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Ab8tract · . . . . . 

This paper examines the'social and ~petial ~istri~ution,of 

h~ o~ership in Molltt.al frOil 1847 to 188-1~ d •• QIIstrat"ing a 

di f ferent i,al clasl aceéss to this form of tenure that v •• 

beeo.aing Blore unequai •• tbe 
, 
industrialization ~f the city 

" .. 
eclyancecl. Also - explored ia the re1-atiyel'y 10v rate of ovner 

ocrPAtion in Montreal ,coaq,.red· to " other ' 19~h century " N~rth 

". ~~iean' ~.ntre."\Thi. is ezpla~n terms of the absence 'bf 

/ 

institutionali.ad .. o~rces of.' lIortgage ·c"'reclit ,and J:he 

'. ~~~dOllin~n~e .of lov ,·vage, labour-i~ten.iy~ industries in tb. 

1 city •. Finally, ~he duplex is explored as a residenti.l habitat . . 
typical of Montreal, .vith important socioèco~o~ic 'dis~iiiè:tion •. 

, . 

/. being (oune! 'tMt·v •• n duplex' ovners "arid tenants and .other typel of 

property ovners and tenants'. 
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~ Le .ujet de ',cette, th ••• · e.t '1. distri.butioll social. et 
, ~ ~.. .... .J 

.patiale de l~ .;propri't' in~ividu*li.', Montr'.l entre 1'47 et 
, .. _ '-r. • 

. \ ' . . . 
1881. Les -cole's d'évaluation déa~nt.rent.un acc'. divergeant' 1. 

\ 
p~opriété selon la 

, ' 

, , 

cl •••• sociale. 
,. . 

L'écart s'-accentue avec le 

progr.s de l' industrial isatipn· .. Montréal .. un taux de ~ropri't~ 

fndivïduelle inférieur Il d'autres villes nord ·..ericaines. Ceci . . 
. \ ' 

'.'ezplique par un'sous d'veloppeeent 
, , .. 

~fpotb,èaire 'et.P8r la prédomi~ance 
, -

des in,titutions de credit 

de l' indu&trie' lég'r.. , 

.. ' 

" 

ùin-d':oeuvre 'abondan'te et mal pa1'e~ ~ne. analyse approfondie du' ~ 

, duplez, l'en'li'ronnelient 
$ 

resident·iel le mie:ux developp6 a 

" 

'Montréal,' prése~te une distinction socioecdnomiqûe importa,nte," 
, 

ent~~ les ,propri.é~ai~,es. et l,ceataires .de dup~ezes ét 1 •• 
t 

pt:.opri6ta'ires et ~ocat .. ire., des' autres types de logement ... 
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Introduction 

Over 'the course of the la st century hOllle ovnership bas 

become a very popular form of housing tenure in most advanced 

capitalist nations,~ or as Barrovs puts it, a "socially 

comp,ulsive ideal" (p. 415). This has generally been regarded by 

most Western governments as a positive development. Thus in the 

early 1920'5 U.S. President Calvin Coolidge asserted, "no 

greater contribution could be made to the stability of the 
~ -

nation, and the advancement of its ideals, than to make i ta ... ·: 

nation of homeovning families." Similarly, President F.D. 

Roosevelt explained a decade later, "A nation of home ovners, of 

people who ovn a real share in their ovn land, is unconquerable" 

(quoted in N. Duncan, p. 126). More recently this sentiment vas 

echoed by the British Conservative Party in the 1979 election 

campaign, when it promised to "defend the property system by 

giving as many people as possible a stake in it" (Clark , 

Ginsburg, p. 17). 

Imp1icit in aIl these statements is the notion that somehov 
• 

home ovnership is "good" for capitalism, that it generates a 
Il 

certain political ~nd economic stability that acts 'to protect 

the established system of property and therefore of class 
1 

relations. There has been a great Bea1 of debate among Marzist 

geographers, sociologists, and historians over the precise 

political implications of home ovnership in capitalist society. 

As a prerequisite to any such debate, hovever, ve must firat 

knov some basic facts about tbe bistorieal eaergence of ba.. 
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.ownership in capitalist cities, and in particular about the 
~ 

Wdiffer~nces in costs, conditions, and levels of home ovnership 

borne by the different classes into vhich urban society vas 

divided" (Levine, p. 271). Unfortunately, little research has 

been done into home ownership in Canada. 
1 

This paper outlines the housing situation in Montreal 

between 1847 and 1881. It will examine class differentials in 

leve+$ of home ownership and demonstrate a progressively more 

unequal access to home ownership over time. Most importantly, it 

will document a groving exclusion of the vorking class from this 

form of housing tenure, largely due to the deskilling of this 

class in conjunction vith an industrialization founded upon the 

establishment of lov vage, labour intensive industries. It will 

also relate lov vorking class home ovnership to the absence of 

mortgage credit institutions in this city. In addition, it viII 
1 

document socioeconomic distinctions betveen ovners and tenants 

in duplex housing aod other types of ovners and tenants, the 

duplex being a residential habitat fairly unique to the Montreal 

housing market. 

Although any analysia of the political i~lications of h~ 

ownership in Montreal must he founded upon-t~se types of data, 

in this paper l viII make no attempt to drav out the political 

implications. of my reaults. Rather, the paper is pri .. rily 

intended to provide an eapjrical basia for this type of anal,ais 
~ 

in the future. 

The period cho •• n for this study, 18t7 to 1881, .a. 

selected on the basts of fairly arbitrary criteria, but covera a 



J 

substantial decline in hom. ovnership. The period also covers 

two major building booms, vhich terminated in 1861 and 1881. The 

starting point of the analysis, 1847, is the first year reliable 

property tax assessment rolls are availab1e in Montreal. 

Coincidentallf, it also marks the opening of the Lachine Canal 

to heavy industrial use vith the development of the canal's 

hydropover. This event, some industriel historians have 

claimed, really ushered in the beginning of Montreal t s 

industrial era (Tulchinsky, p. 20.). 1881 vas selected as a cut 

off point because after' that date the city sta~ted receiving 

large scale international immigration, making it progressively 

larger and more difficult to examine. Yet 1 do not believe thia 

arbitrary choice of a terminating~date will affect the results 

of the study significantly. A .. mple taken trom the 1901 taz . .. 
rol1s shovs that the le.vel of' hOlle ownership in the city bad 

hardly.changed since 1881 (it vent fra. 14.7 to 12.2'). Other 

studies in early 20tb century Montreal provide si_llar figures 

(Saywell, p. 1', Copp, p. 197). Ha.. ovnership rates in 

Montreal see. to have 80ved strongly upward only sinee 1971. 
q 

Sa.. Definition. 

1 

In this paper 1 atte.pt to identifi differential level. of 

ho.e ovnership ,in Montre.l a.,ng variou. levell- of the cla ••. 

structure. The peper eçloJ. a Naralan a. oppo •• d to a Meberian 

or other a.finition of cl ••• for nu.erou. rea.ona. 80th Nara and. 

Weber realiaed tbat cl ••• ineq.,uali ti.. anc! c:onflict. vere baMd 
~ _ ... ~~-
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upon the o~.rship or non-ovnerahip of property, ,but th.ir 

repreaants 
,,, 

definitions of pr~rty differad. wPor Harz, it 

ezpended labour pover ~r capital; and classes therefore arise 

according to their relationship to capital--vhether they are 

buyers or sellers of labour pover W (Saunders, 1979, p. 66).'To 

Weber, property meant control over reBources that could realize 

a return in the marke~, and classes thus emerge -according,to 

the differential degree of market paver enjoyed by different 

groups vith different degrees of acces. to profitable mat'.rial 

resource.W (ibid.). 

Both Marx and Weber defined classes as Wobjectively 

constituted social for .. ~ions vith an economic basew (Pratt, p. 

482) • weber, hovever, differed from Nar~ in arguing that 

clalses can arise in any market situation and not just through 

the relations of production (i.e., the exploitatlon of vage 

labour by capital). Weber proc eeded to distinguish betveen 

three types •. ~f cla.ses: a) property classes, 'defined by, control 

ove~ ~~r.s of property that could r.aliz~ ,incOlie in the mar.tet, . 

b) acquisition cla •••• , ba.ed on the type. of .. rke~able skills 
J 

~ '; 
or •• rvices offered, and c) soCial cla •••• , vbich ref.r to class 

~ , , 

aituations ebaracteri.ed by co.aon aobility chancel. Weber tbeft 

divides these three clalses into" positively priyileged, 

negatively privileged, and aiddle 1evels, though he/never 

cle.rl1' eaplains on vbat be.is incJi·viduals are to be loeated. in' , 

one leve~ or another. 

Th.re are laMe •• rioù. liaitation. in Weber'. a.finition •• 
" ' Not the least of th ••• is the fact tut" if tak.n to it. logic~l .. 

'. 

--------- ~/ 

. \ 

! 

i 
1 
1· 
i 

l' 
• ! 

.:- ! 

, 1. 
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conclûsion, the number ôf classes would see. to be al.oat 

infini te,:' sinee ttiere. are 'a$ many •. ubel~' di;fferenc:es ih market 

s~tua·tions as there are ,individuals i,n the market (though this 
, , 

. , 

1 

{ 
! 
1. 
1 

" 

,may'bé a theoietically ·tenable posit;ion,' it. is·of lit~le help in !' . . 
eonducting historica.! analysis). Weber' himself ~àmits as mucll 

when he writes, ·Only persdns who 'are 'cDmpl~tely. unskilled, 

vi th0l.\t property and .dependerit on employment wlthout 
.' . reg.ular 

. , 

oecupatiort, are lit a strictly ident~cal ciass status· (quoted in 

S_uriders, 1979, p. ~8). 

Another problem is that' Weber's 'class mod~l is ~sséntially 

.tati~, whereas.it is necessary to·~r~t.~l~~ as a relàtional 

concept, as 

relat'ionship 

does Mar~~ In Marxist:'·,'c.J.ass analyais ,the 
J , 

between the . . and bourgeoisie the proletariat i·s . 
cl~ar; the' former own the means o-f pr.oduction and- extract' 

,/ 

. 
.urplus value from the labo,ul"~'PC\wer '~f the latter"who wo~k for , 

a wage. .U~ing weber'!, definition., i~t iB not, elear juS;t'who i.s 
, 

exploiting whom, . or indeed if 
0 

th.re is "an, con!ljet, . ' . 
eompeti tion, or.- "~..{·elation. of any kind between the varioua 

" . 
classes. Por this reason 1 have also rej.cted' ,other, crud.r 

meaauremehts of cl •••. , such •• manual' v •• RolUlân.ual 
." 

.. 
, ' 

distinctions. 1 

This is not to say that .tbere 

în the use ~f a Marxist' d.finition 

are no difficul~ie. involved 
., . 

~f c1a ••• ·At·t~. ~o~t gen~ral 
. , . 

levei it ia 'important to re .. aber tbat' a11 cla., •• 'are to'~ome 
. 

degree artificial ~eprelén~ationl the,t .. le~ve. ~'an.lytical 

.~nder8tandin9 o~ :a- 'sYJlth.tic .ocJ.ty~ .. '1 .. ther.fot. not' using 
, 1 

el •• s here in teras of .a.ething,.ho ••• ~~.t.n~e 1 ~u,t verity 

. , 
. , .. 

.. 

1 • 
• 1 

,,, 

i .. 
, 1 

i' 
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.-piriéallf. 1 a. merelf usinq a Narxiat definition of el •• a t~. 

organize the da'ta for a'neJytical-purpo •• â, ~~t iB, beeàu.e wben' 

compered to other definitions' (.u~h as ~~her'B) it ia th~ mos~ 
.. f ..... .. 1 

tunctional for doing historical research -.vith the'data at hand. 
• • ~' ., 1 ~ 

'The limit,ations i'nvolv~d in' using thi.· Nar,xi'si: defi,nition 

cl.slify 19th ce";~ury historical data vill he dtlcussed in 

" 
'\ - - .. 

, Having' defined clais the~retic.lly,. it ,ia nece.sary to come 
" , 

up vith a reprelent.tion of èl ••• ·in the empdrical data ~h8t can, 
~ lit • .. 

be .. de to corre.pond to one'. theor~tic.lly 'def,iJled cl •••. 

categoriea. 'This paper' vill uae ,occupation' aa. sueh a 
-

',repr~~ent.tion. Ba.ed on ~y ~nder.tand~ng . pf th~ .society .nd 

:eèonolly of 19th century Montre.l l'roll.. reading of 
. 

nWDerous 

. 'telltS.,. l shall' argue tbat certain occ:upationa _y he çonaid,red 
. , 

part, 'of' on. or another .cJ,a's.. For ~ll.lIPle, .1 "ould include 

unskill.d l.bou~era a. part of the prQ~eta~i.t, ,a. ve knov·they 
, . ... '. , . . . . ' 

generally .sol4 their, labour pover. to theÀ~.ners of capital fo~ a, . '. -..;-

, , 1- -~ 

.Ilgé. In ,éontr.st., ' _r~bant •. vould he part. O,f ~he, bo\lrgeo,iaie,', 
., ' 

'. .',~' a. t~el' t~rl~.d to ovn capital and ~aplol' the l.bou~- 'pover of 

, ' 

. " 

. ., 

. " 

others'. 
, '-- " , , 

~ . ",,'l'beré are, of"cour.~, probl". involv~ .,it~,'the ·u.e: o,f ,ony , 
~ " ~ 

.... ur-... nt . of ~8 . in' historic,al ' . analyaia, 'and, 

Oecuplkt~onallY-ba~~ defin'ition., of clasa are'. 'cert:ainly no 

~llception. There ia the 'perenni.l prohlem 'of Oècupations t'ha,~ do 

not Wfit" ne.tlr i~to any , ofnou~ predefined 'cl.sa categories. 
~,Y l' 

ftia' is eapeciallY. relev.ant· i'n a sOciety like' th8t 'of' 
. . . 

l'th-century ~ont'l;'eà.l, vhich wa. ln a period of tranlition f'rOll' 

1 . 

. . . , 

, . 

, . 

..' 
. " 

. 1 
, 

,1 

• 1 

" "",,-" { ! 

!, 
,1 

1 
1 - ~ 1 

1 

• 
1 
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a pre-,industrial to an ind~'sti:'~al ,m~d" of' production. Manager~, , 

for exaÏDple; could he consid.rèd part of the working ,class sinee , ' 

tney did not ovn' ~he meana o~ production a~d'vo~ked for a wage 

or ,salary.. ,They could, a1so ,he 'consiâered' part of the 

:-.. . . 
(and therefo,re over· the labour Pover of ethers) 

wbat Wtight '(1979) 'h~a ,(ieSCr~bed-a~ ,"the. global 

capi t:ar. " 

of production 
" , , 

and 'per.formed 

functions' of 

The' •• problells vill be . exp~ored f,urtl)er in Chapter Tvo • 

. _Suffic~, it te, •• y here tbat': many stud!ea of' 19th century' cit,iea 
" , . \ 

~ve' f~und occupation' ta he a r.asonanly gOod·aurrogate" for . . -', -

cla •• , .~~d·thé ·b.~t'~vailabie. 'T.he.e~inélude·,'Katz ,(1975), in 
\ ... , . '" 

(1981) ,in' 

Philadelpbia,'-.nd'Thernstrom .(1973) in ,Boston. 1. vould contend 
• - ~ ~ 1 ,. ~ , 1 

, ",&long' vith $tepn"n 'Thernltro .. that "occupation may 

val'-iab1e in. compr.h.n'iy~ theory of cl'ass, but , , , 

only, he one 

it i. the 

"ari,able vhich includ.s '.ore, which sets IlOre limita on the 

'otber variabl.s t'hall any otber criterion of status-, (1968, p.'" 
) 

, 8').-

• 1 
: c 

_ SeO" of ïrb. P,per 
.,J "This papér i~ . dividéd into five ~hàp~.rs.. Cbapter; One 

r;~v~.". the MarX,iat l~~'era~ure: on the political illlplications ,of 

home ownerahip.in capitalilt society, and explains bo. 1 belie.e 

, . Ill' reaearch 
, . ' 

in Montreal fits into this body,· of literatur.e. It 

vill' attempt to d •• onsttate that an 'und.rstanding .of th. 

polit'ical iaPlications of hOB ownerahip must btt baNd upo~.' 
" 

, 
, . 

' .. 
J , 

, " 

--r 

" 

-j 

1 

, 
" 

" 
, , . 
,i 

'1 
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hi.tori~allY grounded, empiricalll.y inforMd body of th.ory~ , l, > 

, .' '/ 
Chapter Tvo deals with SOmé of 'the metho~i.~.l probl~1 

,: in' the' study and reviews the s~urc:e Nte~ial'~~~ To ~.l.uate hO"·· 
1 \ ,. • 

, 
ovnersbip levels al a, function' of, class, 1 .needed e_pirieal 'data 

" .' 
~ 

". tbat' alloved the identificatio'h of occl,Jpations in, ,çategoriél ,or 
. \ ' ." 

a10ng a scale whi~h corr,sponded roughly to cl"l as 'conceived , 

of here. 1 .a180 r~quired data tbat 'repoI;'ted the occupation ,of. 
, ,i ... ' 
household heads accurately ov~r t~me,' ~th for the complete 

,-\ "a 

'population of Montreal and for an adequate s •• ple ot ·hQuleho.ld 

heads. ,.he data, had to cover. the "hole' '184'-188.1 tilDe" pe'riod,. ,he 

,aveilable'at' specifie intetv,.l., (bt.cketing the building, boOIII • 

.. ~tioned·earlier); and be'~vaifa~l~ for '~be 'w~o~e:~itY 'but at a 
. ' 

scale finer tban. th.t of ~i..ply the, ward~ ., 
':. ' 

1 will argue ,'that li9n~f~cant ~bange~ in' 'Patte!;'ns 'Of' 'ON 
ownerlhip occurred 'in association vith major 'changes in the 

city' •. si.. anq density as a result of riew' develo~ent; 

redevelopqent," and !!xpan'sion of the city- into new 'areaa~ Because 

indu.trial~zation vas occurr1ng, 1 expect: to' see large incree'e. 
l , 

in the numbers of some types of wor-kers, and a ~~oletariani~_tion: 
~ 1 ~ ~ 

of older <artisanal) categories of labourers. It ia th'reforé" 

nece.sary to,. have data from whicl1 ,1 sball be' able' to obstrve 

long term chaqges (e.g.,. response. to structural c,hange. in-t,he 
"i',,) ~ • 

• conomy), cyclical change. (.~9., building boôms)" and' shorter 
, r-

term . Change~ '( e. 9'. , • reSpoll.e': t,ô f i rp'~/-- .nnual turnover., of ;~ 
( , ~/ ~ • / y,/'" 

tenants, etc.).' :/ .. /"" / / , " 

Th. Montr.ai -.p~~t!~ ••••• ~t : data .. t aIl the.e 

criteria ,ith _. _r •• sonable degre.,of reliabilitf, and are' thul 
.... //~~ 'a 

'. ) 

, . 
,\ 
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,tha ._in " soutee- of èlata on v~ieh thls ~tucll' is -ba • .\!~ Chapter 

Tvo vill out!in. t~e strengths and vaatnas.es Of' thi.\and other 

.ourc~ .. terial,. a,s weIl as diseuss the oceupat ona~' scale 1 

~ '" - have eonst~uc'ted ,'to meàsure elass. . . ..'" , 

aefore w. can argue t'bat hOite o"nerahip certain 
·r, 

'political ef-facts in a givèn historie.l 

a.tabli.~ first certain elementar}' ~acts .• These includ 

.of oynet ~cupaney in thÀt çontext, vheth~r 

: becoai~g more 'ace·e.sU~l. : or leis, and "bether J'iffer 
1" • .-

,.clas.~s (inferr~d ~rom ~cupations) enjo,ed ft1ffere~t 
, , ' ,"l. • 

accaa~ to it. This "Jll be the primery tast of Chapter Th ee, 
- , 

which' will ex'allline bo,th t~ 'spa,tial distribution 'of 'h~ 
" . 

'b1fJ,lersàïp •• ong all household heads in M9ntreal and the cl •• 
. 

" distribution 9f,home ~wnarah~p allong • sample of houaèhold h •• da 

ln sel.ct~~ ~7upéti9~/' ,/'l'h~\S" c~pter vill 41-50 look at the 

r.l.tio~ip betv •• j(b~ o.~ership .n~, the- rentaI value ôf 
1 / \'./ , ~ 

~' , ... + ' ~ ~}'; , 

\dV~ _ inga, ex~~r~in9 ..• n~ual ~~tions ~n levels of ha.. 

