erratically100, said set of axes is likely unfit for analysis (Brown, 2009b; Davies & Murdie, 1991a). I select my final 

component solution for each year (1996, 2006, and 2016) and period (1996-2006 and 2006-2016) by first extracting 

a raw set of axes where the sole criteria is they all have an EV > 1.0. I then iteratively work from the original N-axis 

set through N-1, N-нΧΦΣ ǿŜƛƎƘƛƴƎ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜΣ ŜƛƎŜƴǾŀƭǳŜǎΣ ǎŎǊŜŜ ōǊŜŀƪǎΣ ƛƴǘŜǊ-axes correlation, 

and overall intelligibility of solution sets to arrive at those which best balance this host of methodological 

considerations. The component solutions ultimately retained for 1996, 2006, 2016 and for the periods 1996-2006 

and 2006-2016 are an ideal balance of explanatory power and intelligibility based on these outlined practices. 

 
98 While seemingly ad hocΣ L ǎǘƛƭƭ ǊŜƭȅ ŜƴǘƛǊŜƭȅ ǳǇƻƴ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴ ƳŀǘǊƛŎŜǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ŀȄŜǎΩ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎΣ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƛƴƎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ 
matrices solely to understand ŀƴ ŀȄŜǎΩ correlation, a purpose to which they are well-suited. While structure matrices seem 
redundant given pattern matricesΩ ǎǳǇŜǊƛƻǊ expression of axis identity i.e., unique variance, structure matrices are only redundant 
until they are needed to understand axes interrelations, an uncommon circumstance which does arise in one of my five PCAs. 
99 In oblique rotation, however, ΨǎǳǇŜǊŦƭǳƻǳǎΩ axes should be considered for their impact on inter-set correlation (Davies, 1978). 
100 Like when variables saturate axes in a manner inconsistent with prior extractions; axes begin to over-correlate; or axes present 
variable relations inconsistent with well-understood conceptual linkages found in prior research of socio-spatial patterns.  
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3.9 ς Spatializing Dimensions via Use of Component Scores 

Finally, using SPSS, I generate component scores for my extracted dimensions and assign them to TorontoΩǎ 

468 CTsΦ ! ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ǎŎƻǊŜ άƛǎ ŀ ƴǳƳŜǊƛŎŀƭ ǾŀƭǳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ŀ ώCT]'s relative . . . standing on a [component]" 

(Grice, 2002). In essence, scores measure how strongly CTs align to socio-spatial constructs the dimensions portray. 

For instance, scores ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ΨƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘ κ ŜŀǊƭȅ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ό¢ŀōƭŜ оΦсύ indicate the degree and intensity of 

relation to that component as a composite measure. Thus, the higher the score, either negative (older adulthood) 

or positive (early families), the stronger the degree of association between the CT and that pole i.e., qualities 

associated with that socio-ecological construct. Component scores are mapped via ArcGIS to visualize where and 

how Toronto CTs align with my extracted axes. This allows a direct means to answer my fourth research question, 

4. In mapping these patterns, how do they emerge across urban space and change over time?  

Scores also prove quite useful in interpreting my PCA results in that I can reference contextual knowledge of different 

Toronto locations and trends which have occurred in and around the CSD over time to better understand why certain 

areas score upon certain dimensions. Having fully outlined the methodological considerations undertaken in 

developing my data and refining my axis sets ς in respect to answering my research questions ς I conclude this 

section and commence my analysis of the resulting component sets, then provide a discussion thereof.  
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4.0 ς Analysis 

4.1 ς Introduction  

The following presents my analysis of population aging in Toronto between 1996-2016 and how this process 

fits within broader patterns of urban structure and change occurring in this sizable, urban municipality. I first portray 

¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŀƎŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ мф96, 2006, and 2016 and changes occurring between 1996-2006 and 2006-2016 via age-

based location quotients. I then delve into separate PCAs I conduct for each of these years and period, proceeding 

chronologically through component sets resulting from my static, then change-based analyses. While the static and 

change PCA are conducted and presented separately, the latter refers to the three static PCA (1996, 2006, and 2016) 

given these depict a general structure upon which changes occur in each decade (1996-2006 and 2006-2016). Maps 

ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ŜŀŎƘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ /¢ ΨǎŎƻǊŜǎΩ ƻƴ ŜŀŎƘ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ Ƴȅ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎ ōȅ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ŀ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ 

where and to what degree the urban dimensions revealed by my PCA emerge throughout the Toronto CSD. Having 

extensively detailed the process and metrics associated with PCA (Section 3), here I focus more so on results; where 

factor analytical terminology is employed, it is sparingly in support of my axes interpretation. I now introduce the 

location quotients (LQs) I generate and map for the 60+ cohort and for Boomers in the Toronto CSD from 1996-2016. 

4.2 ς Analysis of Location Quotients: Patterns of Aging in the Toronto CSD 1996 to 2016  

Recalling Section 3, LQs measure /¢Ωǎ relative concentration of an relative relative to a comparator region 

within which they are located. Table 4.1 provides ς for both the Toronto CSD and the CMA ς an overview of the total 

number and respective share of total population made up by older adults (60+ cohort) and Boomers for 1996, 2006, 

and 2016. Focusing first on older adults, the CSD and CMA experience increases in their 60+ cohort of ~120,000 and 

~366,000 over the two decades, which aligns with the increases in their older adult share from 17.9 to 21.3% (CSD) 

and 15 to 20.1% (CMA). Interestingly, the gap between CSD and CMA share of 60+ narrows over the period, the City 

of Toronto still maintaining a slightly older population by 2016. While the total number of older adults differs 

between CSD and CMA, as per relative scale of size and population, they experience similar aging.

Table 4.1

Toronto CSD/CMA Number and Share of 60+ and Boomer Residents, 1996, 2006, and 2016

# % # % # %

Total Population 2,385,425 - 2,503,285 - 2,731,570 -

Age 60+ (Older Adults) 427,060 17.9 462,915 18.5 580,800 21.3

Boomers* 788,260 33.0 723,145 28.9 669,615 24.5

# % # % # %

Total Population 4,263,760 - 5,113,150 - 5,928,040 -

Age 60+ (Older Adults) 639,295 15.0 825,160 16.1 1,191,325 20.1

Boomers* 1,442,985 33.8 1,522,110 29.8 1,481,290 25.0
Source: Statistics Canada, 1998; 2008; 2017a *Boomers are age 30-50 in 1996; age 40-60 in 2006; and age 50-70 in 2016

Toronto CSD

1996 2006 2016
Toronto CMA

1996 2006 2016
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Boomers, however, experience declining population share for both CSD and CMA. Boomers decline from 

about one-third to one-ŦƻǳǊǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ мффс-2016, aligning with inter-decade decline from 

788,260 (1996) to 723,145 (2006) to 669,615 (2016) residents (presumably driven by emigration from the City of 

Toronto to the surrounding CMA). However, the Toronto CMA also experiences decline in Boomer population share 

from 33.8 (1996) to 25% (2016). While the CMA sees numerical increase from 1,442,985 to 1,522,110 Boomers from 

1996-2006 ς supporting a CSD to CMA migration flow at least for that decade ς they then decline to 1,481,290 by 

2016. This is likely due to Boomers moving beyond the GTA as well as being outnumbered by influx of subsequent 

generations (given early households propensity for urban living; Newbold, 2011; Moos, 2016) and/or younger 

immigrants for which Toronto CSD and CMA are both popular destinations (Hou & Bourne, 2006; Harris, 2015). 

Another underlying reason for this is the reduction of overall Boomer populations via increasing mortality with age; 

in other words, Boomer populations reduced as a result of their dying as they age from 30-50 to 50-70. These trends 

ōƻǘƘ ŎƻǳƴǘŜǊǾŀƛƭ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎΩ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ǎǳǊǇŀǎǎƛƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄŜƳǇƭƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ 

spatial variance with which population aging can occur across geographic scales (Davies & James, 2011).  

¢ƘǳǎΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎ όслҌύ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ ǇǊŜǾŀƭŜƴŎŜ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ нл-year study period, Boomers 

become less so101. However, these trends should be considered from the perspective that the fact Boomer-aged 

residents constitǳǘŜ ŀ ǉǳŀǊǘŜǊ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ нлмс ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƳŀƪŜǎ ǘƘŜƳ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǎŜƎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ 

ŘŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘȅΣ Ƨǳǎǘ ƭŜǎǎ ǎƻ ǘƘŀƴ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ ŀ ǘƘƛǊŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ мффсΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛǎ ǇǊŜǾŀƭŜƴŎŜ 

over time, probably via their out-migration, also indicates that those Boomers who remain in the Toronto CSD likely 

differ from their peers who leftover the 20-year period102. Having now regionalized both the 60+ and Boomer age 

groups in the Toronto CSD and CMA) context, I now turn to the LQs, starting with those for the Toronto older adults. 

4.2.1 ς Older Adults (Age 60+) 

CƛƎǳǊŜ пΦм ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅǎ слҌ [vǎ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ псу /¢ǎ ƛƴ мффсΣ нллсΣ ŀƴŘ нлмс ǿƘƛƭŜ CƛƎǳǊŜ пΦн ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ 

magnitude and direction of changes occurring between 1996-2006 and 2006-2016. In the former, blue and red hues 

ŘŜƴƻǘŜ άǳƴŘŜǊέ ŀƴŘ άƻǾŜǊέ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎΣ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǿƘƛǘŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǎƘŀǊŜǎ ǊƻǳƎƘƭȅ ŀǘ ǇŀǊ 

ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /{5Φ /ƘŀƴƎŜ ƳŀǇǎΩ ŎƻƭƻǳǊƛƴƎ ǎƘƻǿǎ ƳŀƎƴƛǘǳŘŜ ƻŦ [v ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜ όōƭǳŜύ ƻǊ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ όǊŜŘύΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǿƘƛǘe hues 

denoting CTs with concentration of older adults roughly stable over the 10-year period. 

aƻǎǘ ƻŦ мффс ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŎƻǊŜ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎ are under-represented in older adults (60+) except for some 

middling clusters at Trinity-Bellwoods and Kensington-Chinatown near Downtown. 60+ residents concentrate 

heavily in Rosedale, Yonge-St. Clair, and Forest Hill where Toronto converges with York/East York and in High Park 

 
101 ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘΣ ŦƻǊ слҌ [vǎΣ /¢ǎΩ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘ ǎƘŀǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ /{5 ǎƘŀǊŜǎ ǿƘƛƭŜ /¢ǎΩ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛon 
of Boomer are weighed against declining CSD shares. In either case, however, LQs still depict if CTs contain greater or lesser 
shares than expected for their comparator region; even if CSD share declines, Boomers still concentrate in some CTs over others. 
102 Whereas the segments of Boomers were likely more alike in lifestyle and resources at earlier ages, as per contemporary life 
course findings that age-based values and behaviours have increasingly diverged in the last several decades (Coulter et al, 2016). 
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bordering Etobicoke103. While York presents lower shares of 60+, East York and especially southern Etobicoke are 

ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŜƭŘŜǊƭȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ Inner Suburbs, along with most of North York south and east of Downsview 

Airport104Φ ²ƘƛƭŜ ǿŜǎǘ {ŎŀǊōƻǊƻǳƎƘ όōƻǊŘŜǊƛƴƎ bƻǊǘƘκ9ŀǎǘ ¸ƻǊƪύ ƛǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŀƎŜŘΣ ǘǊŀŎǘǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ ŜŘƎŜ ŀǊŜ 

ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ мффсΩǎ ȅƻǳƴƎŜǎǘΣ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƘŀōƛǘŜŘ ōȅ ȅƻǳƴƎŜǊΣ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ ƛƴ 

most cases, average aged areas buffer olŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘ ΨƘƻǘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŎƻƭŘΩ ǎǇƻǘǎΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ слҌ ƻǾŜǊ- and under concentrations 

Řƻ ƻŎŎǳǊ ƛƴ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ŀŘƧŀŎŜƴŎŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ /{5Ωǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŀƎŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ мффс ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ŀ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ȅƻǳƴƎόŜǊύ ŎƻǊŜ ς 

ergo, underrepresented in 60+ residents ς that is surrounded by more aged inner suburbs, these then surrounded 

ōȅ ȅƻǳƴƎόŜǊύ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ƻǳǘŜǊ ŜŘƎŜΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƻǳǘƭȅƛƴƎ /¢ǎ ǊŜƎƛǎǘŜǊ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ƘƛƎƘ слҌ [vǎ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƛƴƴŜǊ 

suburbs, such as the Mount Dennis area extending through York and eastern parts of Old Toronto centred on the 

Don River (e.g., St. Jamestown, Cabbagetown, Regent Park, and Riverdale), under-concentrate in older adults. Thus, 

1996 Toronto presents a more complex age structure, one that is less purely concentric, than neighbourhood life 

cycle theory might posit as typical for most urban regions developing outward from their CBD over time. 

.ȅ нллсΣ ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ мффс ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴ ƘŀŘ ƘŜƭŘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ мл ȅŜŀǊǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ /Ŝƴǎǳǎ 

observations, although the generally greater prevalence of averagely aged LQs (white) seems to indicate that 

¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƘŀŘ ŘƛŦŦǳǎŜŘ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭƭȅΦ CƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ мффс ǿŜǊŜ ǉǳƛǘŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ- 

or over-concentrated by 60+ residents shift to more average age structure by 2006. By capturing changes in these 

LQs between 1996 and 2006 (as well as 2006-2016, discussed subsequently), Figure 4.2 provides direct evidence of 

ǘƘƛǎ ΨŀǾŜǊŀƎƛƴƎΩ ǘǊŜƴŘ ōȅ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘƛƴƎ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƭŀǊƎŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƻǊ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎ [vǎΦ 

An example would be parts of South Etobicoke and East/North York that see sharp decline in their 60+ LQ measure. 

¢Ƙƛǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ŀ ǎƛƎƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎΩ ǇŀǎǎŀƎŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƭŀǘŜǊ neighbourhood ƭƛŦŜ ŎȅŎƭŜ ǎǘŀƎŜǎΣ ŜǊƎƻ мффсΩǎ слҌ 

concentrations decline as younger residents seem to replace local elderly residents, or at least move into these 

neighbourhoods in sufficient numbers to dilute the overall representation of remaining older adult Torontonians.   

Conversely, the Kensington-Chinatown and Rosedale / Yonge-St. Clair / Forest Hills areas, already rather 

aged in 1996, experience even further concentration of their elderly populations over the decade. Given that the 

¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ /{5Ωǎ слҌ ǎƘŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƎǊŜǿ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƛƳŜ ό¢ŀōƭŜ пΦмύΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ already high 1996 60+ LQs 

ǊŜǾŜŀƭǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀƎƛƴƎΦ 9ȄǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎΣ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŎƻǊŜ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ǎǘŀōƭŜ ƻǊ 

increase in their 60+ LQ, e.g., in both Little Italy and Little Portugal. Some of the largest, most widespread upward 

[v ǎƘƛŦǘǎ ƻŎŎǳǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ƴƻǊǘƘŜŀǎǘΣ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ǉǳƛǘŜ ȅƻǳƴƎ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ bƻǊǘƘ ¸ƻǊƪ ŀƴŘ {ŎŀǊōƻǊƻǳƎƘΦ .ȅ 

ŀƴŘ ƭŀǊƎŜΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŀŘŜΩǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ǎǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ŀǎ ǇŜǊ ƳƛƴƛƳŀƭ ǎƘƛŦǘǎ ƛƴ слҌ [v ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

CSD. Where change does occur, a rather prevalent pattern is for young(er) areas to age while 60+ concentrations 

tend to diffuse. These speak to general trends of neighbourhood aging and eventual population renewal.

 
103 The six pre-amalgamation municipalities of Toronto, York, North York, East York, Etobicoke, and Scarborough that now 
constitute the City of Toronto (2001) spatially reference various patterns emerging in my analyses (Section 3, Fig. 3.1). 
104 CTs north and west of there, surrounding York University, feature low 60+ shares, given prevalence of student-aged residents. 



67 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.1 

Older Adult (60+) Location Quotients by Census Tract, Toronto CSD, 1996, 2006, and 2016 

 

} 

} Below-average Concentration 

Above-average Concentration 
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Figure 4.2 

Change in Older Adult (60+) Location Quotients by Census Tract, Toronto CSD, 1996-2006 and 2006-2016 

 

} 

} Decreasing Average Concentration 

Increasing Average Concentration 
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By 2016, most concentrations present in 2006 hold, albeit with lesser intensity. Average LQs continue to 

ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ /{5Σ ǿƘƛƭŜ нллсΩǎ ƘƛƎƘ ŀƴŘ ƭƻǿ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎƻŦǘŜƴΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ 

elevated 60+ LQs continue to be quite prevalent in Rosedale / Yonge-St. Clair / Forest Hills, central Etobicoke, and 

bƻǊǘƘ ¸ƻǊƪ ŀƴŘ {ŎŀǊōƻǊƻǳƎƘΩǎ ŎƻƴǾŜǊƎŜƴŎŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƻǳǘŜǊ ŜŘƎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ /{5Φ ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎΣ ŀŘƧŀŎŜƴǘ 

ǘƻ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ 5ƻǿƴǘƻǿƴΣ Ƙŀǎ ǎǘƻƻŘ ƻǳǘ ǎƛƴŎŜ мффс ŀǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŜ Ƴost prominent instance of an aged 1996 population 

that continues to intensify over 20 years as opposed to seeing older adult shares diminish (as per 60+ LQ softening). 

This trend makes the area ς for the period 1996 to 2016 at least ς ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŎƭŜŀrest example of a Naturally 

Occurring Retirement Community, or NORC (Bookman, 2008). The general trend for most older neighbourhoods, 

however, is that of experiencing an eventual reversal from over- to under concentrated 60+ populations.  

In terms of neighbourhoods that go from under- and averagely concentrated to overconcentrated in older 

adults between 2006-2016, Scarborough and northeast North York experience considerable structural aging (as they 

began to in the 1996-2006 period), demonstrating neighbourhoods experiencing further passage through the 

demographic stages of the neighbourhood life cycle). The 2006-2016 change map (Fig. 4.2) confirms this finding, 

with many CTs of outer Scarborough seeing a marked increase in 60+ LQs, representing a landscape of formerly 

ΨȅƻǳƴƎΩ ǎǳōǳǊōǎ ǳƴŘŜǊƎƻƛƴƎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƎƛƴƎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƭǎƻ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƎǊƻǿ ƻƭŘŜǊ ƛΦŜΦΣ ǘƘŜ ŀƎƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎǎΦ 

Meanwhile, parts of Etobicoke and North York that surround Downsview Airport that saw LQ decline between 1996-

2006 experience similar drops from 2006 to 2016 as residents aged 60+ either leave or are outnumbered by inflows 

of other, younger (than age 60+) residents. These seem to represent neighbourhoods undergoing the final stages of 

the neighbourhood life cycle as any remaining elderly residents decrease in significance as a population segment. 

For all the talk of neighbourhood population aging (and the opposite) between 2006 and 2016, most CTs of 

the Toronto CSD, as during the 1996-2006 period, experience relative stability in their 60+ share as compared to the 

CSD overall. As the entire Toronto CSD grows older from 1996 to 2016 i.e., the CSD-wide share of 60+ increases 

(Table 4.1), under- and over-concentration of older adults at the CT level appears to grow more muted in overall 

intensity ŀǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘǊŀŎǘǎ ǊŜǾŜǊǘ ǘƻ ŀ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ слҌ ŀƭƛƎƴƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ǎƘŀǊŜΦ Lƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ŀǎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ ƎǊƻǿǎ 

ΨƻƭŘŜǊΩΣ ƛǘǎ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎ ŀƭƭ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ ōŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭΣ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƭŜǎǎ ŜȄǘǊŜƳŜ ǾŀǊƛŀǘƛƻƴ 

in CTs share of residents aged 60+ from the beginning to the end of the 20-ȅŜŀǊ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎ 

are less concentrated and more diffused throughout the CSD when using the regional share of older adults as a 

measure of expectation via the LQ measure. However, some bastions of neighbourhood aging, particularly in central 

Etobicoke, much of North York and west Scarborough, and (in the core) Rosedale / Yonge-St. Clair / Forest Hill, hold 

up well over 20 years as per their persistently high 60+ LQs. The latter even grows to include the St. Jamestown and 

Cabbagetown districts, which were under-concentrated in 60+ in 1996. 
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4.2.2 ς The Baby Boomer Generation 

Figures 4.3 displays LQs for the 20-year age groups corresponding to the age ranges in which Boomers fell 

in the years 1996, 2006 and 2016 and Figure 4.4 shows changes occurring in these LQs for the decades in between. 

Instead of modelling the location patǘŜǊƴǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǘŀǘƛŎΣ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘ ŀƎŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ όслҌύΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ [vǎ ǘǊŀŎƪ .ƻƻƳŜǊΩǎ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ 

progress through several stages of adulthood and into early old age, ranges included with the respective figures.  

In 1996, Boomer-aged residents (ages 30-49) exist as a shŀǊŜ ƻŦ Ƴƻǎǘ /¢ǎΩ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǊƻǳƎƘƭȅ ŀǘ ǇŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ 

ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ /{5Ωǎ оо҈ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ό¢ŀōƭŜ пΦмύΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ΨŀǾŜǊŀƎŜΩ ǘǊŀŎǘǎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ LƴƴŜǊ 

Suburbs (Fig. 4.3). Their most consistent over-concentration occurs centrally in Old Toronto, starting near High Park, 

along the lake through Parkdale into the CBD, then north and east to Bloor-Yorkville, St. Jamestown / Cabbagetown, 

and east of the Don in Riverdale and stretching through The Beaches east to Scarborough. Interestingly, high LQ 

clusters between the University of Toronto and Don River lie just south of Rosedale / Yonge-St. Clair / Forest Hill, 

ƧǳȄǘŀǇƻǎƛƴƎ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎ ǉǳƛǘŜ ŎƭƻǎŜ ǘƻ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ мффс όCƛƎΦ пΦмύΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ 

under concentrate in places with high 1996 60+ concentrations, namely large swaths of North York and central-north 

9ǘƻōƛŎƻƪŜΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘǊŀŎǘǎ ǎǘǊŜǘŎƘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ {ŎŀǊōƻǊƻǳƎƘΩǎ ƴƻǊǘƘǿŜǎǘ Řƻǿƴ ǘƻ {ŎŀǊōƻǊƻǳƎƘ ±ƛƭƭŀƎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƪŜǎƘƻǊŜΦ 

Although average 1996 Boomer LQs are the majority, there is a clear core-periphery trend to their over and under 

concentration. While a 33% share of neighbourhood residents is not a majority, that one in three residents in most 

Toronto CTs were a Boomer in 1996 is a marked level of generational representation. 