. ownerahip ,on a' • .all ... pl~ of.street se~nts,,,ith varying 
, \. ~/' 

/:/' , . ..c!i~evels '~i rent.·. Cha:pte'r ':"~*', vi 11 eho rev iev level. of .' 

7':, .," . ;.r , .... n.nhlP .• ~c1fic ,to .uburban. "evelOl*lnt, and urbaa 

" ~. recJe_10.,..nt 'after fire.· bl' "look'hl, at ..... 1e. of,' ne.ll' 

/ - • ! ',4.."èloped .~d redèvelo~d/ street aegaienta... \k '. . , \ 

Whatever çpncluaions can he ~gleaned fr~ a 4study of owner ' 

occupation in.19th-centurY 
7 

Montreal .ill 
, . ,t 

not,nec.asarily be 

applicable .in" .a1l si.i1ar contexts. What is ne.ded, therefore, ~ 
, , 

il to coapare my' fi~din9. in Mon~real vith thos. for ,other 19th' 
" , 

,c.ntury~citie.. In thi. ".Y ~n. can diati~9uish 'the pattern. 

... 
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froM on •• co_on ,to o'tber ' .citi •• • s ... 11; . '--. pecu~i.r to Montreal 
" . 

to.pari.on of ba.. ovner.hip in MOntre.l and otbe~ 19th century 

ce~tr.s wl1l~ be th. ~.ubject of Chaptel' .,ive. 
.. " 

, . 
, Indead, i t . is precise'ly the ~ique futur •• of t~ ·housing 

,in Montreal, that _kes thi. ci~y ....' . such an, i,ntere.ting 
< ' 

by the·prese~çe on • 
, t, 

field of .tudy. ' Montreai is aistinguishea , . 
.large scale of , du~lexes,' a ,type of housbig Bluch lésa co_on in 

, " ~ 

"other 'No'rtn' ADièricari centrn--i'n--·-th4L19th century (.Hanna , Olson, 
.. ,'" • ' ---r-_ ~ • __ 

, ,~9é3). Duplez •• , ~ve 'thus ··been \largell' ,ig~~r~d' in ,the 

lit.rature on hoae ·owner.hip. 
, 

As >'we will 'see, .this literature Q, 

owner. as either ovne~ 

Occupie'rs' of" single fallily ho ... s- with no tenants, 
, '. 

- ... .. p 

,non-re~ident OVn"1'8 ' of: h~using. vi th fen.nt •• The' case, of ~hè 
. 

duplex ovneri who 

i. not' e.xamined;· 

t. at once an ovner 'Oecupier and a landlord, 

" , . t 

, aecause be displays' cbarac~eristic. of bpth group., the 

. dUpl~x °ovner ' .. y' have polltical and econo*lc> interests that do 

not., ~or·re.pOnd exact!'l' to tho.e of eitber group. 'For exallple, . 

~hile the owner oecupier repay.' his ovn.mortgage, it is in 
, , 

ef.fact the, 'tèl')ant. vh~ . pay of f the iIottgage 'of the landl~t:d. 
• ~ 1 • 

'Wbil~" th~' ha.e· i •• 01e11· an . ezchange value' to the absentee .. / (. 

land~ord, it repre.ents tiotb ua. value a~d future e~cha~g. val~e 
. \ \, 

to the ·ov~er·Occupiet. . ' 

- '1'0' ,tbe reaident duplez owner,.ho.ev.r~ tbe ha.. i. both a 

. 'U •• value -and a' current exchange value,. _bi.le hi. tenanta' rent . 
, ,-

.. 

1> • 

. ' ~y' parti~llJ' .. or èntlr,ly coyer t;h~ cost of 'bl. saortgàg_. 
, , 

. ae.iden·t; , ,~upi.à have identical 

.' . . 
.' .. 

" 
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" inter •• ts vitb r •• pect to·.~h issue. a • .or~gag. intere.t rat •• 

.nd 'the tyPe o'f devero~nt allo;,ed' in the neighbourhood •• , 
. e,itber o.f 'the tvo _ot~er group. df o"ner~. Chapter Four 'will 

L,.ea_ine' duplea ',ovnership r~n ' 1:9tb-~entury tk,ntr.al;' ' a.ong w~t 
. . 

cl ••••• and in vbat circ.stances i t wa. prevalent. TalHng a 
. -

~le ~f variou. groups~ of ,ovnerl and tenant_, it, will alao , . . 
,.~plore .hethe~· 'duplex o~rters 8'. a 'group • vere di .~ingui,.hable 

'.ocioec~noaically fram othet groups'of owner., .nd wh_ther there' 
, 

•• re '.ocial cla •• di fference. a,lIIong the tenants of' .ach: group, of 

.' landiord •• 

(' ) 

.. '. 
A State In 'l'he S,.t_ 

In his' stuc1y of'" the socjal atruéture in' 19th century • 

Huailton, Michliel Katz (1975) -talt.. at lengtb ~bout the 

,.i~nificance of 'land and prope~~,. in, 19th c~ntury' urban'society. 
, 1 _ .' ~ 

Many of his 'c~nt. are relevant.. a prelude , to.y ~n . 
, di.cus.ion of. Montre.l, •• they 

.." .. :. 1 ~ 

illustrate the n,..rous links . 
t 

.' . 
~t ••• n· l.nd and ba.. ownership, 'political powe~, and the! 

distribution ~f goods in a .Oci .. ty'o~ gr.at inequality. 
. , 

l' vou~d agree vith ~t. that th •• tudy' of ho-.' p.,n.rahlp. i •. ' 

crucial to an und"r.tan~ing of' the ~.grH of -Zualit'y, or' 
{ , • t ... 

. inequalitY,.,w'ith~n. a ·societ..Y. Itat •. ~04f. a. far as to •• _rt that 
.J ~ l ' • • 

, " 

"the, q~lity . of'. Jaociety .. y 'be .••• urèd iaplicitly br ,the, 
" b 

nuaber of peop+e within it'vho can cvn the hou ... in whieh the, 
, 

live" (p. 78). Wbether~ thi. i. .n éz.~r.tlon or not i. 
. 

debat •• ble, but unque.tionabl} the pa~t.rn. of ho.e- ,owner .• bip . .. , . . . . ~ 
d0.8· throv,light on the ~i.ttibution of 900dt in capitali8t 

.~i.tf a"cS a. '~ta n~t •• ·'i. on. dt the f •• rei..t\ •• l~~ c.oncr.te 
" .. • 1 

, ~ 

" 

1 .' 

. . 
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.... ures vhich can he u.ed comparativel, ,across tim~ and placew 

(~.) . 
. The study of home ovnership also sheds light on the 

. interaction betveen çlass and cultural values. The desire and 

'.bility to bUy a hous,e vas not and is not tbtally a function of 

class ~sition. wIn contempoFary Toronto, for example, the 

"ea1th}' youll9 professionals vho choose to rent an apartment and 

pr~serve a goodiy sllare of their income for en,tertainment and 

, luxuries are as familiar a phenomenon as the extended household 

of i .. igl.nt kin living together~ saving, and pooling their 

80ney in o~dér to buy land" (ibid.). It vould seem that 

"'" cultural values or diff-erences in lifestyles'" m~sh vith class 

status to dete~minè the prev.lence of home ovnership, though as 
.' 

Katz explai,ns, "unr,aveling the tvo is extre~ely difficult w . 
" 

'~ibid. ) • -. 
Home ovnership'vas 'also important in 19th century society, 

hec.use land .nd· I?ropt!rty then functioned as mediums of 

speculation in a 'manner very similar to the vay the stock market-

~oday. WIn . the period before safé ban,king and 

institut"ionalized opportunities fot routine investaient 
, , 

'developed, 't~ading in land vas a preeminent economie activi tyW 
. 

(ibid.). There is much evidene~ to SUgg~Bt that many 19th 
~ 

century . lBye.tors' used their 
f ... • ,~ 

int,iute 

cenditions to guide inye.t8ent in' the ~ocal , . 

knovledge of, local 

propèrty'market. 1 

• ould expect thi~ to be part~c~lar11 true of Montreal; as, Fren~h 
.. 

tanadien inv.stors •• re' 1~rgely .hut~out of. ~he commerci.l and 

inclustrial "oriels )or' 
, ' 

lin9~~stie 

. , 

"', 
, , 

and 
, 

1 

real' 

, 
" 
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estate investment may . have been one of thé fev avenues of 

enterprise 1eft open to them. 

Finally, property and home ovnership in the last century 
Qo 

played a much greater role in the stratification of political 

power than they do in our time. In 19th-century Montreal, as in 

Hamilton, the ownership of property was associated vith 

pçlitical power in the Most direct sense; it brought with it the 

" concretelY/, • ri9ht to vote and hold public office. Even more 

ownership of housin9 gave the po~er to evict tenants and to set 

rent le~els and thus t~ control in a very int~ate way the lives 

and vell-being of individuals.~As Katz asserts, "the acquIsition 

of even the most mo~of pouses by a ••• labourer m~ant shedding 
~ 

the uncontrolled, potential!y arbitrery or' whimsical pover of a 

landlord and aéquirin9 at least a slight hedg~agoin$t the 

devastating, periodic unemployment endemic to the life of -'8 

1 
manual worker prior to the introduction of insurahce" (p. 79). 

" In his book'entitled Poyerty (1904), Robert Hunter restated 

J this argument some"hat more dire~tly; U 4 

A propertyleaa person ia one without ~n conomic reserve 
power. He is in no posi tton to ward of f the, ufferings which 
must frequently come t6 most'persons depending olly upon their 
ability to labour and upon the demand of the community for their 
'services ••• the classes who possess no property, not even a ho~e 
from which they'may not be eviated, must of nec.ssity pursue 
t~t precarious l'ivelihood which depends, 'solely on health and 
strength and upon economic conditions, which may, or may not, et \ 

'any time, require the services of the vorker. Security of 
live'lihood in th(! present 'state of society comes only vith the 
poSsession of property (p. 46). 

To study home owne,rship, then, "ia to explore th_e linchpin i.n 

p. 80). 
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1 n sum, in ~e 19th century ovnership of a house vais 

generally associated vith a politica1.1.y and economically 

privileged position in society, and therefore functioned to 

generate among owners a vested interest in the maintenance of-

the sta t us quo. 1 t therefore also meant a commi tment to the 

property market and the system of social relations upon vhi~h 

that market vas foundedi a stake in the capitalist economic 

system in general. 

:. 

-, , 
1 _ .. -

-1 

. ' 

" , 

". 
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Chapter 1 -- Review of the Literature 

Housing in general and home ownership in particular were 

major concerns of 19th century urban reformers. As 

industrialization progressed and factories concentrated in ~rban 

areas, the attendant employment opportunities lured millions to 

seek their fortunes in the cities. Some had no choice. Farm 

worken; displaced by rural overpopulat ion or enclosur'e;, déclassé 

artisans, and in North America imm1grants fleeing the poverty or 

repression of the Old World aIl contributed to burgeoning urban 

populations. The supply of housing could not alvays keep up vith 

the demand, especially during periods of heav} immigration. Add , , , 

to this the general poverty. of tbe masses to be housed, and the 

result vas ofte~ tremendous overcrovding, pitifully lov quality 
~ 

dwellings, and apaliingly poor sanitary conditions leading to 

highly 

working 

inflated rates of 

c lass (I havi 

mortality 

discussèd 

and morbidity' among the 

the relationship betveen 

housing, pôverty, and disease el sew~ere; see Hertz~g, 1982).-

5mall wonder that 50 much ink was spilled io the late 19tb 
1 

century over ftthe bousing question. ft Oespite ,their pol~tical 

differences, most bourgeois reformers, clerics, socialists l and 

labour unions- agreed that somet~ing had to be done. To manx, 
-

extensi ve vork i n9 c Iass home ovnership wa.s seen as the idea-l 

solution. Jules Helbronner, one of the commissioners of tbe '1889' 

Royal Commission On The Relations Betveen Labour and Capital -l,n' 

Canada, believed that the houSrn9-~m ft ne sera resolue que 
• 4 

le jour ,ou les ouvriers pourront ---~.' t.cilement· 
,'-~ , 

. -~ 
" .~' 

i 
\ 
• 

. 1 



" 

17 

• 
propriétaires" (quoted in F. Harvey, p. 237). Commissioner 

Armstrong commented that "single family homes vere desirab1e for 

~"( . the communlty Levlne, p. 

1896 study ~f a working 
~ 

277), V~~.B. Ames, in hi. famou& 

class di trict in Montreal, suggested 

that single family homes "w~re healthier and ~uld mate people 

happier and more productive" (ibid.). One contemporary observer 

vent so far as to assert "A man i5 not really a true man until 

he ovns his ovn home, and they that ovn thei.r homes are made 

more honourable and honest and pure, and true and economical and 

careful, by ovning the home" (quoted in, Thernstrom, 1973, p. 

98) 0 

Levine' explains vhy home ownership vas seen as such an 

"honourable" and "pure" solution by 50 many. Ta worters, it 

~Jfer~d the chance of larger and ,better'quality living quartera, 

, better sanitary conditions, and more privacy. To t)le reformera, 
~ - ~, 

it was a solution that did not fundamenta1ly cha1le~ge the 

underlying class structure of society or dominant claN 

intere.tso 1 ndeed , it waa seen by some as' a ~eans of supporting 
, , 

th, •• ,interests and of further fragment i.ng the working class. 

A homeovner vas buildin,g ·up equi ty through pri vat,e 
property. He ~as' acqùir'ing a direct interest in the lliaintenanèe 
,of p,:operty values and, by .ztenaion, tn the ~intenanc:e of the. _ , 
)soèial order upon vhich markets dependeà. For this reason, hOIle 
o~ners vere ,lf~ely to, ,aupport 0_0 .propert ied anèl landed. fractions 
of capital (p. 276). \ _~ 

A tenant, in contrast, wha~~o stake in the hOlle as ail asset, 

and thus no di~eet stake in the stability - of loça1 property 

marketso. Politically the tena~t vaa , , likely ·to defin. his 

position as being oppa.ad to tbat of landlorde a~O landownars·. 
• 9 

. ' 
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(ibid., p. 277) and therefore to that of ha.e ovners as welle 

Hot all contemporary observers, hovever, sav home ovnership 

as a velcome solution. For example, when article 18 of the 

electC)ral pl~tforlft of the Parti Ouvrier in late 19th-century 

Montreal called for the "Criation d'une caisse de pri'ts afin de 

permettre aux ouvriers de s'acheter une propriété, ou ils 

n'auraient pas de loyers a payer" (quoted in Choto, p. 3·4); one 

socialist denounced this "mirage ~rompeur" of home ovnership, 
, '''', 

claiming it· vould only benefit spec'ulators and vould veigh dovn 

vorkers vith "un fardeau plus lourd qu'il ne l'avait imaginé" 

(ibid.) • 

Why vas home ownership seen to be such a burden? Engels 

argued that it only tied vorkers down spatially, as they vould . 
-bave to sell their houses before leaving a community to take up 

employment elsewbere. In periods of depression or areas 

abandoneâ by industry,' this vas often i~ssible. To Engels 

"freed~m of IDQvement· is the first condition of tJ'lefl' (worters') 

existence, ana landovnership could'on1y he a hihdrance to the •• 

Give thelll their ovn houses, chain theDl once again to the soil, 

and yOu break ~thei r power of resistance t'o the wage 'cutting of 
~ . 

. factory ovnera" (quoted in Bdel,' p. 213). 
., 

Bngels also c(;,ntended that even if. hoae owner.ship did 

reduce workers' hou.ing costa, this alloved v.g.s ta be redueed' 

by an equal amount, resulting in no net gain. for vorkera. 

Citing examples of luburban ho .. ownersbip 
. 
among AJIIerican 

. " 

worker:s, he nQted . "t~e vorkers must Ihoulder heavy mort gage 
, 

d.bts iri order to obtain'even the.~ bOUles and thu.'tbe1,beccae· 

. , 
'. 

, 

" 
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completely the slaves of their employera; they are bound' to 

their housls, they cannot -go avay, and they are compelled to put 

up vith vhat~ver'vorkin9 conditions are offered them" (ibid.). 

Mir~oring this 19th century debate is the more modern 

argument among Marxist researchers over the pelitieal 

implications of home ovnership and just how home oYnershi~ can 

be said to he functional to capitalism. Broadly speaking, th~ 

~ebate has been polarized, vith. writers falling into either the 

structuralist or non-structuralist camp, depending upon their 

viev of the relatiQn between structures and the conseiousness 
, 

and actions of individuals. 

Structuralists generally teke a 

explana t ion in social s~ience, which 

holistic approach to 

"assumes structures 
. 

ëxternal to man to be the c~ief or ultimat-e causal -a,gents" ~N: 

Dunc~n~ p: 99). ' This approech treats impersonal, 'ove~archin9 
\ 

structures (e.g_, the imperatives'of capitalism). as the ÎIlotor of 

his,torical change, while the vor'king class is' vie"ed merely as .­

!'passive recepta,cle of heg~lBonic (capitalist) ~alues vorkitu,il 

against tl1eir in.te~ests"! (Saunders, 1981, p. 243)., 

Non.~.trueturalistà, in contrast, 'empbasize' the 
1 

role of 

,conscious. st:rug9le altOng opPo8ing classes and clas. fractions ln 

sbal?'~ng policies and living. ,conditions. Hovever, the c,o,ncrete 

vay'. in vhich class strug9le is' liai ted by broader .truet-ur.l 

conatraints (such as the .gene'ral . nee~ for' continued capi·tal 
-

accuaulation . in-capitalist society) ia often, ignored in -the 
{ , ') 

.J. non-structuralist li terature. 
. ' 

~b. purp6.e of this cbapter i. to revi •• critièal1Y. both of 
-. J 

1 , 

i 

1. 
1. 
i 

l­
I 
) 

1 

1 
1. 

l. 

,. 
1 
J 
, 

j 

. i· 

" 
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these schools of thought vithi~ 'the 
. 

Mar:xist literature. on 
, ' 

housi!'lg: their principal theoretical assuaptîon~, ',praètlcai" 
"1' \. 1 4 

, ' 

ra..,ifi.catiol1s, e,nd. limi,tati()ns. 1 vill conclude the' chapter' vith 

a discussion of the literature as the, cont~xt for my ovn ' 

research. This," reviev, ho"ever, should in no vay he 'considered.' 
, ~ , 

an ~xhaustive one. Rather, the vorks disc~ased here éonstitut~ 

only a selection,of vhat 1 have found to he some of the most 

)semînal a'nd r-epreaentative vritingB in thè Marxist anal,àis of 

home ovnership9 , 

The Structuralists 
, , . . 

. , - - - -- -. - -

Harvey a Incorporation, Underconsu.Dtion."~ Finance Capital 

AlDong the ~ost i~-fluèntial of 'the str~turali~t'" ~r"iters ha~ 
béen David, ~arvey, vhose first atte.pt at a ~rxf8t,'an,al:r~ia of 

urbanization âppeara in SoCial Justice and the City (191~). Here 

Harvey introducta the" arguments that the key function of 

urbanization in general and home ovnership.in part~cular i8 to·, 

increas.' ~e_nd for goods produced bt industrial capital '(e.gl 

sÙburba~izà~ion apura de_nd' 'foi." l cars) and that recent 

investment in the built environ .. n~' of cities r.pre •• n~. a 

solution to the problems of ov~rproduction and the-realisation 

of surplus value in .• dvanced capi tali •• ~ 
" , 

. ~rvey develops these irgUliènts:- (l.rgell' béa.d on 

S ... ~sy's (1966) una.rcon.~tionist th.ory-, of .onopolr . , . , 

tapi tali .. > . further in late!;'." art~cl... In ~The Ul'bà~_. -Pr~ •• ' ... 

. "uncS~1' '~pita~i.a." (197~) b •• :aplaina tbat thé _in cont,~ •• ic;t'loll,' 
," " , , 

\ 

• , 
" , 

, 
, .. 

f, 
" 1 

1 . 

1 
, .~-

, l 
t 
\ 

" ,1 
, ,/ 

1 

, ' , 
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of, Ilode'rn capit'.l~iltll i-5 it',· 'te'ndency te 'ovèrpr~uc.é. , 'ht is~ ~ --­

".t,he'" pu.rsùit . of accumulation by 'i,ndivid~,r ~,.a~itali~t,. in 

_'com~ti.tion w'itJ\ on~ another tends to 're$ult i,n, too .uc~ càpital - :' . , , ' , ' ~' , . .' 

, being cre~ted ••• rel~ti ve to 'the oppo.r.tun:ities for: employing i t 
" , ' 

, profitably" (Saunders, 1981, p.' 22·2).' The problem 'is not the' 
, 0 

c'reation of 'surplus, value,' ~ut rather 'it.' realizatian in money 
~ • • • ~I 

, , . 

forom,; deinand is 'i~sùfiié:ient ~o ' cOrlsume what is produced", which . . 
îs expressed' in the econoÏDy" hy risi~g invent,ories, excea., 

. . 
pliodu(:t'ive eapacity, , rfsi1lg unem~loyment, a !'Id , falling 'ratel of 

profi ~., 
. 

. This criais in, 'the realization of su~plus,' value occu~. 'in 

w~t "Harvey calls tl)e "primàry circult'," of capi-tal, or the 
, ' 

inaustrial'sph~re~ 1 t "is resolv:esi" he claims., 'by a" shilt of . 

inv.estment~ into the ' "'seco~dary circuit,'" or, the built 
.... ~---~ 

environu,ent, whicb has two componeota; 'a) '~est~ent in f i,e~ 

capital as sets which aid prod~ction, ('e.g_, .I~aetorie., off'ices, 

.'tc.) 'and b)' investment "in the, "cén~umPtion ~nd," or structur'es .-
\ . . ~\.. ~ ~ ~ 

tbat aid cons~Pti~n ,(e .• g' .• i housin9). TH~t~' i~lSO.à "ter,ti~r;) 
c~rcu~t," ' including research and deveiop..nt -and ,socien 

..eryices, i~nt,o- vhich investmerit may àlso be, channeled. 
" , 

Harvey explains <that the' shif,t of lRveatm.nt from the 
, , 

primary to the secondary circuit" however, ~s not easily 

accomplished. "Indi~id~l ~api talists tend' to overaccumulate ',in 

'thè primary ,c~rcuit and undet:-in~est in the sec~~dary ci.rc~it" 

(1978&, p. 10,7). since" inveltlDent in the latte~ "involves long 

'ter. cOIIIIlit .. ent. to illllll6bile '-a.seta and ma)" nct appear, 
, ' 

attractive tO,i~dividoal capitalists" (Saunder B,' 1981" p. 2'2' )'. .. 

" 
, , " 

, ' 
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.'l'h~refore ,the 'state, -àct~ng .s à r.pre .. en~.tive of capl'tal, as, a 

."ole;. ma1 take upon itself the tast of ensuring such a' shlft, ,in 
" , 

·investment is made. In t.his' it vill ~ve t~e ~elp of fina~ee 

capita~, 'vhich plays t!he critical t'ole ot making loans available 

f-or this svitch • 

Iven gi,vèn the help' of' finance capital, invest.nt in' the 

~.co~dary . ci r~ui t dO.es not l'esol ve, but only delays the prol?lem 
. .. ~ ., .. \ 

'o~ overinve,8tment ïn.'the primar}' 'circuit~ 'Inev,itably,the cr.i,is 
, . ' - - , 

is~ reproduced as the~e is e~.ntual overinvestment in. the' .. ' 

._~c~ndary sect~r . too; "capital' .flo.s ••• ~nto, 'the secôndary and 

'tert!ary, circ·~its. ~ ~ .b~t,' the' ~end'~nci . to.ard ove'r-acc.umulation 
.. - . ~ .... . 
, , ' 

," is not ,"elimi.nated.' It ' is t-ransformed rather into a perva.iv~ 
, , 

" tendency towa rd. 
• • ,.h ~ 

over-invest_rit in ,th,e' secondary 'a:nd 'tertiary. 

circuit .. " ,(1978a, pp., '1~1-ll2)., 'The resùlting. cri.is in 'the' 

aècondary circuit . l'inds its 'expression' in e.pt}' office 

',buildings, fa~lin9 real ' estate valuèl, and the de.ol i tion ,of' 
. . , 

buildin~.'lon~'-before their' uae~ul life ~as ended. 

G~vin9 a hi.torieal ezamplè of t~i. process'~ Harv,ey ,po~nt. 
, 4' , 

,\ '" to post-var AIIIerica ~ whic;:h. vas confronted vi tp the problem of 

ho. to use the, tremendous p~oductive çapacity ..... ed dur.ing 
- , . 

,WOr.ld war :i 1. In addition ~o'Marshall aid and continued arml , -
, '. 1'. ' 

production" anotber strategy employecf was the creation of "'a set 

'o~ fiscal, and, monetary policies ~eligne~ to)acc~lerate a",d, '. 
. ~" " , 

enhance 'the suburbariization process" (1977, p. l2~). 

08ing, tax credi ts ' fÇlr hOIlle 'ovners and' the const,ruction 

indùstryas well as .pecial· credit ·pr9vision., ~he state and 

f inanoe capi·tal spurred a' gr'.at influJ of capital, into the 
: ' 

,. , 

H-

'" 
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... ' 
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' .• e~ondar1 c ircùi t. Suburban 
, , 

houa.' ,const9lCtion 
t\ 

nct" on 

~cbanneled cap! tal out of a gr'ossly, over-capi t.lized pri_rf. 

circui t., . but alite . ,increa.ed demana for if)dustrial lector g~c;d. 

thtoùgh it. mu.l'tiplier' . eff~cts C?n . the automobile, c.on.~r 

applia'nce, and ~ne~gl', supply indultries. . 

Harvey goe on to note that there is an inherent internaI . . 
in t'his process. That though: cOhtradictlon ~died 

',in~estlDént in. '~he buiit environ_nt' r:eli'~~es' a crisis of-~ 
~è:cWnulation .t ,one ~i,n~' in time, the nev \built environaent ' 

r:esul~in9 trom thil investment will Act as an obstacle· to 

accumulation 'at a, later point in t ime vhen n~v .inve'-tll,lents are 
-

needed. 
- '" ~ \ 

Capi tal i st, _developlDent hal. thet'efore to ,negotiate. a' 
knife-e'dge ,path betveen pres.rvir)C} thé exchange ·v.alue of' p88t - - . 

. capital investment~ in the, built, environment- 'and dest'ro)'ing t1he 
y.lue of th~se ïnvestment:s in prder ,ta open up -fresh ro?m for' 

. accUDl~'l~ation ••• capi tal bui l~s â landscape, appropr iate to i ts 'ovn 
condition, lit a particular moment in 'time,' only to have to-, 
destroy it: •• et ,a subsequent poi.nt in time (1.978a, pp. 123-124) • 

. T~ough', it, is clear in his analysis that the motor of change 

in t'his w:banization proeess ia the .needs. of capital" ,(ecoriomic, 

.. " .' poiitièal,' and ideo'logic.al) Harvey does net totally ignore, the 
~_/ . ~ ~ ~ 

/~ . '. ~ .., -. ~ . 

. /~-" ~.~l~ 'o~ t,he, working' cla~s. H~, POII,~ t~ _t~at .. ~~e, vorking c~a.s '~Y' 

. /'" '.chieve 'Solle ,of its deD'l8nd., but only those consi8tent vit!) the 
..----/ ... 

/~ .' .requïrements of the càpi ta~ist\ claBs, -' or .at least certain P4rts 

' .. 

, . . , 

i... •• 

. . 
~... 1 

of it. For exa~ple', workers may' delna~ci' ,home ovn~rship and· ", 

achieve - it, sinee this is in the i,nterests of flnance capital 

(which profit's' from mor-tgage lo.n.) and industrial èapitàl' 

Cwhic'h benefits from' the-' increaBed P9litical atahi U ty- ,\ .. 
-

, . e,n-"ndered by home ,ownetahip}. ~is -may' resu.lt '~n -an' al'lian'ce 'of, 

( 
,-

, . '. . . 
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tllose int.r.st. ag.inst eê5 ~"pital. x.;ik •• i.~, indultriel 

"caPi'tal),~~ supPort, 'work.ra in, t'b.eir d ... na (.gai~.t iandlordl" 

for ch •• p rentl, sinee tlfia v,i,ll ',reduee .the eOI~ of reproaùcï~g " 
\ .. 1.1 ." • ~ .. 1 - • . . 

labour 'pOver and al~ov .ages .to remain lov. ' 

Aa vell, Itrugglel in the ~~here of 
, ' 

con.uœp~ion over 
'" ~ . . ,.,. 

e..,:Î.ro.-.ntal.a'nd ·qitality of,lifè' iasues in the community ma)' 

buttre~s eapi talist domina1:ion, 'sinçe. "èa,pi t'al,'.'''. seeks to dr •• 

. ,.l.bo,ur into il Paustian t?argain:' . Aceept, a packaged relation to 

"J 

. - - , 

nature in, thé',l~ving space al j~a~ and adec;luatè comPensation 'fo~ 

'an :' al ienati!lg. ~nd . degrading , relat~on ·to· nature 'in the wort 

plae~" .: (197,8b, :P: 2'9)., It ra" iapàrtànt ~o 'note herë' ,that 7 

, , 

altliough Harvey rec~9nizea.' the eaistence of cla.s', Itruggle,., he 

'denie. its efficac·y. 'l'hus .vo'rki~g' cl •• ~, .tr~ggle· 'is slJece.sfu~ 
O"niy , wh en i t . il" also 'in th ... intérelt'l of so~ fr.aèt'ion '. ' of . . 
c~pit~i. Th. ..~rking-, cla~. '~'i~~" , only .~.~ ç.pit~~ 

J -

allov. it 
, ,'\ ' 

, ., 
Ii;tO. .' .... 

• /j " 

, It· il'-pr.cil~l~' thi. att'itud. to.~rd th. v9rk,ing. cla •• tbat 
. - ... ." , , . - . .. .. 

ls' the--gr.at,.t · ••• k" ••• of· ,Ha~véftl ·.naly.is.' Hia stress on. tbe 
- ,~. t; 

" .. ~ ~ol. :o.f . ov.r-aec~ul.tion_ n.c .... rily .1 .. ". ,:' hill to ignore the 

': ~li~i.t"'t-o' 'a~è·~l.tion ~étèr.lnëd "bJ the' !ltrength of working 

, . " . c·i ••• · ,r •• i.~.ne •• ' Ir~n~~.liy:, "hill, tbe·, role of clall 'atl'ug9l:.e . . ~ - . . 
".a c.ntral . te) Marx ',s -ovn

v 

.nalyais.<}.Of the 'creatlon, of I.urpiul 

value ~-.inèe" al S~und.r. '(1981)' esplain., th~ .-tr.ngth of. thé 

" ,orkèrl .ove .. nt vi Il ·b. refleçtecJ i~ tbe eatent -to vhich, va9.~ 
, 

.' call be' foreecS up ,above th •. value of labo.ur pover) in .Harv~J"" 
" ~'I _ , 

'" r ~ • , . ~ .. - ~ 

'·an.l;lla tbe probl •• il noti.the c;r-eat,ion ·of surplus valJJe but' 
, , l~ 

, ho" 1 to. diapo_à of i t. ci'an . strugglè il ln '. thi. àen,. 

, , 

.' . , 
" 

" 
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, ,al ~C?9.ther seconclary; criaes of over~accumulation ma!. ~rovok. 

, .~',' sort'" 'of ,vo~'kin9,' c,la~s 'rèsponse" . ' 

but it can only he 
. 

suceesifui if i.t is cons'iatent with the needs of some fraction 
, , 

of ea~i,ta~.· To Harvey, the ;resp<?~sè is not even init.iated by the 

" ',v~r~ing .c~as~ itself" put; çy compet,ition .among indiviâual 

1 > .capi tatista ,whiC:;,h produces ef fects detrimentai to the interests 

of the ' wor'liing: ciass: as a ,~whole.· "The ,ct,isis' of "c,api,talism is 
. . 

largel}' 'self-enCJend~r"d; ,the . w~rk ing ',claIs stands by on, ,th~ 

sidel ines of histo'ry and at most> plays 'a reactive' ,role, .'while , ' , 

capital~ inflict~ its'own wounds·as a, reluIt' of the incèssa'n't.,...-

drive t~ ,accumulate" (~aunders" 1981, p. 231)'." À , '. 

" -
0/ There- are o'ther prob~'eDls v,ith'HaI.'vey's a.nalysÏl~~ Pir.s:",hls 

" , 

~lDphasis 'on over-~cc~ulat'ion as t.he ' main problem of ,cap! ta;l:i •• , 
. . 

-' ' . i'~ hever proven theoretic,111., This' doe. not mean that i t cannot; 

, , 

'- , , 

1 

. 'be' provep" just that ',"it, ià simply asserted as the ,starting. 
, , 

.. 1 ' .. 

': point of. analysis" t~ .. , p. 230) .. Secondly, he s~mply assumes, 

'again with no support~ng eV,idence, 'th~,' state acta. in the. 

int~relJ.ts . of ·èapi tal.. The 'pr~blellt . of oppos ing f ract io~s of 

capità'~, n,ot~ith.tandtng, ',several vriter::a (Saunders,' '1981, , 

Duncan,' 19,i; Byrne , oa;"l',' 19~0, ',Gough, ,1979-) ~ve ahown thia 

inatruiDentaliat '·a.suapt1on 't,o ,be ~ '~iCJhly ptobï~ .. tic ~ne., 
. .. 

:' "hfrdly, Harvey' s claim the't··, '·Sub\lrbanisation is" tl:le 
, , 

',solution', vhich c,pitaliam 'de~.i8e"t in, ot:der, 'to further . 

acc-.ulation" ,(N. Duncan, p. "10')' ,ia l'ather' diffi.cult ,to 

con~retize~ Hov can capitalisa 'devi •• ' a solution? ls ~t a 

.. ' conscious : 8uprain~ividual:' ent! ty ca'~bl. , of" ind~Pend.nt" 
~ .' 

:, . hiatorie.l action? Harvey',s ellpb.aei. on' the' lrip.~.t'i".. of 

. , .... ~ --
, . 
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, ' 
capital as the deter.inant historical' force "denies tbe effie~c.7', 

, of h .... n.' actor~:, r~legatin9' tbèm to, the ~tatus of mere èffic;i,nt . . . . 
, ' 

causes subordînate to capitalist structures which ·const,itutè the 
l ,,~ ,; 

" 

"forma1 cause" (ibid.). Such criti~'isll, hoyever, is 'not exclusive 

to Harvey; it -can apply g.nera~l1 t~'.all structuralist Marxist 

"or~ks • 

,. , 

Castellsl Urbani.ation and Co11eetive COnsomption 
- . 

An'other imPOrtant contributor 'to struc:turalist Marxi.t'· 
, . 

thought bas been Manuel castells. l n cont~ast , . to. Harvey, who~e 

ideas vere' developed in' a sw:cessïon of books and a"rt icles" the 

major thrusts of Castefls', t~ough~ appear in a single text, 

,Tbe ~rban Question: A Marxist Âpproach (i97,). Hi& other major 

wor~, Monopolvillé ,(1974, co-authored vith .0.. • # 

GOdard) . gives 
.. ' 

concrete examplés.of idea, developed in The ,Orban Question (and 
~/ <5 

repeated in v~~ious articles) in the c~nt~xt of Dunkirk, ~a' 

Prenc~ industrial. port city. 

Castel.la argues that increasing concentration and . 
centra1izat ion of . capital has result.li,' in - a' grpvi'ng 

iriterdéPendence in .the labour' preeess. Thia u. lIleant that 1 

production, incre.singly ~epend. on a nuaber,of con.~tion ~èed. 
- , 

that cannot profitabl)' be met. by p~ivate ca~al. Product'ion i.s· 

thus relying more and IDOre 01) a social,izéd provision of support 

'se"fees, such as public' transport, public housing, 'health and, 
, . " 

.. education •. With the inc~e.sed lize and 0 coaplexitl' of citie. 
. ' 

these èollec:tive goods beco.. .'1er, Dlore neces.ary if, production. 
< , 

11 ta, eontinu~ efficient1,. Tbu. tQe .. city i. eoneeived of a. "ai' 

• • r 

1 , . ·1. 



• 
. 27 

~ 
unit fQr the collective reproduction'of labour pover" (Bassett" 

Short, .p. 183). Though oth,r proceslIes, (such a~ production and 

administration) allo go on in citie"s, the true essence of modern 

urban propiems. is' increas in9ly found in the processes of 

~ollective consumption. 

Castell's' analysis of the urban system is linked to his 

an.lysis of the reproduction ot labour power and social 

relations. Labour pover must c,ontinually be reproduced if 

accUmulatio~ is to c'ontinue. Moreover, not only ~ust the total 

qua~tity of labour he reproduced, but also the requisite skills, 

education, and ,socially based divisions needed by the various 

type~ of industry. Problems in the urban $ystem_ usually reflect 
~ 

-
the greater emphasis put on the reproduction of the means of 

, 
production rather than on tpe. reproduction of labour and social 

relations~ The latter is neglected because' "The basic needs of 

privat. c.pi~al ,accumulatio~ and profit alvays dominate', setting 

the pace and forll of urban gro"th, as the system of p~ i vate 

produCtion dr,v~ tovard itself capital and resources" (~.). 

Due "to this underinveatment in the nec"elsary collective 

faci.lities, housing' needs are. not met in an ' adequate vay. A 

series of 
• c-

"c~lsel and bottlenecks ••• a state of permanent 

diaequilibrium" 'reluIts in the' housing maTtet, forcing thé state 

to try to even the investment balance. These "crises" are 

_nifested in and/he 
spread of sIums, aIl of vhiéh thre,aten the maintenance 0 a 

.table labour force 'ft.eeded bi priv~te' capital, both in term~ of 
."". 

ovetcro"ding, dete~ioration of property, 

• • 
the quantitative reproduction of labour 'and the q~,1itative ' 

( 
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reproduction of soci~l relations. 

Capital accumulation and the reproduction of the means of 
production ar~ thus continually threatened by crises in the 
reproduction of labour power and social relations, crises that 
are ultimately rooted in the very dominance of private 
accumulation and capital (ibid .. , p. 189). 

Of aIl tenure forms, Castells argues that home ownership is 

the Most funetional to capitalism in terms of reducing the above 

mentioned crises. There are several reasons for this. The first 

is because the suburban home is designed to be self-sufficient 

(possessing its own c~r, T.V., refrigerator, etc.) it is 

therefore the· "perfect design for max imiz ing capitalist 

consumption" (1977, p. 382). Thus both Castells and Harvey view 

the modern city primarily as an artifact of consumption. Still 

in accordance with Harvey he sees the separation of workplace 

and home concomitant with suburbanization as working to the 
.-cC'" ,," J 

,advantage of ,capi tal in èontributing to a fragmentation' of 

working class interests through tWe dev~lopmerit of community 

c~nsciousness and inter-community conflict. 

The social relationships in the suburban neighbourhood aiso 
express ••• the values of individualism, conformism, and social 
integration, reducing the world to the nucléâr family and social 
desires to the maximization of individual (family) consumption" 
(1~77, p.3eS). 

Castells also argues that this form of t.nure is based on 

ehronic indebtedness whlch binds individuals to the capitalist 

job market and financial institutions "in a MOSt i'epressive '"ay" 
J 

(ibid.). Ideologically it serves to instill a false sense of 

independence among workers in the home reminiscent of "the 

aut~nomy of the petty commodity and peasant production from 

~hich salaried labour was historicall}' drawn" (ibid. >, to 

) 

1 
1 

1 

f 

1 

l, 
! ' 
1 
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compensate for their subordination in the workplace. It also 

compensates for the degrading relationship between man and 

nature at work with a better relationship in the community and 

,at home (note again the similarity with Harvey). 

Castells' work, though, has not . been without its 

detractors. Particularly vehement in his criticism has been s. 

Duncan (1981), who chides Castells for positing the patterns of 

state intervention and capitalist crises he found in France in 

the 1960'5 as general theoretical laws valid in aIl advanced 

capitalist societies. 

'Like abstracted empiricism in positivist social science, 
specifie historical patterns (e.g; the French state in the 
1960's) are presented as universal laws (the role of the state 
in advanced eapitalism) ••. It is not that an analysis of the 
French state at a particular point in time might not prove a 
useful starting point for research. Rather, specific fo~ms are 
erected into monolithic classifications ••• The tesults are 
reminiscent of positivist modelling and espeeially of Weber's 
ideal types (S. Duncan, pp. 235-236). 