²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ƳŀƎƴƛǘǳŘŜ ƻŦ .ƻƻƳŜǊΩǎ όŀƎŜǎ пл-60) spatial concentration in 2006 sees most Toronto CTs 

ǎŎƻǊƛƴƎ ǊƻǳƎƘƭȅ ǇŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ нуΦф҈ ό¢ŀōƭŜ пΦмύΣ CƛƎǳǊŜ пΦо ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜȅ ƳŀŘŜ ŀ ǊŜǘǊŜŀǘ ŦǊƻƳ ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

Downtown, especially west of the CBD, while their populations consolidate in CTs further from the core compared 

to their location in 1996. However, parts of Old Toronto east of the CBD, on both sides of the Don River (e.g., Mount 

Pleasant, Rosedale, St. Jamestown, Cabbagetown, Riverdale and The Beaches) appear to remain popular for 

Torontonians of this generation. Several peripheral clusters of high Boomer concentration also emerge, namely 

ŀƭƻƴƎ 9ǘƻōƛŎƻƪŜΩǎ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜΣ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƴƻǊǘƘ ƛƴ YƛƴƎǎǿŀȅ-LǎƭƛƴƎǘƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ŀǘ {ŎŀǊōƻǊƻǳƎƘΩǎ ŦŀǊ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜ /¢ǎΦ !ǎ .ƻomer 

concentrations in and near Downtown dissipate ς indicating their likely exodus from these neighbourhoods ς many 

¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ /¢ǎ ƭŀȅƛƴƎ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŀŦƛŜƭŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ƛƴƴŜǊ ǎǳōǳǊōǎ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƻǿ мффс .ƻƻƳŜǊ [vǎ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƻǊ ŜǾŜƴ 

over concentrate.  While difficult to pin down causality, the increasing peripherality of Boomer concentrations over 

ǘƛƳŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ōƻǘƘ ŦǊƻƳ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ƳƻǊŜ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭƛȊŜŘ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎ ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŀǿŀȅ ŦǊƻƳ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŎƻǊŜ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ 

ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŀƎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƳƻǊŜ Řƛǎǘŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎΩ existing Boomer populations. Concentration could well occur as the 

children of these (now) late-stage adults vacate the family home with their own increasing age, seen as a core part 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎǳōǳǊōǎΩ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǘƻ ƭŀǘŜǊ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ǎtages of residential occupation. 
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Figure 4.3  

Boomer Location Quotients by Census Tract, Toronto CSD, 1996, 2006, and 2016 

 

} 

} Below-average Concentration 

Above-average Concentration 

1996: Ages 30-49 

2006: Ages 40-59 

2016: Ages 50-69 
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Figure 4.4  

Change in Boomer Location Quotients by Census Tract, Toronto CSD, 1996-2006 and 2006-2016 

 

} 

} Decreasing Average Concentration 

Increasing Average Concentration 

1996-2006: Boomers age from 30-49 to 40-59 

2006-2016: Boomers age from 40-59 to 50-69 

 



73 
 

Figure 4.4 supports this by directly depicting LQ increase in these areas and several others. Etobicoke, 

Scarborough105, much of North York, especially York/Don Mills and near ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ƴƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ ŜŘƎŜΣ ŀƭƭ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴ 

increase in Boomer LQ between 1996 and 2006. While Boomers leave most of Downtown, they consolidate nearby 

in sought-ŀŦǘŜǊ wƻǎŜŘŀƭŜ ŀƴŘ /ŀōōŀƎŜǘƻǿƴ ōȅ нллсΦ DƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ .ƻƻƳŜǊ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ŘǊƻǇǎ ŦǊƻƳ оо ǘƻ нф҈, that 

many of these CTs still go from over- ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ .ƻƻƳŜǊ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ ƻǳǘŦƭƻǿ ŦǊƻƳ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŎƻǊŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿǎ ƭƛŦŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǘƘŜƻǊȅΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ς from 1996 to 2006 ς 

.ƻƻƳŜǊǎΩ ǘǊŀƛƭƛƴƎ ŜŘƎŜ ƭŜŀǾes early adulthood while the leading edge enters late career/family stages, nearing 

retirement. Similar patterns whereby Boomers appear to vacate highly urban CTs (in terms of built form and density) 

occur in the Mount Pleasant and Yonge-Eglinton areas, although CTs just surrounding these urban nodes see their 

.ƻƻƳŜǊ [vǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŜȄƻŘǳǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿƛǘƘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŘŜƴǎŜǎǘ ŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǉǳƛǘŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ 

ǘƘŜ /{5 ƛƴǎƻŦŀǊ ŀǎ ƭŀǊƎŜ Ψǘƻǿƴ ŎŜƴǘŜǊΩ ǎǘȅƭŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ƴƻŘŜǎ ƻǊ ƻǳǘƭȅƛƴƎ ǘƻǿŜǊ ŀǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ blocks also suffer LQ decline 

as Boomers age further into the life course. Boomers thus tend to suburbanize spatially, but also transition away 

from the most urban forms of housing in many (but not all) parts of the Toronto CSD during the period 1996-2006.  

.ȅ нлмсΣ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ .ƻƻƳŜǊ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ όŀƎŜǎ рл-70) ς now representing 24.5% of the 

CSD population (Table 4.1) ς ōǳƛƭŘ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƻǊ ŘŜŎŀŘŜΩǎ όнллсύ ǘǊŜƴŘǎΦ !ǎ ŀ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǎŜƎƳŜƴǘΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƭǎƻ 

ŎƻƴǾŜǊƎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ слҌ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ that year (with half of .ƻƻƳŜǊǎ ƛƴ нлмсΩǎ слҌ ƎǊƻǳǇ106). Their general 

process of retreat from the CBD and surrounding Downtown districts is near complete (Fig. 4.3). Within Old Toronto 

itself, however, Boomers do appear to solidify in Forest Hill, Rosedale, Cabbagetown, and Riverdale. LQs further east 

diminiǎƘ ŜȄŎŜǇǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 5ŀƴŦƻǊǘƘ ŀƴŘ .ŜŀŎƘŜǎ ŀǊŜŀǎΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǇƛŎƪ ǳǇ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭȅ ŀƭƻƴƎ {ŎŀǊōƻǊƻǳƎƘΩǎ ƭŀƪŜǎƘƻǊŜ 

ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ ƭƛƳƛǘǎΦ aƻǎǘ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƛƴƴŜǊ ǎǳōǳǊōǎ ς particularly central Etobicoke, 

bƻǊǘƘ ¸ƻǊƪΩǎ ¸ƻǊƪκ5ƻƴ aƛƭƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǘhe north and east edges of North York and Scarborough ς have sizable Boomer 

shares107. Under-concentrations outside the core share a predominance of multi-dwelling housing, although several 

rise to average LQ. While still prevalent, average shares no longer ŘƻƳƛƴŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ /{5 ŀǎ ƛƴ мффсΦ 9ȄŎŜǇǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ 

most-core neighbourhoods where they appear rather absent, Boomer-aged residents over-concentrate at varying 

distances from the CBD, except for tracts running northwest from Toronto, through York, and along the border of 

Etobicoke and North York. Older adult maps for 2016 (Fig. 4.1) indicate lacking 60+ concentration here too; this 

seems to indicate a population largely dominated by residents under age 50 at least, if not younger.  

Figure 4.4 shows 2006-2016 LQ shifts are of lesser magnitude than those of 1996-2006, with patterns of 

ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ ƛƴ /¢ǎΩ [vǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎΩ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŜȄƻŘǳǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻƭƛŘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ 

¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ Inner Suburbs. The life course transition between the examined age ranges (40-60 to 50-70) is one of 

residential stability ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀƎŜ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ǇǊƻǇŜƴǎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƳƻǾŜ όCƛƎΦ нΦмύΤ ǘƘƛǎ seems to dampen how residential 

 
105 ¢ƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŜǊΩǎ ŜǎŎŀƭŀǘƛƴƎ [vǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ ƛƴ слҌ [vǎ όCƛƎΦ пΦмΦоύ ŀǎ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎ ǎǳŎŎŜŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƻǊ ŎƻƘƻǊǘ ƻǾŜǊ мл ȅŜŀǊǎΦ 
106 2016 Toronto has 385,210 persons aged 50-59 and 284,405 60-69; LQs lean to trailing edge Boomers (Statistics Canada, 2016). 
107 ²ƛǘƘ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǳǇ нпΦр҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƛƴ нлмсΣ ǘƘŜ мΦм-1.25 LQs represent 27-31.5% of the populace, 
with the next-most LQ of 1.25-1.4 depicting population share of 31.5-34%. 
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movement contributes to changing Boomer patterns for the decade 2006-2016. Thus, those concentrations of 

Boomers which crystallize over the 10-ȅŜŀǊ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ŀǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎΩ ŀƎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǿƘƛƭŜ 

other age groups ς both younger and older ς become less significant population segments in those areas by 2016.  

Taken together, 60+ and Boomer LQs illustrate marked, but not seismic shifts ƛƴ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŀƎŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ 

over two decades. Older adult settlement patterns are more varied than to be regarded as just general 

suburbanization, as parts of both core and peripheral Toronto experience population aging. Areas such as Rosedale 

/ Yonge-St. Clair / Forest Hill consolidate already high 1996 elderly populations for a further 20 years, defying life 

cycle expectations where aged neighbourhoods reach terminal decline ǘƘŜƴ ŘŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ΨǊŜƴŜǿΩΦ .ƻƻƳŜǊΩǎ 

consolidation in these areas will sustain older adult concentration. That said, other areas quite aged in 1996, such as 

ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ 9ǘƻōƛŎƻƪŜ ŀƴŘ 9ŀǎǘ ¸ƻǊƪΣ ƎǊƻǿ ȅƻǳƴƎŜǊ ŀǎ ǇŜǊ ŀ ΨǘȅǇƛŎŀƭΩ ƭƛŦŜ ŎȅŎƭŜΣ ŀƭǘƘough aging in place of their Boomer 

populations may see 60+ shares resurge in coming years. The general pattern, however, is that as all of Toronto ages, 

less variation in older adult shares (high and low) occurs as they diffuse throughout Toronto, increasing proportion 

in many neighbourhoods. Parts of North York and Scarborough see both 60+ and Boomer trends converge as their 

CTs age. Both population groups seem to ōŜ ΨǇǳƭƭŜŘΩ ǘƻǿŀǊŘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŀŦŦƭǳŜƴǘ ŀǊŜŀǎΣ e.g., Forest Hill / Rosedale 

/ Cabbagetown, and ΨǇǳǎƘŜŘΩ ŀǿŀȅ from less prosperous parts of West Toronto (Rankin & McLean, 2015). For 

Boomers, desirable lakefront areas stretching from The Beaches to Rouge Hill, and in Etobicoke also appear to 

increasingly align with their needs in ever-maturing life stages. Thus, as the Boomer generations ages toward older 

adulthood, their settlement patterns by 2016 become those defining both current population aging and where next 

several decades aging will occur most strongly as their households continue to age in place in later life.   

While population aging is generally pervasive and Boomers shift locational preference with age, age LQs 

and the preceding observations can only hint anecdotally at how these demographic patterns overlap other 

elements of TorontoΩǎ social ecology over the ǎǘǳŘȅ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΦ CǳǊǘƘŜǊΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ .ƻƻƳŜǊ ǎƘŀǊŜ ŘǊƻǇǎ ŦǊƻƳ 

1996 to 2016, assessing change is obscured by whether tracts gain or lose Boomers or if CSD-level decline is shifting 

the goal post i.e., do CTs maintain above-average LQs compared to the Toronto CSD, despite possibly experiencing 

lower shares over time108. To better ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƎƛƴƎΩǎ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƛƴ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎΣ {ections 4.3 and 4.4 present component 

sets extracted for the years 1996, 2006 and 2016 and the periods 1996-2006 and 2006-2016. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
108 CƻǊ ǘǊŀŎǘǎ ǎƘƛŦǘƛƴƎ ǳǇ ƛƴ [vΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ƳƛƴƛƳƛȊŜŘΥ ŀ мΦм ƛƴ мффс ƛǎ отΦн҈Τ ǘƻ ǊŜŀŎƘ нллсΩǎ мΦнр ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ŀ осΦм҈Φ /ƻƴǾŜǊǎŜƭȅΣ ǎince 
/{5Ωǎ .ƻƻƳŜǊ ŘǊƻǇǎΣ [v ŘƻǿƴǎƘƛŦǘ ƳŀǊƪǎ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜ ƭƻǎǎ ƛƴ /¢ .ƻƻƳŜǊ ǎƘŀǊŜΥ мффсΩǎ мΦм ό37.2%) must drop to 26% to be .90 in 2006. 
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4.3 ς Using PCA to understand Population Age in the Toronto CSD as part of Urban Structure 

In line with prior studies that use both static and change PCA (Perle, 1982; Le Bourdais & Beaudry, 1988), I 

first analyze the years 1996, 2006, and 2016 (Section 4.3) before analyzing the decades 1996-2006 and 2006-2016 

(Section 4.4). This Section 4.3 is constructed as follows: communalities and overall explained variance outline the 

explanatory power oŦ ŜŀŎƘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ t/!Φ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀǘƛŎ t/! ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŀǊŜ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ŜŀŎƘ ȅŜŀǊ ǘƻ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ǎƛŘŜ-

by-side for inter-year comparison (Table 4.3). Starting with the earliest, 1996 set, I discuss how each axis is saturated 

and spatially oriented across the CSD, aided by maps ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ /¢ǎΩ dimensional component scores. Concluding the 

ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ŀȄŜǎΣ L ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǘ ŘŜǇƛŎǘǎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎƻŎƛƻ-spatial structure, emphasizing elements of 

age and generational change, aided by the correlations betwŜŜƴ ŜŀŎƘ ǎŜǘΩǎ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎΦ  

Experimenting on 8-, 9, and 10-axis sets for 1996, 2006, and 2016 (respectively), guided my methodology 

(Section 3), 5-component solutions are retained for 1996 and 2006, and a 4-component solution for 2016. Table 4.2 

presents eŀŎƘ ǎŜǘΩǎ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜΦ ¢ƘŜ рΣ рΣ ŀƴŘ п ŀȄŜǎ ŦƻǊ мффсΣ нллс ŀƴŘ 

нлмс ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ сфΦфΣ суΣ ŀƴŘ срΦм҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŜǘΩǎ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜΣ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘƛƴƎ t/!Ωǎ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ Řŀǘŀ 

complexity yet preserve explanatory power. With a few exceptions, communalities are acceptable for most variables 

in each set, the majority having 50% or more of their variance explained. Housing era variables post-1981 tend to 

score poorly across all three years. Another domain where scores tend to be middling all three years are those for 

visible minority groups. In some cases, variables such as % Transit Commuting see communality decline from 1996 

to 2016, while others such as % High School Certificate Only experience increase over the period. The 40-49 and 50-

59 age groups, occupied at times by leading- and trailing-edge Boomers, score as low as 40% and high as 67%, 

ǎŜƴǎƛōƭŜ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ ŜȄƛǎǘ ƛƴ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ псу /¢ǎ ƛƴ ǎƘŀǊŜǎ ǊƻǳƎƘƭȅ ǇŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /{5 ό{ŜŎǘƛƻƴ пΦнύΦ IŜǊŜΣ ƭƻǿόŜǊύ 

communalƛǘȅ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜΩǎ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀΣ ǎƻ ƳǳŎƘ ŀǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ 

does not covary with other variables as much as those with high(er) communalities109,110.    

 
109 Twenty-seven of the 53 variables for 1996 have more than 70% variance explained, while 8 measures register less than 50%. 
Homes Built 1981-1990 has a communality less than 30% and is excluded from 1996 analysis. For 2006, 26 of 55 variables have 
more than 70% communality, while 10 score less than 50%; Homes Built 1991-2000 scores less than 30% and is excluded from 
2006 analysis. Finally, for 2016, 30 of 57 variables score a 70% or higher communality, while 12 score less than 50%; Missing 
Middle and Homes Built 2001-2010 have a communality below 30% and are excluded from the 2016 analyses. 
110 Case in point: in 1996, % High School Certificate Only registers a low communality when this level of education could likely still 
access a decent range of jobs, whereas by 2016, those with only their high school are far more socio-economically limited. 
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 Table 4.2

Communalities and Total Explained Variance for 5, 5, and 4-Axis Solutions, Toronto CSD, 1996, 2006, and 2016

Year 1996 2006 2016

# of Components 5 5 4

# of Variables 53 55 57

% Explained Variance 69.9 68 65.1

Variable Communalities by  Domain

% 0-14 yrs old 0.66 0.64 0.67

% 30-39 yrs old 0.76 0.74 0.77

% 40-49 yrs old 0.67 0.40 0.50

% 50-59 yrs old 0.57 0.49 0.51

% 60-69 yrs old 0.78 0.61 0.64

% 70-79 yrs old 0.85 0.88 0.82

% 80+ yrs old 0.63 0.67 0.66

% 2-person HHds 0.70 0.61 0.63

% 4+ person HHds 0.95 0.93 0.90

% Legally Married Persons 0.84 0.80 0.75

% Separated / Divorced Persons 0.77 0.65 0.52

% Common-Law Couples 0.64 0.76 0.80

% Lone Parent Families 0.76 0.78 0.86

% Multi-Family HHds 0.79 0.77 0.80

% No High School Certificate 0.93 0.87 0.78

% High School Certificate Only 0.49 0.69 0.80

% Non-University Certificate 0.45 0.40 0.31

% Trades Certificate 0.68 0.79 0.72

Female Participation Rate 0.68 0.61 0.72

% Business, Admin, Management 0.84 0.81 0.85

% Arts, Science, Public Sector 0.87 0.85 0.81

% Sales / Service 0.53 0.62 0.77

% Trades, Transport, Manufacturing 0.85 0.86 0.87

% Immigrated Pre-1980s 0.56 0.68 0.73

% Immigrated 1981-1990 0.83 0.61 0.57

% Immigrated 1991-2000 0.84 0.81

% Immigrated 2001-2010 0.82

% No Knowledge of Off. Languages 0.85 0.84 0.46

% Black 0.73 0.74 0.74

% South Asian 0.69 0.68 0.56

% Chinese, Korean, Japanese 0.52 0.60 0.41

% Southeast Asian, Filipino 0.43 0.49 0.53

% Arabic, West Asian 0.50 0.53 0.51

% Latin American 0.52 0.53 0.49

% Government Transfer Income 0.89 0.87 0.90

% Other Income Sources 0.81 0.77 0.82

% Persons in Low Income 0.78 0.80 0.77

% Persons in Near-Average Income 0.45 0.48 0.45

% Auto Commuting 0.88 0.86 0.79

% Transit Commuting 0.72 0.60 0.47

% No Moves in Last 5 yrs 0.83 0.83 0.81

% Moved Locally in Last 5 yrs 0.66 0.50 0.55

% Renting 0.84 0.71 0.69

% of Annual Income on Housing 0.83 0.80 0.79

Average Dwelling Value LQ 0.61 0.67 0.68

% Single-Detached 0.78 0.81 0.75

% Missing Middle 0.46 0.37 0.12

% 1-4 Storey Apts 0.62 0.64 0.50

% 5+ Story Apts 0.86 0.86 0.72

% Homes Need Major Repair 0.41 0.50 0.42

% Homes Built Pre-1960s 0.87 0.85 0.81

% Homes Built 1961-1980 0.68 0.55 0.49

% Homes Built 1981-1990 0.29 0.46 0.49

% Homes Built 1991-2000 0.19 0.30

% Homes Built 2001-2010 0.23

Dwelling Density 0.63 0.68 0.70

Distance from CBD 0.86 0.81 0.78
Urban Form

Income

Commuting

Residential Mobility

Tenure

Housing Type

Housing Age & Condition

Visible Minorities

Age / Life Stage

Family & Household 

Characteristics

Educational Attainment

Labour Force & Occupation

Immigration & Integration
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Ahead of and in support of a more detailed analyses of the 1996, 2006, and 2016 components sets, Table 4.3 

ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ р-, 5- and 4-component sets in a combined format to demonstrate how quite similar 

dimensions emerge consistently each year, in terms of saturating variable groups and the conceptual themes these 

ŜƭƛŎƛǘΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ ƳƛƭŘ ǾŀǊƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŀȄŜǎΩ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŘƻŜǎ ƻŎŎǳǊ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƛƳŜ111, the consistent 

ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŀȄŜǎΩ ǎǘǊƻƴƎŜǎǘ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ ŀ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǎǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ /{5Ωǎ ǎƻcial ecology: 

1. Socio-Economic Status (SES) and Visible Minorities (Axis 1 in 1996, 2006, 2016) 

2. Urban vs. Suburban Lifestyle (Axis 2 in 1996, 2006, 2016) 

3. Life Cycle / Stage (Axis 3 in 1996; Axis 4 in 2006, 2016) 

4. Apartments by Age, Type, and Occupants (Axis 4 in 1996; Axis 3 in 2006, 2016) 

5. East Asians vs. Vocational Educations (Axis 5 in 1996, 2006; not extracted in 2016) 
 

 

Further, due to their relative consistency over time, analysis of the 1996 axes extracted focuses on their core 

structure, while analyses of 2006 and 2016 components highlight how these structures change year-to-year, both in 

terms of evolving saturations and the spatial patterning of corresponding component scores. To support this, the 

ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘŀōles, and factor score maps for 1996, 2006, and 2016 are all introduced in corresponding 

tables and figures alongside their 1996 analysis. This highlights what if any changes occur across Toronto over the 

1996-2016 study period while reducing repetition. In the following, Table 4.4 and Figure 4.5 correspond to the SES 

and Visible Minorities dimension; Table 4.5 and Figure 4.6 to the Urban vs. Suburban Lifestyle dimension; Table 4.6 

and Figure 4.7 to the Life Cycle / Stage dimension; Table 4.7 and Figure 4.8 to the Apartments by Age, Type, and 

Occupants dimension; and Table 4.8 and Figure 4.9 to the East Asians vs. Vocational Educations dimension. Each of 

these features an a, b, and c sub-section to denote the 1996, 2006, and 2016 saturation table and component score 

map of the dimension112. Tables are organized by variable domains and depict the strength of saturation and 

communality for each variable. Negative and positive saturations are separated to highlight the opposition of 

variables. For each year, the dƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŜȄǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƻǊŘŜǊΣ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ŎǳƳǳƭŀǘƛǾŜ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ 

are displayed113Φ /ƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƳŀǇǎ ǳǎŜ ǎƘŀŘŜǎ ƻŦ ōƭǳŜ ǘƻ ŘŜƴƻǘŜ /¢ǎ ǎŎƻǊƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀȄƛǎΩǎ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ 

shades of red-ƻǊŀƴƎŜ ŘŜƴƻǘŜ /¢ǎΩ ǎŎƻǊƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜΩǎ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎΦ ¢ǊŀŎǘǎ ƭŜŦǘ ǿƘƛǘŜ ŘŜƴƻǘŜ /¢ǎ ǎŎƻǊƛƴƎ 

minimally to either the negative or positive pole114. Having outlined my 1996, 2006, and 2016 axes sets, I now analyze 

ǘƘŜ мффс ŀȄƛǎ ǎŜǘ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŀǘ όŀƴŘ ŜǾŜǊȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǘŀǘƛŎύ ǎŜǘΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŜȄǘǊŀŎǘŜŘ ŀȄƛǎΥ {9{ ŀƴŘ ±ƛǎƛōƭŜ aƛƴƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΦ

 
111 wŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǎƘƛŦǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǳƴŘŜǊƭȅƛƴƎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ ǘȅƛƴƎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ /{5Ωǎ ǎƻŎƛƻ-spatial attributes between 1996-2016. 
112 ¢ƘŜ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ȅŜŀǊ ƛǎ ǎǳŦŦƛȄŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǘǘŜǊǎ ΨŀΩ ŦƻǊ мффсΣ ΨōΩΣ ŦƻǊ нллсΣ ŀƴŘ ΨŎΩ ŦƻǊ нлмсΦ 
113 Accounts for the variance of the axis added to ŜŀŎƘ ǇǊƛƻǊ ŀȄƛǎΩǎ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ ŜΦƎΦΣ ǘƘƛǊŘ ŀȄƛǎ Ґ ŦƛǊǎǘΣ ǎŜŎƻƴŘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǊŘ ŀȄƛǎ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜΦ 
114 Conceptually, these are tracts striking somewhat of a balance between the observed oppositions of socio-spatial attribute.  
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Table 4.3

Components by Domain and Variable for 5, 5, and 4-Axis Solutions, Toronto CSD, 1996, 2006, and 2016

Explained Variance (%) 27.4 27.4 30.2 20.0 19.1 18.9 9.4 6.4 5.8 7.4 9.6 10.2 5.7 5.5 -

Domain Indicator 1996 2006 2016 1996 2006 2016 1996 2006 2016 1996 2006 2016 1996 2006 2016

% 0-14 yrs old 0.44 -0.44 -0.55 0.60 0.47 0.59

% 30-39 yrs old 0.81 0.79 0.79

% 40-49 yrs old -0.84 0.41 0.41 0.50 -0.50 -0.54

% 50-59 yrs old -0.48 -0.48 -0.54 -0.44 -0.67

% 60-69 yrs old -0.49 -0.44 -0.75 -0.62 -0.59

% 70-79 yrs old -0.92 -0.89 -0.82

% 80+ yrs old -0.79 -0.75 -0.77

% 2-person HHds -0.46 -0.41 -0.60 -0.41 -0.40 0.43

% 4+ person HHds -0.69 -0.80 -0.83 0.59

% Legally Married Persons -0.46 -0.91 -0.87 -0.78

% Separated / Divorced Persons 0.62 0.79 0.62 0.47 0.48

% Common-Law Couples 0.58 0.61 0.55 -0.41 -0.50 -0.66

% Lone Parent Families 0.59 0.82 0.75 0.43

% Multi-Family HHds 0.70 0.52 -0.46 -0.47 -0.40

% No High School Certificate 0.92 0.92 0.86

% High School Certificate Only 0.72 0.72 0.42

% Non-University Certificate 0.57 0.49 0.61

% Trades Certificate 0.59 0.70 0.87 0.62 0.57

Female Participation Rate -0.72 -0.40 0.49 -0.58

% Business, Admin, Management -0.76 -0.86 -0.85

% Arts, Science, Public Sector -0.82 -0.77 -0.66

% Sales / Service 0.67 0.79 0.76

% Trades, Transport, Manufacturing 0.85 0.90 0.84

% Immigrated Pre-1980s 0.40 -0.41 -0.70 -0.72

% Immigrated 1981-1990 0.65 0.55 0.45

% Immigrated 1991-2000* 0.56 0.55 0.73

% Immigrated 2001-2010** 0.81

% No Knowledge of Off. Languages 0.56 0.74 0.44 0.42 -0.61 -0.49

* 2006 and 2016 only ** 2016 only

Age / Life Stage

Family & Household 

Characteristics

Educational Attainment

Labour Force & Occupation

Immigration & Integration

Ethnicity and 

Household 

Characteristics

SES and Visible 

Minorities

Urban vs. 