Duncan is part icular ly critical of Cas'tells' 

genera.lizations since his own research on the pr.ocess of 

urban i zation in Sweden contradicts Many of CastelLs' ·f i ndings in 

France. "This is not to argue" he adds, 

that in some way the Swedish case is 'more typical' (i.e; 
more right) ••• that would indeed repeat Castells' misconceptions. 
Rather, it is to show that Castells has missed the point of the 
develo~ent of the political and economic expres'sions of the 
capita relation, and their interrelationships in perticular 
historieal circumsta~ces (ibid., p. 240). 

Castells is also rebuk~d for his selective use of reference 

mater1al to support his case~ 

The validity of such universal law! is then demonstrated P1 
referenee to isolated case studies (which 8g.-in have an 
unrecognized historical context which links th.ir par~icular 
features to the totality of social change) ••• The aearch of 

1 

'-
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hist~ for appropriate examples •.• easily supports t.ese laws" 
( i 9 id., pp • 2 36 " 2 38 ) . 

'This selective use of history is not ~urprising given Castells' 

own admission that he wrote his works "vith a view of 

constructing a coded and formalized theoretical ensemble before 

moving towards continued research, which necessarily led to a 

juxtaposition of formalism and empiricism and therefore leads to 

an impasse" (l977b, p. 438). ln brief, Castells is trying ,to 
~ 

place empirical real i ty into prec once i ved theoretical ~ 

classifications. Thus Duncan explains 

claims about concrete processes are made on the basis'o~ 
internaI abstract analysis, an analysis which does not establish 
more than a fev aspects of a situation vhich cannot be known in 
advance of empirical research. These claims are then treated as 
empirical tendencies which can be read into any particular 
situation ••• The object is not to find out, but to place object~ 
within a preexisting categorical framework (S. Duncan, p. 247). ~ , 

The result is that we are left in a sense trying to fit a square 

peg into a round hole, or trying to apply a static, 

theoretically derived "universal" lav to the analysis of 

changing relationships in 

situations. 

different, partieular historieal 

Other Structuralists: Ke.en" Boddl, and Agnev 

ln his artie~e ~~.eovne~shiP and Privatization" (1980), 
',-

Kemeny aceepts the argument that home ownership is "good for 

capitalism" beeause of its de-radicalizing e'ffect, inaslluch as 

heavy mar·tgtge debt forces hausehalds ta conform to the demands 

of the capitalist relations of pr6du~tion and gives them astate 

in the' system of private property. Yet he insists that this .... 
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logic can be applied to tenants. 

If ve are ,to apply the .logiè of' -th'is argument to tenltnts,-
,- ,then ve ·vould ••• say that rack-rented tenants conforJII because 

they have no option if they a~e to . survive e~onomically, while 
tenants paying ·very. lov rerrts (for example, in some rent 
controlled'private property or .•• in public housing) have thereby 
been coopted into supporti~g the system (p.373). 

Politically we can conclu~e-then that renting is equally "good 

for capitalism." Thus Remeny asserts ve must look for the 

peculiar cha~acteristics of home ownership that exert a 

politically moderating influence and that are not present in 

other forms of tenure if ve are to expIa in' the prevalence of 

ovner occupation in advanced capiatalist societies. 

Kemeny posits that one such character-istic is the tact that 

ovner occupation "is founded upon the privatization of housing 

consumption. As such it is anti-collectlvistic and is structured 

in such a vay that it discourages cooperation and the communal 

o,rganization ot social aecurity" (ibid.). This is partic:ularly .' -
true, he contends, because the effects of privatized- housing 

, 
con~umpt~on interact vith the family life cycle. 

'In other wor.da, home ownership acts tQ increase pover'ty in 

a family's early,years due to the relatively large (as a 

propOrtion of family income) mortgage payaents needed to sustain 

it. Conversely, 'it increases affl~ence and' security , in later 
" 

years, as the house beéomes own'd ou~right or as mortgage 

payments decrease as a percentage of fa.ily incoae (due to 

bigher real inca.es and higher inflation). This affects support 

for' c~llectivized forms o'f s~ial security .-ong, tbe population. 

Sinee bo.e - ownersbip concentr.tes hous. pay.ents in the 

'- ! 
i 

\ 

J 
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~ 
beginni-ng 'of the family life cyçlè, home o.ners can less afford 

social security schemes wherein one pays-. more in the early y.e.rs 

of life to build- up ~redit for, or gain entitlement to, support 

when i t may be needed in iater 1 i·fe (e. g., old ' age secur i ty or' 

unemployment insurance). Ovner occupation is therefore a form'of 
" . 

privatized insuranc~. In purc~asing a house, families are 

individua11y insuring themselves against the time ~hen they vill 

not be able to pey much for bousing. Moreover, the money_ 

obtained when the house ia' sold can fùnction in 1ater 'life as a 

retirement pension. 

Houaeholds can therefore "de1iberately choose to minimize 

their expenditure ..• by underinsuring or not insuring at aIl" for' 

sickness and old age Win order to be able first' to amass a 

deposit and 1ater to maintain o~ten cripplingly high mortgage 

re~yments during the early years of owner occupation" (p. 380). 

If young healt~y Pf7opl-e opt' fut of insuranc.! plans in thia. ~ay, 

it "inc-reases 'the cost of health'provision to the leas vealthy 

and a1so .• ini_ize8 ~ny cros8-subsidization of the poor by the 

rich" (ibid.). Owner occupation, therefore, is .or~ functional 
. 

to capitalism then other foras of tenure sinee it ".cts as • 

poverful f'orce to .. intain or iocr •••• privatization in other 

sph.ies of life" (ibid.). . -
This s ••• s to be a 8.l'f-reinfor.cinCJ~ trend. 'l'hat ia" . " 

insecurity ·in old' agè lfbicb re.ult. fra., inadequatè 
retir ... nt provision vill be an iDcenti •• for hou •• bolda ~o bu1 
acca.odation, .~d in return where' a l.~ge proportion of 'reiire4 
per.on. are ovner oce~i.r. the ROlitieal pr ••• ure for .are 
adequate retir ... nt provIsion "1 be ••• t.ned (p. 384). -

.. 
& ... n1 also·conclude. that'at a .ore generallevel.-tbere 

J.. 

1 
, : 
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i~' some- sU9ge.tio~ ~hat countri~s-with 'hig~ ownér o~cupation 
'.. 1 ~ 

rates a1so tend to havè relatively' p~ôrly, d~velo~~ w.elfare-
, -

states, vhi-le c'ountries vi th ,lov. owner occtipat ion ,:-ates tend' to , 

have highly 'devel'oped velf~tre states". (p. 381),. This eguation of . 

high home ovn~rship and poorly' dev~,loped velfare. ,states, 

however, seems far' too facile. Indeed, there are so many .othe~ 

intervening var-iables more' impOrtant than' holtte owriership in . , , 
, 

inf1uenc·ing w~l,tare proyision in different, -capitalist countries 
\., . \ 

(suc~ as the polit~cal strength of the,workers' mov~ment an~ the 

capitalist oppositio~ -t~ it, per capita income, employment'. 

rates, 'etc.) that t;..he 'relationship ,here mày we.ll he spurious. 

While Harvey tal'ked earlier" about the l'ole of f rnance 
, 

c~pital in cities, Martin Boddy exami~es a rélated,field in,his 

'a~tlcle "9uilding 

Building societies 

Sj'ieties and 01mer ~cupa,tion" 

in 'Britain, he, étai.s, have Pjayed 

(l~76) •. 

a- large 

per~ in the phemomenal increas. -in home ownerlhiR that ' hal 

occurred in that 

~ncorpora.tion· and 

c:o~tinues, 'sinee, 

- 1 

country s~nc. 

fragafentatien 

-
the' war. ,This - ~ aided 

of th. working clas., , . 

the 

he . 

with th. ri •• in- own.r 'occupation the overtly antagoni.tic 
landlord-tenant relation.hip di .. ppe.r •... tiou.ing .truggl.s have 
focuaed .round pri'Y.te tenant-·landlord "relationa.; •• ·In cont.r .. t, 
the position of aortgaged oner occupier. 'haa n.ver foiMd a 
focus or provoked politi~al _activity of a r.dic~1 nature~ •• the 
ri.. of ~orkin9 class ovfter occupation tend. to f~.g8ent cla.s 

·conseiousne.s arising froa the ca..on pdsition ,of the l.~ur 
force in ·rel.t~on to the' production proc •• a hl qverlaying ~ 
groupinga ariling frOli differentiated tenure categories (p. ,U)".· . . 

BQddy also _kes the arguaent tbat b,., prOIIOting , ovn.r-· , 
occupation building- soc'ieti ••. 

• ù.tain de.nd 

• 
-, , 

in gènèraf - bf 

.' . 
fw,êting 

" . 
. 

tu ri.. of the , 

'" 
. , 

,; 
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t1P~cal con,sumèr aociêty_' baeed 1 on- individu.list,ic· life.~yle.,. , 

, 
• 

"j 

vith high consUJqption of .e~!rCJY' co:nllUlter.' ,.d\lr.ble~; .n'd, 
autollotive products, .uppo'~tad b neèes •• ~y; mas81ve, peFlpheral ".' 
ez~ndi ture on' physical and :social, inh::astruc'ture •• -.'Th\1s·- " 1 
''b\ll,lding soêi~ty financ,_ of ~vne occu~ti,?n, tend~ tô c;:o~tribute _ 1 
to the stabi1-l ty' cof the .soclal ormation 'et the econOID1C level "1 

specif.lèally, i,n àdd,i.tion to 'it,. pelitical and idéolog~c;:al _ 1 

"inf~uènce (p. 35)., " . '. " , ',Iii 

Thu8 ve ret~rn to. the f~miliar ,ar'g~~t that ,build'in'g 's~cieties,' l 

promote h,ome owne,rship~be.cau.'e- it 'i~, ,é'conomi,cal'ly, .~iiticall-y. , 
.. 

and' . ideologically "good for 'c-à'P~ tal ism. " Left unmen~ ioned, 

.hovever, is', ~he .str4tngth of ,,~rker:s' dj.ires for ,home ovnetsh'ip, . " 

bUilding.'societ,ies' for this' type 'Of -te~ure., 
,t • 

- . In his artic'le "Homeownership- and the Olplta1ist . ,59(:ia1 

Order" (1981), James .Agne~ de1';es' fur,ther' int-o hov exact1, o.ner 
, , . 

occupat-ion • ' ...... _..:1 
.18" guuu fo.r' ,~api~alj, •• ,· 'Mo~e' specifiea1lt, "he 

èZ~1l1ne8 't-be ' 'inc'orpét:atton thesïs (i . .;e~' t)lê the.is 't~t boae, " 

ovnerab"i p f'l.!Rcti D.b' .. '·t~. ·i ;'CDrpOrate the .iDE" kîng ·c 1... i nto tb, .' " J! 

'dOliin'ant' bt;u2fJ "ideo109Y' by - ,gi'ving worltrr. a steke i.n 'the' _ 

.' pro;"r:yaY.r~d inat~liin9 a .: i.l"'~Û~ge~h 'CO~~iOU~~" 
ba •• d on tbeir ·'.inima1 holding bf land) by analyzing 'the, 

- ~, ,""'-'" 
d~inanèe of owner occ~ti~.".QY~r 'oth.r: fQr •• "of tenure' ,1 in a" . 

'" 1 "...... ... f 

" 

nu.ber of, national éontests.' ". 
-

. Wbat ... r'ges frc. thi. ,alia1y.i,- i. a .0000wbât' .~if.i.d 'fora 

"of the Agnev·cor)c.1udee that "the 

,practica,l incorporatiron. th •• is' " ~. aore 'applicable - in' .0IIJt 
.. ~. ' ... .. 

contexte tlWan other. _,nd n~t 'er:rtirely applieatde e".'ry.ber.· <,p. 

"5).' For ex .. pl~, ·ha.eoWn.r.hlp •••• ppeÀr. to âerv. ~re of an' 
, " • 1 

\ " " 1 ~ 

inço~rat~ye ro1e in the Unit.~ Stât •• than'in oth.r ~.pit_li.t' 

.. 

" , 
'. 

.,l.' 

, 1 ~. 

• . " 

. , 

" ' • 
. 

", 

" " 

J .a , • 
... - 1 

" 1 
1 
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8" • (p. .' 74) 
" 

becausè' in that . country 
'\ ... .. 

Aces have kept ~ the populat ion more cloael-Y'j' vedded to , . . 
1 '. 

:'è.p~talist; social order'" (p. 415)~ , 
, 

• - -There ià an , attempt, he~e to de~l ,vith the prob1em '~f. ~hl', , 

-if ' home ovne;'sl,ip ','can: he explai~~d, vho11y '-in'" ter~s ot the " 
.. . . ~ ... .' . , 

, .truct\lral !'needs of 'capi talism,," i t,varies so greàtly in ex,tënt 
" ' 

, ',among th. advan~ed 'capitaiist nations. Surëly then, 
• " 1 • 

there must . 
be a~otber expl~nato~y ~aciab1e her~1 'an~s Agnew introduce~ 

\, "'" ", 

. '-in' his, ,re..f~rencé . to ~hist.orical circumstanee~," bringing .~is 
'l'. • 1 

, , , 
line of argùment much nearer to,that of the.non-structura1ists. 

,1 • a'" # • .. _ 

The, si,mil~ri ty 1 h9v~ver', seems ~t" hest: ~s'upé'rficiài; for'" at' hO 

, ' 

. ,. 
1 

, 1 
Î . 

1 

,tïmë doe. 'Agn~,,' t;anscend the boundaries of his .tructura~i .. t. ( .1 

'. per'sPtc'ti~e. As' he explai~s, 'though' the 'incorPoration theais. is 

~~t'eqüaliy applicable. everyvhe~e, "this Is not . ~n~xpe~t,d oor / . .... . 
dQtts it" 'invalidate the ine'orporation tbe.i. as a model of ho" 

capitalist., .ocial r~14tions come to "OIlinate. a sacial ,order' 
, ' , 

, ~ 

·(ibid.).' Thus ve are takén back to tb.'excerei.e of constructing - ~ '~ . 
, , ".odel." and "ideal,types,~ - . unilinear patterns of development 

, t 'r" ~ ",} ~. ~ - r ... r ,. ... -, • .. 

,"fore aovitlg on to a general critique 'of the .. struetura1ist 

literatur" th •. ,.jor it 
1 

instructive to point out 
• 

th ... s 1 co_on, ,to virtuell,' aIl, "ri.ting . in , . , 
thi. I.underll'ing 

'" .) .. . , 
tr.~ition.. "i'rst,' a •. Clar,lt ,. Ginsburg (1975) suggest,. a11 

• r·'... ." . r 
.t·ructurallst authors a,gree tut hoa. owne'rsbip i. functional to . . . 
capitalis.· in."uch as 'l't, 

: .. ~ 1 

.) 'il c.onsis'tent with tbe 'dOltln~lit, 1deologJ' of private property . r... " -' . 
'\ , " 

ovnerlhip,_inè. ·ît~give. i~4ividual •• Itete Ln th. propertl' 
l , .' ' 

. '. , " . 
;-' . 

. . 
l .' 

.J.~ 
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1 
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, , , .... \ 
'1 • _ 1 . 

sfst.m, thereby-e~co~ra9i~9 ~~cial .st~bilitYI ' 
c ,_ 

b) 'lïl 'gener~ily associated vit' the _elÇAni,ion ~f" .i~gle fa.ily 

-.ubùrban ~ou8in9 and ~xi~ized h~seh914 consumptidn of con.umer 

,90~8;, prOdlic:ing, ~aluàb~ .. "~Plier, effects for capi tal:i st' 

industry;', ," ,_ le " 

c' t' 'impli ". ' 'deb~,enCumb'raftcè'\or : ' ,ti;." ',vast, major i t J of boae 

, '. 

- il.) 

owne-rs, . repayment of . w~i~h ~emandS w~rk discipli~e_ ana j~b,. . ., 
sta~il:ity. When payments ~e,ase the . ~ndi,viduàl is,' usuelly- ne.r'. 

("'D ' ~ • , , 

retirement, and love.r housing co.ts~- for this ~9roup· l'educes' the 
• '. • 1 • • • 

, , 

, éost of maint.ining an .ged and les8 productive population; 
• • v • ~ .. ~ , ... 

,dl tends to divide and ftagmen~ the working clasB; driving a 
, - ~ ... 

, .. 
_ vedge bet"een" the skilled manual and white, collar vorkera wbo 

. 
typic.lly h_v~ • ce_SB to o"nershlp ana . ' 

t'he' lea • sk.il.led' blne 

coll.r .or:ker,s who, do not. -1 t also impedeà the gro.t~ o'f' cl ..... . . - .. " . , ... ~ " 

co~scioüsnesB bt promoting locali~ed commun'itf" conset"ou.nes. and ',', 
1 • ... • " _. ~ 

intercolDIIl\~ni'ty (not cl .... ) conflict. . 

In all 
, . 

of these , works the ~~~ets of ClUB ,struggle, -if 

th~y .. re ~ent~on.d 4it, all~ are ,vietred a~ quite sec9,nc:lary.t,Q the 
j , ~ .' ~ ~ 

t.peràtivè~ of c~pit.l 'aeCUllul.tion.~, Debat.s in the liter.tu~. 
. -' ..... 

- Wtend to r.volve,aro~~d qu.estlona .• QCb a. whetber th, central 
l '-' - • 

.. probiè. for 'capital i's' that of generatïng or r.a~i'.ing. surplus 
~ 0._ , ' , 

• r 

. , 

.' .' .. .. 

. . . 

, . 

-
- v.~uel.· . or whether, etate, int.rvention, . reflects, the needs of 

{~c)ua~-!ial or 'fi'nanc" c,pi ~~l w', (Saunde~s, '1981~' 'p: 23'). The 

.~ ,orking' cl .... i,~ a~~i~n~~ '. -p~~~~y peripbe~.l roie; ~ a~ be~'t it . 
, , , 

-'cari influence thè ,:timi·n9 .and . fOrll of -atate int'rvent~otl, . thoUgh 

,.uell intèrventi'on. 'is. ultiutely . 'deterained 'bJ the - ' - ,. .. . or' 

in~.r. •• t. of v.rio~. fr.cti~n.- ot ' capital. 
. 

Thp~, _t,t. pou~ing 
, ' 

. ' 

( . -. ' , " 

,-
, 1 

1 

:' 
1 

1 

1 
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: 
, " '1l. , \ 

. provi;ion~ suPPort of owner" ~-cupa'tionj al1d rènt ,'éontrol are ,a11 
, - t 

,explained' by the baiane'~' ~f ,fore'es 'allDng varlous fraetion~ 6f . 
, , 

êap~t.ll th, votkif\g c~a." ~a not "~een "aa a aignl.f~cant. cau.a1 
, . 

agent cif c~~ge ,but air a .~ssive and fragmented r,ecipient of 

outcolle,s" ~ ibid;,' p., 238). - ~. 

" . 

,"l'his : clailll t1)at the state i8 responsi v~ only' te tbe ,l, ' 

1 . 
'intere"sts ' of the capitalist clasa resta on a blat~ntly . 

inatrument'alist viev of~ tf.1e 'state, ,,,bi'ch, posi ta 'that oply_ th .• 

. dominant econoaic- interesta . in society can viel'd the' pover 

neeessary to det,ermine politlcal,policy_ Tbus picken'. (1977) can· 
. . . , 

argue'; in his analYlis of British ~ntervar housing le~islation, 
, . ~ . , 
thât "~ove~n .. nt bousing 'policy va. in ~ffect capital'. ~ouling-, , , 

" 1'01iay" (p.,393). AS Sa~del's expiains, "For .ucb 'an ana1y.ia;--

the economic interests of é~ital .r~ taken up as 'the 

\ indepen~.r1t variable and s~tè' 'pOli~y, o':!tcOMa, al tbe' depend.nt· 

, / variab),e· (,1981, p. 239). In sua, vorkinv cla •• stru9g1e -y be , , 

,important in a,ffecting "ben' and hov 'th~ .ta~., r •• po~4. t.O' ~ • 

_, 'int:er •• t. 'of eapi t~l ( in -Other vcrd. i t ,repr ... nt. an: 

'in·tervening yariable) but i t cannot: change 'th." functiqnal 
> ' , 

ral.tion bat".n th. t .. o. 
" 

• 
'ft. Critiqp.f ',' 

. 