Suburban Lifestyle
Life Cycle / Stage

Apartments by 

Age, Type, and 

Occupants
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Table 4.3

Components by Domain and Variable for 5, 5, and 4-Axis Solutions, Toronto CSD, 1996, 2006, and 2016 continued

Explained Variance (%) 27.4 27.4 30.2 20.0 19.1 18.9 9.4 6.4 5.8 7.4 9.6 10.2 5.7 5.5 -

Domain Indicator 1996 2006 2016 1996 2006 2016 1996 2006 2016 1996 2006 2016 1996 2006 2016

% Black 0.47 0.71 0.77

% South Asian 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.61

% Chinese, Korean, Japanese -0.53 0.43 0.51 -0.61 -0.71

% Southeast Asian, Filipino 0.44 0.61 0.63

% Arabic, West Asian 0.71 0.70 0.71

% Latin American 0.69 0.60 0.69

% Government Transfer Income 0.97 0.92 0.79

% Other Income -0.61 -0.71 -0.65 -0.49 -0.44

% Persons in Low Income 0.56 0.70 0.51 0.56 -0.41

% Persons in Near-Average Income 0.66 0.56 0.68 0.44

% Auto Commuting -0.87 -0.89 -0.83

% Transit Commuting 0.76 0.73 0.60

% No Moves in Last 5 yrs -0.82 -0.67 -0.82 -0.53

% Moved Locally in Last 5 yrs 0.78 0.52 0.71

% Renting 0.85 0.78 0.79

% of Annual Income on Housing 0.45 0.64 0.43 0.55 0.51 0.56 0.43

Average Dwelling Value LQ -0.60 -0.71 -0.59

% Single-Detached -0.78 -0.82 -0.84

% Missing Middle -0.53 -0.40

% 1-4 Storey Apts 0.48 0.46 -0.59 -0.63 -0.65

% 5+ Story Apts 0.54 0.51 0.65 0.79 0.81 0.61

% Homes Need Major Repair 0.45 0.59 0.50 0.46

% Homes Built Pre-1960s -0.90 -0.86 -0.91

% Homes Built 1961-1980 0.77 0.58 0.50

% Homes Built 1981-1990 0.62 0.65

% Homes Built 1991-2000* 0.55

% Homes Built 2001-2010** -0.41

Dwelling Density 0.76 0.81 0.82

Distance from CBD -0.68 -0.67 -0.56 0.41 0.52

* 2006 and 2016 only ** 2016 only

Housing Type

Visible Minorities

Housing Age & Condition

Urban Form

SES and Visible 

Minorities

Urban vs. 

Suburban Lifestyle 

and Life Stage

Life Cycle / Stage

Apartments by 

Age, Type, and 

Occupants

Ethnicity and 

Household 

Characteristics

Income

Commuting

Residential Mobility

Tenure
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4.3.1 ς Toronto in 1996 

мффсΩǎ {9{ ŀƴd Visible Minorities Dimension (Axis 1; 27.4% Dataset Variance) 

Lƴ мффсΣ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŜȄǘǊŀŎǘŜŘ ŀȄƛǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀǘŜǎ ƘƛƎƘ- from low-SES neighbourhoods. More precisely, 

40- to 59-year-olds, high status white-collar occupations, female labour participation, and above-average home 

ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŀȄƛǎΩǎ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜΣ ŘŜƴƻǘƛƴƎ ŀŦŦƭǳŜƴǘΣ ƘƛƎƘ-status areas (Table 4.4a). The positive pole saturates 

lower-tier occupations, low education achievement, middle-to-low-incomes115, government transfers, high income 

shares spent on housing, lone parent families, pre-1980 immigrants, and visible minorities116. These saturations 

suggest far less affluent, racialized neighbourhoods117Φ ¢ƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇǊŜǎŎƛŜƴǘ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ {9{ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ 

reflects clear ethnic patterns. While this SES axis is extracted in each year of the study period, the 40-49 group is the 

strongest negative saturation in 1996. Alongside the 50-59 group, this dimension locates ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƳƛŘ-to-late adults 

(persons typically in more advanced, secure stages of their career) in affluent social and spatial traits; specifically, 

ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻƴƎǊŜƎŀǘŜ ƛƴ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƳƻǊŜκƳƻǎǘ ŀŦŦƭǳŜƴǘ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ όŀǎ ǇŜǊ ƘƛƎƘ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƘƻƳŜ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ). Generationally, these 

are leading-edge Boomers (reflecting how post-ǿŀǊ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘǊƛǾŜŘ ŀƳƛŘǎǘ ǘƘŜ ŜǊŀΩǎ ŦƻǊǘǳƴŜύ ŀƴŘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻƴƛŀƴǎ 

of the Silent Generation118, also in their early working years during the post-war prosperity of the 1950s and 1960s. 

Turning to Figure 4.5a, negative scores for мффс ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƘƛƎƘ-status, mid/late-adults congregate in central 

Old Toronto, from the CBD, through Cabbagetown, Rosedale and Forest Hills, up to Yonge-Eglinton, and through into 

North York and east at The Beaches. Notable exceptions include positively-scoring St. Jamestown and Regent Park, 

and (east across the Don) parts of Riverdale extending through the Danforth. The former two areas are quite 

marginal, the latter less so. Marginal, racialized districts also emerge west from Downtown through Kensington-

Chinatown, Little Italy, Little Portugal, and Trinity-Bellwoods. Further north in Weston and The Junction, low SES 

ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛŦȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ¸ƻǊƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ƴƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ ŜŘƎŜΣ ŎƻǾŜǊƛƴƎ ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ ƴƻǊǘƘ 9ǘƻōƛŎƻƪŜ and North York. 

A high-SES cluster is found at the western edge of this marginal swath, starting in High Park, extending north into 

central Etobicoke. While not scoring as intensely for low-{9{Σ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ 9ŀǎǘ κ bƻǊǘƘ ¸ƻǊƪΩǎ ¢ƘƻǊƴŎƭƛŦŦŜ ŀƴŘ 

Flemington Park areas and extending east, much of Scarborough (except its outer periphery) leans to low-SES and 

to higher incidences of visible minorities. As the first axis extracted in 1996, 2006, and 2016, thus explaining the most 

total variance (Table 4.3), the SES and Visible Minorities dimension confirms these elements are fundamental to 

¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅΦ DƛǾŜƴ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ ƛǎ ƴƻǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƛǘǎ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ όIŀǊǊƛǎΣ нлмрύΣ ƭƻǿΣ 

high, and middle-SES neighbourhoods can be found in central, peripheral, and in-between parts of the CSD. Worth 

noting also, as being both semi-expected and easily referenced in subsequent analyses, is how the negative (affluent) 

and positive (marginal) factor scores in Figure 4.5 ǊŜǎŜƳōƭŜ IǳƭŎƘŀƴǎƪƛΩǎ όнлммύ ¢ƘǊee Cities (Section 3; Figure 3.4). 

 
115 Those making > 40 and 70-100% the regional income average. 
116 Latin American, Black, and Southeast Asian or Filipino (in order of strength of saturation). 
117 The lack of knowledge of English or French also suggests less-integrated immigrants. 
118 Born mid-1930s until the end of WWII. 
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Table 4.4

SES and Visible Minorities Dimension - Saturation and Communality Table, Toronto CSD, 1996, 2006, 2016

Table 4.4a Table 4.4b Table 4.4c

Year 1996 Year 2006 Year 2016
Extraction Order First (1) Extraction Order First (1) Extraction Order First (1)
Variance 27.4 Variance 27.4 Variance 30.2
Cumulative Variance 27.4 Cumulative Variance 27.4 Cumulative Variance 30.2

Domain Indicator Saturation Comm. Domain Indicator Saturation Comm. Domain Indicator Saturation Comm.

Age % 40-49 yrs old -0.84 0.67 Age % 50-59 yrs old -0.48 0.49 Family / Household % 2-person HHds -0.41 0.63

Age % 50-59 yrs old -0.48 0.57 Family / Household % 2-person HHds -0.46 0.61 Family / Household % Legally Married Persons -0.46 0.75

Labour Force Female Participation Rate -0.72 0.68 Labour Force Female Participation Rate -0.40 0.61 Occupation % Business, Admin, Management -0.85 0.85

Occupation % Arts, Science, Public Sector -0.82 0.87 Occupation % Business, Admin, Management -0.86 0.81 Occupation % Arts, Science, Public Sector -0.66 0.81

Occupation % Business, Admin, Management -0.76 0.84 Occupation % Arts, Science, Public Sector -0.77 0.85 Ethnicity % Chinese, Korean, Japanese -0.53 0.41

Housing Value Average Dwelling Value LQ -0.60 0.61 Income % Other Income -0.61 0.77 Income % Other Income -0.71 0.82

Housing Value Average Dwelling Value LQ -0.71 0.67 Housing Value Average Dwelling Value LQ -0.59 0.68

Family / Household % Lone Parent Families 0.59 0.76 Age % 0-14 yrs old 0.44 0.64 Family / Household % Separated / Divorced Persons 0.62 0.52

Education % No High School Certificate 0.92 0.93 Family / Household % Lone Parent Families 0.82 0.78 Family / Household % Lone Parent Families 0.75 0.86

Education % Trades Certificate 0.59 0.68 Family / Household % Multi-Family HHds 0.70 0.77 Family / Household % Multi-Family HHds 0.52 0.80

Occupation % Sales / Service 0.67 0.53 Education % No High School Certificate 0.92 0.87 Education % No High School Certificate 0.86 0.78

Occupation % Trades, Transport, Manufacturing 0.85 0.85 Education % High School Certificate Only 0.72 0.69 Education % High School Certificate Only 0.72 0.80

Immigration (Period)% Immigrated Pre-1980s 0.40 0.56 Education % Trades Certificate 0.70 0.79 Education % Non-University Certificate 0.57 0.31

Language % No Knowledge of Off. Language 0.56 0.85 Occupation % Sales / Service 0.79 0.62 Education % Trades Certificate 0.87 0.72

Ethnicity % Black 0.47 0.73 Occupation % Trades, Transport, Manufacturing 0.90 0.86 Occupation % Sales / Service 0.76 0.77

Ethnicity % Southeast Asian, Filipino 0.44 0.43 Immigration (Period)% Immigrated 1981-1990 0.65 0.61 Occupation % Trades, Transport, Manufacturing 0.84 0.87

Ethnicity % Latin American 0.69 0.52 Immigration (Period)% Immigrated 1991-2000 0.56 0.84 Immigration (Period)% Immigrated 1981-1990 0.55 0.57

Income % Government Transfer Income 0.97 0.89 Language % No Knowledge of Off. Language 0.74 0.84 Language % No Knowledge of Off. Language 0.44 0.46

Income % Persons in Low Income 0.56 0.78 Ethnicity % Black 0.71 0.74 Ethnicity % Black 0.77 0.74

Income % Persons in Near-Avg Income 0.66 0.45 Ethnicity % South Asian 0.49 0.68 Ethnicity % Southeast Asian, Filipino 0.63 0.53

Tenure % of Annual Income on Housing 0.45 0.83 Ethnicity % Southeast Asian, Filipino 0.61 0.49 Ethnicity % Latin American 0.69 0.49

Ethnicity % Latin American 0.60 0.53 Income % Government Transfer Income 0.79 0.90

Income % Government Transfer Income 0.92 0.87 Income % Persons in Low Income 0.51 0.77

Income % Persons in Low Income 0.70 0.80 Income % Persons in Near-Avg Income 0.68 0.45

Income % Persons in Near-Avg Income 0.56 0.48 Tenure % of Annual Income on Housing 0.43 0.79

Tenure % of Annual Income on Housing 0.64 0.80 Housing Condition % Homes Need Major Repair 0.59 0.42

Housing Condition % Homes Need Major Repair 0.45 0.50
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} 

} High-SES 

Low-SES, Visible Minorities 

Figure 4.5 

SES and Visible Minorities Dimension - Component Scores, Toronto CSD, 1996, 2006, 2016 

 Figure 4.5a  

 

Figure 4.5b 

Figure 4.5c 
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мффсΩǎ ¦Ǌōŀƴ ǾǎΦ {ǳōǳǊōŀƴ [ƛŦŜǎǘȅƭŜ 5ƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ό!Ȅƛǎ нΤ нлΦл҈ 5ŀǘŀǎŜǘ ±ŀǊƛŀƴŎŜύ 

Lƴ мффсΣ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ-ranked dimension119 ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ΨǳǊōŀƴΩ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ΨǎǳōǳǊōŀƴΩΣ ƻǇǇƻǎƛƴƎ 

household types / forms, lifestyles, life stages, and built form attributes associated with these ideals. Specifically, 

the negative pole saturates 50-69-year-olds, legally married and 4+ person households, single-detached homes, auto 

ŎƻƳƳǳǘƛƴƎΣ ƴƻ ƳƻǾŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ р ȅŜŀǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ /.5 ό¢ŀōƭŜ пΦ5a), depicting stable, suburban 

residential areas comprised of older, traditionally structured families120. Young children (0-14) do not saturate here. 

Instead, residents aged 50-59 and 60-69 in late career / early retirement121 gravitate to traditional suburban form 

and family-oriented lifestyles. The positive pole saturates individuals aged 30-39, common-law, separated / 

divorced, transit commuting, high shares of income on housing, renting, 1-4 and 5+ story apartments, dwelling 

density, need of major repairs, and high shares of moves in the last 5 years. This depicts early, often small households 

ƛƴ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŘŜƴǎŜΣ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ǳǊōŀƴ ŀǊŜŀǎΣ Ǉƭŀces where renting is the most common tenure and residential turnover 

is quite frequent122. Note that 30-39 here are trailing-edge Boomers; in 1996 Toronto, it seems these younger adults 

ǊŜǎƛŘŜ ǇƭŜƴǘƛŦǳƭƭȅ ƛƴκƴŜŀǊ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŎƻǊŜ as early households, placing this generation within early life course stages. 

/ƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ мффсΩǎ ¦Ǌōŀƴ ǾǎΦ {ǳōǳǊōŀƴ [ƛŦŜǎǘȅƭŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ŀ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊƛŎ 

pattern, sensible given saturations of Distance from the CBD and density (Fig. 4.6a). Core CTs tend to be dense, 

apartment and transit rich, and to host early households. Meanwhile, suburban form and traditional family traits 

ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛŦȅ ŀǎ ƻƴŜ ƳƻǾŜǎ ƛƴǘƻ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ LƴƴŜǊ {ǳōǳǊōǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ƛǘǎ ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊȅ ƛΦŜΦΣ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ƻǳǘŜǊ 9ǘƻōƛŎƻƪŜΣ {ŎŀǊōƻǊƻǳƎƘΣ 

and North York. Yet, this concentricity takes exception in areas such as Rosedale in Old Toronto (extending into Bridal 

tŀǘƘ ŀƴŘ 5ƻƴ aƛƭƭǎύ ǎŎƻǊƛƴƎ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƛΦŜΦΣ ǘƻ Ψǎǳō-ǳǊōŀƴƛǘȅΩΦ aŜŀƴǿƘƛƭŜΣ ǎŎƻǊƛƴƎ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ŦƻǊ ǳǊōŀƴ ǉǳŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ 

Yonge-Eglington area adjoining Rosedale on the west and the Weston and Mount Dennis areas. Old city centers or 

towering apartments further from the core also score positively (for urbanity). Many CTs throughout 1996 Toronto 

score average on the dimension, reflecting areas more mixed in their built form and household composition. 

 
119 ! Ǌŀƴƪ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΣ ŀƪƛƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {9{ ŀƴŘ ±ƛǎƛōƭŜ aƛƴƻǊƛǘȅ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ƳŀƛƴǘŜnance of first-most.   
120 Minor saturation of pre-1980 immigrants and multi-ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŘƛǾŜǊǎŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴǎ όIŀǊǊƛǎΣ нлмрύΦ 
121 In 1996, members of the Silent Generation chronologically generationally preceding Boomers. 
122 Several saturations here reveal how inferring their inverse on the other pole is informative i.e., saturations for renting and 
dwelling density on this positive pole mean the peripheral, single-detached dwellings on the negative are most often owned and 
relatively ŘƛǎǇŜǊǎŜŘΦ {ƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅΣ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 5ƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ /.5 ƛƳǇƭƛŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜ ƭŜŀƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ŎƻǊŜΦ 
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Table 4.5

Urban vs. Suburban Lifestyle Dimension - Saturation and Communality Table, Toronto CSD, 1996, 2006, 2016

Table 4.5a Table 4.5b Table 4.5c

Year 1996 Year 2006 Year 2016
Extraction Order Second (2) Extraction Order Second (2) Extraction Order Second (2)
Variance 20.0 Variance 19.1 Variance 18.9
Cumulative Variance 47.4 Cumulative Variance 46.5 Cumulative Variance 49.1

Domain Indicator Saturation Comm. Domain Indicator Saturation Comm. Domain Indicator Saturation Comm.

Age % 50-59 yrs old -0.54 0.57 Age % 0-14 yrs old -0.44 0.64 Age % 0-14 yrs old -0.55 0.67

Age % 60-69 yrs old -0.49 0.78 Age % 50-59 yrs old -0.44 0.49 Age % 50-59 yrs old -0.67 0.51

Family / Household % 4+ person HHds -0.69 0.95 Family / Household % 4+ person HHds -0.80 0.93 Age % 60-69 yrs old -0.44 0.64

Family / Household % Legally Married Persons -0.91 0.84 Family / Household % Legally Married Persons -0.87 0.80 Family / Household % 4+ person HHds -0.83 0.90

Family / Household % Multi-Family HHds -0.46 0.79 Commuting % Auto Commuting -0.89 0.86 Family / Household % Legally Married Persons -0.78 0.75

Immigration (Period)% Immigrated Pre-1980s -0.41 0.56 Residential Mobility % No Moves in Last 5 yrs -0.67 0.83 Family / Household % Multi-Family HHds -0.47 0.80

Commuting % Auto Commuting -0.87 0.88 Housing Type % Single-Detached -0.82 0.81 Commuting % Auto Commuting -0.83 0.79

Residential Mobility % No Moves in Last 5 yrs -0.82 0.83 Urban Distance from CBD -0.67 0.81 Residential Mobility % No Moves in Last 5 yrs -0.82 0.81

Housing Type % Single-Detached -0.78 0.78 Housing Type % Single-Detached -0.84 0.75

Urban Distance from CBD -0.68 0.86 Urban Distance from CBD -0.56 0.78

Age % 30-39 yrs old 0.81 0.76 Age % 30-39 yrs old 0.79 0.74 Age % 30-39 yrs old 0.79 0.77

Family / Household % Separated / Divorced Persons 0.79 0.77 Family / Household % Separated / Divorced Persons 0.62 0.65 Family / Household % Separated / Divorced Persons 0.47 0.52

Family / Household % Common-Law Couples 0.58 0.64 Family / Household % Common-Law Couples 0.61 0.76 Family / Household % Common-Law Couples 0.55 0.80

Commuting % Transit Commuting 0.76 0.72 Commuting % Transit Commuting 0.73 0.60 Commuting % Transit Commuting 0.60 0.47

Residential Mobility % Moved Locally in Last 5 yrs 0.78 0.66 Residential Mobility % Moved Locally in Last 5 yrs 0.52 0.50 Residential Mobility % Moved Locally in Last 5 yrs 0.71 0.55

Tenure % Renting 0.85 0.84 Tenure % Renting 0.78 0.71 Tenure % Renting 0.79 0.69

Tenure % of Annual Income on Housing 0.55 0.83 Tenure % of Annual Income on Housing 0.51 0.80 Tenure % of Annual Income on Housing 0.56 0.79

Housing Type % 1-4 Story Apts 0.48 0.62 Housing Type % 1-4 Storey Apts 0.46 0.64 Housing Type % 5+ Story Apts 0.65 0.72

Housing Type % 5+ Story Apts 0.54 0.86 Housing Type % 5+ Story Apts 0.51 0.86 Urban Dwelling Density 0.82 0.70

Housing Condition % Homes Need Major Repair 0.50 0.41 Housing Condition % Homes Need Major Repair 0.46 0.50

Urban Dwelling Density 0.76 0.63 Urban Dwelling Density 0.81 0.68
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Figure 4.6  

Urban vs. Suburban Lifestyle Dimension - Component Scores, Toronto CSD, 1996, 2006, 2016 
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мффсΩǎ [ƛŦŜ /ȅŎƭŜ κ {ǘŀƎŜ 5ƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ό!Ȅƛǎ оΤ фΦп҈ ƻŦ 5ŀǘŀǎŜǘ ±ŀǊƛŀƴŎŜύ 

The third axis extracted for 1996 distinguishes between early family and older adult life stages. The negative 

pole saturates ages 60+ (the 60-69, 70-79, and 80+ groups), 2-person households and other incomes123(Table 4.6a). 

Portrayed are aged neighbourhoods i.e., older adult concentrations, along with retired househoƭŘǎΩ ǘǊŀƛǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ 

positive pole saturates persons aged 0-14 and 40-49, 4+ person households, and lone parent families124, depicting 

early families with newborn to middle school-aged children. While saturating only .41, the 40-пф ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ 

in 1996 pertains to leading-edge Boomers. While useful for identifying how population age overlaps other urban 

ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǘƘƛǎ [ƛŦŜ /ȅŎƭŜ κ {ǘŀƎŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ фΦп҈ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ ǊƻǳƎƘƭȅ ƻƴŜ-third and one-half the variance 

explained by the first, SES and Visible Minorities (27.4%) and second, Urban vs. Suburban Lifestyle (20%) axes 

DƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ слҌ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ǎǳǊǇǊƛǎŜ ƛǘǎ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ όCƛƎΦ пΦ7a) 

resemble the high-, low-, and average older adult ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ мффсΩǎ слҌ [v ƳŀǇǎ όCƛƎΦ пΦмύΦ !ƎŜŘ /¢ǎ όƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ 

scores) cover south Etobicoke and North York. Entering Old Toronto west of Downtown, Trinity-Bellwoods and 

Kensington-Chinatown lean to agedness, as do Rosedale, Yonge-St. Clair, Bloor-Yorkville, and Forest Hill. Meanwhile, 

/¢ǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎΣ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ƘƛƎƘ ǎƘŀǊŜǎ ƻŦ ŜŀǊƭȅ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ ǿŜǎǘ hƭŘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ {ƻǳǘƘ tŀǊƪŘŀƭŜ 

and Niagara areas leading right up to the CBD, in Regent Park, and (across the Don River) in much of Riverdale and 

ǘƘŜ 5ŀƴŦƻǊǘƘΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ LƴƴŜǊ {ǳōǳǊōǎΣ ǘǿƻ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŎƭǳǎǘŜǊǎ ǎŎƻǊƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŜŀǊƭȅ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ƴƻǊǘƘǿŜǎǘ 

and (especially) northeast corners, where Etobicoke and North York converge and through much of Scarborough 

east of the Pacific MaƭƭΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ΨƴŜǿŜǎǘΩ 

families. Through the Junction area to Mount Dennis in York is a similar stretch of CTs scoring towards early families 

and away from older adult households, although these neighbourhoods were built out much longer ago.

 
123 As indicated in Appendix 1, these sources include various government and employment-derived retirement income sources 
such as pensions and RRSPS, as well as forms of investment income; they are definitively sources other than those directly from 
employment or transferred from various levels of government.  
124 0-14 and 4+ person households saturate more strongly (0.60 and 0.59) than 40-49 and lone parent families (0.43; Table 4.6a). 
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Table 4.6

Life Cycle / Stage Dimension - Saturation and Communality Table, Toronto CSD, 1996, 2006, 2016

Table 4.6a Table 4.6b Table 4.6c

Year 1996 Year 2006 Year 2016
Extraction Order Third (3) Extraction Order Fourth (4) Extraction Order Fourth (4)
Variance 9.4 Variance 6.4 Variance 5.8
Cumulative Variance 56.8 Cumulative Variance 62.5 Cumulative Variance 65.1

Domain Indicator Saturation Comm. Domain Indicator Saturation Comm. Domain Indicator Saturation Comm.

Age % 60-69 yrs old -0.75 0.78 Age % 60-69 yrs old -0.62 0.61 Age % 60-69 yrs old -0.59 0.64

Age % 70-79 yrs old -0.92 0.85 Age % 70-79 yrs old -0.89 0.88 Age % 70-79 yrs old -0.82 0.82

Age % 80+ yrs old -0.79 0.63 Age % 80+ yrs old -0.75 0.67 Age % 80+ yrs old -0.77 0.66

Family / Household % 2-person HHds -0.60 0.70 Family / Household % 2-person HHds -0.41 0.61 Family / Household % 2-person HHds -0.40 0.63

Income % Other Income -0.65 0.81 Immigration (Period)% Immigrated Pre-1980s -0.70 0.68 Immigration (Period)% Immigrated Pre-1980s -0.72 0.73

Income % Other Income -0.49 0.77 Income % Other Income -0.44 0.82

Age % 0-14 yrs old 0.60 0.66 Age % 0-14 yrs old 0.47 0.64 Age % 0-14 yrs old 0.59 0.67

Age % 40-49 yrs old 0.41 0.67 Age % 40-49 yrs old 0.41 0.40 Age % 40-49 yrs old 0.50 0.50

Family / Household % 4+ person HHds 0.59 0.95 Labour Force Female Participation Rate 0.49 0.61

Family / Household % Lone Parent Families 0.43 0.76
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} Older Adults (later life cycle) 

Early Families (early life cycle) 

Figure 4.7  

Life Cycle / Stage Dimension - Component Scores, Toronto CSD, 1996, 2006, 2016 
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Figure 4.7c 
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мффсΩǎ !ǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎ ōȅ !ƎŜΣ ¢ȅǇŜΣ ŀƴŘ hŎŎǳǇŀƴǘǎ 5ƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ό!Ȅƛǎ пΤ тΦп҈ 5ŀǘŀǎŜǘ ±ŀǊƛŀƴŎŜύ 

Lƴ мффсΣ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŦƻǳǊǘƘ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀǘŜǎ ǘǿƻ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŜǊŀǎ ƻŦ ŀǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ building by type, form, and 

ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǎŜŎƻƴŘŀǊȅ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǇƻǊǘǊŀȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎΩ ΨǘȅǇƛŎŀƭΩ ƻŎŎǳǇŀƴǘǎΦ ¢ŀōƭŜ пΦ7a shows a negative pole 

strongly saturating pre-1960 dwellings alongside (to lesser degree) 1-4 story apartments and common-law couples. 