Thi IÎ t fP.t of : .trlfCturallat·, analr.i. . ba., ._nt,la}.l, . ) 

ao.inated th.,Mar~i.t :lit.r.tu~. on bou.in~ !or .ùèh of the-lest 
• ~ ~.; 1 

" decac!.. Recent l, , :it ha. been- .ubjeet to an fner ••• lng a.oûnt 
r 

, ' 
• < 

.J 

of ct:itieia, •• swcial:l, frOll',the "grovlfti nu.D»r of .rit~r" nO. 

, , - . 

. , 

, 1 

• 
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" . ' . 
. cre.ting ~. dist inct'ly, non-.tr~~urali.t '!ac-hool'" of: houling . . 
res.areh • 

,1 

~;::~r M~) ...... 
, , ." ,. . . " 

, One of .the ,leading cOri tics 'Qf the ' .tructuralist approach 
... ... , " , . 

'bas beitn Nancy ~ Dun~an (1981), who 'po'ints 'to, 'two illlpÔrtant gaps . . " .. 
.. -. ~ , ~,,) ~ -

,in the structuralist, argument'. rir8tl7;,Duncli~'agrees ,vith'the 
1 1 • JI- 1 .. • 

'. - 1 • 

structyrali"sts UUlt undoubtedly hôme- ovn'ership does"- APtoduce "a, . 

certain conse~vati~m, :vhile house bûiidi~9, 'and financé are 

certain'ly very im~rtant in capitalis~ economies~ "as is the 
. 

. ,l.rge .. rket for consUlÎler goods used in, single fami lf home.. Yet­
~ , , ,!e insists that "'th'e fact 'that vide,spread homec::nrnèrs~ip 1's 

'f nc~io~.l 'to. c~ta_lisll d~es 'not éxplain it's existencè" .(p_ 

1. ~)., Th~. sh. as.erts that' tbe need 'of - Inoditrn- capi-tali •• is 
, . 

"not· the only relevant (exp1anatory) .variable here" '(ibid~) 
.. " , , 

"( .ine." different. c.pitali-st Boei.etie •. have val~ly dif'ferent rat •• 

/ 

of ho .. ' ownership, 
. ... .... . 

vhich K ... ~y ha. .b~vn ~ ~o be ~.l.t.d to 
, . 

per capita n.tional inc~ ... 

Her .econd .~d DlO.t iapO~t~nt potnt i." tut 
'l. ' ..... '. 
.~ording t·o 

t~e, .truçtur~li.t .rgUment tbe ri •• 'o'f own.' occupa,tion ••• 

for. of hou.fng ~enure.in c.pit.li.t-.oci~t~e •.••• in re.pona • . . 
to th. requir ... nt. pr n.eas'of capital.-

, .. • 1 \. 

: In other vordl,' n.c .... ry or déàirabl.', futur. .tat •• , 
produc. pre.ent condition •• Thi., i •. teleology or- r.troc.u .. ~ion, 
a highly probl ... tlc for.,'of 'argu.ent whieh entail_ .~be 
rejectJon ,of both cOl!llOn-~.ri.e, .nd any standard philo.ophieal 
conception. of cau •• ~ Ho. ,~~.('à éonsequence' of ... tbing al.o 'he 
'it. e.uae?'(p'- 106) 

I.~ the .tructuralist .pproach i.- not to fall into' 'th.' tràp 

'of retrocllusation, "th .. n .~ p~.,s~n~. knov1edge of' f \lt ure, 

.. t'ructural' nH4a' and' int_tiona 'to 'fulfiiî theli would .ba';" to _ ' 

.. 
p 

, .. ' 
.' , . ' , 

~ , 1.,.. .' 
~ , .... , ' 

\ . \ .. ~ ~ .. . , 
,w ,i' .':, ..... ~ •• 

t-_ .', 
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effect- (pp. 1D6-107). 'Yet 
.'" 

the' existence - of, ~~ns 

viewi.ng , human, 'actions 

structut'alists 
'" 1 • ',...,'" ~ 

as independent 

as t;1eces.arily 

constrained by and suborqiriate to structural- imperat ives. 
. . 

,"Therefore if kn'owledge and intentions are involved, i t ia 

. ,neces.ary' to endo. -structures with human characteristics • 
, 

Structures sucb as 'Capi talism woul'd ~ave to act intentionally ïn 

order to survive. Structural Marxists thereforê subscribe to a 
. -

of. functionalism" 
, : "'1 

1;.eleological form They (p. 107) • 
. 

"rei fy •• '.lft8cro-scale economic structures and endo •••• these vï th 
. . 

active pdver over 'passive .man" (!bid.). - . 
,~ 

" Critic~slri si·milar' to Duncan's bas al.o been 'levelled et the 
, , 

st;J"ucturali.t peZ::,spect'ïv~ . by. Peter Saunders (1981). ~The 

prDble.- he note., "is,that much of thi. literature too readi1y . . 

. deducea the caus'es 'of state int~r~ention, from an analysi~ of i ts 

'.ubsequent effects- 1 (p~ 2'0).' ,Thus home o"nership ~s -seen -té> 

provide a 
, 

,nebuloua' legitimation of, p~ivate property, rent 

control i. functional 'for industrial- capital, . etc. "It 'is , 

tharefor, a.suaaed that the.e functional •• pect. of state 

interventi-on can he. t.ken •• indic.tive of th. rea.ons for it-
l ' 

, ' 

who 

'et' a. Saun4ers ~xplain., it i. wron~ to a •• u.. thàt thos. 

bé~efit fr08l 'B, C.t~Bin pollcy az:e nec •••• rily t~o.e who 
, , 

brought It about. He st.~e. 

The hfstory of t~.nti.tb- centurJ .oci.l,l.gi.lation in 
'ar,i t.ln "ouleS s., •• to .• ugg •• t tbat .'for liuch of the ti_ . i ~ ha~ 

-" be.n 'vorting ç~ •• ' .tru9gle : that. bas nec ••• it.ted poliey 
initi.ti ••• ,· ••• n tbough 'th •• ub~~ r.for .... ~ X.ter ba.e 

• - -C;~ t~ ~n.fit. particular c.pit.l~.\,int.r •• t ••• -.ther. i. no. 
. ", \\ ' -, 

• 

... 



, . " 

, , 

, " 

.( 
1 

I-

I 
,~ 

. , ' . 

. . 
40 

necessary reason for believing that t,he state al"àys responds. to 
so .. fraction of capital "hile' excluding popular demands, or for 
assUIling- tl;lat the, effects. of its po1icies will al"ays aid 
capital accumulation and fragment ,the non-,capitalist classes' 
(pp.' 2'0-241). 

It' is therefox:e "rong to.argue, as does Dickens, tbat the 

"orting cl.ss may vin but capital never 10ses; ftquestlons 
." 

- conè:erning the causes 'and long-term conseguenefis of state 

interven~ion -iri~housing~ •• ca~ only he addressed through research 

on speci foie cases at speçifie periods in specifie soeieties" Cp. 

24'1). Certain1y- individuel eapi talists or variouJl fractions of 
- "\, 

the eapitalist elass often "lose" in the sense of being unable 

. to translate their interests' into state polie,y • 

. Saunders. makes another important point, when he explains 

tbat. té 'stru~tur~list vriters, whatever urban struggles do tate 
'1 . 

place are aIl ~expr,~sions or mystifie~tions of the underlying 

elass antagonîsll betveen capital and labour" {pp. 242-243)."To 
, 

'maint.in thï's- ar~u..nt, resort _\lat he made t'o the ! nebulou. 

concept of ~class fraction-s" (indeed', such fractions are nowher. 
~.. '-, 

defined and the relations betvèèn them rarely, specoified) and to 
, ' 

, 
Wa ' crudely i~str~nta1ist ~heory of ideology" (i.e., hov h~' 

o"ner.hi'" bas heen used to impose the individuel'istic" 
, 

acqui~itive ,id~ology of capital upon the, working clas., 'to which 

it i,s Wnaturally alienW). ~i.tory is then ws ,stematically 

.reinterpreted to. show bo" the spr.ad of o"ner occupation ••• ~as' . 

'~hl, fac't ta' deli~raté sfratégy for dividing' the "orking 'elaa.·­

(p.,2"3). The home, it se •• s, cannot •• cape subordinatiGn to the 
. , 

,_ocial relations Q~ capita1i .. o~iginati~ in th.-vortplace. 
, 

hrticularly, ~riti~Îll of this - sth.;tura1iat .rguÎllé!,~ r bas 

. , 

•• . . ~ 



41 

" 
heen ~ 

Damer 1 s Rose (19Bl). Str~cturalists e~r, she a f f i rms, , 

because tbeir argUment is premised upon' ·an a'rtificial separ~tion 
• > 

be~ween the analysis of how accumulation is maintained and the 

analysis of ,class struggle. The social relations of capital ~re 

seen as dominating workers' lives in and out of the workplace 

r,-t~rough the privatized and fragmentéd built environments of 

capitalist cities. Therefore, struggles vithin the residential 

environment ·or "sphere of consumption" are seen a~motivated by , 

concerns only about the resiqential environment,' about issues of 

consumptipn and lifestyle, not about life (p. 5). 

The political effects of this' separat-i.on are taken as 

historically unchanging, a "given" backdrop subjugating people's 

struggles in residential environments to an immu~able "hegemonf 

of capital,ft fQr~ing acquiescence and resignation toward the 

,dominant processes of capitalist society. Desires for home , 

ovnership are thus seen as aiding the aceeptanee of th~ existingl~ 

by distracting attention from or reducing 

dissatisfaction vith- people's working lives. Home ownership thus 
- , 

beea.es a means of "praetical incotporation" of the ~rking 

elàss into the eapitalist sociâ~ ~rder • 

. Indeed, simply ta viev struggles aroùnd social . ' 
aspecta. of 

r.pr~uctio~ as an obfuscation .of the more basic struggle 

betve.n capital. and labour at the levelof produetion i5 to 

preclude ~~y analy.is ~f every~y_stru9gles which, Rose.asserts, 
. . 

_ .~re' the ~re.l processs.s of struggle whic-h determine,' from, dey 

to day, frOll veek to v.ek, fro. y.er . ta 'yeat;, hov .various 

.~ts of capitalist s~~ety are ~~produc.d, .• odifiea, or even 
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transformed" (p. 8). It also precludes any sense of "his~oric_al 

processes of people stru9g1ing to change the situations in which 
, , 

they find themselvès, for their own purposes (not 'capital's 

purposes')" (p. 9) . 

To accept the structuralist view, then, is to accept the 

view that "no progressive aha-nges in the social relations of 

everyday living can be made witho~t first of aIl creating a 

Revolution in the sphere of production" (p. 10). This leads 

right back to "a sterile 'Reform or Revolution' dichotomy" 

(ibid.) and mak~s radical theory into ,-
another 'dismal science' wherein aspe€ts of the past are 

rewritten in such a way as to make the present 'concrete 
condi~ions' of people's lives seem basically unalterable by any 
means within their grasp" (p.lO). 

The structuralist literature is far too determini~ and -

as such does not adequately account fo~ the fact of widesprea~ 

home owner~hip in capi~alist socreties. What is needed for a 

more balanced assesssment of home ownership 'in capitalist 
.. 

countries i5 an approach that will recognize genêral constraints 

upon action impose~ by the need~'or continued acc~ulation, but 

that will also allow for conscious struggle as a~ active agent 

of empirical change. It is to the non""structuralis-t literature 
, 

th~t 1 now tûrn for such an approach. 

'l'o-_ 

The Non-Structur~lists: Cless struggle vs. The Needs of Capital 

! 

In Clark and Ginsburg's article "The Political Economy of 

Housing" (19~5), th~ authors cri~icize structural ana11sis 
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because it "Ieaves out~of· ~ccount the role of the working elass 

in determining both the fact and form of state intervention" (p. 

11) in housing. They go on to posit that the prime moyer behind 

such intervention was 
,.~ 

not the requirements of eapi ta l, but the 

demands of the working class. Thus, any "signifieant advances in 

the position of the working class as consumer of housing have 

coincided with other working class political achievements, whi1e 

the eros i cm of these advances have coi ne ided w i th per i ods of 

working class po1itica1 veakness" (pp. 11-12). The authors use 

the Glasgow munitions workers rent strike of 1915 as an 

empirica1 examp1e of this assertion. They claim that ~the 

introduction of rent control (by the British government) in 

1915 ..• (w)as a direct response to working class resistance to 

rent increases" (p. 13), and was "a means of defusing a 

po1itica11y dangerous situation" (p. 14). The strueturalist 

argument is refuted, they c1aim, by the tact that, oeeording to 

historieal conditions, the state can be made to serve various 

e1ass interestS. 

Unfortunately, the authors give no evidenee here that 

eompels one to aceept their interpretation of the results of the 

1915 rent strike. Indeed, the authors themseives note that "the 

vorkers vere not a10ne in thei.r protest, for the munitions 

employers also made representations to the government demanding 

that rent control be introdueed" (p.13, my emphasis>. Why then 

should ve believe that it vas the politieai pressure exerted hy 

the workers, and not that of the employers, that spurred the 

Be t ion? (1 ndeed , BalI (1978, p.91) .rgue~t 
.~ ------

rent 

.\ 

J 
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control was introduced because it benefitted industrial capital, 

as it alloved vages to he kept lov, and not ,because of any 

demands by labour). Or vhy could it not be both?, The authors in 

no vay demonstrate that this was not , the case, and like BalI 

others are pèrfectly justified 
. \ .. 
l~ .. fOSl t lng other 

interpretations. Consequently, Clark 
/' 

and ~ Ginsburg do not 

disprove the structuralist claim tha~ the vorking class 'wi~s' 

such reforms only when they are consistent vith the needs of at· 

least some fraction of capital. 

A great deal of ambiguity remains in their analysis over 

the relationship betveen vorking class ~trug9le and the 

structural needs of capital. This is only 'reinforced by the many 

neo-structuralist contentions the authors juxtapose to their 

basic ass~rtion of the primacy 6f class str~g91e~ For <exâmple, 

theyexplain state actidn to improve-housing standards as 'the 

result "of attempts ,to improve the standards of public health, 

both to improve tbe quality of the labour force , and to protee t 
! , -

the bourgeoisie from classless diseases" (p. 10), as vell as of 
-

vorking class pressure. ,Similarly, they' argue that "It vas 

vort,ing elass pressure vhieh made housing a political matter and 

thereforl astate responaibility· (p. 24) yet ~ey alao explain 

that "The capitalist class a~ vhole bas a cle~r 

ovner oCcupati0n on ideologicrl grounds, and 

ideological commitment vhicn ••• ~s fundamental in 

co_i,tlllent to 

i t vas this 

deterllining 

the eaphasis on, ov~er oceupa·tion" (p.' 25) of state housing 
, -

policr. A.s a ,fes,ult of this eo.aitllen.t ,and "a . cOtlabiilation of 
powerful capitaliat econo.ic, ... pol 1'1: ieal, an~ ideologic:al 

" 
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pressures the state has given massive sponsorship to the 

ovner-6ccupied sector W (p. 25, myemphasis). 

Here the demands of -the working cless appear si~e by side 

vi~h the needs of capital~ while ~he rélationship between them 

is never explicitly d~fined. Perhaps laboures demands for' 

improved public'health vere suceessful 9nly bec~e of capital's 

simultaneous need ,for a healthy' workforce? Maybe housing became 

astate responsibility on1y beeause the capitalist class had a 

solid i~ical motivation for letting it become 50? This is 

~ot ta say th~t this was actual1y t~e case, but merely to state 

that it might h~ve .been, and éven if it vas not, ve still need 

to' knov how these variables affected each other and influenced 

state aet ion. 

,For example 1 perhaps workers' demands ·for better housing 
, 

ini ~ ial'ly spurred stat.e housing intervention, as the authors 
'~ " -

suggest', ,and vas ~ter diverted by ~he capital.ist elass to mean 
\ 

desire f~r owne~ occupation, a form of tenure ideologically 

consi·stent with private capital? Or perhaps the legislation was 

a concession to both labour ànd a certain fraètion of capital, 

representing a balance of . class forces? Whatever the 

e~planation ,it is a matter for emplr·ical investigation, and 

merely to posit (as do th~ authors in their analysis of the 

'Glasgow rent strike) that pne variable is more important than 

the other with no historical evidenc~ is cleatly insufficient. 

Gougb: Constraints, Stru991e, and the State 

The Clark. and Ginaburg .rticle 

\ 
offera • highly 

1 • 
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instrumentalist vie" of the state, which is seen primer'ily as an 

tool of the capitalist class to' further accumulation~ Thïs 

perspective is determined in advance of any 'empiric~l 

verification and is siptply assumed as a given backdrop to the 
\ 

stru991e betwe~n labour and capital. ~kin to the structuralists, 
-

it deduces the ça uses of state intervention from its subsequent, 
!~ \ ~ 

t ,effects. Sinee state action ean be shown to be funetional for 

capital, thè state is thus a tool of the eapitalist class. 

Pa,rt icular ly refreshiftg in the non-structural ist li terature 

is the work of Ian Gough, The Political Eeonomy of the Welfare 

State (1979). Here he argues that 

Whàt distinguishes Marxist theo~y is not the view that a 
particular class dominates the institution of the seate (though, 
this is the normal 'state of affairs), but' that whoèver occupies 
these condi tions lS c'onstrained by the impèratives of the 
capi tal accumulat ion prQcess. At the same time the separatoionJ 

and relative autonomy of the state permits numerous reforma to 
he won, and, it in no vay acts as the passive tool of one class. 
wïthin these constraints, there is room 'for manouevre, for 
'competing strategies and policies (pp. 43-44). 

This. argUl!'~nt , has a' number of implications. The f irst is 

that i t .is possible for the working class to win real materfal 

gains that are'only la~er and not necessarily transformed in the 

int-erests of capi tale If this is the case, "then state 

intervention cannot be explain'ed. merely in ter •• of the· prior 

needs of capital. Secondly, Gough 
.. 

poSltS the need for continued 

aecUDIulatïon as à constraint on, rather' than a d'eterminant of, 
, 

state polie'y. "The structural relationship betv.' the st. te and 

the economy; .'.cannot explain the 'origin and develop.ent pf any 
\ 

single .ct 6f soc ial pol iey" (p. .,). '" 

'1'be require-.nts of, capital are but caMot) 

~ , 
'. 

• 

, 
1 

'1 
i . 
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determine the nature or, .cale ot-any government actioh. 
'" .... 

What' 18 

needéd for a satisfactory causal, analy~is is therefare" w~horoug~ 
, " ," , . 

compa~ative and historical res"arch into ,the' o}:-igins of'. 
particul.ar types of social legislation based upon a theoretical 

per.specti~e that, recog~izes the constraints imposed by· thè 
J 

requiremel)ts of capitalist profitabil~.ty· (Sauneters, 1981, , p,. 

246-) .- . -
focus o~ con~t4ints do~s not preclude ~ 

considerati'on 0 "the vorking class. as a causel ag'ent b.ringing 
~/ 

AbOU\, sta te pol i 

Gough do~s not merely 

, nd r,eforms., Unlik~ the ~ pI'evio~s autholls,. 

a88-ume th~t the state is the' taOl of -tlle ' 
~ 

çapitali~t 'class;' but asserts that an examinatiop of the ,needs 
• ,if> 

1 , 

o·~ éapital "i5 only a starting . poi.nt, and no sin'9l~ instance of 

S9ci~,l ,poliey cao- he. explained simply in tenus of ,sueh a 

r~quirement" (p. '32). The i~rati_Yes-.of" .capi~al ~rely' _ s.t 

li .. i ts on _bat Q'ther groups -1' a~b.ieve - thtoug!.t poli tièal­

oJ;'ganization. 