These older areas (plentiful in small apartments) seem to avoid widespread redevelopment compared to other parts 

of Toronto, such as the CBD, which have seen their pre-1960 housing stock supplanted with more recent building. 

The positive pole saturates dwellings built 1961-1980, many of these 5+ story apartments, and distance from the 

CBD. Saturating also are several visible minority groups125, 1981-1990 immigrants, and high school certificate only. 

These reflect 1961-1980 Toronto, an era when both publicly funded housing projects and private condo 

ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ƭŀǊƎŜ ŀǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎ όǎŜŜ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ оύΦ ±ƛǎƛōƭŜ ƳƛƴƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΣ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ 

education hint at local SES; these groups are also relatively absent in pre-1960 areas i.e., the aȄƛǎΩǎ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜΦ 

¢ƘŜ мффс !ǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎ ōȅ !ƎŜΣ ¢ȅǇŜΣ ŀƴŘ hŎŎǳǇŀƴǘǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ǎƻƳŜ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊƛŎƛǘȅ 

(Fig. 4.3.4a), albeit different than the Urban vs. Suburban Lifestyle axis (Fig. 4.8a). While strong, positive component 

scores i.e., those denoting high shares of homes built between 1961-1980 and 5+ story apartments tend towards 

ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ŜŘƎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ /.5 ŀƭǎƻ Ƙƻǎǘǎ ŀ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ōƭƻŎƪ ƻŦ /¢ǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎΣ ŜȄǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƪŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǳǇ 

to Yorkville and North St. Jamestown. However, this cluster halts abruptly as ς immediately surrounding the CBD to 

the west, east, and north ς apartments tend to be 1-4 stories and local homes generally predate 1960. Strong 

negative factor scores associated with this built form predominate much of Old Toronto, in the West End up into 

York, Yonge / St. Clair, Forest Hill, and Lawrence Park, and (across the Don River) Riverdale and the Danforth. These 

traits stretch further into the Inner Suburbs, covering much of south Etobicoke, York, and south North York. Besides 

ŎƭǳǎǘŜǊǎ ƛƴ 9ŀǎǘ κ bƻǊǘƘ ¸ƻǊƪΩǎ ¢ƘƻǊƴŎƭƛŦŦŜ ŀƴŘ CƭŜƳƛƴƎǘƻƴ tŀǊƪ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ 9ǘƻōƛŎƻƪŜ ŀƴŘ bƻǊǘƘ ¸ƻǊƪ ŎƻƴǾŜǊƎŜΣ ǘƘŜ 

strongest swath of CTs scoring to 1961-мфул ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎǎ ōŜƎƛƴǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ ŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ bƻǊǘƘ ¸ƻǊƪΩǎ ¢ƻǿƴ /ŜƴǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ 

extends right ǘƻ {ŎŀǊōƻǊƻǳƎƘΩǎ ƻǳǘŜǊ ƭƛƳƛǘǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŀǊƪŜŘ ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ tŀŎƛŦƛŎ aŀƭƭΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ 

construction era and built form, noted local presence of immigrants could in part explain the particularly high, 

positive factor scores observed in CTs in this outer region of the CSD.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
125 Arabic or West Asian, South Asian, and Chinese, Korean, or Japanese (in order of strength of saturation). 
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Table 4.7

Apartments by Age, Type, and Occupants Dimension - Saturation and Communality Table, Toronto CSD, 1996, 2006, 2016

Table 4.7a Table 4.7b Table 4.7c

Year 1996 Year 2006 Year 2016
Extraction Order Fourth (4) Extraction Order Third (3) Extraction Order Third (3)
Variance 7.4 Variance 9.6 Variance 10.2
Cumulative Variance 64.2 Cumulative Variance 56.1 Cumulative Variance 59.3

Domain Indicator Saturation Comm. Domain Indicator Saturation Comm. Domain Indicator Saturation Comm.

Family / Household % Common-Law Couples -0.41 0.64 Age % 40-49 yrs old -0.50 0.40 Age % 40-49 yrs old -0.54 0.50

Housing Type % 1-4 Story Apts -0.59 0.62 Family / Household % Common-Law Couples -0.50 0.76 Family / Household % Common-Law Couples -0.66 0.80

Housing Age % Homes Built Pre-1960s -0.90 0.87 Residential Mobility % No Moves in Last 5 yrs -0.53 0.83 Labour Force Female Participation Rate -0.58 0.72

Housing Type % 1-4 Storey Apts -0.63 0.64 Housing Type % 1-4 Storey Apts -0.65 0.50

Housing Age % Homes Built Pre-1960s -0.86 0.85 Housing Age % Homes Built Pre-1960s -0.91 0.81

Education % High School Certificate Only 0.42 0.49 Immigration (Period)% Immigrated 1991-2000 0.55 0.84 Immigration (Period)% Immigrated 1991-2000 0.73 0.81

Immigration (Period)% Immigrated 1981-1990 0.45 0.83 Ethnicity % South Asian 0.49 0.68 Immigration (Period)% Immigrated 2001-2010 0.81 0.82

Ethnicity % South Asian 0.49 0.69 Ethnicity % Arabic, West Asian 0.70 0.53 Language % No Knowledge of Off. Language 0.42 0.46

Ethnicity % Chinese, Korean, Japanese 0.43 0.52 Housing Type % 5+ Story Apts 0.81 0.86 Ethnicity % South Asian 0.61 0.56

Ethnicity % Arabic, West Asian 0.71 0.50 Housing Age % Homes Built 1961-1980 0.58 0.55 Ethnicity % Chinese, Korean, Japanese 0.51 0.41

Housing Type % 5+ Story Apts 0.79 0.86 Housing Age % Homes Built 1981-1990 0.62 0.46 Ethnicity % Arabic, West Asian 0.71 0.51

Housing Age % Homes Built 1961-1980 0.77 0.68 Income % Persons in Low Income 0.56 0.77

Urban Distance from CBD 0.41 0.86 Tenure % of Annual Income on Housing 0.43 0.79

Housing Type % 5+ Story Apts 0.61 0.72

Housing Age % Homes Built 1961-1980 0.50 0.49

Housing Age % Homes Built 1981-1990 0.65 0.49

Housing Age % Homes Built 1991-2000 0.55 0.30

Urban Distance from CBD 0.52 0.78
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}

/

Pre-1960 Dwellings, 1-4 Stories 

Post-1960 Dwellings, 5+ Stories 

Figure 4.8  

Apartments by Age, Type, and Occupants Dimension - Component Scores, Toronto CSD, 1996, 2006, 2016 

 

 

  Figure 4.8a Figure 4.8b 

Figure 4.8c 
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мффсΩǎ 9ŀǎǘ !ǎƛŀƴǎ ǾǎΦ ±ƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ 5ƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ό!Ȅƛǎ рΤ рΦт҈ 5ŀǘŀǎŜǘ ±ŀǊƛŀƴŎŜύ 

The fifth dimension of 1996 Toronto distinguishes areas concentrated with East Asian visible minorities 

(Chinese, Korean, or Japanese) from parts of the city with minimal concentrations. Minimally concentrated areas 

also happen to feature higher shares of certain vocational educations. The negative pole saturates East Asians, no 

official language knowledge, missing middle126, multi-family households, and low incomes (Table 4.8a). These depict 

the socio-ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ мффс ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ 9ŀǎǘ !ǎƛŀƴ ǾƛǎƛōƭŜ ƳƛƴƻǊƛǘȅ ǇƻǇulation, in this case a tendency towards 

relatively lacking economic and language integration. The positive pole opposes these traits with trades and non-

university certificates, and 2-person households, denoting couples with middling degrees of educational attainment. 

¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎΣ ƛƴǾŜǊǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜΣ ƛƳǇƭȅ ǘǊŀƛǘǎ ŦŀǊ ƭŜǎǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ 9ŀǎǘ !ǎƛŀƴ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΦ 

With Figure 4.9a marking ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ 9ŀǎǘ !ǎƛŀƴ ǾƛǎƛōƭŜ ƳƛƴƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƴƎǊŜƎŀǘŜ ƛƴ мффсΣ ǘƘǊŜŜ 

major clusters of negatively-scoring CTs emerge. Two of them surround the CBD in Old Toronto: the larger, more 

severely scoring of these Downtown clusters is west of the CBD, through Kensington-Chinatown, Little Italy and 

Portugal, Trinity-Bellwoods, then north through York to the Yorkdale Mall. The other Downtown-adjacent East Asian 

cluster starts east of Yonge Street and heads across the Don River into Riverdale then through The Danforth up to 

East York. The third major cluster of these residents, considered far more suburban, is spread across North York and 

{ŎŀǊōƻǊƻǳƎƘ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ŜŘƎŜΣ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƴǘŜƴǎŜƭȅ ŎŜƴǘŜǊŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ tŀŎƛŦƛŎ aŀƭƭ όŀ ƪƴƻǿƴ 9ŀǎǘ !ǎƛŀƴ ŜƴŎƭŀǾŜΤ ½ƘǳŀƴƎΣ 

2016). This area is also popular for the settlement of immigrants generally127 (Qadeer et al, 2010). Areas scoring to 

ǘƘŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜ ŀǊŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ /{5 όŀƴŘ ƛƴŘŜŜŘ Ƴŀƴȅ /¢ǎ ǎŎƻǊŜ ǘƻ ƴŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǇƻƭŜύΣ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ 

Etobicoke and much of south Scarborough along the lake register consistently away from East Asians and associated 

ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǘƘŜ ΨƳƛŘŘƭƛƴƎ ŜŘǳŎŀǘŜŘ ŎƻǳǇƭŜǎΩ ŘŜǇƛŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜΦ 

 

 

 
126 !ǎ ǇŜǊ !ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ мΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ Ŏƻƴǎƛǎǘ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎŜƳƛ-detached and row houses. 
127 ¢ƘŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜ ƻŦ мффсΩǎ !ǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎ ōȅ !ƎŜΣ ¢ȅǇŜΣ ŀƴŘ LƴƘŀōƛǘŀƴǘǎ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ό¢ŀōƭŜ пΦ7a) indicates there are high shares 
of recent immigrants and certain ethnic groups here; in fact, the East Asian visible minority group also saturates said pole.  
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Table 4.8

East Asians and Vocational Educations Dimension - Saturation and Communality Table, Toronto CSD, 1996, 2006, 2016

Table 4.8a Table 4.8b Table 4.8c

Year 1996 Year 2006 Year 2016

Extraction Order Fifth (5) Extraction Order Fifth (5) Extraction Order N/A
Variance 5.7 Variance 5.5 Variance N/A
Cumulative Variance 69.9 Cumulative Variance 68.0 Cumulative Variance N/A

Domain Indicator Saturation Comm. Domain Indicator Saturation Comm. Domain Indicator Saturation Comm.

Family / Household % Multi-Family HHds -0.40 0.79 Language % No Knowledge of Off. Language -0.49 0.84

Language % No Knowledge of Off. Language -0.61 0.85 Ethnicity % Chinese, Korean, Japanese -0.71 0.60

Ethnicity % Chinese, Korean, Japanese -0.61 0.52 Housing Type % Missing Middle -0.40 0.37

Income % Persons in Low Income -0.41 0.78

Housing Type % Missing Middle -0.53 0.46

Family / Household % 2-person HHds 0.43 0.70 Family / Household % Separated / Divorced Persons 0.48 0.65

Education % Non-University Certificate 0.49 0.45 Education % Non-University Certificate 0.61 0.40

Education % Trades Certificate 0.62 0.68 Education % Trades Certificate 0.57 0.79

Income % Persons in Near-Avg Income 0.44 0.48
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} 

} East Asians (lacking vocational educations) 

Vocational Educations (lacking East Asians) 

Figure 4.9 

East Asians and Vocational Educations Dimension - Component Scores, Toronto CSD, 1996, 2006, 2016 

   Figure 4.9a Figure 4.9b 
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1996 Components: Analysis Summary (5 Axes; 69.9% Dataset Variance) 

aȅ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ мффсΩǎ ǎŜǘ 

of 5 dimensions (as with subsequent sets) 

first assesses any meaningful correlations 

between individual components and what 

these contribute to the meaning of the 

entire set. Looking to Table 4.9, the only 

correlation of relevance is the .33 relation between the SES and Visible Minorities dimension and the Life Cycle / 

Stage dimension. Although a mild correlation overall, this relation suggests overlap of age and life course with other 

vital aspects of neighbourhood structure and change in Toronto, which I now discuss. 

Few clues emerge via their shared variables (Table 4.3). Saturation of the 40-49 group (in 1996, leading-

edge Boomers) on the affluent pole of Axis 1 (Table 4.4a) and on the early family pole of Axis 3 (Table 4.6a) seems 

to indicate that, in 1996 Toronto, early family areas lean affluent while neighbourhoods in their latest demographic 

stages, replete with older adult households, associate with marginality and with high concentration of visible 

minority and/or immigrant households. This would confirm the neighbourhood life cycle proposition that areas 

undergo social and economic decline as they age. Given the considerable import of making such an assumption, 

particularly on such a paucity of mutual variables seems ill-advised. Thus, so I delve into the structure matrices of 

мффс ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ !Ȅƛǎ м ŀƴŘ !Ȅƛǎ о ǘƻ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ŎƭŀǊƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ƻǾŜǊƭŀǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘǿƻ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ128.   

Table 4.10 compares structure matrices of the 1996 SES and Visible Minorities and Life Cycle / Stage 

dimensions (mutual variables bolded for reference). It contradicts the theoretical expectation that local population 

aging begets SES decline at least in 1996 TorontoΦ !Ȅƛǎ мΩǎ high-SES pole shares 2-person households, white-collar 

ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƘƛƎƘ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƘƻƳŜ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ !Ȅƛǎ оΩǎ ŀƎŜŘ ǇƻƭŜΦ !ǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴǎΩ ƭƻǿ-

SES and early family poles, every variable loading with early families (minus 4+ person households) also loads with 

low-{9{Φ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛƳǇƭƛŜǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ Ƴȅ ǿƻǊƪΣ ǘƘŀǘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŀƎŜŘ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎ ƭŜŀƴ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ŀŦŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ 

decidedly away from low SES traits and concentration of visible minorities and/or recent immigrants. Conversely, 

ΨŜŀǊƭȅ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩ ǘǊŀŎǘǎ ƭŜŀƴ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎΦ !ǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ǎŜǘΣ !ȄŜǎ м ŀƴŘ о ǘŜƭƭ 

a more complete story of how neighbourhood life cycle overlaps SES and ethnicity in 1996 Toronto.  

 
128 Recalling Section 3, variables load the structure matrix (as opposed to saturate the pattern matrix). While pattern matrix 
ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ŀƴ ŀȄƛǎΩǎ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜΣ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƳŀǘǊƛȄ ƭƻŀŘǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘ ƻŦ ŀȄƛǎ-variable 
relation, with no regard for how other axes also relate to the variable. While structure matrices often result in interesting but 
superfluous information (thus why I near entirely eschew them), they can prove usefully revealing axis-variable relations which 
lead axes to correlate. This is one such case wherein employing the structure matrices of two correlating axes proves invaluable. 

Table 4.9

Axis Correlations for Toronto CSD 1996 Dimensions

1 1

2 0.00 1

3 0.33 0.06 1

4 0.23 -0.06 0.23 1

5 -0.16 -0.01 -0.01 0.05 1

Dimension Label

SES and Visible Minorities

Urban vs. Suburban Lifestyle 

Life Cycle / Stage 

Apartments by Age, Type, and Occupants

East Asians vs. Vocational Educations 

Axis 1 2 3 4 5



96 
 

 

IŀǾƛƴƎ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƻŦ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƎŜ ƛƴ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅΣ ƳƻǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǾŜ мффс 

components reveal the CSD is primarily delineated by SES, a dichotomy quite inflected by ethnicity. Divergences 

between urban and suburban form and lifestyle comprise another defining axis. These two dimensions together 

ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ ƘŀƭŦ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ мффсΦ ¢ƘŜ {9{ ŀƴŘ ±ƛǎƛōƭŜ aƛƴƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƳƻǊŜ ΨǎƻŎƛŀƭƭȅΩ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘŜŘΣ 

locating high- and low-SES across the CSD, while the Urban vs. Suburban LƛŦŜǎǘȅƭŜ όƳƻǊŜ ΨǎǇŀǘƛŀƭΩύ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ŀǎ ƛƴƴŜǊ-

urban / outer-ǎǳōǳǊōŀƴΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘǎ ŀ ǇǳǊŜ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊƛŎ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴΣ ƴƻŘŜǎ 

of urban and suburban found peripherally and centrally, respectively; these built forms are also often quite proximal 

(Harris, 2015). While Toronto is a difficult fit with concentric ecological models, income sorting of core, peripheral, 

ŀƴŘ Ψƛƴ-ōŜǘǿŜŜƴΩ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛǎ ŎƭŜŀǊΦ {ŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻƭŘŜǎǘΣ ƛƴƴŜǊ ǳǊōŀƴ ǘǊŀŎǘǎ ǊŜƎƛǎǘŜǊ ŀǎ ǉǳƛǘŜ ŀŦŦƭǳŜƴǘ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭ /Ts 

with more-ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ ōǳƛƭǘΣ ŘŜƴǎŜ ŀǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎ ŎƭǳǎǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ /{5Σ ƛƴǘŜǊǎǇŜǊǎŜŘ ƛƴ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊȅ ŀǎƛŘŜ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

ǎǳōǳǊōǎΦ !ǎ ǘƘŜ {9{ ŀƴŘ ±ƛǎƛōƭŜ aƛƴƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ǊƻǳƎƘƭȅ ŀƴŀƭƻƎǎ IǳƭŎƘŀƴǎƪƛΩǎ όнлммύ ¢ƘǊŜŜ /ƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊŜΣ 

extending into North York leans to higher status attributes while low-SES defines much of west Toronto, York, and 

parts of Scarborough. This re-urbanization of upper-Ŏƭŀǎǎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ƳŀǊƪǎ ŀ ǊŜǾŜǊǎŀƭ ƻŦ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ŜǊŀΩǎ ƘƛƎƘ-SES 

outflow to the suburbs, as central, urban tracts grow seemingly more desirable for higher-SES residents due to 

appeal of their built form and spatial location i.e., proximity to the numerous amenities of Downtown Toronto. As 

ǇŜǊ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ !ǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎ ōȅ !ƎŜΣ ¢ȅǇŜΣ ŀƴŘ hŎŎǳǇŀƴǘǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƻǾŜǊƭŀǇ with the SES and 

Visible Minorities dimension (Figs. 4.5a and 4.8a), several parts of core Toronto built prior to 1960 have been long 

Table 4.10

Structure Matrices of Toronto CSD 1996 Axis 1 and Axis 3

Domain Indicator Structure Comm. Domain Indicator Structure Comm.

Age % 40-49 yrs old -0.72 0.67 Age % 60-69 yrs old -0.69 0.78

Age % 50-59 yrs old -0.49 0.57 Age % 70-79 yrs old -0.87 0.85

Family / Household % 2-person HHds -0.41 0.70 Age % 80+ yrs old -0.79 0.63

Labour Force Female Participation Rate -0.65 0.68 Family / Household % 2-person HHds -0.67 0.70

Occupation % Business, Admin, Management -0.80 0.84 Occupation % Business, Admin, Management -0.42 0.84

Occupation % Arts, Science, Public Sector -0.87 0.87 Income % Other Income Sources -0.74 0.81

Income % Other Income Sources -0.56 0.81 Housing Value Average Dwelling Value LQ -0.47 0.61

Housing Value Average Dwelling Value LQ -0.69 0.61

Age % 0-14 yrs old 0.52 0.66 Age % 0-14 yrs old 0.68 0.66

Family / Household % Lone Parent Families 0.75 0.76 Family / Household % 4-person HHds 0.60 0.95

Family / Household % Multi-Family HHds 0.57 0.79 Family / Household % Lone Parent Families 0.65 0.76

Education % No High School Certificate 0.92 0.93 Family / Household % Multi-Family HHds 0.48 0.79

Education % Trades Certificate 0.51 0.68 Occupation % Trades, Transport, Manufacturing 0.47 0.85

Occupation % Sales / Service 0.66 0.53 Immigration (Period) % Immigrated 1981-1990 0.59 0.83

Occupation % Trades, Transport, Manufacturing 0.88 0.85 Ethnicity % Black 0.60 0.73

Immigration (Period) % Immigrated 1981-1990 0.63 0.83 Ethnicity % South Asian 0.58 0.69

Language % No Knowledge of Off. Language 0.69 0.85 Ethnicity % Southeast Asian, Filipino 0.42 0.43

Ethnicity % Black 0.65 0.73 Income % Persons in Low Income 0.44 0.78

Ethnicity % South Asian 0.51 0.69 Tenure % of Annual Income on Housing 0.52 0.83

Ethnicity % Southeast Asian, Filipino 0.55 0.43

Ethnicity % Latin American 0.67 0.52

Income % Government Transfer Income 0.92 0.89

Income % Persons in Low Income 0.74 0.78

Income % Persons in Near-Avg Income 0.56 0.45

Tenure % of Annual Income on Housing 0.61 0.83

SES and Visible Minorities (Axis 1) Life Cycle / Stage (Axis 3)
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gentrified if not always considered upper class129Φ !ǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƛƳŜΣ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊŀƭΣ ƛƴƴŜǊ-suburban 

neighbourhoods, often replete with large, unappealing, and physically degrading apartment blocks built 1961-1980 

seem to be less desirable, from the perspective that those of higher-SES i.e., with economic capacity to reside 

ŜƭǎŜǿƘŜǊŜ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ Řƻ ǎƻΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ƭƻǿŜǊ/lowest SES residents more often congregate in these spaces because 

relatively better housing in more suitably serviced neighbourhoods closer to Downtown is unaffordable for them. 

CǳǊǘƘŜǊΣ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ Řƛǎǘŀƭ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇŀǊŜƴǘ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ {9{ ŘŜŎƭƛne, many have yet to undergo urban 

ΨǊŜƴŜǿŀƭΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƪƛƴŘ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜŘ ŎƭƻǎŜǊ ǘƻ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ 5ƻǿƴǘƻǿƴΣ ŀǎ ǇŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ ƭƛŦŜ ŎȅŎƭŜ130. 

While the most age-centric axis of 1996 Toronto ς the Life Cycle / Stage dimension ς is third most, explaining 

just 9.4% of dataset variance, seeming separation of population age from other more explanatory axes of urban 

structure belies two key points: the first is that age groups ς representing distinct, recognizable life stages ς populate 

ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜǘΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŀȄŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ пл-49 and 50-59 groups, representing middle-to-late adulthood, feature with high-SES 

on the SES and Visible Minorities dimension, ascribing said leanings to leading-edge Boomers and the Silent 

DŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǘǊŀƛƭƛƴƎ ŜŘƎŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƳǇƭƛŜǎ мффс ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǾƛǎƛōƭŜ ƳƛƴƻǊƛǘȅ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ 

όǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀȄƛǎΩǎ ƻǇǇƻǎƛǘŜΣ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭ ǇƻƭŜύ were rarely in this life stage or of these generations. The Urban vs. 

Suburban Lifestyle dimension juxtaposes the 30-39 age group (younger, early households) from later-stage adults 

and early retirees i.e., the 50-59 and 60-69 age groups, representing another element of life stage emerging in 

¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅΦ ¢ƘŜ [ƛŦŜ /ȅŎƭŜ κ {ǘŀƎŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΣ ƻǇǇƻǎƛƴƎ ŀƎŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ л-14 and 40-49 (children and their 

parents) from all 60+ age groups (older adults) provide a normative picture of residential neighbourhoods in their 

earliest and latest life cycle stages, as per the predominant age and composition of resident households. Generally, 

early family, early household, and older adult areas follow their own patterns, a key question being how stable these 

remain in ǎǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎ ƻŦ нллс ŀƴŘ нлмсΦ DƛǾŜƴ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎ ƻǾŜǊƭŀǇ ǿƛǘƘ ƘƛƎƘ {9{ ŀƴŘ ΨōŜǘǘŜǊΩ ǎƻŎƛƻ-spatial 

ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛƴ мффс ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘΣ ǘƘŜȅ Řƻ ƴƻǘ Ŧƛǘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ ƭƛŦŜ ŎȅŎƭŜΩǎ ŀƎƛƴƎ-decline supposition. Finally, 

from a generational perspectivŜΣ мффс ǎŜŜǎ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎ ǎǘǊŀŘŘƭƛƴƎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ŀŘǳƭǘƘƻƻŘΩǎ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴǎΥ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ-

edge (40-пфύ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ {9{ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŘŜǎƛǊŀōƭŜ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ 

the trailing edge (30-офύΣ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ-urban areas and to associated lifestyle elements, are still in 

life stages of early household formation, likely explaining why these urban spaces are so residentially transitory. 

Having assessed and summarized my major findings for 1996 Toronto, I now assess my PCA results for 2006 Toronto. 

 

 

 

 

 
129 {ŜŜ ²ŀƭƪǎ ŀƴŘ aŀǊŀƴŀŀƴΩǎ όнллуύ ŜȄǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ neighbourhood SES shifts in Toronto between 1960-2001. 
130 A stage which may be some ways off for many large apartment towers, especially those hosting government-funded and/or 
non-ǇǊƻŦƛǘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ǎƭƻǿŜǊ ǊŜŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ǳƴŘŜǎƛǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ό!ǳƎǳǎǘ ϧ ²ŀƭƪǎΣ нллуύΦ 
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4.3.2 ς Toronto in 2006 

нллсΩǎ {9{ ŀƴŘ ±ƛǎƛōƭŜ aƛƴƻǊƛǘȅ 5ƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ό!Ȅƛǎ мΤ нтΦп҈ 5ŀǘŀǎŜǘ ±ŀǊƛŀƴŎŜύ 

While still juxtaposing high-SES from low in 2006, the SES and Visible Minorities dimension changes. The 

ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜΩǎ ōƛƎƎŜǎǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ мффс ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ пл-49 group (saturating -.84 in 1996) fails to 

saturate in 2006, although the 50-59 group still does (Table 4.4b). Generationally, leading-edge Boomers are 50-59 

in 2006 (40-49 in 1996) while trailing-edge Boomers are now 40-пфΤ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ-edge Boomers still affiliate 

ǿƛǘƘ ƘƛƎƘ {9{ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭŀǘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘƘƻƻŘΣ ȅŜǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘǊŀƛƭƛƴƎ ŜŘƎŜ ǇŜŜǊǎ Ŧŀƛƭ ǘƻ ΨŦƻƭƭƻǿ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦƻƻǘǎǘŜǇǎΩ131. Generally, the 

negative pole in 2006 sees 2-person househƻƭŘǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘŜ ǿƛǘƘ мффсΩǎ ǿƘƛǘŜ-collar occupations, 

high home values, and high female participation132. The positive pole in 2006 sees the 0-14 group and multi-family 

ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ Ƨƻƛƴ ǿƛǘƘ мффсΩǎ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƭƻƴŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǇƛŎǘ households more likely in low SES133. Lower-

status occupations and low incomes increase in saturation from 1996-2006, and high school certificates now 

ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƭƻǿ {9{ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ƴƻ ƘƛƎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜΦ aƻǎǘ ƻŦ мффсΩǎ ǾƛǎƛōƭŜ ƳƛƴƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ saturation 

and are joined by South Asians in 2006. Further, 1981-1990 and 1991-2000 immigrants saturate in 2006. The SES 

ŀƴŘ ±ƛǎƛōƭŜ aƛƴƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘǊŜƴŘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŀŘŜ ƛǎ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŜƴǘǊŜƴŎƘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘΣ 

occupational, educationalΣ ŀƴŘ ŜǘƘƴƛŎ κ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘ ǘǊŀƛǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛǎǘƛƴƎǳƛǎƘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƘƛƎƘ ŀƴŘ ƭƻǿ {9{ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎΦ 

Figure 4.5b shows Toronto CT component scores for the dimension in 2006, resembling, as in 1996, 

IǳƭŎƘŀƴǎƪƛΩǎ όнлммύ ¢ƘǊŜŜ /ƛǘƛŜǎΦ ¢ǊŀŎǘǎ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ /.5 ŀƴŘ ƴƻrthward still score negativelyΦ ²Ŝǎǘ 5ƻǿƴǘƻǿƴΩǎ 

1996 swath of low-{9{ /¢ǎ ΨǊŜǘǊŜŀǘǎΩ ǿŜǎǘ (Fig. 4.5a), leaving many of these CTs as average SES by 2006. South 

Etobicoke scores to higher SES than in мффсΦ aŜŀƴǿƘƛƭŜΣ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ƴƻǊǘƘǿŜǎǘŜǊƴ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǊǘƘŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ /Ts lean to 

moderate-to-high positive factor scores, depicting marginality; while the former, occupying most of York and 

northern Etobicoke, remains higher-scoring, by 2006 more of Scarborough ς including peripheral tracts around the 

Pacific Mall ς shift to positive factor scores, including several CTs scoring to the negative, affluent pole in 1996. 

нллсΩǎ ¦Ǌōŀƴ ǾǎΦ {ǳōǳǊōŀƴ [ƛŦŜǎǘȅƭŜ 5ƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ό!Ȅƛǎ нΤ мфΦм҈ 5ŀǘŀǎŜǘ ±ŀǊƛŀƴŎŜύ 

In 2006, the Urban vs. Suburban Lifestyle dimension continues to contrast household and lifestyle traits 

commonly associated with urban and suburban Toronto. The negative, suburban pole maintains core saturations of 

4+ person and legally married households, auto commuting, single detached, distance from the CBD, and no recent 

moves, in most cases stronger than 1996, with most 1996-2006 change being of age saturation (Tables 4.5a and b). 

The 60-69 group that saturates in 1996 is, in 2006, replaced by the 0-14 group (early families); the 50-59 group 

(leading-edge Boomers) maintains mild saǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜΣ ŘŜǇƛŎǘƛƴƎ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ŀƴŘ ƭƛŦŜǎǘȅƭŜ 

 
131 This may also reflect the 40-49 ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ƳǳŎƘ ƭƻǿŜǊ, .40 communality in 2006 compared to .67 in 1996, implying the trailing 
ŜŘƎŜΩǎ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ Ƴȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ƛƴ нллс ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƛƴ мффс ό¢ŀōƭŜs 4.4a and b). 
132 Interestingly, 2006 sees female participation rate saturate .40 compared to .72 in 1996, as female employment becomes less 
definitive in differentiating high from low SES neighbourhoods ergo households of all social classes now host working females. 
133 Namely these areas host high shares of early family, single-parent, and/or multi-ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΤ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜΩǎ н-
person household saturation adds to these archetypes of well-off professional couples and struggling families. 
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ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎ ƻŦ ΨǳǊōŀƴΩ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΣ ǳƴŘŜǊƎƻŜǎ ƳƛƴƛƳŀƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǎƛƴŎŜ мффсΤ ƻŦ ƳƛƴƻǊ ƴƻǘŜΣ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜŘ κ ŘƛǾƻǊŎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǾƛƴƎ 

in the last 5 years decrease saturation, making these traits less ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ΨǳǊōŀƴΩ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ 

continuity demonstrates a degree of socio-spatial fixity in the Toronto CSD. From a life course perspective, the 30-

оф ƎǊƻǳǇ όDŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ · ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎǳŎŎŜŜŘǎ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎύ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜ ǿƛǘƘ ΨǳǊōŀƴΩ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ in location and lifestyle. 

/ƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ нллс ¦Ǌōŀƴ ǾǎΦ {ǳōǳǊōŀƴ [ƛŦŜǎǘȅƭŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ мффсΩǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŎƻǊŜ-urban / 

periphery-suburban pattern (Figs. 4.6ŀ ŀƴŘ ōύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀȄƛǎΩǎ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ όǘƘŀǘ 

tend to little change over a decade) relative to resident traits (Perle, 1982; Le Bourdais & Beaudry, 1988). Changes 

between 1996-2006 are a general expansion of average-scoring tracts, those in white, neither highly negative (urban) 

or positive (suburban), throǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ǊŜŀŎƘŜǎΦ !ƴ ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƛƻƴ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŜȄǇŀƴŘŜŘ ǳǊōŀƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ 

ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ /{5 Ƙŀǎ ƳŀŘŜ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎ ƳƻǊŜ ΨƳƛȄŜŘΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ōǳƛƭǘ ŦƻǊƳ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ƭƛŦŜǎǘȅƭŜ134.  

нллсΩǎ !ǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎ ōȅ !ƎŜΣ ¢ȅǇŜΣ ŀƴŘ hŎŎǳǇŀƴǘǎ 5ƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ό!Ȅƛǎ оΤ 9.6% Dataset Variance) 

Table 4.7b shows the 2006 Apartments by Age, Type, and Occupants dimension is third extracted and 

explains 9.6% of dataset variance (fourth and 7.4% in 1996; Table 4.7ŀύΦ {ǘƛƭƭ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ŘƛǎǘƛƴƎǳƛǎƘƛƴƎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǇǊŜ- 

and post-1960 development eras and prominent dwelling type, some resident trait variables change. While the 

ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜΩǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǇǊŜ-1960s homes and 1-4 story apartments, common law couples are 

joined by the 40-49 group and no moves in the last 5 years. This spatializes where trailing edge Boomers (40-49 in 

2006) reside; these pre- and (just) post-war areas, often popular among gentrifiers (Walks & Maranaan, 2008), also 

ƴƻǿ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ƭŜǎǎ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘǳǊƴƻǾŜǊΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜΩǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎŜǎǘ saturations continue to be 5+ story 

apartments, Arabic / West Asian residents, and post-1960 homes (2006 sees 1981-1990 homes join 1961-1980135). 

Milder saturations include South Asians (as in 1996) and 1991-нллл ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎ όǊŜǇƭŀŎƛƴƎ мффсΩǎ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ the 

1981-1990 group). One can infer these areas feature low shares of no recent moves. As in 1996, this pole depicts 

CTs with tall(er) apartments, developed post-1961, that are landing areas for recent immigrants (particularly of 

Arabic, West Asian, and SoǳǘƘ !ǎƛŀƴ ŘŜǎŎŜƴǘύΦ 5ŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǎƘƛŦǘƛƴƎ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ ŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴΣ нллсΩǎ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ 

ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ǊŜǎŜƳōƭŜ мффсΩǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /.5 ǎŜŜƛƴƎ ŀƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ǎŎƻǊŜ όCƛƎǎΦ пΦ8a and b).  

нллсΩǎ [ƛŦŜ /ȅŎƭŜ κ {ǘŀƎŜ 5ƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ό!Ȅƛǎ пΤ сΦп҈ 5ŀǘŀǎŜǘ ±ŀǊƛŀƴŎŜύ 

Table 4.6ō ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ǘƘŜ [ƛŦŜ /ȅŎƭŜ κ {ǘŀƎŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ŀǎ нллсΩǎ ŦƻǳǊǘƘ ŀȄƛǎΣ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴƛƴƎ сΦп҈ ƻŦ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ 

όфΦп҈ ŀǎ мффсΩǎ ǘƘƛǊŘ ŀȄƛǎΤ ¢ŀōƭŜ пΦ6a). The dimension remains stable over the decade: its negative pole saturates 

ŀƎŜǎ слҌ ŀƴŘ мффсΩǎ н-person households and other incomes are joined in 2006 by pre-1980 immigrants, as these 

Torontonians age into later life. The 60-69 group desaturates somewhat, and even more so 2-person households 

 
134 This should be tempered, however, by acknowledging that the 1996 and 2006 factor scores being compared relate back to 
two different components. They are similar but not identical meta-variable measuring Toronto CTs on the entire body of 
measures saturating each of the axes, saturations that differ in composition and magnitude each year. 
135 From 1996-2006, saturation of 1961-мфул ƘƻƳŜǎ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ Φтт ǘƻ Φру όǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜΩǎ communality also declines), meaning 
its co-variance with other variables lessens over time and/or co-occurs with measures outside the dataset (Table 4.3.4a and b).  
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and other incomes over the course of the decade136. The positive pole undergoes more drastic change: of the 

variables 0-14, 40-49, 4+ person households, and lone parent families saturating in 1996, only the two age groups 

remain by 2006, the 0-14 group also losing saturation. However, 2006 sees female participation join the positive, 

early family pole. The 40-49 group represents trailing-edge Boomers in 2006, showing some life course continuity 

with their leading-edge peers who in 1996 were ages 40-49 and saturate the 1996 Life Cycle / Stage dimension. 

¢Ƙƛǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜnt scores (Fig. 4.7b) indicate similiar ΨȅƻǳƴƎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƻƭŘΩ /¢ǎ ŀǎ мффс όCƛƎΦ пΦ7a). 

However, several areas shift from older to younger, vice versa, or from average to younger or older. For instance, 

much of central Old Toronto, west of the CBD through Kensington-Chinatown and Little Italy and Little Portugal sees 

ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ǎŎƻǊŜǎΣ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƎƛƴƎΦ /ƻƴǾŜǊǎŜƭȅΣ 9ŀǎǘ ¸ƻǊƪΩǎ [ŜŀǎƛŘŜ-Bennington and 

Thorncliffe Park areas, and much of north Old Toronto adjoining these (including Rosedale, Lawrence Park, and 

Forest Hill) see a proliferation of positive factor scores as early families begin to concentrate these districts. This 

trend occurs just north of the Bloor-Yorkville / Yonge-St. Clair areas, CTs which score strongly for agedness in 1996 

and continue to in 2006137Φ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƘƻǿǎ Ƙƻǿ ǇǊƻȄƛƳŀƭ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎΩ ŀƎƛƴƎ ǘǊŀƧŜŎǘƻǊƛŜǎ Ŏŀƴ ǾŀǊȅ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭȅΦ CǊƻƳ 

мффс ǘƻ нллсΣ {ŎŀǊōƻǊƻǳƎƘΩǎ ƻǳǘŜǊƳƻǎǘ ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊȅ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǘƻ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ŀ ōŀǎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜŀǊƭȅ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΣ ȅŜǘ ǘƘƛǎ 

ŎƭǳǎǘŜǊΩǎ ƳŀƎƴƛǘǳŘŜ ŀnd breadth diminishes to some degree. Several tracts revert to average scores as these once 

ΨƴŜǿΩ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƛŦŜ ŎȅŎƭŜΦ hǾŜǊŀƭƭΣ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ǎŎƻǊŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŦǊŀƎƳŜƴǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƎǊŀƴǳƭŀǊΣ 

as smaller pockets of CTs demographically shift in a way at odds with the trends occurring in adjacent CTs. 

нллсΩǎ 9ŀǎǘ !ǎƛŀƴǎ ǾǎΦ ±ƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ 5ƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ό!Ȅƛǎ рΤ рΦр҈ ƻŦ 5ŀǘŀǎŜǘ ±ŀǊƛŀƴŎŜύ 

Lƴ нллсΣ ǘƘŜ 9ŀǎǘ !ǎƛŀƴǎ ǾǎΦ ±ƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜǎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ 9ŀǎǘ !ǎƛŀƴ ŀƴŘ 

vocationally educated residents as being divergent populations. East Asians increase their negative saturation while 

multi-family households and low incomes disappear such that, by 2006, they only saturate with no official language 

and missing middle, both less than 1996 (Tables 4.8a and b). The positive pole still saturates non-university and trade 

certificates between in 2006 but drops 2-person households. Saturating instead in 2006 are separated / divorced 

and near-ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǎŀǘǳǊations are mild, points of stability and change in both axis 

ǇƻƭŜǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ 9ŀǎǘ !ǎƛŀƴǎ ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ǘǊŀŎƪ ǿƛǘƘ ƭƻǿ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ Ƴǳƭǘƛ-family households as in 1996, yet 

they continue to diverge from middling educations and associated class implicatioƴǎ ƛƴ нллсΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ нллс 

component scores largely resemble 1996 (Figs. 4.9a and b). East Asian concentration in the Kensington-Chinatown 

ŀƴŘ wƛǾŜǊŘŀƭŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƭŜǎǎŜƴΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƴŜŀǊ {ŎŀǊōƻǊƻǳƎƘΩǎ tŀŎƛŦƛŎ aŀƭƭ ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛŦȅ ŀƴŘ ǎǇǊŜŀŘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ decade. 

 

 

 
136 Saturations for 2-person households decrease from -.60 (1996) to -.41 (2006) and other incomes from -.65 to -.49 over the 
same period (Tables 4.6a and b). 
137 A stability alsƻ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ слҌ [vǎ ƻŦ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ пΦнΩǎ CƛƎǳǊŜ пΦм 
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2006 Components: Analysis Summary (5 Axes; 68% Dataset Variance) 

No 2006 axes correlations warrant 

analysis (Table 4.11), making for relatively 

independent axes138. Yet, many variable 

domains saturate several 2006 dimensions, 

especially for life stage i.e., the 0-14, 40-49, 

and 50-59 age groups (Table 4.3). These can 

be called complex socio-spatial indicators139. The first group, 0-14 (index of early families) saturates dimensions of 

social status and ethnicity, urban form and lifestyle, and life cycle / stage, implying each dimension influences how 

the 0-14 group situates, making family formation in 2006 Toronto less predictable solely by life stage i.e., axes of SES 

and sub/urban location and lifestyle also playing a role140. Similarly, the 40-49 and 50-59 groups (in 2006, trailing- 

and leading-edge Boomers, respectively) feature on several axes141. This illustrates different ways axes relate via 

Ƴǳǘǳŀƭƭȅ ƘƻǎǘƛƴƎ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎΣ ǘƘǳǎ Ƨƻƛƴǘƭȅ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǎŀƛŘ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΩ ǎƻŎƛƻ-spatial variance. I now 

ŀƴŀƭȅȊŜ нллсΩǎ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛƻ-spatial dimensions in a more general sense. 

¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƳƛƴŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ нллсΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ŀȄŜǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀǘŜŘ Ƴŀƛƴƭȅ ōȅ 

SES (inflected by ethnic / immigrant status) and by divergence between urban and suburban form. These axes explain 

псΦр҈ ƻŦ нллсΩǎ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ ό¢ŀōƭŜ пΦ3ύΦ CǳǊǘƘŜǊΣ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǎƘƛŦǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴǎΩ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ component scores, 

their spatial patterning remains quite consistent between 1996 and 2006, ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘΣ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ŘŜŎŀŘŜ 

of change (e.g., new development, immigration), its underlying structure is ǎǘŀōƭŜΣ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳƛǘȅ ƛƴ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ 

social ecology. Some of this stability appears to be attributable to elements of urban form, such as those depicted 

via the Apartments by Age, Type, and Inhabitants dimension which increases in overall explanatory power. Its 

ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ IǳƭŎƘŀƴǎƪƛΩǎ όнлммύ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅ ς specifically, socioeconomic 

differentiation of neighbourhoods by construction era and ethnicity ς is increasingly crystalizing. 

Relations between population age and urban structure appear less relevant than other dimensions over 

time i.e., the age-ŎŜƴǘǊƛŎΣ [ƛŦŜ /ȅŎƭŜ κ {ǘŀƎŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŘŜŎƭƛƴƛƴƎ ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƻǊȅ ǇƻǿŜǊΦ 5ƛǾŜǊƎŜƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƻƭŘŜǊ 

adulthood and early family life ǎǘŀƎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ΨǘȅǇƛŎŀƭΩ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ όōȅ size, type) also support claims 

ǘƘŀǘ ŀƎŜ ƛǎ ōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎ ŀ ƭŜǎǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘƛǾŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ όaƻƻǎΣ нлмсύΤ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ŘƛǎǘƛƴƎǳƛǎƘƛƴƎ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎΩ 

 
138 Compared to the 1996 dataset, where inter-axis correlations were generally higher (Table 4.9). 
139 ¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ Ƙŀǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘΣ ŀǎ ǇŜǊ ΨǎƛƳǇƭŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΩ ƛƴ t/! ό{ŜŎǘƛƻƴ оύΥ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƴƎ Ƴŀƴȅ ŀȄŜǎ ŀǊŜ ΨŎƻƳǇƭŜȄΩ 
ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǎƛƳǇƭȅΩ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘŜ ƻƴŜ ŜΦƎΦΣ ǘƘŜ ол-39 and the 70-79 age groups consistent saturations (Table 4.4). 
140 This refers to the 0-мп ŀƎŜ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ [ƛŦŜ /ȅŎƭŜ κ {ǘŀƎŜ όǿƛǘƘ пл-49), the SES and Visible Minorites, and the 
Urban vs. Suburban Lifestyle dimension (respectively; Table 4.4). 
141 Trailing-edge Boomers on the Life Cycle / Stage and Apartments by Age, Type, and Inhabitants dimensions and leading-edge 
Boomers on the SES and Visible Minorities and Urban vs. Suburban Lifestyle dimensions. Trailing- and leading-edge also co-vary 
with 0-14 on the Life Cycle / Stage and the Urban vs. Suburban Lifestyle axes (respectively), albeit both mildly at best (Table 4.4). 

Table 4.11

Axis Correlations for Toronto CSD 2006 Dimensions

1 1

2 -0.05 1

3 0.17 -0.05 1

4 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 1

5 -0.03 -0.03 -0.05 0.02 1

Dimension Label

SES and Visible Minorities

Urban vs. Suburban Lifestyle 

Life Cycle / Stage 

Apartments by Age, Type, and Occupants

East Asians vs. Vocational Educations 

5Axis 1 2 3 4
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life cycle stage solely via age structure is harder, given life stage is less definitive of household composition142, 143. 

However, lessening relevance does preventage and life stage from influencing ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅΦ ¢ƘŜ /{5Ωǎ 

pre-мфул ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎ ƴƻǿ ŀƎŜ ƛƴǘƻ ƭŀǘŜǊ ƭƛŦŜ ǎǘŀƎŜǎΣ ƛƳǇŀŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎΩ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŀƎŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΦ ²Ŝǎǘ 

hƭŘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƪƴƻwn settlement areas for said groups i.e., Little Italy, Little Portugal, and Kensington-Chinatown 

increasingly lean to negative scores for the Life Cycle / Stage dimension between 1996-2006 (Fig. 4.7b). Compared 

to 1996, emergence of the 0-14 group on the Urban vs. Suburban Lifestyle dimension in 2006 shows increasing links 

between family formation and built form144; furthermore, family formation is increasingly delayed to later life stages, 

as per juxtaposition of early households (the 30-39 group) from children on the axisΩǎ ƻǇǇƻǎƛƴƎ ǇƻƭŜΦ tŜǊƘŀǇǎ ŀƎŜ ƛǎ 

not growing less definitive so much as its relations to urban structure are evolving, requiring existing ƳƻŘŜƭǎΩ ǳǇŘŀǘŜ. 

CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ ŀǎ ŦƻǊ .ƻƻƳŜǊΩǎ ǎƻŎƛƻ-spatial position in the Toronto CSD as they pass through successive adult life 

stages, the most striking change is that the prominent relation between leading-edge Boomers at ages 40-49 in 1996 

and high SES is not recreated by their trailing-edge peers in 2006 (Tables 4.4a and b), indicating a lesser bond 

between this life stage and certain social and material conditions e.g., established, white-collar career success and 

residence in upmarket Toronto. However, leading-edge Boomers, 50-59 in 2006, maintain relation to the SES and 

±ƛǎƛōƭŜ aƛƴƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ high-SES elements (as the preceding, Silent Generation did in 1996). This indicates 

that the two 10-ȅŜŀǊ ŀƎŜ ŎƻƘƻǊǘǎ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǳǇ ǘƘŜ .ƻƻƳŜǊ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘŀƪŜ ŘƛǾŜǊƎŜƴǘ ǇŀǘƘǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ /{5Ωǎ 

social ecology. At ages 50-59, the leading-edge follows Silent Generation predecessors in saturating with suburban 

form and lifestyle (Table 4.5b), marking life course continuity. The trailing edge, having left ages 30-39 and urban 

Toronto behind for ages 40-49 between 1996-2006 maintains the same mild relation to early family formation as 

their leading-edge peers did i.e., saturation of the 40-49 group on the Life Cycle / Stage dimension both years. More 

interestingly, trailing edge Boomers in 2006 lean to pre-1960 neighbourhoods comprised of 1-4 story apartments 

(and away from areas built 1961-мффл ŀƴŘ ǘŀƭƭŜǊΣ рҌ ǎǘƻǊȅ ŀǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎύΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎǇŀŎŜǎΩ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ 

and ethnic characteristics. Given CTs that score to the pre-1960 pole, and thus to heightened shares of the 40-49 

group, are largely centralized in Old Toronto, an area also scoring towards the Urban vs Suburban Lifestyle 

ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƻƭŜ όǿƘŜǊŜ ол-39 saturates), trailing edge Boomers seem to maintain relatively stable residence 

ƛƴ hƭŘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘǊŀŎǘǎ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŀŘŜ ŜǾŜƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ƛƴǘƻ ƭŀǘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘƘƻƻŘΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ нллс 

dimensions show a segment of the trailing-edge Boomer population carving out their own ecological niche over time, 

one diverging from leading-edge peers who following a more typical path of suburbanization. 