Gough's analysia thua alio •• hJa to'accoùnt for bot~ the 

req~ir •• ent. of -capital an~ the .politicÀl inter •• ts'. of 
, 1 t, ..' . '. 
n~n-~apitali.t groups in the ,for~tion of .oci~l -polic~. Wbere . ' , 

Gougb's anal!.i. i.-.eak,·ho.~ver, i •. i~. ~he fact tba~ though he 

he acknowledge. the 

atruggle, "he cannot 

eon.tr.ints iapoaed by capi'fal . on worker .. ~-
~ - - - - a • ,,'- •• -J' 

th.~ri.e t~e li~it. of tb.ae c~n.~raint.· 

'(Saunders, '1981, p. 2'7). 

autbor •• 
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In ber article "T~ward" a "Re. .... Bvaluation of ~the ' POlitica1 ' 
• ... 1 • ~ 

Si9nif icance of 'Homeo~nership In, Bri tairi'" ,( 1919), "Ro~e~'~~v~iops ' .' , " 
, , ~ " ' 

1 4 ~ ~ ... ~ • 

Gough's'syn~hesis of class stcU9g1e and the general requiremen~s, 
# • ~ ~ ~ 

of capi t~l,. More 'spee i f ically, 'she fo~uses on how stJ;'uggle' may 

t, , occur at ~n indiv,idual 1:evel ' 8g*i'nlft· the.' 'penetration' of 

• 

. ,cJlpitalist social relations withput 'challenging at 'the a9gregate' , 

level ~he hege~ony 'of capi'ta~ •. Sh'e ar.~;ue·s that' i~stead' of ,trying" , 
, 

to place 'housing struggles' into pred~'fined: theoret iéal , 
" , . \ 

categories, as do the st~uèturali~ts, . , 

- .' , 

We need to ask: what are people ,struggling fo~ (or against), 
when they s~ru9gle over' housing.~~Wit~ re.pect to homeownership' 
it lieems imperative that our pol,ltical strategies be inforNd· by 
a· deeper unde,rs~andin9' of w~t people are trying to achi.ve 'by 
ihis way of o.ccupying housing" as well .s an Appreciation of the 
constraints .on th~i'r,' choi'ces' (.p. 72) • 

. As the starting point of her analysis Rose a.serts that t)è. 

rise of hOlIIe ownèr,ship in Bri tain. ln the last century was not:, 
, . , 

due C?nly to i t8~ idef>logical, ~ economic ',. and political advantage. 

for capi talis.i."" but largely to. the desi res ,nd struggles '.of, 
~ \ ' 

1 • • 

wor-kers the •• elv •• for 'theii' ovn hOllles; "In the ,iate ninete.nth 
, 

ceritury t~ê 'goal' of ho.eowne~8hip w.s not strong~y pr~t.d by, 

'\, the ,.ta~, no~ .as ,it "'r~ly 'imposed' on wbat'.e .. y loo •• ly 

calI the 'laboùr aristocracy' .by 'lI.iddl. ci... value. '.. I,t ••• 

• a.ething th.y sought and strived for the ••• lve •• ithin certain . . 
oliaiti'ng conditions.or str,uctutes of'po •• ibl. choie.sw (p.: 72) ... 

'-0 account for ~hi. d,sire, Ro •• 'argues tut, in th.i. petio\!' . 

- cUIlge. in the labour, proc.s. and "cbaniaation '.~r.\ 
-

progre.,ively eroding the distinction bat ••• n skilled and,' 
« • " 

un.killed. labour," which, .special~y in. -peri04.' of" ':onoaic 

";1. 

l ' . 
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.decl(taè, ca\lSec! soDé "very -re.l f"a~. ,allOng .fo'riDerlY " "j 
" , 

" j 

'privel~ged~ vork~~S and some sect~ons of' the petty bourg.oisie 
, < 

• 'f' 

of. 10sing their jobs~ IU\d 'sinklng back do~n. ·into the mire 'of 
• ~ .,. .., 1 ~ ~.. " , "', , 

the ••• ven::king class"À (p • .' 72) ~ As 'a conseq",ence, . these' vork'e.r.s 
.... -' ~ 

i~U9ht ,to 'dif~fe~entiàte the~s~lve.s ,~s "respectaple" vor'kers trom 
• -' ~ ~ 1 1 • 

the ." '~ .. s of ca.~l la~urers. One stràte'gy for ' such 
, , 

differentiation . vaà 'to in move to. "res~ctable" home~ 
, > 

. '''respèctable'', neighboùrhoods, "~here privecy 'could be 'maintained 
, '. l' ".., 1 " ,. 

, , . 
and one' 8 'chi'ldren broug~t up avay from ,the .atigJptised slas" 

(jbia~ )" -
,ovne~ occupation vas also' a.ought', Rose ezplai~., \~Y ,skille'd 

" , 

or craft wotkers seeking to 'tesist ,the ext.~.ion of the lactor~ 
J _ ~ • ~ "', ., 

.. , . . 
sY,st~m ~nd un e .. ploflNnt' due to _chanizatïon. ,In a~, o,ne 

, 

co~ld Illet up a vorkshop and' reta~n .t" le.st soaaè aeasure of 
, ' 

,. f \ ' .t , 

~ind.pen~.ri~~.fr~ the .• ver-~xpandin9 .eb of 'capitalist .oci~l, 

rela~ions associ.ted~ vith.f.ctorY proctUC:tlon. >'Su(:~ ind.pendenc.~ . - - .. ~ , . 
ahe notes,' .... large'ly 'illùsory, ~., th~se pétt.y. /p.r>~.u~e~~ ; 
-bécàM ti_cf' 'ta larger fir •• , by ,'t:ontract and· bad"fo '.vork ,t<:»"· 
1 __ • 1. • .. , 

sé~~l.~ and under conditions i~~~e~.in.l, d.te~i~ed, _directly 
, , 

1 J • • 

~ 

, 

1 
1 
! 

1 

1 
\ 

1 
.J 
, i 

1 
't 
1 
1 , 
j 
: 

1 1 

• ',' or .indirectly, by, c.pitali.t enterp ... is.- Cp. 73h 
, _ • \ l 

'Thoug,h they 
, ~ \ ~ 

st-ill . ovnea tbeir own _âne 'i't.' p .... oductlon,' 1 inc:;luding \tlleir 
• .. t ~ , '... ~ ~ 

, workplaç.'-, 'Wthe incre •• ing 10 ... · of :.cont-rol' 'p"er '!!2!! th.y vork~ . 

>and evên aor .. ilàport,iànt,' ov .... ~·· th. pur,poe,e., for ~~ic:h' ·t~er' .., 'l~ 
~orked· r~al~Y' ".~t 'tb.s. vorkpl.ci.·s WHe' little aore tban "bat 
• t - - ' 1 ", .. ~ \... , ~ '," A 

.. Il 1 • _ 1 

Mara hall ter-.d wsbut propert,- (p., 73) •. , " ", , 

ao .. ~.:.' on to a,rtue' ~hàt. vitb th. 10 •• ~f 'çontro~ over 
1 \.. • • 

.- t~ ,~â~~r ptoc ••• in the ,.~ ... kpJ.àce,. wor-Ile'r. ~~rlled '~DC'r"~~,n,l; , > • 

.., • ; 1 1 

'. . , 

, 1 , ; 

, '- " . - .,'" 
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~ .. , -
~ 

'to tbei'r' home.'. a. havens for 'life out.ide the relations of 
, .. 

capi talilt prOducti,on, vhiê:h furtberei3 the leparat'ion C?f hOlte 
, . 

\ ' 

and .orkplace. Sbe aiso notes that 
, . 

For many ma~e vage ·earnerl, elpeci.lly, in,jobs not only 
. unl.tisfying and· unpleasant but lackin9t in st'rong union 
'organisatlon,' Btriving fo'r tne 'fdeal b.' as. goal for 
the.selves and tbeir fa81.il,ies, did and still dces provide a 
r.ti9nale for and a meaning·to their,. subjugation. to exploit~ve 
vork,relations (p. 74). " 

In a later artiçle' (1981) Rose contends that ve need to 

exalline ellpirically' the ~Ilergence of desires for homeovner.hfp 

' •• o~g' .orters; .h~r_, .by whom, and in , .bat situations i.t va., 
, 

.OU9~t; as vell a. , the" mat'er~al differèncè it could make i'n' 

people's lives. After esamihing ovner occupation in a number of 
, , 

British co~unities, she ,concludes that -sttong p~es.urè. froa 

'. 'below ~ for ho.eo.n.rship· vere g.nerall~ found in' ·places anel. 
, , 

a-ituat"ionl s:ti~l Qndergoi~cj pi:~~SS.I' of 
. . . 

'cla~.ic' form of the capitalist 'mode 

tr~n.i_t'ion ·into ••• th. 

of pi:octuct·ion,'~· ~ng 
, , 

people ~not yet fully separated froa control O,ver t~eir .. ans of 0 

, 1 :-' c ,.",' , 

, pr~uctiQn alld or .u~.istence, ,,~ile hoae aÎ\ct vorkplac~ v.~·~ ·not 
- ~ - • 1" 

- , 

l'''~ .n,tit.l~ 's~s-rate sp~er •• '· (p •. l~)., " 
'. 

, ç-

~ •• ,found tbat the most l~rtant. factors .i~flUttncin, the 

pt.~.l.nc. of ha.. ovnership · ... r., 1) ace ••• to fr .. bolcr~lan4 or 
, .. _.' , .. - r' 1.. • • ~ "'. .. 

.long.:l •••• bold title,' '2) avail.bilitY Qi IIOrt,gage financ., a .. cS' 

, . 3,) ~'h. nUllbe~' o~ ,.ag. tu~~ner .• - ~in-a': f~il'Y.·~.s. ~ondit~~.',~ 
- '. - _ .. 

/ " , ~. 

-f~r •• of\ pr~Üction:-" H.r • .or.' ~pportuJ.lit~ •• ea'i.ted. - fOt: .~n 
.. . \ ~ \. ~ , " .. ", ' 

. ~I'ld chil.,~.n, to' be ellP1oy~d 'in,' hoaeworidng' , or, factor) •• ; 

,t~r.~y ',incr ••• i';" C'OIIbine4' bo~lèho14 . i~~ .~d .~llitJ ' t~ 
, , 

" 

n- ,;' - -.' . 
, ' . ,- . 

, ' , 
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'-, , , 

, " 
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, . 

suatain paya.nts', ~v~ vith,lov •• ge rates,: and b) IlOr. 
. , . -

t'e.otè mining , districts vith no 'existing stock . of s~ëùlative 
1 • '1 \ .. .. ."" • • 

'-~OUSing~ Hére, vithcsu-~ th~."p~ovïsion 'of c~"pany housing vorkerl 
\ 

had to be able to prov~de it for themsel!_s" vhich also usually., 
. " 

'. involved.the acquisition 'of small plots of . land (ibid.). - - - ... - ~ 

. In these transi tional si tuations, workers' retained sODle 
, . ' 

, 
control over, the means' of sUl?si'st~Rce or production through· 

their reside'nti.al environments •. In ~hÜ;,. sensé,' struggles in the 

h~ and for' home o"n,rship .pre.èn~ed a challenge to increasing 
1 ~ l ' ' , • ' .. 

.. - \ 1 l , 

press~re. for the remodelling of t~e home. as a seper~te "sphere 
, . 

of >eons~p~ ion," priented to.ard,· 'suppo'rting. t~e' <?api ta.1iit 
, , 

prod'uction proee, •• ,:,pe'ople I,.clearly used 'cor,ltrol ,ovei th~ir homes 
) \.. '. .. , . ' 

a 

~~ 'achi~ve .9r.ate~ control over their "hol~ "ay', ,pf . ,life, 

. inclu~Sing ho" the)' ·· ... ae their living. , 
, ~ 1" • 

, . 
What Rose! 1 w.or:k' , are itl 

", , 
- , , , 

0, • elirpfricill 'historic:.i. 'find'ing8 ~ vhich ahow, t:ha,t it "ès not· 
~. '" 1 J ~ • 

1 - 1 t .... i .' • 1 \ 

'~i~~vitab~e.·',or "~iatu~al" fc:ir at'rugglel in a,nd .ero~d thë hOlle 
, " 

l , 
J . ..7 

, . ...) 

·to De directed, only' tova.rd ~consUllption ·i8.~el" .'or "'li.festyles'" 
, • l " . . 

,.pd tberef,or.: not 'to clùall"ngé _ capitalist loci.l ,relations.' , 
.. ' , '. ... 1 ~ \ • w '. 

- . . . -
,:Ind.~d, - sb. ~,onc,l~.. tha.t although th •••. "Itruggles did . no~' 1 

~ , . ., 
; '.' " • f 

conf'l'lct ~i.th, '~'Pit.~iÎ~ et tbe, aggregate' ie"el'" '~h.y .ef" ~l .• o', ~-~'~, 
not supportiv. of,càpit.lis., either in ter.s of~ an~ ~functional" ' 

~. -' ... ~ j. '\1 lo. 

1..," ... 

. l~ic" or ·in't6r •• of aotivationa • 
.' . 

. . 
'. 1 .. 

\ " , 
'. 'Io.e: "1' be c~ri ticized fo~ o'lerlooking .0IIe .• ry 'baSic •• J' -

~ .... .. 
, ' .. ' 

• .. ·l.-'· t ~ 

~n ,.blèh .ort.rl' è.boic ••• ight·, hav~ ~.n f.ahion~ by c.pit~l •. ,l, . 
" , 

. POl;" ,~~l.~ ,..h. cont.nd" tut tbé duir •• ,allan9' skille", vortera 
l '.. .. • 1 ... • 

" eor 'tHe ,di'ffeientiation 'PO •• ~bl. throutb' "r •• ~ctabl.": boIIe~ and 
.. \ 1 * ...' .. -; \',. ., =.. ' •• 

" . " . 
, ' 

, '. 

" 
.'. . " 

, .. : 
. " . " , . 
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1 

neighbo~rh~od. . l.a. ~h ... to choo.e 

owner-oe,cupied form of housing tenure.. How.ver, she Reglects 'to . ' , '. , 

aention·who. defi~ed ·wbat was ".respectable,." and 'whose . values 

were Impl.iei t in the very concept of "respectabi l i ty" i'tself. In. 
, , 

spite of t-his, " Rose's works still" represent & -valuable, 
. . . 

theoret ieally ,informed, ,and historieally ,. . grounded understanding 
' .. , 

,of the relati,onshïp be,tween individuel aspirations, $truggles 
, . 

arQund' fo~ms gf housing-":tenure il· and çhe .dollin~nt process.s of . , 
" 

caplta,list ~societi. 

1 

Saunders: Domestic- Property , Social Class 
1 

pa~tieu~àt'ly ',Jntereating' in the' n.on~ructuraljst 

"literature, is the thes'is of Peter Saund.rs, éll~und.d . in his 

boO~ Orban ~èlitiesl ~ ~ SOC,i~logi~a'l Ixplàn.ti~n (1979), and, in' 

~n ~arliè~,articlë !'DOIDe.tic,pr~pe~ty 'and Social Cias~," (1978+.----'--. 
f ... ,f • 

, ri. • 

saun~ers .rgu~s that ·bo .... ôwnershi,p "provid.s. aee,,~s to a h~gbly 
~ , 

.ign~fieant acc:waulative - for. of property' . 'ownership "h~ch' 
, '. ", - , .... . . 

generates sp.éific econoa~c interests whicb dlffer 'both 'froll 
• 1 .... ~ 1 

,thèse of' . the awri'era.· o'~ 'eà~itai a~d' 'frOla"th~aé' 'of' non-own.r~" -. , - . 
" (19.78~ p. 23-') •. ln. otl)er 'words, . Saunders is t.j.~ting· ~both th. 

,. , ~ ,." 1 \ , . 
, .. con;servati". argu.e"t tut 't~e apreàd of .owner \ occupat ion' .- , 

."... ,.. . 
, -

. -,. conltitutea a ~d~.ffua·i~n - of prt)perty right., and ~hé· radical 
. ' 

a'rg .. nt tbàt it 'nas r •• ul~ed in a .atrengtheni'ng: of _' false 
, . 
,'. ç·c>n.~ iô1,lsn .... " alM?n9'- the' proletar'iat" tlbid. h, 1 n .. t.ad,' Sa~d.rs 

. c~"t.n4a that' -"._tic p~opert7 o.ft~r'h{p as ~h~ bAsl': for.' ~he 
fot.ation of . a di.ti~c~' pol·{tical 

:~i~\ c~~~ •• . 4'.' -. • 

t 7 , 
. . 

.. ' 

, , . 
. , 

" 
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53 .' . \ ',,, . . . 
Ref'etrlng to the works ,ol in,gels te:> '. sÙppor.t ~is argUlàent,. 

, Sau~der. esplain .. that 1n Engels' ,vi.",. hou~e ovne'rship .had the 
, ' 

'potentiàl ,to 'constitute a form of capital;, "Capital ia the 
... '.' ~ , 

, ' 

~~nd ove.r 'the 'ung,aid labour of ' others. ,The .li,t'tle ·house of 
, , . 

~ ,th.'worker can therefore become cap~tal'only if he rents it ta a 
,.' . 

thi,rd, perlon and appropriat.s part ',of the la~pur product of thilf 

Person in the for~ ~f ~n't'~ (quoted in Saunders, 1979, p. 78). 

C'l.arly, to Ingels .ho~ oW,ner,ship dQe. 'not " transform ,a "age 

labourer,into _ ~apitali.t. Yet~. in a rebuttal to ,Bm'il Sa. and 
, , i 

, hi. "~ür~eoi,I"~ approac~ to ,thé bousing probleDl, Enge~s "ent on 
.. • 1 • 

to .ay ,'''l'he ,,-orker who o;,ns a li ttle hou se to the value of a 

thou~nd ,talerl t j., .tr,u~ enouqh,- no longer a proleta,rian, 'but 

i t , takes' He~r', Sa~ . to call hill a cap1 ~aii.t Il,, (1bid~',' hi~ 

.-phali';'). A~ 'Saundera ~ote.~ 't~il'.~e .. s to:illlply'that'''alth~u9h 
: bous. o;'nership ,do..' not ~onsti t~te, 'ow~eli.h{p of cap! tal, i t i. 

, 1 

nevertheîes. "uf,f ici.n,t to c:Ufferent,iaté th. cl.... ·po.it~on of " 
...' , . 

the worker "ho" o.n.'hi. 'o~n houae 
. , ' 

f'roll that of the 
-

"ork'er who 

doea 'not" (ibid~). .... -", 

'. ' 

~und,r..· argue. ,U~~t thi •. c,j ••• " d~'t'~er.ntiation 'of, hqlle 

ovnin9 1lnd ,non-ho.. owning ·.o~k.r. ii ba •• d ' 'o~_ t'he f.act t~t 
.. • - 1 " 

o.ner .occupat·h,n'· piOVidea' o~né,~. -'ith a',' 'ei9nifi~ant potenfi.l 

for accùiaulat io", not ,ava ~ iable to n9n-.own.ers. He· iden~ if i'el i,o,~r 
, . 

, , 

r ... on. wh}' thi. has, Dean the case in" .t~ t.~fl~ which' i'n -
-, 1 .... '" \ ~ 

·"conden •• d- fOn. arel ',a) hOus~ .pr.iee. ,hàve i,,!=r •• ~ for aO,et of 
, , 

thi.·c.ntury ~t' a fa.ter pace' tban the' ge~.~ar rate of inf.l,.-tion ' 

·~ftd th". h~ " o~n.:r.hip '~.··o~.f~r~· t~tu~~. gt.~~er· 'then thO~~ 
. 'fr~ 1IOa-t ~th"r /fotii.· ~t i~~~.tMntl,'· .• the 'lIQ't'tgag. t~t. bâ., 

, . 

. , 
: .' 
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" 

l , 

1 , , , 

" , 

,consi.te~tly be,e~ far love~ than' the infi.tion rate, ~.n~n,g 

,that hoa. puyers have been able to borrov money at substantially 

r-.ducf!'Q rates of in~ete.st", c) home ovnera .can increase the value 

of ,thei-r homes ~y e%pend~ng their ovn labour pover on 

improv,eme,nta, 'an option not open to tenants, and d) house 

purchasers have prof i ted from many r:o 

Uerent kinds of government 

subsidie-s. T~ough this, is ,also true of tenants, especially tbose 

in public housing, "the situation i not analagous ••• because the 

allovances made 'to ovnet occupiers constitute subsidies on both 
> 

the use value and future exchange value of their dvellings W 

(1979, p. 92). 

Having established tha~ home ovners 'have access to real 

capital accumulation through their homes that tenants do not, 
. . 