 

 

 

 
142 Compared to 1996, 2-person households and other incomes saturate the 2006 SES and Visible Minorities dimension -.46 and  
-.61, respectively (Table 4.4). Their variance is now shared between the two dimensions of socioeconomic status and of life stage. 
143 {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ пΦнΩǎ слҌ [vǎ ŦƻǊ мффс ŀƴŘ нллс ƛƴŘŜȄ ǘƘƛǎ ƛΦŜΦΣ /¢ǎ ƭŜŀƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ ǘƻ ŀƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ слҌ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ όCƛƎ. 4.1). 
144 I.e., family formation is increasingly a suburban-oriented ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ƻŎŎǳǊǊƛƴƎ ƭŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜǎǎ ƛƴ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǳǊōŀƴ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ  
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4.3.3 ς Toronto in 2016 

нлмсΩǎ {9{ ŀƴŘ ±ƛǎƛōƭŜ aƛƴƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ 5ƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ό!Ȅƛǎ мΤ олΦн҈ 5ŀǘŀǎŜǘ ±ŀǊƛŀƴŎŜύ 

In 2016, the SES and Visible Minorities dimension continues to differentiate Toronto by SES, increasing to 

30.2% of explained variance ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ нллсΩǎ нтΦп҈ ό¢ŀōƭŜ пΦ4b and c). While the negative pole still saturates white 

collar occupations, other incomes, high home values, and 2-person households, neither the 50-59 group or female 

participation do as in 2006. Legal marriage saturates instead which, with 2-person households, makes household 

composition increasingly SES-relevant. More striking, however, is saturation of East Asians demonstrate their ascent 

from lower-SES in 1996 to high-SES145. Generally, the pole continues to denote upper-Ŏƭŀǎǎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΣ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ мффсΩǎ 

elements of later adulthood are replaced by household type. As other incomes also saturate stronger in 2016 than 

ƛƴ мффсΣ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ όƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǊŜŀƭ ŜǎǘŀǘŜύ ŀǊŜ ŎƻǊŜ ǘƻ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΩ ǳǇǿŀǊŘ ǎƘƛŦǘ ƛƴ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎology146.  

¢Ƙƛǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ нллс-2016. Lower educational attainment is its 

ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭŜΩǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎŜǊ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΤ ŀǎ ƛƴ Ƙƻǿ нллс ǎŀǿ ǘƘŜ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƘƛƎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿ-SES 

pole, 2016 sees non-university certificates join in 2016. The 0-14 group no longer saturates as in 2006, but other 

household types (lone parents, multi-family households) remain, joined by separated / divorced individuals. The 

ǇƻƭŜΩǎ ǾƛǎƛōƭŜ ƳƛƴƻǊƛǘȅ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ǎǘŀōƭŜ147, as do low and near-average income, government 

transfers, high annual housing costs, and major home repairs. Primarily then, education / occupation status 

continues to define SES, with income growing less relevant (in saturation) and household type more so. ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ 

ǾƛǎƛōƭŜ ƳƛƴƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǘŀƪŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǇŀǘƘǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅ148. Lastly, the lessening relevance of age 

i.e., loss of the 40-49 and 50-59 groups over time, is generational. As trailing-edge Boomers (40-49 in 2006) already 

diverge from the material success enjoyed by their leading-edge peers (40-49 in 1996), it is not surprising that in 

2016, trailing-edge Boomers, aged 50-рфΣ ǿƻǳƭŘ Ŧŀƛƭ ǘƻ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ƘƛƎƘ-SES dimensional construct. 

/ƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ нлмсΩǎ {9{ ŀƴŘ Visible Minorities dimension resemble 2006 (Figs. 4.5b and c). Most 

ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƻŎŎǳǊǎ ƴŜŀǊ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŎƻǊŜΦ 5ƻǿƴǘƻǿƴΩǎ ǎǿŀǘƘ ƻŦ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ-scoring, high-SES tracts continue to expand west 

into areas that in 1996 and 2006 scored to average- or low-SES. A similar trend occurs in Regent Park, which scored 

heavily to low-SES in both 1996 and 2006. By 2016, the redevelopment of public housing here (August & Walks, 

нлмнύ Ƙŀǎ ƭŜŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ /¢ǎΩ {9{ ǳǇǎƘƛŦǘΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ LƴƴŜǊ {ǳōǳǊōǎΣ нллсΩǎ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ƘƻƭŘΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƭƻǿ-SES further 

entrenches in northwestern and northeastern Toronto. This 2016 SES and Visible Minorities axis represents a 10-

ȅŜŀǊ ŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ IǳƭŎƘŀƴǎƪƛΩǎ όнлммύ нллс ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǎƻŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǇƻƭŀǊƛȊƛƴƎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ /{5Φ 

 
145 Briefly, as it is not my research focus, the fifth axis for 1996 (East Asians vs. Vocational Educations; Table 4.8a) associates this 
group to low-income, multi-family households, and lŀŎƪƛƴƎ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜǎΣ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƭ ƻŎŎǳǇȅ !Ȅƛǎ мΩǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
9ŀǎǘ !ǎƛŀƴǎ ƴƻǿ ƻǇǇƻǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {9{ ŀƴŘ ±ƛǎƛōƭŜ aƛƴƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜΦ  
146 Conversely, female participation saturates .72 in 1996 and not at all in 2016 (Tables 4.4a and c), marking a steep decline in 
how female labor activity delineates high from low-SES; ergo, the archetype of a high-SES, dual income professional couple now 
requires a third source of income (or more) to meaningfully differentiate themselves as high-SES. 
147 Although South Asian and immigrated 1991-2000 drop off, with 1981-1990 immigrants remaining. 
148 I.e., Black residents grow more entrenched in low-SES by 2016 while East Asian residents simultaneously achieve higher SES.  
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нлмсΩǎ ¦Ǌōŀƴ ǾǎΦ {ǳōǳǊōŀƴ [ƛŦŜǎǘȅƭŜ 5ƛƳŜƴǎƛƻn (Axis 2; 18.9% Dataset Variance) 

The 2016 Urban vs. Suburban Lifestyle dimension maintains many of its core 2006 and even 1996 

saturations (Table 4.5a, b, and c). The negative pole still saturates the 0-14 and 50-59 groups (stronger than 2006), 

with the 60-69 group rejoining as in 1996. Marriage, 4+ person households, auto commuting, single-detached, and 

no recent moves are still major saturations, depicting a suburban built form populated by stable, large families. 

Distance from the CBD and multi-family households (new from 2006) saturate to lesser degree. In 2016 Toronto, 

both early families and late career / early retirement adults (ages 50-59, 60-69) lean stronger to suburban Toronto 

ǘƘŀƴ ƛƴ нллсΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜΣ ΨǳǊōŀƴΩ ǇƻƭŜ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǘƻ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘŜ ол-39-year-olds, density, renting, 5+ story apartments, 

transit use, high local move shares, and high annual housing costs, with common law and separated / divorced 

ŘŜƴƻǘƛƴƎ ǳǊōŀƴ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ΨƭƻƻǎŜǊΩ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǘǊŜƴŘǎΦ !ōǎŜƴǘ ƛƴ нлмс ŀǊŜ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ м-4 story apartments 

and need for home repairs149. Generally, the pole still depicts urban Toronto, where early households predominate, 

and (given the negative pole) early families and those aged 50-59 and 60-69 under-concentrate. In 2016, these older 

age groups represent trailing- and leading-edge Boomers in late career / early retirement. Their mutual saturation 

ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŀȄƛǎΣ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǇǊƛƻǊ ȅŜŀǊǎΩ ŘƛǾŜǊƎŜƴŎŜǎΣ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜȅ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ǊŜŎƻƴǾŜǊƎŜ ƛƴ нлмс ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ōƻǘƘ Ŧƛƴŀƭƭȅ ǊŜŀŎƘ 

later stages of adulthood and earƭȅ ƻƭŘ ŀƎŜΦ  hǾŜǊŀƭƭΣ ǘƘŜ ¦Ǌōŀƴ ǾǎΦ {ǳōǳǊōŀƴ [ƛŦŜǎǘȅƭŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƛǎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ 

stable of the static PCA, sensible given its many entrenched, built form variables. 

Given this, 2016 component scores largely align to 2006, and even 1996 (Figs. 4.6a, b, and c), yet change 

occurs in some parts of the CSD. South Etobicoke leans more to positive scores i.e., urban traits, as do CTs around 

bƻǊǘƘ ¸ƻǊƪΩǎ ¢ƻǿƴ /ŜƴǘŜǊΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊΣ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜƭȅ ŀŘƧŀŎŜƴǘ /¢ǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǳōǳǊōŀƴ ǎŎƻǊŜΣ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ 

TorontƻΩǎ ǇǊƻȄƛƳƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŘƛǾŜǊƎŜƴǘ ōǳƛƭǘ ŦƻǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ {ƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅΣ ¸ƻƴƎŜ-Eglington, distinctly urban 

since 1996, sees adjacent districts such as Rosedale, Bennington Heights, Lawrence Park, and Davisville emerge as 

suburban residential enclaves. ¢ƘǳǎΣ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ΨŦƛȄŜŘΩΣ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊƛŎ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴ мффс-2016, several 

areas experience transition along this spectrum of urban and suburban built forms and associated social traits. 

нлмсΩǎ Apartments by Age, Type, and Occupants Dimension (Axis 3; 10.2% Dataset Variance) 

As third axis of 2016 Toronto, the Apartments by Age, Type, and Occupants dimension delineates the CSD 

according to its pre- vs. post 1961 development, related built forms, aƴŘ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ƛƴƘŀōƛǘŀƴǘ ǘǊŀƛǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜΩǎ 

strongest saturation is still pre-1960 homes, and it retains the 40-49 group, 1-4 story apartments, and common-law 

couples150 (Table 4.7c). Low 5-year move shares that saturate in 2006 are replaced in 2016 by female participation, 

indicting mature, dual-ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŎƻǳǇƭŜǎ ŦŀǾƻǊ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǇǊŜ-мфсл ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜ ǳƴŘŜǊƎƻŜǎ 

 
149 Table 4.3 shows these variables increasingly find their variance explained by other dimensions over time, namely those for 
development era (Apartments by Age, Type, and Inhabitants) and SES, specifically marginal status (SES and Visible Minorities), 
making thŜǎŜ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ƭŜǎǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǳǊōŀƴ ǎǇŀŎŜǎ ŀǎ ƻǇǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƛǘǎ ǎǳōǳǊōŀƴ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ 
150 ¢Ƙƛǎ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜΩǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ-decade study period (1996 at -.41, 2006 at -.50, and 2016 at a markedly 
higher -.66; Table 4.3) demonstrates an increasing prevalence of looser household structure ς likely those in nascent stages of 
ΨŎƻǳǇƭƛƴƎΩ ς in these areas, or at minimum the eschewing of traditional marriage as a form of rigid cohabitation. 
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far more significant change in how it depicts post-1961 Toronto. Retained in 2016 are 5+ story apartments (albeit at 

.см ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ нллсΩǎ Φумύ ŀƴŘ ƳƛƭŘ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ мфсм-1980151, 1981-1990, and (new) 1991-2000 homes. 

5ƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /.5 ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘŜǎ ŀǎ ƛƴ мффсΣ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ нллсΩǎ ƴƻƴ-saturation152, making the pole more peripheral in 

character than before. This poƭŜΩǎ ǎƘƛŦǘǎ ƛƴ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ŀƴŘ ŜǘƘƴƛŎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƳŀǊƪŜŘƭȅ ŀƭǘŜǊ ǘƘƛǎ ŀȄƛǎΦ 

While Arabic / West Asian still saturate as in 1996 and 2006, by 2016 other indicators come to this positive 

ǇƻƭŜΩǎ ŦƻǊŜŦǊƻƴǘ ό¢ŀōƭŜǎ пΦ7a, b, and c). The 1991-2000 immigrant group saturates more in 2016 than in 2006 and is 

joined by an even stronger saturation of 2001-2010 immigrants153. South Asians saturate more than 2006 and are 

joined by East Asians. Finally, low income now saturates, as do high housing costs and lacking official languages. The 

way the Apartments by Age, Type, and Occupants dimension transitions between 2006 and 2016 i.e., the increasing 

magnitude of immigrant and ethnic saturations, relative to the waning of housing type and age (the axiǎΩǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎŜǎǘ 

ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ мффс ŀƴŘ нллсύΣ ŀƭǘŜǊǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜΩǎ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎΤ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǎƻŎƛƻ-spatial connection between 

¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ Ǉƻǎǘ-1961, peripheral tracts and their ethnic and recent immigrant populations continues to define the 

construct. This shifǘ ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ƻǳǘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƎƛǾŜƴ Ƙƻǿ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǇƻǎƛƴƎΣ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ ŘŜǇƛŎǘƛƴƎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ 

central, pre-1960 neighbourhoodǎΦ ¸ŜǘΣ ǘƘŜ ΨƴŜǿ ǘƻ нлмсΩ ǘǊŀƛǘǎ ƴƻǿ ōǳƴŘƭŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜ ǊŜǾŜŀƭ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ 

characteristics found in low share in pre-1960 areas i.e., there are increasingly fewer immigrant, visible minority, 

and/or low-income residents in these spaces in 2016 relative to 2006154. 

Despite these changes, there remains a general temporal continuity in the spatial distribution of component 

scores (Fig. 4.8a, b, and cύΦ IƛƎƘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ /.5Σ ŜƴǎŎƻƴŎŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ǎǿŀǘƘ ƻŦ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ 

scoring Downtown CTs stretching into the Inner Suburbs, this then surrounded by a more peripheral band of post-

1960s development. In fact, CTs with high negative scores (pre-1960) generally remain as such from 2006. It is mainly 

positive factor scores (post-1961) that change, sensible given how the respective saturations change. For instance, 

ǘƘŜ /.5Σ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘŀƭƭ ōǳƛƭdings (5+ stories), scores lower in 2016 than 2006, which 

aligns with how that variable less meaningfully saturates the pole; likewise, intensification of positive factor scores 

in northeastern Scarborough reflects considerable intensification of positive ethnic and immigrant saturations. More 

ōǊƻŀŘƭȅΣ ǘƘƛǎ нлмс ŀȄƛǎΩǎ ŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ŀǎǎƛƎƴǎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǾƛǎƛōƭŜ ƳƛƴƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ 

socio-spatial marginality, a condition well-entrenched in many respects by the SES and Visible Minorities dimension. 

 

 

 
151 Whereas this variable saturated .77 in 1996, it now saturates only .50 in 2016, showing housing of the 1961-1980 era has 
varied more in socio-spatial trajectory with the passage of time (Table 4.7a and c).  
152 ¢Ƙƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƳǇƭƛŜǎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǇǊŜ-1960s neighbourhoods and their social characteristics lean more towards core parts of Toronto. 
153 !ƭǎƻΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ мффсΩǎ мфум-мффл ƎǊƻǳǇ Ŧŀƭƭǎ ƻŦŦ ǘƘŜ нллс ŀȄƛǎΣ нллсΩǎ ŀƴŀƭƻƎƻǳǎƭȅ ΨƴŜǿŜǎǘΩ мффм-2000 group maintains and even 
increases saturation by 2016 (Table 4.3); the 1981-мффл ƎǊƻǳǇ ƭŜŦǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ΨǎǇŀŎŜǎΩ ǿƘƛƭŜ 1991-2000 remains, to be joined by 2001-
2010 immigrants. Considering low-{9{ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƘŜǊŜΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ΨƭŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŀǊŜŀǎΩ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭ 
spaces that new arrivals find it increasingly more difficult to out-migrate from. 
154 This is ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ƛǘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƳƻǊŜ ǎƻ ǘƘŀƴ ƛƴ Ƙƻǿ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ ΨǊŜǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΩ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ мффс-2006 or 2006-2016.  
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нлмсΩǎ [ƛŦŜ /ȅŎƭŜ κ {ǘŀƎŜ 5ƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ό!Ȅƛǎ пΤ рΦу҈ 5ŀǘŀǎŜǘ ±ŀǊƛŀƴŎŜύ 

The 2016 Life Cycle / Stage dimension remains quite stable from 2006, although explanatory variance 

reduces further from 6.4% to 5.8% (Tables 4.6b and c). The negative pole saturates 60+ groups, 2-person households, 

pre-1980 immigrants, and other incomes (at near-нллс ƭŜǾŜƭǎύΣ ŘŜǇƛŎǘƛƴƎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ 9ǾŜƴ ŀǎ 

new generations pass into and through later life, this dimension varies little; leading-edge Boomers (60-69 in 2016) 

Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ǇǊŜŎŜŘƛƴƎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ΨŦƻƻǘǎǘŜǇǎΩΣ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǘƘŜƻǊƛȊŜŘ ŘƛǾŜǊƎŜƴǘ ŀƎƛƴƎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ǎǘŀōƭŜΣ 

if anything consolidating itself with higher saturations of the 0-14 and 40-пф ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǿƘƛƭŜ ŜǎŎƘŜǿƛƴƎ нллсΩǎ ŦŜƳŀƭŜ 

participation. The picture is of neighbourhoods predominated by early family households. Considering both poles 

together, the Life Cycle / Stage dimension in 2016, as in 1996 and 2006, distinguishes CTs in their earliest and latest 

neighbourhood life cyclŜ ǎǘŀƎŜǎΣ ŜǾŜƴ ŀǎ ƭƛŦŜ ǎǘŀƎŜ ōŜŎƻƳŜǎ ƭŜǎǎ ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎƻŎƛƻ-spatial variance.   

¢ƘŜ [ƛŦŜ /ȅŎƭŜ κ {ǘŀƎŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ нлмс ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǊŜǎŜƳōƭŜ нллс όCƛƎǎΦ пΦ7b and c), 

though several areas grow older or younger. Yonge-St. Clair / Yorkville in Old Toronto maintains strong, negative 

factor scores; this agedness intensifies and spreads south into Cabbagetown. Conversely, west Downtown, including 

Kensington-Chinatown, generally revert to average scores by 2016, as the aging populations are replaced by younger 

onesΦ {ƻǳǘƘ 9ǘƻōƛŎƻƪŜ ǳƴŘŜǊƎƻŜǎ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ΨȅƻǳƴƎƛƴƎΩΦ CǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ LƴƴŜǊ {ǳōǳǊōǎΣ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ 

edge, many areas scoring positively early families) in prior years now register average or negative scores, as they 

pass through the neighbourhood life cycle. A prominent example is outer Scarborough, where CTs increasingly age 

from 2006, and even more so compared to 1996. Many parts of the Inner Suburbs, however, experience the reverse, 

registering higher positive factor ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŀǎ ȅƻǳƴƎ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŜƭŘŜǊƭȅΦ hǾŜǊŀƭƭΣ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ 

ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǳƴŘŜǊƎƻ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƛƳŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀȄŜǎΣ ƎƛǾŜƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊΩǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ŀǊŜ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭƭȅ 

fixed (built form, building era) or quite entrenched i.e., the SES and Visible Minorities dimension while population 

ŀƎƛƴƎ Ŏŀƴ ƻŎŎǳǊ ƛƴ ŀƴȅ /¢Σ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎΩ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ǘŜƴŘŜƴŎƛŜǎΦ 

2016 Components: Analysis Summary (4 Axes; 65.1% Dataset Variance) 

Before assessing 2016 axis correlations, the biggest change in these dimensions is the shift from a 5 to 4-

ŀȄƛǎ ǎŜǘΣ ŀǎ мффс ŀƴŘ нллсΩǎ ŦƛŦǘƘ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ό9ŀǎǘ !ǎƛŀƴǎ ǾǎΦ ±ƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴǎύ ŘƛǎŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ό¢ŀōƭŜ пΦ3ύΦ ¢ƘŜ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ 

strongest, East Asian saturation seemingly absorb into 20мсΩǎ {9{ ŀƴŘ ±ƛǎƛōƭŜ aƛƴƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŀŦŦƭǳŜƴǘ 

traits and opposite other ethnicities. While shifts like this occur when experimenting with extractions155, the 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜΤ ƘŜǊŜΣ ŀ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ 9ŀǎǘ !ǎƛŀƴ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ ŜȄplained by SES. However, 

9ŀǎǘ !ǎƛŀƴǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘŜ нлмсΩǎ !ǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎ ōȅ !ƎŜΣ ¢ȅǇŜΣ ŀƴŘ LƴƘŀōƛǘŀƴǘǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ŜǘƘƴƛŎ ŀƴŘ 

ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ όŀƴŘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ Ǉƻǎǘ-1961 development). Thus, the East Asian group is heterogenous: some 

lean to one bundle of local traits while others lean toward a starkly different collection of socio-spatial attributes.  

 
155 I.e., that variables tend to increasingly cluster together as fewer axes remain in the set. 
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²ƘƛƭŜ нлмсΩǎ ŀȄƛǎ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ 

relatively low (Table 4.12) the SES and Visible 

Minorities and Apartments by Age, Type, and 

Occupants dimensions correlate 0.28, supporting 

ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ƴƻǘŜŘ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ 

high- and low-SES and its pre- and post-1960 neighbourhoods, respectively156Φ /ƻƳƳƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴǎΩ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ 

positive poles i.e., marginal, post-1960 tracts are different visible minority and immigrant groups (even if not the 

ǎŀƳŜ ƻƴ ŜŀŎƘύΦ 5ŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΣ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŜǘƘƴƛŎ ŀƴŘ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘǊŜƴŘ ǘƻ ƭƻǿŜǊ {9{ ǘƘŀƴ 

ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ƴƻƴ-ethnic or non-immigrant residents. The Apartments by Age, Type, and Occupants dimŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ 

increasing ethnic, immigrant, and low-SES saturations in post-1961 Toronto further supports this.  

¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƳŀƧƻǊ нллс ǘƻ нлмс ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ǘǊŜƴŘ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ŜƴǘǊŜƴŎƘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ {9{ ŀƴŘ ŜǘƘƴƛŎ κ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘ 

status, changes being further divergence and rŜŦƛƴŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘǊŀƛǘǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀǘƛƴƎ ƘƛƎƘ ŀƴŘ ƭƻǿ {9{Φ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ нлмс 

social ecology is also considerably delineated by built form, dwelling era, and CBD-proximity. The general result is 

higher-SES, non-ethnic/immigrant households centralize near Downtown while low-SES residents, many of visible 

minority and/or immigrant status, peripheralize further from the CBD in low-SES areas. While this trend increases 

its explanatory prominence, the role that age as life stage plays 1996-2016 seems to decline. The Life Cycle / Stage 

dimension takes a 1996-2016 decline from 9.4 to 5.8% of explained variance, although remaining markedly 

consistent in differentiating the neighbourhood life cycle beginning from end. As the CSD ages (Table 4.1), generally 

higher older adult shares across Toronto soften distinctions between oldest and youngest neighbourhoods as local 

age structures grow more mixed. Association between older adults and affluence and early families and marginality 

witnessed in 1996 Toronto157 is no longer by 2016 (or even 2006), showing how later life course stages grow more 

ǾŀǊƛŜŘ ƛƴ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊΣ ŀǎ ƻǇǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ мффсΩǎ ŦƛǊƳŜǊ ŀǊŎƘŜǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿŜƭƭ-to-do elderly and struggling families. 

IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƭƛŦŜ ǎǘŀƎŜ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅ ƛƴ нл16, as in prior years, when viewed 

against the Urban vs. Suburban Lifestyle dimension. Urban Toronto is predominated by early households (30-39 

ƎǊƻǳǇύ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ǎǳōǳǊōǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜǇƭŜǘŜ ǿƛǘƘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻƴƛŀƴǎ ƛƴ ƭŀǘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘƘƻƻŘ ƛΦŜΦΣ ǘƘŜ рл-59 and, in two of three 

years, 60-69 groups (Table 4.3). Further, early families i.e., 0-14 group, increasingly associate to suburban Toronto, 

including the 50-59 and 60-69 groups, which in 2016 are trailing- and leading-edge Boomers (respectively). Before 

exploring how BooƳŜǊǎ ǘǊŀǾŜǊǎŜ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅΣ ǘƘŜ ¦Ǌōŀƴ ǾǎΦ {ǳōǳǊōŀƴ [ƛŦŜǎǘȅƭŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ 

explanatory prominence and juxtaposition of life stages means that although the neighbourhood life cycle (the Life 

Cycle / Stage dimension) becomes less explanatory of neighbourhood structure and change in Toronto, associations 

between elements of built form (housing type, location) and associated lifestyle factors (household type, journey to 

work, residential mobility) remain heavily associated with specific stages of the human life course. 

 
156 Their mutually saturating variables are no official language knowledge, low income, and high annual housing costs (Table 4.3). 
157 The мффс ǎŜǘΩǎ 0.33 correlation between the SES and Visible Minorities and the Life Cycle / Stage dimensions (Table 4.9). 