• Sa~nders notes that t'hey cannot""he- eon.Jdered in ,the same clas • 

. • i~uation a. the latter. let •• Engels argued earliè"r, nel.t~er 

c.n they be conside~ed capitalis,ts. Saunders concludes therefore 

that dome.'t ic property ovnership" i. the 'ba.i s f.or a thi rd soc ial 

'cl.ss," the Middle class, tbat il neither proletarian or 

bQurgeoisie. rhis is a significant assertion, since it is 

sa.ewhât at odds vith the orthodo% Marxist contention that 

social cl .... ,1 are for .. d solely "according tG their relation t,o 

the production and .cquisition of goods" (1919, p. 74). His 

~.iddle class" here is defined. by its 'relàtion tQ the 

cônsu.p,tion of a good, na .. ly bouSin9. 
, " 

, 

Saunders att.mpts : to bridge tbe gap batveen his ovn .nd , , 

~ony.ntion.l Na~xi.t ,.n.ly.i. of cl ••• · by dra,"ing upon 

~rcbecli-'. ,(1975l an.lysi' of the concept of the aiddle ~l.s. in 

" 'f 

" ~ 1 
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, 
capitalïsm. Carche'ii argues 't-hat tradition'ally the function of 

, capital has been t,he control and surveillance of the workforce 

as weIl as the org'anization (management) of production for 

prof i t, whi le the tradi,t ional role of- labour has heen to ,produce 

commodi ties for a wage. Modern capi talist 

production, however, involves s~ch a complex division of labour 

that some sections of the wotking class n~w perform "the global 

functions of capital" (i.e., the management function, p.Sl) even 

though they do not ovn the 'means(o~ production. It follows that 

three classes c'an be the-or\~zed in the conditions., of an 
~dvaneed capitalist mode of production: a class of capitallsts 
vhich carries out 'the functions of èontrol and repression in the 
vorkpl,ace, a class of prolet~rians which carries out the 
functions of production of commodities, and ,a middle cla~s vhich 
does bath, part of its time being devoted to produc~ion, and 
part ta control (Saunders, 1919, p. 99). 

Carchedi employs this ,argument to expléin differentials in 
~ 

income between the latter tvo classes'. Whiie vorkers reeeive 

vages reflecting only the value of their labour power, the 

middle class il paid out of .both vages (since it performs the 

functions of labour) and revenue (as they also perfprm the 

f,unct ions of capi tal ) • They thus have access ta revenue nat 

available to most proletarians. Ho.ever, Carchedi also noted 

that the tenden~y in c~p~talis. is "to reduce skilled labour to 

average labour," leading ta "a proeess of proletarianization of 

the nev middle class in vhich its contributions to the global 

functions of capital, and hence its claim to revenue, are 

gradual!1 eroded" (.il!!2.). 

,From this Saunders, argues that hOlH ovnership i sone 
.. 

strategy uaed by the nev aiddle cl ••• to .. intain its priveleged 

1 
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posi t ion. (note the similarity to ROse's argument about how 

skilled 19th century workérs did the same). inasmuch as home 

ownership consti tutes a real source of accumulation over and 

above wage payments, it maint~ins middle class access to revenue 
\ , 

despite this "process of prol~aria~ization." One consequence 

of this is that the middle cl~ss will have its own distinct 

political interests, and can form alliances with either capital 

(e.g., in the exclusion of certain classes or ethnie groups from 

specifie districts to keep up property values) or labour (·e.g., 

to resist private or public development plans in an area). 

Saunders con tends that when owner occupiers mobilize over such 

issues they are not displaying "false consciousness," as some 
~ 

Marxists contend, since they have a real material interest in 

maintaining property values, as their homes constitute a 

si-gnificant source of accumulation for them . 

Saunde r s' analys i s is 
... 

a ~aluable contribution to the 

non-structuralist literature with important implications for 
\ 

Marxist theory. Particularly notewor,thy is his refutation of the .. 
assumption of conventional Marxisb analys-is t,hat political "< 

strug91es even around issues of consUmption (like housing) must 
\ 

relate to class divisions at the lever of production. It does, 

hovever, have three main, weaknesses. 

The first is that hi~ a~gument about housing as a basis for 

social class formation because it provides access to 
~ 

accumulation raises the question of whether there are other 

forms of property which also perform this function. Saunders 

himself admits that there are other items, such as insurance 

, . , 
• < ' 

\ 

\ 

-

, 
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policies and annuities, which also function both as a use-value 

(i.e; as a store to be used up during retirement) and as -4 

significant means of capital accumulation. Are insurance 

pol1cies aiso the basis for a distInct social class? Do 

property owners and lnsurance policy holders belong to the same 

class? 

The second weakness , accordlng to Ede~ (1982), 19 his 

lnterpretatlon of Engels to say that home ownershlp did glv~ 

workers a chance to accumulate vealth and therefore could act as 

the baSlS for an independent property class. Eng~l-5 did vrite, 

as Saunders quotes him, that "The vorker who owns a little 

house ... 1 s, true enough, no longer a proletarian." But Edel 

insists that this statement need not lmply that it 15 the house 

which makes the worker "no longer a proletarian. ft If owned 

outright such a house "15 one 

considerable accumulat ion 4' the 

houses May demarcate ~ bet ter 

that must be bought 

worker. Ownership of 

off status of a 

after 

larger 

labour 

aristocracy, but that does not make it the cause of such status" 

(p.213). To Engels, home ownership did not cause an improved 

class situation; rather it was an already priveleged class 

situation that allowed home ovnership. This interpretation seems 

espec ia11y val id in light of the quotations from Engels about 

owner occupation cited at the beginning of this chapter. 

The thi rd and Most important" weakness i s that Saunders' 

vie" of home ovnership as a vehicle for capital aCfumulation 

rests on a set of specifie historical conditions; for ~xample, ., 

higher inflation than mortgage rate, negative real rates of 

,{ , 
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interest on mortgage loans, tax suhsidies for' 

mortgage payments and Evèl'l if these 
-

cùrrently show no si gn' of c'hanging, the point 15 it i s- poS5 i ble 

these conditions could easily change.(e.g: the l~tere~t rate 

could drop suddenly, government subsidies co~ld he cut off, 

étc.·). SU,\h change could destroy the potent ial bf home owner'ship 

for capltal accumulation, and thus Saunders' argument as ·well. 

This forces even Saunders himself to admit that ln the flrial 

analysis his argument is essentially "empirieal and descriptive, 

dependent upon the existence of specifie' conditions vhich are-

external to the analysis itself ft (1979, p.98). 

This still does not negate the value of Saunders' work. As 

Rose has pointed out, what Marxis't analysis of ':lollle ovnership 

needs to do is to eJamine empirically the emergence Qf home 

ownèrship in various places at various "times, to detérmine 

vhere, by whom, and in what situations it vas sought, as weIl as 

the constra~nt9 on achieving it. To disregard saun~ers' work 

because it is predicated on certain h-istorical condition·s is to 

disregard the study of history itself. Specifie historical 

examples aré the foundation of empirica) knowledge l and 

empirical knowledge is the anchor of theoretical understanding. 

What emerges frbm the preceding discussion is the need for 

an understandin~ of the political implications of home ownership 
\ 

to be f ounded upon a hi stor ically grounded, empi r ically înformed 

body of theory. This paper is one c6ntribution toward 

constructing the empiricàl base for·such a theory. The following 

chapters shall examine historically trends, geographical 



Î 
! 

di (ferent'ïat i on, and sOC'ial differentiation in rat~s of home 
(1 

o~nerBhip in' late 19th-century Montreal, a city just beginning' , 

to Bee the da_n of its i~dustriâl age. ~ 

Before unde·rta.kin9 B\.Jch an anâlysis, it is illportant to 

revie" the. type of data bein9 e.plo,Yed as the basis of thè 

5tud'y. Obviously, on11 a good understandi n9 of - the 

possibilitles anç practical limitations innerent ln the data 

will permit sound conclusions 't.p ibe drawn from the res~arch. It 

is to this type 01 eJamï'nation of the source .. terial that "e 

no" turn in Chapter Tvo. 

- -\. 
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Cbapter Tvo: Methodoloqical Consideratipnl 
p , ; 

(" 

The Tax Asses.ment Roll As A 'pâta Source 

This ohapter will review the, source material eaployed as 

the basis for the analyais of home ownership ----­in 19th-century 

Montreal. It viII focus on sù~h limitations in the aata as the 

non-correspondence of occupational titIes, underrepresentation 

of the vorking class, pr~blems' of language, problems of 

determining positions in the relations of production from 

historical data, and the arbi't rary po'er ol i nd i v~dual 

enumerators to .modïty results. The sample of occupations 1 have 

constructed to méasure the relationship oetween hpme ownership 

and social class will be discussed in the second part of the 

chapter. 

Although some reference will be made to the published 1861 

and 1881 censuses of Canada for 

information, the main data source fo 

Montreal tax assessment rolls, which 

since 1847. The tax rolls are 

purposes of this analysis, 

and household 

this st~dy is the Ciçy of 

ve been prepared annually 

weIl suited for the 

Iist the name, address, 

occupation, and annual rent 0 y household head in the ,city, 

along with the ovner of each property. They are also adequate 

both for an analysis of thê",total population of the Ci:ity and for-
... . 

':::-~""" 

research' on the basis of various samples. This is important 

because, as indicated in the introduction, the section: of 

Chapter Thr~e dealing vith ehe spatial distribution of home 

ownership looks at aIl household heada in the city, but samples 

, , 
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" 

" 

, 
are used in' the discussïons of' tbe relationsbip bet ... n ~ouse 

ovnership class,~ réntal vâlue,s, ~e 
. 

redevelopment, Rev development, and brr ·ebaptêr'pour 'of duple. 

ownetship • 
. 

Ta produce the assessment rolls, the E:ity employed 
... , 

in enÛDterators who, usuelly ,the ~arly or ,mi'CJ s ...... r of .each 

year, went from door to door and interviewed the he ad of ,·the 

family~ Hanna, and OIson (1983) have used the ta~ rolls in tneir 

work on 19th-ceritury Montr,eal, and as they, have noted, "Ces 

donées ~ont très complètes ••• Pour ~eux pourcent seulement des 

logements à MontJreal en 1881 •• '.la valeur de loyer n'est pas 

iJ;ldiquée" (pp. 6 '2}:). P'urthermore, they fO~hat only in a 

"petit, nombre de cas" vas ,the, occupation of the household head 

missing (ibid.). Where add~esses or occupations are incomplete 1 

have supplemented the tax roll data with information ;from the 

city directory, whiéh was printed annually si'n!e la.19~ , . ~ 

The data collected by thè ass.e&sors vas used by the ~,i ty to 

'compile both the property and water tax rolls. This is why the 
., . 

rolls list bot,.h owners and tenant,s; 'wh."eas only \o"A'~rs paid ~h, 
. 

property taK, Montreal was one' of the' tev cities in North 

America where individual t~nt household heada 'vere asse.sed to 

pay ,the vater tax. The taxat'ion ot tenants basad OD a logic of 

supplying vat~r to aIl h~use~oIQs vas the rationale fo~ the 

careful enumeration of" a11 ,bOUtlebOIdl " and a180 ~"PI.in. wbl' 

Montre"al is 'one Gf fev cities on the ,continent to have a liat of 

both ownéta and tenants available annuall)'. 
" ... " 

'Particularly i~portant is the way in thè 
~-

, . 
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J 
- . 

rolls vere .etablisbed fo~,' batb tenants and ovn.r.. .Th • 
. ~ . 

en~ratore aeteeS each ~o~.ehold 'head th. a.oüo~ tbey' paid in 

tent,' a~nna - and _ OIson explain~ - "1 'aju,ta.it st il le­

·trouvait exor~i-la~~ ou modique, ~elon le marché 'pu locj •• en.t qu'il 

con'rias.ai t fort bien "( p. 6). For houses inhabl. t~d bf ovner 

ocçùp1e~a, the enuaerators merely estimated the rentaI value OR-

t'he basis of the space occupied~ ,This meant that the 

enumerators had .. trellendous amount .of arbi trary pover - in the 

Where enumerators vere more 

con~cientious a~d had a good knovledge of ~he local real estate 

markét (as Hanna' OIson sU9gest1, this is oot a serious problem' 

for historieal researeh" but where en~erators vere les5 

knovlèdgeable or less di l igent-, vhatever arbi traJ;Y figures tliey­

chose' to invent maf serioualf pr,judice oùr resulta. 

unfortuhatelf, ,~x.ample~ of thi s abound. On ()ne str,tch of 

Lagauehetiere St. in ~872, the rentaI valu~ of several single 
J ; 

family !louses '(as given at $240 annual'!! _ ~ach. The very next 
, ~ 

year, i~ 1873, thoae s.me houses vere evalueted by a aifferent 

enUiberator at $200 annually eacn, a 16.7' difference. ,In 1874, 

Jet 'a 4iffèrent, enUlllerator put. tf)eir ' rentaI valu. once again at 

$240 each, a figure. vhich reaei'ed unc'hanged f,or aeveral years. 

'l'bat. real $40 dro~ in value of .the. buildings occur~ed in. 

single~ year lieems dOUb,tful, a more probable cause for the audden 

decline ~ing the partic'ular judgement of the 187. en\dlerator •. 

Mere 1 have deliberately used an extreme -exaaple to 

illustrate .y 

que.~ionable 

point. Portunately, tbe g~eat _jority of 

evaluatiOns 'l. have 

. ~ 
- , 

, -

diecove~ed are of ., l.s • 
~. 

-. 

~ 
1 

" 
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. 
spectacular natu{e, involvlng a -change of only a· fe. dOllar." , 

-
for ,ex.aple, betv.en- an apprai •• i of $60 one y .. ar a~d $6t tbe' 

-", 

next., Such change. are generally not' signi'f ieant enoùgh to 

change a hO,usehold's position in the rent elall ty~~o9Y_ 

constructed Dy Hanna and plson~ 'vhich. 1 s)la.ll be ù.ing .in ~.J, ovh 

discussiOn of holte ovnership -and ' r~nt ,in Chapt;er Three. The, 

variations in- appraisal al.o seem to have a ràn~~m -q~l,ity-. :h~y , 

sbould therefore- 'not fnfluènce tao.great1y t.~e_rt!sults of-DlY. 

ana1y .. is '(although 80lle evidence sugge.,ts -assessors may have 
'" di.played a cetain lea:ti,enc, in' the 'evaluation of clergy" blind 

.. n, and vido"., a. ,vell ès a tendency to underevaluate ·the'· 

largest of property holdings). , . . 
Another problem ve must face iri the wort of-the .unieipel 

en~erators i. the 1.n,9\189. barrier .• 50 .. _ o.f ·the enuilerators 

(and there is no vay of ~eliin9 Ji~v "'l'1y) c,?uld not' .pè,ak be_th 
" , 

Bnglish and Prench (or at ·least cou1d not tipeak, tlleDl vell )'., The 

result is :ihat meny n .... t~t apPear .in- ~h~, tax rolls are 

either sli9h~ly or gro.sly mi.,pelled, or àltogetber vron99 For' , 

exa.ple, the real na .. ,of 'one Olivier Charbonne.u li'sted in the -

~olis v •• One.'i .. Charbonne.u" (' .. ny ailtates involve na~s' tbat 
1 • ~ ~ • ' • ~ , • ;, .. 

are incorrect bùt begin vi th the correct ,ini ti.l) . ·Bdv.rd 

Chinters '''as "real.ly Bdward Charters,' etc. Such . prolÙ •• s 

chat.ct.rize virtuelly aIl record-.. tching efforts. 
,i 1 J .. 

. 
Thi. 'type' of .. r~or .. y have al.·o ·ari.en in ~h~ 

transcription of the tai roll. The.e record~ .ere band v~itt.n, 

.nd ava i 1.lle-· ,in ci tf HaI.1 in bc;»und ledger • .- pnfortunate1y, th. 

ï.nc,svriting v •• n'ot .l •• f •••• ily l.gibl~ and in a s .. 11 n~r . 
"-. -

" 
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o~ c.~ •• , t co~ld~no~' di.cern ,vith: c.r~.~nty wbat _wa. ~ritt.n: . ' ... 
'l'hi., 'is partieu.1atly '~elev .. nt to- the analysis' in 'éhapter Pour; 

l' ~ _ ,_ ~ .' 

.here 1 mu.t, use the namè. ,o~ prO'~~~y' . o.~n.r. l~sted ' in th. 

... 1 # ... ••• .... 

rolls 'to 'find ,theit pccu~tioh8 a,nct ad7;'eà.es in ,th~ directo.ri.s., 1 

Thi'- ~a's ,'not ',a very', grave PI:oble,II,' bovever ( as, out . Ç)f the s~lIplé 
of 362 'owners picked from 'th. tax' rolUs _ l, ... ',on'1y: unab1e to 

, ' , , 

find 30,' or 'less thali 9,-" in the, directories. ". 
, . 

, , ' 1 ~ "1 1 

A,ls~ ~ué -to the language prob~~; errors '1181 have be.en _de'. 
, . , 

in 'the "J;i~ting of peoplè' B occupet:ions bécà~se " the ,enumera,tors 
• " , ' ' , " , " r i 
mi~understood or mis-translat~d'what,th.y wère,told., 1 consider 'j 

this lM fàirly major prQblem. 'for' the discussi,on of 'home owner'ship 
1 * ., - ~ 

,ana soclal clas. in the t,h:ird' -cbapt~r. In cr:oss- 're.terencing 

, oC,cuPationel ti t~e. found in thé tax rolls vi th those >found, in' 
... " . 

the directories ~rir 
. - - .' 

th,e lia me incU vi~ua.ll'" i found t~t . in 'on1y 

.. 60' of 
, . , . 
ca.e~ vere ~~cup,~ions 

, ' -
ma~y were llsted as ~in9, i,n ~ilni,lar occu'pations ,( i.e • ., a 

~ .. J,' 
, ' 

- c.rpenter ,iist'ed .S' • joine~) ~ whiie 9th'ers 'W'.re said to be in 

. ~i.~inct ,y'et' rel~t~d, occtipatï~ns (e.~.,' . a'; car~~~er_ li8t~d as • 
, , • 1 ~,f • -

bui lder > which ,ln th« .na~y.i's in: 'Chaptar Tqree ,woulef p~t' him. i'n, 
"- ~' . ~ 

, 
a aifierent .o~H.l ,bl •.•• ~·. Sfi'll others were lis.ted .s being in' , 

-totally dilferent occupations Ce.cg., a l.tioure,r à'ppearing .1 à 
, , , : 

carter). - , 

. ''rhil ~Oh,-~o~ie.Pond~nc.e' i~ oc~upa,ti,o~al . ti~léà 'betyeen th., 

ta. .I.el.~nt and thè di'rect~ry i. not ohly due to', t~e 'làngÙag'e 

p~~blell. ',.'There ' ••• a180' the Ptot;~e.' Qf job '~~i ~.l.ncy.' For 
• ! '-;.; " • - '. ~... ... 

·.z..;pl~, .•• t' _ a geo9râphy profe •• or, t~y vbat 'hi. or' ',her 

"Qè~ùplation -:i., and .1' be Mf ··Y' " ·pr~f ..... ~. ft A~k ~,gai,n 
" ,. 

'. . . ,~\, " 
. , . , , ' , --, 

.. , -, 

" 

. , ' , ' , . , , 

, i 
1 

. 
, , 

î 

. 
. , , , 

l 
1 
! 
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,thr.e " are' n!lt' idéntical, ,bU~ ,ln 
. , 

a ',c;ertà i ra .~n,e -' tbe, ',are: 
. .' ~ 

thre. to: denot'.,' ,tbe '~'" j~b .. 
" . 

.quiv.lent~ ~s he' .. y use all - ,. . .. , 

,. An'y l\i.t~rica<l ,~n.à:ly~i.: bf 19th C.otUfy . occûpationa1,' data, 
• " 1 1 \ 1 

, , 

c4nnot Avoid this ptobl._ of job. equivalenc'y'. ,'"Indead, i,t would . , , , ' - , 
s ••• ,people often us.-d' t.wo dis~inct'fet 'eQui~alent ter ... to 

. 
d!!scribe',t~e 'same 'jOb at ,twb . diffeient times. I-n a re-:-intervie" 

study the ,Q.S'. B,urèau o'f th~sus discovered' that "people give 

,the.seives di'ffere-nt· occupationa! ~itl~s~in 1{t9 21 ~'r c~nt ~f 
~ '. .r...~,,, • r ~ 

, 1 ,. ~ " ' ' .. 

the cia,ses "(quoted in', Katz, i972, 'p. '70). Katz- tound, that. 
9.. • • 

l.rge proportion of qccupational ,ti,~l" differed bet,;een the 
~, ',' ... 