Table 4.12

Axis Correlations for Toronto CSD 2016 Dimensions

1 1

2 0.09 1

3 0.28 0.08 1

4 -0.14 0.12 -0.06 1

SES and Visible Minorities

Urban vs. Suburban Lifestyle 

Apartments by Age, Type, and Occupants

Life Cycle / Stage 

Dimension Label Axis 1 2 3 4
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The passage of two decades sees Boomers ǘǊŀǾŜǊǎŜ ŀŘǳƭǘƘƻƻŘ ƛƴǘƻ ƻƭŘŜǊ ƭƛŦŜ ǎǘŀƎŜǎΣ ƛƳǇŀŎǘƛƴƎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ 

social ecology in different ways. Leading-edge Boomers lean to high-SES in 1996 at ages 40-49 along with slightly 

older (50-59) Torontonians, a pattern they hold at ages 50-59 by saturating the SES and Visible Minorities 

ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŀŦŦƭǳŜƴǘ ǇƻƭŜ ƛƴ нллсΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦Ǌōŀƴ ǾǎΦ {ǳōǳǊōŀƴ [ƛŦŜǎǘȅƭŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǎǳōǳǊōŀƴ ǇƻƭŜ όŀǎ рл-59 did in 

1996). In 2016, they still saturate with suburban Toronto at ages 60-69, a group also saturating the Life Cycle / Stage 

dimension with other elderly groups (70-тфΣ улҌύ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ŀƎŜŘ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎΦ !ǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ 

Toronto 1996-2016, leading-edge Boomers proceed through adulthood into older adulthood roughly along the same 

path of the preceding, Silent Generation, a journey marked by relatively high(er) SES and traditional suburbanism. 

Trailing-ŜŘƎŜ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎ ǘƘǳǎ ǎǘŀƴŘ ƻǳǘ ŦƻǊ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǎǎŀƎŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ƭƛŦŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻƭŘŜǊ ǇŜŜǊǎΩΦ 

[ŜŀǾƛƴƎ мффсΩǎ ŜŀǊƭȅ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ όŀƎŜǎ ол-39), trailing edge Boomers do not associate with high-SES at ages 

40-49 in 2006; instead, they lean to pre-1960 Toronto158 and away from neighbourhoods built 1961-1990. However, 

by 2016, the trailing edge (ages 50-59) tracks the leading edge (ages 60-69) more closely, both saturating the Urban 

ǾǎΦ {ǳōǳǊōŀƴ [ƛŦŜǎǘȅƭŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǎǳōǳǊōŀƴ ǇƻƭŜΤ ǘƘƛǎ ƳŀǊƪǎ ŀ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǇŜŎǘ ƧƻǳǊƴŜȅ ŦǊƻƳ мффсΣ ǿƘŜƴ ǘǊŀƛƭƛƴƎ ŜŘƎŜ 

.ƻƻƳŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŀȄƛǎΩǎ ƻǇǇƻǎƛƴƎΣ ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƻƭŜΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘǊŀƛƭƛƴƎ-edge Boomers follow a 

different SES trajectory, they do end up suburbanizing by later adulthood. This reveals that, although different halves 

of the prominent Boomer generation take different life course paths, later life seems to have a homogenizing effect 

on whatever generational differences existed between the two cohorts in previous, younger life stages. More 

ōǊƻŀŘƭȅΣ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ-edge Boomers, there does not seem to be any striking difference 

thus far in their life course trajectory relative to the generations which proceed it with ς if anything ς the trailing 

edge being the ones to experience a different middle and later adulthood than those age cohorts born before it159. 

While comparing these 1996, 2006, and 2016 dimensions allows me to assess the relative continuity of 

ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǳƴŘŜǊƭȅƛƴƎ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ /{5Ωǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅΣ ŀǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ оΣ ǘƘƛǎ 

approach is still unable to directly expose the explicit nature of change i.e., PCA on static data provides me with 

some certainly useful information upon which to infer change but fails to yield a direct measure of how changes 

overlap in relation to each other. To that end, I now turn to my analysis of axes resulting from PCA of direct measures 

of change occurring during the decades 1996-2006 and 2006-нлмсΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ оΩǎ ¢ŀōƭŜ оΦрΦ   

 

 

 

 

 
158 Areas which overlap to considerable degree witƘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ ǘƘŜȅ ƛƴƘŀōƛǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ олΩǎΦ 
159 Two major caveats follow. First, discussed patterns of and differences between each Boomer edge need contend with the fact 
age variables representing each achieve, at most .76 and at worst .40 communality in the data (Table 4.2), meaning a considerable 
poǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘΩǎ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ ǳƴŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŦƻǊΦ {ŜŎƻƴŘΣ Ƴȅ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀƎŜ ǊŀƴƎŜǎ ƻŦ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ- and trailing-edge Boomers 
in 1996, 2006, or 2016 prevent observations for leading-edge Boomers when they are age 30-39 (in 1986) or the trailing-edge as 
they enter ages 60-сф ƛƴ нлнсΣ ŦƻǊŜǎǘŀƭƭƛƴƎ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ŀ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ŜŘƎŜΩǎ Ŧǳƭƭ ƭƛŦŜ ǎǘŀƎŜ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴǎΦ 
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4.4 ς Using PCA to Understand Population Aging in the Toronto CSD as Part of Urban Change 

This section analyses dimensions of socio-spatial changes in the Toronto CSD between 1996-2006 and 2006-

2016. I first outline how PCA using change-based data differs from static PCA; this contextualize how my change 

ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ΨŜȄǇŜǊƛƳŜƴǘŀƭΩ ǘƘŀƴ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊΣ ǎǘŀǘƛŎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴǎΣ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊΩǎ ƭƻƴƎŜǊΣ ōǊƻŀŘŜǊ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ use in 

factorial analyses. Since one difference is that change PCA tends to present as Ψless explanatoryΩ than static (Perle, 

1982; Le Bourdais & Beaudry, 1988), I introduce and discuss the 1996-2006 and 2006-нлмс ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎΩ 

communalities and overall explained variance (Table 4.13), then outline other nuances of change PCA interpretation. 

As for the analyses, while Section 4.3 presents the static 1996, 2006, and 2016 axes together (Table 4.3), dissimilarity 

in the change axes sets precludes this; however, the 1996-2006 and 2006-2016 analyses are both prefaced by a 

ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ǘŀōƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŀŘŜΩǎ ŀȄŜǎ ό¢ŀōƭŜǎ пΦмп ŀƴŘ пΦнмΣ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅύΦ 9ŀŎƘ ŘŜŎŀŘŜΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎ ǇǊƻŎŜŜŘ from the 

first- to the last-extracted axis before I assess sets in their entirety. As before, I emphasize elements of ageing and 

generational change. I now discuss change PCA generally to set the stage for the analytical sections which follow. 

The major advantage of using change-based data in PCA is to provide a direct measure of how different 

socio-ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǊŜƭŀǘŜΣ ŀǎ ƻǇǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŦŜǊǊƛƴƎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ōȅ ƻōǎŜǊǾƛƴƎ ǘǿƻ ȅŜŀǊǎΩ ǎǘŀǘƛŎ t/! ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎΦ 

However, this results in generally less capacity to explain variance and adds to the complexity of interpretating the 

changes (or lack thereof) portrayed. I now speak to explanatory variance issues, exemplified by the 1996-2006 and 

2006-нлмс ŀȄŜǎ ǎŜǘǎΩ ŎƻƳƳǳƴŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΣ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ƻǳǘƭƛƴƛƴƎ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΦ As discussed in Section 3, a core purpose 

of PCA and other factorial analysis is to simplify complex datasets into multivariate dimensions that represent axes 

of maximum differentiation in the data e.g., high- from low-status, most to least urban. As per Section 4.3, despite 

change occurring in those dimensions underlying ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ social ecology, their general trend is to maintain a stable 

continuity throughout the 1996-2016 study period. This echoes other urban change studies, in that the most 

common pattern is that of little or no change at all (Delmelle, 2017). This means my change-based datasets have less 

overall and extreme variation than occurs in my static datasets. This translates into the corresponding components 

for 1996-2006 and 2006-2016 having lower explained variance and lower communalities, strikingly so in some cases 

compared to the static axes. PCA conducted on ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ΨƭŜǎǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜΩ ǘƘŀƴ ǎǘŀǘƛŎ t/! ǎƻ 

ƳǳŎƘ ŀǎΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ /{5Ωǎ ǎƻŎƛƻ-spatial reality from 1996 to 2016, change is hard(er) to 

come by, resulting in a lesser magnitude of variation to be extracted from the data as principal components160.  

Comparing Table 4.13 ǘƻ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ пΦоΩǎ ¢ŀōƭŜ пΦ2, overall explained variance for the 5 change component 

solutions extracted for 1996-2006 and 2006-2016, which account for 44.5% and 46% of respective dataset variance, 

are roughly 20-25% lower than for the 1996, 2006, and 2016 static sets161. This is mirrored in the ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǎŜǘǎΩ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ 

 
160 An important caveat is that socio-spatial elements outside my datasets may be responsible for variations occurring in the 
¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ /{5Ωǎ change data; however, the relative paucity of change in neighbourhood social ecology still forms the primary basis 
for the lower communalities and explained variance of my change PCA sets compared to my static. 
161 The 1996-2006 set results from an initial extraction of 15 axes, and 2006-2016 from 14 initial axes. My change datasets result 
in more raw axes (14-15) than my static PCA (8-10), despite having fewer variables; however, while keeping more change axes 
may reduce their noted gap in explanatory power, many are superfluous and difficult to interpret and thus are excluded. 



110 
 

communalities: less than half in each exceed .50 communality. More striking, in both decades, 13-14 register below 

Φол ŎƻƳƳǳƴŀƭƛǘȅΣ ǊŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜŎŀŘŜΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎΦ !ǎ ǇŜǊ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǘǊŜƴŘǎΣ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ улҌ 

group fails to achieve sufficient communality in either decade, as does change in the 40-49 group for 2006-2016 (the 

60-69 group also has a minimal .33). Population share change for Black, South Asian, and Southeast Asian and Filipino 

Torontonians fail to warrant analysis, as too those renting, transit commuting, and of near-average income. As 

change measures, low communality does not necessarily mean the variable does not change at all, so much as that 

CT-level change in the variable lacks the level of covariance that occurs among the ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘΩǎ higher communality 

variables. Given change occurring among other variables in these datasets, which I consider rather comprehensive 

ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŘƻƳŀƛƴǎΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǳƴŦŀƛǊ ǘƻ ŀǎǎǳƳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƭƻǿ ŎƻƳƳǳƴŀƭƛǘȅ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎΩ ƳƛƴƛƳŀl 

covariance translates to minimal or at least lesser overall change in population proportion at the CT level. These low 

communality variables represent groups that maintain their CT population share, even if these proportions in a given 

year vary considerably across Toronto. For example, while Black Torontonians saturate the SES and Visible Minorities 

dimension (Table 4.4), indicating ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ƘƛƎƘ ŀƴŘ ƭƻǿ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇΣ their lack of 

communality in the change axes means these varied static patterns hold over time. In other words, Toronto 

neighbourhoods tend to maintain their population share of Black residents. Built form measures, conversely, mostly 

achieve above .50 and even as high as .70-80 communality, given they represent (ironically) stable points of data 

variation in Toronto, compared to the lesser covariance and overall variance of many change measures162. 

This is a useful segue into discussing how interpretating change axes differs from relatively simpler static 

axes. Lƴ ǎǘŀǘƛŎ t/!Σ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎΩ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ indicates their degree of covariance with other saturating variables i.e., they 

co-exist in high proportion together. Conceptually, positive or negative component scores indicate the degree to 

which CTs associate with the social construct depicted by the component's positive or negative saturations. They 

associate with these constructs, for instŀƴŎŜ ΨƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘƘƻƻŘΩ όŀ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ [ƛŦŜ /ȅŎƭŜ κ {ǘŀƎŜ 

dimension; Table 4.6), if they have high proportions of negatively saturating variables, here older adult groups (60-

69, 70-79, 80+). By extension, they do not associate with the dimŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘΣ ΨŜŀǊƭȅ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎΩΣ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ 

their low proportions of positively saturating measures e.g., the 0-мп ƎǊƻǳǇΦ LƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ΨƘƛƎƘΩ ƻǊ 

ΨƭƻǿΩ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ƻǊ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘ ƛ.e., CTs with strong negative 

ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ ΨƻƭŘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘƘƻƻŘΩ ŀǊŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ /¢ ǎƘŀǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ сл-69, 70-79, and 80+ age groups are found 

whatever these shares might be. This explanatory schema, while seemingly redundant, provides a clear basis for 

understanding how change-ōŀǎŜŘ Řŀǘŀ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǎŀƛŘ ǎŎƘŜƳŀ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ǿƘŀǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŀȄŜǎ ΨƳŜŀƴΩΦ     

 
162 Only 6 of 1996-нллсΩǎ рл ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ тл҈ ŎƻƳƳǳƴŀƭƛǘȅΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ он ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ рл҈Φ /ƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ҈ ƻŦ 
80+, Multi-Family HHds, Trades Certificate, Business, Admin, Management, Immigrated Pre-1980s, Black, South Asian, Southeast 
Asian / Filipino, Other Incomes, Persons in Near-!ǾƎ LƴŎƻƳŜΣ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘ /ƻƳƳǳǘƛƴƎΣ wŜƴǘƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ нллсΩǎ ҈ IƻƳŜǎ .ǳƛƭǘ мффм-2000 
have communality less than 30% and are excluded from 1996-2006 analysis. For 2006-2016, 8 of 52 variables have more than 
70% communality, while 27 score less than 50%. Change in % of 40-49, 80+ Multi-Family HHds, High School Certificate Only, Non-
University Certificate, Trades Certificate, Immigrated 1981-1990, Black, South Asian, Southeast Asian / Filipino, Persons in Near-
!ǾƎ LƴŎƻƳŜΣ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘ /ƻƳƳǳǘƛƴƎΣ wŜƴǘƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ нллсΩǎ ҈ aƛǎǎƛƴƎ aƛŘŘƭŜ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ол҈ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŦƻǊ нллс-2016. 
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Table 4.13

Communalities and Total Explained Variance for 5 and 5-Axis Solutions, Toronto CSD, 1996-2006 and 2006-2016

Decade 1996-2006 2006-2016

# of Components 5 5

# of Variables 50 52

% Explained Variance 44.5 46

Variable Communalities by  Domain

Change in % of 0-14 yrs old 0.48 0.54

Change in % of 30-39 yrs old 0.63 0.55

Change in % of 40-49 yrs old 0.59 0.20

Change in % of 50-59 yrs old 0.42 0.55

Change in % of 60-69 yrs old 0.61 0.33

Change in % of 70-79 yrs old 0.50 0.62

Change in % of 80+ yrs old 0.17 0.25

Change in % of 2-person HHds 0.69 0.63

Change in % of 4+ person HHds 0.85 0.79

Change in % of Legally Married Persons 0.52 0.78

Change in % of Separated / Divorced Persons 0.52 0.45

Change in % of Common-Law Couples 0.43 0.39

Change in % of Lone Parent Families 0.36 0.50

Change in % of Multi-Family HHds 0.15 0.26

Change in % of No High School Certificate 0.65 0.63

Change in % of High School Certificate Only 0.37 0.23

Change in % of Non-University Certificate 0.43 0.25

Change in % of Trades Certificate 0.26 0.18

Change in Female Participation Rate 0.34 0.54

Change in % of Business, Admin, Management 0.25 0.51

Change in % of Arts, Science, Public Sector 0.42 0.35

Change in % of Sales / Service 0.34 0.35

Change in % of Trades, Transport, Manufacturing 0.42 0.52

Change in % of Immigrated Pre-1980s 0.23 0.46

Change in % of Immigrated 1981-1990 0.49 0.26

Change in % of Immigrated 1991-2000 0.56

Change in % of No Knowledge of Off. Language 0.52 0.51

Change in % of Black 0.26 0.20

Change in % of South Asian 0.24 0.18

Change in % of Chinese, Korean, Japanese 0.40 0.34

Change in % of Southeast Asian, Filipino 0.20 0.25

Change in % of Government Transfer Income 0.61 0.74

Change in % of Other Income Sources 0.12 0.48

Change in % of Persons in Low Income 0.39 0.42

Change in % of Persons in Near-Average Income 0.11 0.14

Commuting Change in % of Transit Commuting 0.24 0.19

Residential Mobility Change in % of No Moves in Last 5 yrs 0.49 0.49

Change in % of Renting 0.29 0.03

Change in % of Annual Income on Housing 0.41 0.32

2006 Average Dwelling LQ 0.62 0.61

% Single-Detached 0.73 0.81

% Missing Middle 0.42 0.27

% 1-4 Storey Apts 0.53 0.53

% 5+ Story Apts 0.73 0.81

% Homes Need Major Repair 0.42 0.57

% Homes Built Pre-1960s 0.86 0.86

% Homes Built 1961-1980 0.71 0.54

% Homes Built 1981-1990 0.43 0.60

% Homes Built 1991-2000 0.19 0.38

% Homes Built 2001-2010 0.46

Dwelling Density 0.50 0.71

Distance from CBD 0.71 0.77

Age / Life Stage

Family & Household 

Characteristics

Educational Attainment

Labour Force & Occupation

Urban Form

Immigration & Integration

Visible Minorities

Income

Tenure

Housing Type

Housing Age & Condition
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Extending this framework to change-ōŀǎŜŘ ŘŀǘŀΣ ǿƘŜǊŜƛƴ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƻŎŎǳǊǊƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀ /¢Ωǎ 

population proportions between a ǎǘŀǊǘ ŀƴŘ ŜƴŘ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΣ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘΩǎ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǎǘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ 

ǎƘƛŦǘǎ ƛƴ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ǎƘŀǊŜ ŎƻǾŀǊȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ ΨƎǊŜŀǘŜǎǘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǎƘƛŦǘΩ ƛǎ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ŀ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜΣ ƛŦ 

a variable largely suffers proportional decline throuƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ псу /¢ǎ ƻǾŜǊ ŀ ŘŜŎŀŘŜΣ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ 

ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜΩǎ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜΣ ŀǎ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ΨƳƻǎǘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜΩ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴŎǳǊǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ 

during the period163Φ  ¢ƘǳǎΣ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎΩ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǎǘ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴal increase and/or least proportional 

decrease. Taken together, while change dimensions depict conceptual constructs on their negative and positive 

poles just as is in static PCA, the types of change portrayed can be more complex to understand depending on how 

ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ /¢ ƭŜǾŜƭΦ CƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎΣ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ /¢ǎΩ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ 

ǿƛǘƘ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƻǊ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ǘƘŀǘ /¢ǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ 

saturating varƛŀōƭŜǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƻǊ ƭŜŀǎǘ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜΦ Lƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ 

still function the same as in static PCA, it is just that the constructs portrayed by change-based dimensions can be 

more complex. While potentially more difficult from an analytical perspective, this reflects possible ways in which 

socio-spatial change can occur e.g., large proportional increase in measure A might covary with large increase in B 

and at the same time covary with minimal proportional decrease in measure C, a measure that declines considerably 

ƛƴ /¢ǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ! ŀƴŘ . Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜΦ /ƭŀǊƛŦȅƛƴƎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ΨƎǊŜŀǘŜǎǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ 

ŀƴŘκƻǊ ƭŜŀǎǘ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜΩ ŀƭǎƻ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ƳŜ ǘƻ ǎƘƻǊǘƘŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƛƴ Ƴȅ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ōǊŜǾƛǘȅΦ {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ŀ ǇƻƭŜΩǎ 

saturations indicate the most increase (in the dataset) for those change-based variables and the most decrease (in 

the dataset) for change-based variables on the opposing pole (the inverse meaning implied rather than stated)164. 

Giveƴ Ƴȅ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎΩ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ƭƻǿŜǊ ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƻǊȅ ǇƻǿŜǊΣ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǾŜƭ 

employ of certain static, spatial measures alongside change-based measures165 (Perle, 1982; Le Bourdais & Beaudry, 

1988; Murdie, Logan, & Marannan, 2014), my change-ōŀǎŜŘ t/! ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ ƛǎ ƳƻǊŜ ΨŜȄǇŜǊƛƳŜƴǘŀƭΩ ǘƘŀƴ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ 

пΦоΩǎ ǎǘŀǘƛŎ t/!Φ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǇǊŜŎƭǳŘŜ ǘƘŜ р-axis component solutions extracted from my change datasets 

from providing a detailed picture of the nature and extent of socio-spatial change in the Toronto CSD for 1996-2006 

and for 2006-2016. With these nuances regarding change PCA lain out, including an assessment of their capacity to 

explain variance in my datasets, I now analyze first my 1996-2006 then my 2006-2016 component sets.   

 

 

 
163 Likewise, if a variable mostly experiences proportional increases across the dataset, the pole opposing its saturation depicts 
where the ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘΩǎ least increase occurs 
164 {ǘŀǘƛŎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ƻƴ ŀƴȅ ǇƻƭŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘΩǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǎƘŀǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƭƛƪŜǿƛǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘΩǎ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ ǎƘŀǊŜǎ ƻf 
said measure are found upon the oppƻǎƛƴƎ ǇƻƭŜ όƧǳǎǘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ǿŀǎ ƛƴ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ пΦоΩǎ ǎǘŀǘƛŎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎύΦ 
165 ΨbƻǾŜƭΩ ƘŜǊŜ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘŜŘ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ǳǎŜ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘǎ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ ŜƴǘƛǊŜƭȅ ƻŦ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ-based measures, even those for 10-year 
percentage share shifts in certain entrenched physical variables such as housing stock which (ƛƴ t/!Ωǎ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ŘƛǎŎŜǊƴƛƴƎ ŀȄŜǎ 
of maximum difference) results in low communality and non-saturation of said variables; see Section 3.7.1Ωǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘ 
development for further context behind my rationale to diverge from these preceding studies. 
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4.4.1 ς Toronto from 1996 to 2006 

For this analysis of change in Toronto 1996-2006, and for the subsequent 2006-2016 analysis, a summary table 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŀŘŜΩǎ р ŀȄƛǎ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ όƘŜǊŜΣ ¢ŀōƭŜ пΦ14), organized by variable domain, provides a contextual basis for 

discussion of the set and highlights if and how variable domains saturate multiple dimensions. Table 4.14 presents 

ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ р ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅ мффс-2006, labelled according to major saturations.   

1. Urbanization / Peripheralization by SES  

2. Generational SES and Household Change  

3. Density of Apartments vs. Single Residential  

4. Household Size by Neighbourhood Life Cycle 

5. Aging-in-place vs. Succession 
 

 

The following enumerates the tables of axis saturations and communalities and component score maps that support 

my analyses166. Table 4.15 and Figure 4.10 correspond to the Urbanization / Peripheralization by SES dimension; 

Table 4.16 and Figure 4.11 to the Generational SES and Household Change dimension; Table 4.17 and Figure 4.12 to 

the Density of Apartments vs. Single Residential dimension; Table 4.18 and Figure 4.13 to the Household Size by 

Neighbourhood Life Cycle dimension; and Table 4.19 and Figure 4.14 to the Aging-in-place vs. Succession dimension.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
166 As beforeΣ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƳŀǇǎ ǳǎŜ ǎƘŀŘŜǎ ƻŦ ōƭǳŜ ǘƻ ŘŜƴƻǘŜ /¢ǎ ǎŎƻǊƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀȄƛǎΩǎ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǎƘŀŘŜǎ ƻŦ ǊŜŘ-
orange denote CTs scoring to the positive pole. White denote CTs scoring minimally to either the negative or positive pole. 
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Table 4.14

Components by Domain and Variable for 5-Axis Solution, Toronto CSD, 1996-2006

Domain Indicator Explained Variance (%) 14.0 9.4 8.7 6.8 5.7

Change in % of 0-14 yrs old 0.62

Change in % of 30-39 yrs old -0.52 -0.49

Change in % of 40-49 yrs old 0.61

Change in % of 50-59 yrs old 0.45

Change in % of 60-69 yrs old 0.66

Change in % of 70-79 yrs old -0.62

Change in % of 80+ yrs old

Change in % of 2-person HHds -0.81

Change in % of 4+ person HHds 0.90

Change in % of Legally Married Persons -0.60

Change in % of Separated / Divorced Persons 0.50

Change in % of Common-Law Couples -0.64

Change in % of Lone Parent Families 0.43

Change in % of Multi-Family HHds

Change in % of No High School Certificate -0.45 0.43

Change in % of High School Certificate Only 0.61

Change in % of Non-University Certificate 0.56

Change in % of Trades Certificate

Change in Female Participation Rate

Change in % of Business, Admin, Management -0.49

Change in % of Arts, Science, Public Sector -0.42

Change in % of Sales / Service 0.44

Change in % of Trades, Transport, Manufacturing 0.63

Change in % of Immigrated Pre-1980s 0.42

Change in % of Immigrated 1981-1990 0.65

Change in % of No Knowledge of Off. Language 0.56

Aging-in-place vs. 

Succession

Family & Household 

Characteristics

Educational Attainment

Labour Force & Occupation

Immigration & Integration

Age / Life Stage

Urbanization / 

Peripheralization 

by SES 

Generational SES 

and Household 

Change 

Density of 

Apartments vs. 

Single Residential  

Household Size by 

Neighbourhood 

Life Cycle 
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Table 4.14

Components by Domain and Variable for 5-Axis Solution, Toronto CSD, 1996-2006 continued

Domain Indicator Explained Variance (%) 14.0 9.4 8.7 6.8 5.7

Change in % of Black

Change in % of South Asian

Change in % of Chinese, Korean, Japanese -0.42 -0.44

Change in % of Southeast Asian, Filipino

Change in % of Government Transfer Income 0.69

Change in % of Other Income Sources

Change in % of Persons in Low Income 0.54

Change in % of Persons in Near-Avg Income

Commuting Change in % of Transit Commuting

Residential Mobility Change in % of No Moves in Last 5 yrs 0.67

Change in % of Renting

Change in % of Annual Income on Housing -0.48

1996 Average Dwelling LQ -0.43 0.60

1996 % Single-Detached 0.80

1996 % Missing Middle -0.60

1996 % 1-4 Storey Apts -0.68

1996 % 5+ Story Apts 0.42 -0.72

1996 % Homes Need Major Repair -0.48

1996 % Homes Built Pre-1960s -0.80

1996 % Homes Built 1961-1980 0.71

1996 % Homes Built 1981-1990 0.43

2006 % Homes Built 1991-2000

1996 Dwelling Density -0.63

Distance from CBD 0.76

Household Size by 

Neighbourhood 

Life Cycle 

Aging-in-place vs. 

Succession

Visible Minorities

Income

Urbanization / 

Peripheralization 

by SES 

Generational SES 

and Household 

Change 

Tenure

Housing Type

Housing Age & Condition

Urban Form

Density of 

Apartments vs. 

Single Residential  



116 
 

1996-нллсΩǎ ¦ǊōŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ κ tŜǊƛǇƘŜǊŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ōȅ {9{ 5ƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ό!Ȅƛǎ мΤ мп҈ 5ŀǘŀǎŜǘ ±ŀǊƛŀƴŎŜύ 

The first axis extracted for 1996-2006, the Urbanization / Peripheralization by SES dimension, explains 14% 

of dataset variance. The negative pole saturates the most increase of common-law couples and white-collar 

occupations between 1996-2006, as well as high 1996 shares of pre-1960 homes and 1-4 story apartments (Table 

4.15). The positive pole saturates most increase of government transfers, low incomes, no official language 

knowledge, and blue-collar occupations between 1996-2006, as well as distance from the CBD and high 1996 shares 

of 1961-1980 homes and 5+ story apartments167. This dimension builds on the static results by showing that 

socioeconomic patterns of 1996 (SES and Visible Minorities dimension; Table 4.4a) further consolidate from 1996-

2006, as ς ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ōǳƛƭǘ ŦƻǊƳ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ƻƴ ǎŀƳŜ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ !ǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎ ōȅ !ƎŜΣ ¢ȅǇŜΣ ŀƴŘ hŎŎǳǇŀƴǘǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ό¢ŀōƭŜ 

4.7a; Fig. 4.8a) and indeed same measures featuring here (Table 4.15)  ς ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŎƻǊŜΣ ǇǊŜ-1960 areas decline in 

low-SES measures and peripheral, 1961-1980 CTs see low-SES measures increase. There is also some overlap with 

household formation or dissolution among common-law couples. The analytical import of this change dimension is 

that it makes a finding arrived at in the static analyses (one arrived at via inference of inter-year change in several 

static axes and their component scores) directly explicit, showing the specific measures contributing most to SES 

ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ōǳƛƭǘ ŦƻǊƳǎ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜΦ  

Figure 4.10 shows that component scores for the Urbanization / Peripheralization by SES dimension take 

on a core-periphery orientation sensible given its built form and spatial saturations. High negative scores, indicating 

increasing shares of high-income measures and white-collar occupations, occur largely within Old Toronto, though 

south Etobicoke, York, and even southern stretch of North York generally experience upward SES shift. Positive 

scores, indicating increasing shares of low-income measures and blue-collar occupations between 1996-2006 (thus 

resulting in overall decline in local SES), ŀǊŜ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊŀƭΣ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊƻƴƎŜǎǘ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƴƎ ŀǘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŜŘƎŜǎ ƛƴ ƴƻǊǘƘ 

Etobicoke, North York, and most of Scarborough (heaviest around Pacific Mall). Scores in part derive from saturation 

of distance from the CBD, 1961-1980 homes, and 5+ story apartments. However, some core Toronto 

ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎ ŜΦƎΦΣ .ŀȅ {ǘǊŜŜǘΣ vǳŜŜƴΩǎ tŀǊƪΣ ŀƴŘ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǎŎƻǊŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅΣ ŀǎ Řƻ ǘƘŜ ¢ƘƻǊƴŎƭƛŦŦŜ ŀƴŘ .ŜƴƴƛƴƎǘƻƴ 

Park areas, rather severely despite being just removed from Old Toronto (demonstrating considerable SES decline). 

These scores also overlap the static Urban vs. Suburban Lifestyle dimension (Fig. 4.6), sensible given shared spatial 

ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎΦ ²ƻǊǘƘ ƴƻǘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ мффсΩǎ {9{ ŀƴŘ ±ƛǎƛōƭŜ aƛƴƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ static dimension (Fig. 4.5a) shows west Old Toronto 

as low-SES, yet the area scores for SES increase (negatively) here, as affluent populations re-urbanize a previously 

lower-SES inner-city area; this is also the ŎŀǎŜ ƛƴ hƭŘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ wƛǾŜǊŘŀƭŜ ŀƴŘ 5ŀƴŦƻǊǘƘ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘǊŜƴŘ ōǊƛŘƎƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ 

ŀȄƛǎ ƻŦ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƻ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǳǊōŀn structure in 1996 and 2006 are centralization of high-SES attributes and 

peripheralization of low-{9{ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊȅΣ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ƻŦ ƭƻǿ ƻǊ ƳƛŘŘƭƛƴƎ {9{Φ 

 
167 With this and subsequent axes, poles depict where opposing saturations are low in share or experience the most decrease 
ƛΦŜΦΣ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ /.5Ωǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊŀƭƛȊŜǎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ centralizes the negative saturations. 
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Figure 4.10 

Urbanization / Peripheralization by SES Dimension 

- Component Scores, Toronto CSD, 1996-2006 

} 
} 

Increasing SES, Common-law; Central, Pre-1960 

Dwellings 

Decreasing SES, Common-law; Peripheral, 1961-1980 

Dwellings 

Table 4.15

Urbanization / Peripheralization by SES Dimension

- Saturation and Communality Table, Toronto CSD, 1996-2006

Decade 1996-2006
Extraction Order First (1)
Variance 14.0
Cumulative Variance 14.0

Domain Indicator Saturation Comm.

Family / Household Change in % of Common-Law Couples -0.64 0.43

Occupation Change in % of Arts, Science, Public Sector -0.42 0.42

Housing Type 1996 % 1-4 Storey Apts -0.68 0.53

Housing Age 1996 % Homes Built Pre-1960s -0.80 0.86

Occupation Change in % of Trades, Transport, Manufacturing 0.63 0.42

Language Change in % of No Knowledge of Off. Language 0.56 0.52

Income Change in % of Government Transfer Income 0.69 0.61

Income Change in % of Persons in Low Income 0.54 0.39

Housing Type 1996 % 5+ Story Apts 0.42 0.73

Housing Age 1996 % Homes Built 1961-1980 0.71 0.71

Urban Distance from CBD 0.76 0.71
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1996-нллсΩǎ DŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ {9{ ŀƴŘ IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ Change Dimension (Axis 2; 9.4% Dataset Variance) 

The second axis extracted for 1996-2006, the Generational SES and Household Change dimension, explains 

9.4% of dataset variance. The negative pole saturates most increase of the 30-39 group, legal marriage, East Asians, 

and no high school certificates between 1996-2006, as ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ мффсΩǎ ƘƛƎƘ ƘƻƳŜ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ό¢ŀōƭŜ пΦмсύΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ 

pole saturates most increase of the 40-49 group, separated / divorced, lone parents, high school and non-university 

certificates, ŀƴŘ ǎŀƭŜǎκǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ DŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ ǘǊŀƛƭƛƴƎ ŜŘƎŜ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎ ΨōŜŎŀƳŜΩ пл-49 between 1996-

2006 (aging from 30-39). The axis shows 1996-2006 SES change based on educational attainment, household 

composition, and life stage. The positive pole shows Toronto CTs with relatively low 1996 home values experience 

household dissolution and increasing shares of middling educations and sales /  service workers. This trend links to 

trailing-ŜŘƎŜ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎΩ ǇŀǎǎŀƎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƎŜǎ ол-39 to 40-49, supporting static analyses that ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ later-born 

Boomers are less aligned with affluence than their leading-ŜŘƎŜ ǇŜŜǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ мффс ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ 

high-SES areas generally increase in SES by 2006, as middling educations, sales/service jobs, and separated, divorced, 

and lone parent households decline, and marriage rates increase amidst an influx of early households (30-39) and/or 

East Asians168. The increase of 30-оф ƘŜǊŜ ŜǾƻƪŜǎ ŀ ΨŘŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŎƻƴǾŜȅƻǊΩ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ǿƘŜǊŜōȅ όŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŜŀǊƭȅ 

household formation stŀƎŜǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƭŜǎǎŜǊ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎύ ǘƘŜ ΨȅƻǳƴƎŜǊΩ ŀŘǳƭǘǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƘŜǊŜ ŎƻƳŜ 

from a higher-SES background than working-class incumbents whose population shares diminish (Teernstra & van 

Gent, 2012). While saturating no high school certificate contradicts SES increase, 1996 already saw low shares of this 

variable in ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƘƛƎƘ-SES areas όǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǎǘǊƻƴƎŜǎǘΤ CƛƎ пΦммύΤ ǘƘŜǎŜ /¢ǎ 

experience minimal decline in already low share, a lack of change accompanied by large decreases in high school 

and non-university certificates associated with a declining working-class169.  

Figure 4.11 shows ǘƘŜ DŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ {9{ ŀƴŘ IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ /ƘŀƴƎŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǎpatially 

orient like the static SES and Visible Minorities dimension (Fig. 4.5), thus also resembling IǳƭŎƘŀƴǎƪƛΩǎ (2011) Three 

Cities. Negative scores show increasing SES and household formalization in hƭŘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŎƻǊŜΣ extending to outer 

North York, as milder scores spread east through north Scarborough. Positive scores show household fragmentation 

and decreasing SES predominate in two major clusters: the first and most intense is in York and spreads further north 

into west North York. The other starts just east of the CBD and spreads east through Riverdale, the Danforth, and 

parts of East York before coming to cover much of south Scarborough. TƘƛǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ component scores support 

IǳƭŎƘŀƴǎƪƛΩǎ ŎƭŀƛƳ ǘƘŀǘ ƘƛƎƘ- and low-status Toronto grow increasingly polarized via their respectively increasing and 

decreasing SES; it also shows these trajectories of change align with distinctions in household type and education. 

Tying this together is trailing-ŜŘƎŜ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎΩ ŀƎƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ол-39 to 40-49, a generational life course transition (either 

as aging-in-place or in-migration) that aligns to ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ ƛƴ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ƭƻǿ-SES, City #3 (Section 3.2.1; Fig. 3.4). 

 
168 East AsianǎΩ SES increase here clarify static PCA results where they gradually align with high SES by 2016 (Table 4.3). 
169 ¢ƘŜ ƛƳǇƭƛŜŘ ǇǊŜƳƛǎŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǎƻƳŜ ƻǘƘŜǊΩ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘȅǇŜ ƛǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƘŜǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜrably, which via process of 
ƛƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŜƭƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ΨǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ŀōƻǾŜΩ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘ ŦƻǊ 
multicollinearity, the presence of which, however, can and should still be inferred in findings such as these (Section 3.7.1). 
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Figure 4.11 

Generational SES and Household Change Dimension 

- Component Scores, Toronto CSD, 1996 -2006 

} 
} 

Increasing 30-39, Household Formation, East Asians, Stable No High School; High Home $,  

Increasing 40-49, Household Fragmentation, Increasing High School and Non-University, Sales 

/ Service; Low Home $ 

Table 4.16

Generational SES and Household Change Dimension

- Saturation and Communality Table, Toronto CSD, 1996-2006

Decade 1996-2006
Extraction Order Second (2)
Variance 9.4
Cumulative Variance 23.3

Domain Indicator Saturation Comm.

Age Change in % of 30-39 yrs old -0.52 0.63

Family / Household Change in % of Legally Married Persons -0.60 0.52

Education Change in % of No High School Certificate -0.45 0.65

Ethnicity Change in % of Chinese, Korean, Japanese -0.42 0.40

Housing Value 1996 Average Dwelling LQ -0.43 0.62

Age Change in % of 40-49 yrs old 0.61 0.59

Family / Household Change in % of Separated / Divorced Persons 0.50 0.52

Family / Household Change in % of Lone Parent Families 0.43 0.36

Education Change in % of High School Certificate Only 0.61 0.37

Education Change in % of Non-University Certificate 0.56 0.43

Occupation Change in % of Sales / Service 0.44 0.34
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1996-нллсΩǎ 5Ŝƴǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ !ǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎ ǾǎΦ {ƛƴƎƭŜ wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ 5ƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ό!Ȅƛǎ оΤ уΦт҈ 5ŀǘŀǎŜǘ ±ŀǊƛŀƴŎŜύ 

The third axis extracted for 1996-2006, the Density of Apartments vs. Single Residential dimension explains 

8.7% of dataset variance. The negative pole saturates high 1996 shares of 5+ story apartments, density, and major 

repairs (Table 4.17). The positive pole saturates most increase of 1981-1990 immigrants and no high school 

certificates between 1996-2006, as well as high 1996 home values and shares of single-detached dwellings. The 

ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀǘŜǎ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŘŜƴǎŜǎǘΣ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŘƻǿƴƎǊŀŘƛƴƎΣ ŀǇŀǊǘment-rich areas (negative pole) from its 

least-dense residential districts, where single detached homes predominate (positive pole). The suburban built form 

depicted by the positive pole sees shares of 1981-1990 immigrants increase or at least remain stable, supporting 

claims that recent immigrants tend to peripheralize into the Inner Suburbs and away from Downtown (Qadeer, 

нлмлύΣ ŀǎ ƻǇǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ŜǊŀǎ ǿƘŜƴ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ 5ƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ ǿŀǎ ŀ ŦŀǊ ƳƻǊŜ ǇǊƻƳƛƴŜƴǘ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘ ƭŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŀǊŜŀΦ 

Somewhat predictably, component scores for the Density of Apartments vs. Single Residential dimension 

όCƛƎΦ пΦмнύ ŀŘƘŜǊŜ ǘƻ ŀ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ǳǊōŀƴ ǾǎΦ ǎǳōǳǊōŀƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ όǘƘŜ static Urban vs. Suburban 

Lifestyle dimension; Fig 4.6). Here, negative scores denote dense, degrading 5+ story apartments located largely 

within ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ ŎŜƴǘŜǊ όŀƭōŜƛǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘŜ ŎƭǳǎǘŜǊǎ ǉǳƛǘŜ ŦŀǊ ƛƴǘƻ {ŎŀǊōƻǊƻǳƎƘ ŀƴŘ bƻǊǘƘ ¸ƻǊƪύ, and positive scores 

ς denoting dispersed, higher-value, single-family residential neighbourhoods, found closer ǘƻ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ŜŘƎŜǎΦ 

bƻǘŀōƭŜ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǊŜ hƭŘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ /ŀōōŀƎŜǘƻǿƴΣ wƻǎŜŘŀƭŜ ŀƴŘ CƻǊŜǎǘ Iƛƭƭǎ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎǘŀƴŘ 

out as residential enclaves not far removed from Downtown. Differences between this axis and the similar static 

dimension can be attributed to the Density of Apartments vs. Single Residential dimension lacking a distance from 

the CBD saturation; this makes this axis (which also features home values as a distinguishing factor) a purer measure 

of urban form, and less so of urban location than the Urban vs. Suburban Lifestyle dimension (Tables 4.17 and 4.5).     
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Figure 4.12 

Density of Apartments vs. Single Residential Dimension 

- Component Scores, Toronto CSD, 1996 -2006 

} 
} 

5+ Story Apartments, Density, Low Home $ 

Single-Detached, Dispersed, High Home $, Increasing 1981-1990 Immigrants, Stable No 

High School 

Table 4.17

Density of Apartments vs. Single Residential Dimension

- Saturation and Communality Table, Toronto CSD, 1996-2006

Decade 1996-2006
Extraction Order Third (3)
Variance 8.7

Cumulative Variance 32.0

Domain Indicator Saturation Comm.

Housing Type 1996 % 5+ Story Apts -0.72 0.73

Housing Condition 1996 % Homes Need Major Repair -0.48 0.42

Urban 1996 Dwelling Density -0.63 0.50

Education Change in % of No High School Certificate 0.43 0.65

Immigration (Period)Change in % of Immigrated 1981-1990 0.65 0.49

Housing Type 1996 % Single-Detached 0.80 0.73

Housing Value 1996 Average Dwelling LQ 0.60 0.62
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1996-нллсΩǎ IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ {ƛȊŜ ōȅ bŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ [ƛŦŜ /ȅŎƭŜ 5ƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ό!Ȅƛǎ пΤ сΦу҈ 5ŀǘŀǎŜǘ Variance) 

The fourth axis extracted for 1996-2006, the Household Size by Neighbourhood Life Cycle dimension 

explains 6.8% of dataset variance. The negative pole saturates most increase of the 70-79 group and 2-person 

households between 1996-2006 and high 1996 shares of missing middle (Table 4.18). The positive pole saturates 

most increase of the 0-14 group and 4+ person households between 1996-2006. The dimension shows the shrinking 

or growth of households that occurs during the neighbourhood life cycle. The negative pole represents late stages 

where aging households downsize, while the positive pole reflects initial stages where new families predominate, 

whether in newƭȅ ōǳƛƭǘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻǊ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎ ΨǊŜƴŜǿƛƴƎΩ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊƛƻǊ ƭƛŦŜ ŎȅŎƭŜΦ {ƳŀƭƭŜǊ ƳƛǎǎƛƴƎ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ƘƻƳŜǎ 

ŀƭƛƎƴ ǎŜƴǎƛōƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊΣ ƻƭŘŜǊ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŀȄƛǎ ƳƛǊǊƻǊǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘƛŎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΩǎ [ƛŦŜ /ȅŎƭŜ κ {ǘŀƎŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ό¢ŀōƭŜ 

4.6) in juxtaposing older adult and smaller household measures from children and larger households, although this 

ǘƛƳŜ ŀǎ ŀ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ όƛΦŜΦΣ ŀƎƛƴƎΣ ΨȅƻǳƴƎƛƴƎΩύ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ όƛΦŜΦΣ ŀƎŜŘ ƻǊ ŜŀǊƭȅ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎύΦ 

/ƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ мффсΩǎ IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ {ƛȊŜ ōȅ bŜƛƎƘōourhood Life Cycle dimension (Fig. 4.13) present 

rather distinct negative score (increase of smaller, older households; decrease of larger, early families) and positive 

score (showing the opposite) patterns170. A major cluster of household shrinking / aging occurs west of Downtown, 

in Kensington-Chinatown, Little Italy and Portugal, Trinity-Bellwoods, and into York. Heading northwest, negative 

scores drop off somewhat until reaching North York, where CTs south and west of York University also score 

negativelȅΦ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƭǳǎǘŜǊ ƻŦ ǎƘǊƛƴƪƛƴƎ κ ŀƎƛƴƎ ƻŎŎǳǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /{5Ωǎ Ŝŀǎǘern reaches in west North York and most of 

north-east Scarborough. Recalling the static Life Cycle / Stage dimension, this area scores quite towards early families 

and away from older adults (¢ŀōƭŜ пΦсΤ CƛƎΦпΦтύ ƛƴ мффсΦ ¢ƘŜ IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ {ƛȊŜ ōȅ bŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ [ƛŦŜ /ȅŎƭŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩǎ 

negative scores in these areas, which represent increasing proportions of 2-person households and 70-79 group and 

decreasing proportions of 4+ person households and 0-14 group, show that 1996 Scarborough passes further 

through the neighbourhood life cycle by 2006. The other end of this life cycle, wherein early family proportions 

increase, is depicted by strong positive scores in north Old Toronto extending into North and East York. Starting in 

east Old Toronto and stretching through south and central Scarborough, as well as in south and central Etobicoke, 

neighbourhood renewal and related changes in household composition are also shown to occur (though to a lesser 

magnitude as per milder positive scores) as young families occupy greater population shares in these CTs. 

 

 

 

 
170 The magnitude and extent of these component scores should also be considered with respect to the role played by saturation 
ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ мффс ǎƘŀǊŜǎ ƻŦ ƳƛǎǎƛƴƎ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎǎΦ 
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Figure 4.13 

Household Size by Neighbourhood Life Cycle Dimension 

- Component Scores, Toronto CSD, 1996 -2006 

} 
} 

Increasing 70-79, Declining 0-14, Shrinking Households, Missing Middle 

Increasing 0-14, Declining 70-79, Growing Households, No Missing Middle 

Table 4.18

Household Size by Neighbourhood Life Cycle Dimension

- Saturation and Communality Table, Toronto CSD, 1996-2006

Decade 1996-2006

Extraction Order Fourth (4)
Variance 6.8

Cumulative Variance 38.8

Domain Indicator Saturation Comm.

Age Change in % of 70-79 yrs old -0.62 0.50

Family / Household Change in % of 2-person HHds -0.81 0.69

Housing Type 1996 % Missing Middle -0.60 0.42

Age Change in % of 0-14 yrs old 0.62 0.48

Family / Household Change in % of 4+ person HHds 0.90 0.85
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1996-нллсΩǎ !ƎƛƴƎ-in-place vs. Succession Dimension (Axis 5; 5.7% Dataset Variance) 

The fifth axis extracted for 1996-2006, the Aging-in-place vs. Succession dimension explains 5.7% of dataset 

variance. The negative pole saturates most increase of the 30-39 group, East Asians, and the share of annual income 

spent on housing between 1996-2006 (Table 4.19). The positive pole saturates most increase of the 50-59 and 60-

69 groups and of no recent move shares between 1996-2006, as well as high 1996 shares of homes built from 1981 

to 1990. Generationally, leading-ŜŘƎŜ .ƻƻƳŜǊǎ ΨōŜŎŀƳŜΩ рл-59 between 1996-2006 (aging from 40-49). As on prior 

axes, life stage elements play an important role defining the Aging-in-place vs. Succession dimension. The negative 

pole is where early households grow increasingly prominent, as do recent moves, a process associated both with 

¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ 9ŀǎǘ !ǎƛŀƴ ǇƻǇǳƭŀŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ ƘƛƎƘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŎƻǎǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƭŜ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜǎ 

neighbourhood maturation as late-stage adults predominate via aging-in-place, a process increasing local residential 

stability. This process is partly driven by leading edge Boomers i.e., increase of the 50-59 group, who (referring to 

the static analysis) follow similar patterns to the previous, Silent generation (here, increase of the 60-69 group).   

Component scores for the Aging-in-place vs. Succession dimension showcase two major clusters of positive 

scores, i.e., increasing neighbourhood stability related to 50-69-year-olds aging in place (Fig. 4.14). The first occurs 

from Downtown north through Forest Hills and Lawrence Park into North York and east across the Don Valley into 

Riverdale and the Danforth. Aging and neighbourhood stability also predominate in eastern Scarborough, which, as 

per complementary scores on the Household Size by Neighbourhood Life Cycle dimension for aging and household 

shrinking in these areas (Fig. 4.13), show ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŀƴƎƭŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎǳōǳǊōΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǘǊŀƧŜŎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ ŀƎƛƴƎ 

and accompanying shifts in local social character. Conversely, most of the rest of the Toronto CSD (excepting some 

minute clusters) tends to score negatively on this dimension, showing decreasing residential stability and presence 

of the 50-69 groups as early households (30-39), East Asians, and housing costs increase. This implies these CTs 

experience out-movement of their late adult populations and in-movement i.e., the neighbourhood succession of 

younger, early households (a process mildly ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ 9ŀǎǘ !ǎƛŀƴǎύΦ bƻǘŀōƭȅΣ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ 

prevalent, showing CTs where these age groups stay relatively stable, as do recent moves between 1996 and 2006.    
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Figure 4.14 

Aging-in-place vs. Succession Dimension 

- Component Scores, Toronto CSD, 1996 -2006 

} 
} 

Increasing 30-39, East Asian, Recent Moves; Rising Housing Costs 

Increasing 50-69, Decreasing Recent Moves; Shrinking Housing Costs, 

Homes Built 1981-1990 