'H ..... .ltçm· 'éensus 'of 1851 and the é,itl" à~s.ls .. nt_ of 1852, wh,i~h 
, , 

, was cond':lc.~ed 'only 'thrèe' mo.nt'h1J later < ib'ïd. r ... ' "The' probl •• , W - ' 

, K.t'z n'otès, "".s interprèt.ing tho.~- (charïge~) titl,es; 
\ 

in wh~ch" 

c.:_e did: it 'signify ~ çhange of jQb,' .~d i~ ~hich c.ae w..' it' 

mèrely. li us. 'of an' equivalent'.-title1" (ibid~)', 
, 

, ' 

Katz ~ound, thàt .9reeme~t of -occup;t:iortal titl. bttt.een 't~e, 
, 

.. - • 1 

, .ssess.ent . and tae cènsus' v.~,iéd, with '~las. , posi~ion. 

Occùpational 'agreement ,as bighest <abOve 70') et 
• , 1 .. 

the - two' 
\ . ~ . 

est,rem.. of 

'. requi J:' ing a 

the ,cl~~s .~ctrua; among those , . ' 

high degre. of -skill (prof~.~ion.l or 
! ~ ~ '- - ~ 

oCcupations' 

.. nuaI) and 
, . . 

,~ .. ong those ,requi~,ing little, or no ··skill· at a11. ""t the bott~ 
, , , ' 

level, as "at the top, 1)"- -,71). 

Gre.ter confusion of oaéuPational ti t-les, 'he found, occ~rr.d in 

_ ~ccupati.on. r~quïring m~er.t" ... ount~ ô~', skill or tr~ining, and 
. -. ; 

>a.ong, co...-rel.l occupation. at th. 1 leyel ,o! "pr:oprietor or 

~.ploy ... , • • 

'\". - : '. 
- , .' 

\ 
,1 1 , . 

, 
.." , 

1 " 

, < 
, ' 

. -, , 
,j 

, ' 1 

< i 
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Anotber,r ••• on for tbe ~i •• gree .. nt ~oc~upational titI •• 

,.... tbe oCcupational ,ffuidi:t, typic.l 
, , 

of t~~ _1~9th cent ury. 

People shifted oot of one occupation ~n4 'into another~ very' 

·frequèntly. ' ':Ùving th~ example of a _n liste~ as a .earPent~r- i~ 

.the' eensus ~nd' a labourer 'in the as.e~.ment'Katz explains 

Tbe man mlght ha~. done' uftskilled.vork ~n a cohstruction 
site and, on one océasion, ,dignifi.ed'.llis labour, v.it·h the title 
carpenter. It iB ve"r)' probable that or:t-::~e occasion, sayat the 
"time the eensua vas taken, he •• s .ôrking as a éarpenter but 
either the jo~ fini shed or he 'vas put oùt of ~ork, and in either 
event va. redueed to general labouring·(ibid.>. 
1 ~ ~ ~ 

Obvjo~sly, aIl of 
, " 

discussion of home 

t~. , above . point~ - rerio~sl~, 

ovnership and social class 

limit any 
. - , 

based _ on 

occup,&tion, and·.bould, he kept in .ind when reading Chapter 

thre'e. ' 

Both of m, .. in .sourees of infor ... tion, the tax roI.!. and 
> • 

,directories.' underen~rate, the- iover 
., '1 ' 

el.~ses, espeelally , -

transients and labourer •• In his study of 19th' ~entilry 

Nevburyport, Thernstrom rioted - that, 45' of labouring f,ami11es 

'liste" in the federal- eensu" of ,1850 do not appea,r in the cïty 

d,irectories of 18'9 and 1851 (1968, p. 31). 'This~ ie' 'due in Part 

t;Q the great, ~ran.i.ney that~ chJu:aeterized the var::king clas., in 

so lIImy 19~b "eentur1' -ci ~ie •• In his, vortt o,n Hà.i,lton Katz -has 

, ,ident'ified transi.Jjey _.,long vith inequali,ty à. -one of 'the '''.two 1 

'gr'.at ,th_ .. s" of; ~h." 19th cent ury ,c i tf (1975, p. ,228).', Thus h. 

not.s that 'in. the decade frQIl 1851 to 1861, 'tr.nsient's made QP 
, , 

,ff~,60 to 67' of th. city'. population ~p.'231), vhile ln his 

.tUdy cif i9th centurJ. 

papula'tion ~-turnQV.r in 

, 1 

Bo.ton Knights found that ,~he .~nual, 

th~ cltl ••• cop~is~.ntiy' bat •• en ,30 ta 
,- - '-," ,"~ 
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40'. Ac~ording to ~rrights, Wth~. ~an. that, one half of Bo.to~'s 

populatlon, vouht j have and been 'repl~ced 

_very Rne to tvo ,yeara" (p. 264,,_y .mpha.ts~.' Ip a later $tudy 
i 

of 19th century , Beston Thernstrom found that the highest r~tés 

of trarisiéncy occurred amoRg the, "orkin~ class" conciudin,g ~hat. 

it wâ. "the upper and middl~ cla88es~ ~ho "prbvided contihiuity , , 

in t,he communft'y" (-1973, p.' 39). 
~ 

. A~on9 vith this great migration of vorkers in and out of 

the city v. knov that there ~as a great deal of vorking claBs 

mobility w~thin the city. This has been especially weIl' 

doc ume n ted in , Montteal, where moves- w,re frequent due to 

inability to pay' the rent " frequent changes of workplace " and 

the, hope' of ,finding a bette-r lodging. Thus Choko Ilotes that 

-moves "a la cloche de bois" (t'hat fa, don .... rapidly, generally at 

night,~nd leavin~'~o traces or forwarding addresses) vere common 

in this peri,od, a's this.song publ'i shed' in Le' Canard ('a Montreal 

Libertarian magazine) o,f May 10,/884 shows:, 

"Qu.nd on ménage sur un loyer, 
On démenage sans payer. 

"': ' A ~out le' monde, on peut dev6i r , , 

> 

~ piice ronde sans s'émouvoir"" (quoted in Choko, p. 35). 
, . . , - '-

Thus, the editor of a, trade union journa~ could vrite in 
. . 

~887 about ~cette ijabitude d'un déménagement annuel et ,souvent, 

biannuel" ,.mong, vorkera (quoted in DëBonville, 'p. 117) • 

Siàlilarly, in his 1896 study of • workirig' class district in >vest 
" , 1 

end Montrèal, 'Ames fo~nd t~t out of the 436 poor families he 
'" 

ex •• ined,.'so.e 4' families, 'or lQ-.5',of the totàl, bad JaOved 
, ' 

'vithitl tvo· .onths of', the'study'. '.,cOllpl.-tion, usually bec.ua • 
J' 
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the y '-could not .. fford to ~y the rent (p. \'36). He concluded from 

this that e,very month ,5' of the poor families in his study area 

'r i sked -being slapped vi th 'a vri t of sei'zure .• 

- My ovn researèh in Montreal confirms Ame's' s f indi"!qs. 

Based 9n a sample of seven st~eet segments of varying ,median 

rent "categories in 1880 and 188.1 (vith, a t:otal of about ~OO 

householès each year. These are the same streèts used in ~he 

annual analysis of home ownership in Chapter Three)'l calculated 

an' annuel turnover rate of 53.6'. 1 n other vords, over -ha l f of 

those households living on the sample street segments 'in 1&80 

were no longer tnere-in 1881. The great majority of them simply 

moved to anotner locat ion in Montreal,; they did not leaye the 

city. Transiency ,in 19th-"century Montrea-l thert!fore seems to 

bave 'been !{lore int ra-urban than 'inter-urban in nature, unI i ke 

the situation in both Hamilton and Boston. 

Trânsiency, however, is not the only r,ason aucb of (he 

working class Qoes not apPear in tbe' data~ k good 'deal' of the 

~ ~derrepresen~ation of this' cl ••• was' also due t~ the fac~ that 

manr enUJllttrators 'vere not very diligent in their enumeratian of, 

wor,king class areas. Perhapl' SOBle we,re a bi t loathé, to enter the 

te •• ing- heart of the vorking dlasl districtl"the alleYI and 

rear cour,ts vith their threatening' poverty and ~ilth' (for a good 

contemporary des~ription of, a working class ar .. a, aee ,Ames, 

1896). . 

50-' enumeratorl"y have only put ~ovn ' guesaes of the 

na~s and',occ~pationl, of people in various buildings baled on 

th~ir familiarity vith the .~ •• or on di.~u •• ion. vith other •• 
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Others never bothered to enumerate working class household heads 

vno vere employed as live-in servants of the rich. Most 

c~pletely ignored boarders. 

That various enumerators systemat ically ignored a large 

• numbe'r of working class tenants is clear. Fo,r example, from 1874 

to 1876 the municipal evaluation shows only one person to be 

resident at 49 Hermine St. , a painter by t~e name of Alfred , 
V· , 

Lewington. The directory, in contrast, lists f ive other 

(seemingly unrelated) people as living there in each of these 

years. In 187' they included a labourer, a , - shoemaker, a 

peinter, and t.o brassfinishers (nOte the solidly vorking class 

occupations of these individuels). As another .x~pl~, in 1864 

and.1865, the assessment rolls showed tvo 

at 1'8 McTavish St., the mansion of ing,~gnate Sir Hugh 

Allan" a10n'9 vi th Mr. Allan himself. They 1-.. __ ~ gardener 

Nr. Alla~'~ live-in and a coac~n, who in all likeîihood vere 

servants. Although the directories list servahts living at that 

addr,es.s for Most years thereafter, in no ~ther year after 1865 

do we fi nd evidence in ,the tax rol!'. of ~nybody living there 

besides ~. Allan. 
" , 

In fairness, the underènuaeration of wOT~ing class tepants 

was not completely the result of sloppy work on th, part of the 

ass.s,ors, but is also related to the natur.e 'aod objeçt of th. 

as •• ss.nt roll's. The tax rolls vere never lRe.nt to be a second 
. "-. census; assessors v,re looklng only for 'the heads of households 

. 
who were to be taxed, and not neces.arily for all hoùsehold 

h •• dl. The rolls ma}' theref6re omit dàta 'valuable for our 

\ 
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purposes, but this was not aIl the result of shoddy work by the 

enumerators. It was simply not their job to collect rigourously 

the nam/s of aIl household heads. For example, in the c~se of 

boarding houses and hotels, the assessors did not record aIl 

boarders or occupants, but just the owner, as only the own~r 

paid the tax. Similarly, in the case of the Allan mansion 

mentioned above, perhaps the live-in servants were omitted 

because it was not they but Mr. Allan who pa id the water and 

property taxes. 

In anyevent, these types of errors can seriously sk-ew 

one's findings with respect to levels of home ownership. Owners 

are almost never omitted, as they were the ones ~om whom the 

city was interested in collee t ing property tax, but 

underrepresentation of working class tenants will tend to 

inflate home ownership figures and int roduce a bias into the 

results. As a general ruIe, even if households appear in the 

dire~tories that do nct show up in the tax rolls, l do not 

include them in my analysis, as the directories do not contain 

any information about rentaI valuJs or property owners. 

Moreover, the directories themselves are often spotty 

evidence on which to base research. One year they will list 

several people at an address, the next three years they will 

not, and then four years I.ater sorne of the same, people show up 

there again. Unfortunately, from this one cannot tell whether 

these individuals vere always there and just not enumerat~d or 

whether they left and subsequently moved back. 

Because of these problems, i' the results in Chapter Three 

1 
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tend to oVerestlmate levels of home ownership among the working 

class. In the 'annual analysIs of owner occupation" 1 have trled 

to compensate somevhat for the effects of apparent, year-to-year 

fluctuatIons ln the numbers of tenants on the sample street 

se9IDents by calculatlng three year movlng averages of home 

ownershlp. Nevertheless, the underenumeratlon of the working 

c,lass remalns a serlOUS problem. 

ThIS 15 not the only reason have to belleve that my 

flndings tend to ovetstate levels of home ownershlp. In her 

study of St. Roch, a suburb of Quebec Clty, from 1750 to 1&80, 

Dechene found many people sharlng a house vIth an ovner (e.gi 

friends, pensloners) who dId not show up on t~e assessment rolls 

(p. 576). ThIS means that the ratIO of owners to non-owners ln 

the rolls is probably too high. 

St. Roch was distinctly pre-industrlal ln nature, 50 these 

findings might not reflect conditions ln the emerging industriel 

centre that vas late 19th century Montreal. More suggestlve is 

Piva's analysis of the housing market in early 20th-century 

Toronto. piva concludes that the home ownership level vas about 

45%, but qualifies this finding with the statement that because 

housing was quite expensive there, many families were forced to 

take in boarders or share their dwellings with other families. 

In 1918, "54% of a sample of 235 dvellings that deliberately 

avoided the vorst area of town were occupied by over one family; 
t' 

another survey ••. found that of 13,000 houses inspected by city 

health officiaIs, 8000 vere described as 'overcrowded'" (p. 130) 

Most of this "doubling up" occurred among working class families 
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vlth only one vage earner. 

Al though "doubl inq up" does not seem to have been as 

prevalent here as in Toronto, it vas certainly not uncommon, and 

may partly explaln vhy sorne households vere mls~ng from the tax 

rolls. Based on data from the 1901 census, C1\o«.o has calculated 

that just over 10% of famllies ln Montreal shared their 

dvelllngs VIth one or tvo or sometImes three other familles 

(p.23). By 1901 Montreal had expeclenced a- large int'ernatlonal 

l~igration and vas et the beginning of what Copp (1977) has 

termed a houslng crisis. Still, the phenomenon' vas bad enough in 

the 1880'5 to lnspire one )ournalist to write: 

Il n'est pas rare de trouver a Montreal de petites maiasons 
ou se logent trois ou quatre familles. Il Y a dans les f0lids des 
cours des logements privés d'air qui comptent des locataires par 
vingtaine (La Presse, July 6, 1889). 

As a result it would seem that Ievels of owner occupation 1 have 

found once again will tend to overstate reality, especially 

among the working class. 

Perhaps the most serious shortcoming in the use of 

assessment roll data for an occupational analysis of -class, 

especially class as defined in a Marxien sense, is that it is 

(, often impossible from the information in the tax roll alone to 

1 

establish the class posi t ion of a given occ upat i on. 

Unfortunately, an occupational title by itself says little about 

an individual's position in the relations of production. Hanna 

and OIson give the example of an individual listed in the tax 

rolls as a shoemaker (p. 7). We have no way of knowing whether 

he was an artisan who worked in his home making the entire shoe 
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hAtsel f, perhaps employ·ing a fe. apprent i-ces or journeymen, or 

if he was a labourer merely feeding leather into a machine at a 
1 

shoe factory. 1 n the f 1 rst case he vould he considered ·a petty 

capitalist, as he ovned his ovn means of ~roduetion and employed 

• the labour pov.er of others. 1 n the second' case he vas a 

( \ 

proletarian, as he did not ovn the means of prod~ction and sold 

hl s labour povér for a vage. 

Although the shoe factory ovner vould usually be listed in 
rJ/' 

the rolls as a "manufacturer, li confusion st i 11 remains over 

vhether "shoemaker ft referred to an artisanal producer or a 

factory worker. Lev'ine makes the same, point in his st-udy of home 

ovnership in Kingston, Ontario. ~Because of the limitations of 
<, 

the assessment rolls ..• ve have no vay of knowing "hat proportion 

of the skilled or sem'i-skilled vorkers were independent artisans 

and vhàt proportion worked for an employer. Nor is it possible 

to distinguish family businesses, "hich might be understood as 

petty commodity producers, from small cap~talists •.. "(p.2a2). 

The same difficulties exist for occupational data in the 

directories. 

1 have tried to circumvent this problem by supplementing 

the occupa t i onal data ,/ found in the di rector i es and tax rolls 

wi th other informat ion. Based on a read i n9 of several economic 

histories of Montreal and Quebec, 1 have attempted to acquire a 

basic knowledge of 'what was happening to var ious trades and 

occupations in late 19th-century Montreal, in terms of the pace 

of ind'ustrialization, mechanization, and deskilling that was 

occurring, the scale of production, and vage levels. From this l 

, 
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hope to gain a better picture of the changing cl ••• PQsition of 

various occupations. 1 shall say more about the cla •• po.iti9~ 

of specifie occupations later in the chapter. 

ln addition to class, 

determine trom the as ...... nt 
\ -

~thnicity too 

'''"-' rolls alone. 

is difficult to 

Prom the na .. s of 

individuels in the roll. one can generally distinguish betveen 

English and Prench speaking housebold he.ds, but to a.sign a 

specifie nationality to names that are both non-anglophone and 

non-francophone is much more difficult. Moreover, a.ong the 

anglophone group it is often impos.ible to- distin,guish Irish 

na.es from the reste As .everal studies have ·commented on the 

relatively disadvantaged class position the Irish oocupied vith 

respect to the anglo-saxon population, this would make a general 

comparison of home ownershi~ between the Frenc~ and Engllsh 

groups meaningless. The large nuaber of Irish, hidden 'in the 
. 

English total would depress the owner occupancy figure of this 
, 

group. Purthermore, in a small number of cases names are of 

mixed anglophone-francophone oriqin. For exemple, should a name 

like Claude Ryan be included > in the-anglophone or francophone 

group? 

For these reasons 1 do not teel that the tax roll or 

directory data are adequate for. a discussion of the relationship 

between home ownership and ethnicity in Montreal, and ethnicity 

is mentioned here only in the section of Chapter Four deali~9 

with the participation of Ffench Canadians in the Montreal 

property market. In that section 1 merely distinguish between 
. 

francophones as a group and anglophones as a group (including , 

1 
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the lrish) in .Y sa8p1e of property ovners~. this .. ~1e does 

not include any mixed Fr,ench and Bnglish n • .-es, it i-s pos.ible 

to make the general &ng1ish-prench distinction there~ 

Fina11y, althou~h the lederal censuses of 1861 and 1881 are 

the source of s~ of the oee~petional data, 1 have not .. de 

extensive use of the census .. terial. Thil 'is beeauae the cenlua 

does not have auch information about h~ ovnerlhip, and bec.uae 

Sayvell no~s tha~ althoog~ the Canadien eensus pFovides a 

decennial" record of housing stock sinee 1871, the .. nner in 

vhich the data vas collected "changes from cenaus to'census in 

such a vay as to "ke the information unreliabl~. Until 1941 the 

basic probl.m lies in the ~efinition (of a dvelling) used, and a 
... 

justifiable uncertainty (nists) as to hov the definitions vere 

actual1y app1ied by thousand. of enumerators" (p. 5). 
'1. ' 

The census defined a houae or a dvel1ing as a buildin9. 

Whatever the number ~f unita ioside, a building vas to 'be 

counted as one., itt th~r.e was.r on1y one entrance, or main entrance, 

"but if there are tvo front or prineipal. doors leadi.ng ihto 

separete parts, the structure vill be counted, as two hou~es" 

(guoted in Saywell, p. 5). Yet Sayvel1 exp1ains that "there is 

some doubt whether this reasonably straightforvard, instruction 

vas followed" (ibid.). The introduction to the 1931 ce~su~ 

observed that some enumerators were obvi'ously counting each 

apattment unit as a dwelling, and reminded them only to count 

apartment buildings as one, but to mark "apart,ment" or "fIat" 

beside them if they contained more than, one dwe11in9~ 

The precise extent to whdch enumerators had previously 

!\t 

,/ 
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folloved this definition but tb.re is good re.son to 

bell.ve it v •• indHel igno on 'the 
. 

ot the Mbntreal da~a, Arthur St. Pierre 

noted that vhile .the 1921 census ·ea.ptai~ 94,,895 habitations, 

_ilonl, ou" loge_nts a votre choix,· th. .un,icipa1 statistics, 

rec::ord.d 38,50'0 ._ i l,ons· -and l~,OOO ~loge .. nts.· , St. Pierre 

thui vent on to a.sett "Bn rendant aux IDOts leur "'gn i f icat ion 

réelle, leur valeur logique, ',noui trouv9n~ d~ne les recen •• url 

fédira'ua ont attri-bué 'a Mo'ntreal 56, ).95 .iaons en, trop, ou bien 
, , 

28,105 loge_nt. e~ pal aSle,j (q~oted in' Say..vell, i~id.). 

In BUlB, given·- the unteliabili ty, of the census,' _teri,al and 

tbe proble.s vith the directories and assessment rolls, it,i. 
~ , 

-
elear there 

tbe use of 

an Biqn~fic.nt ";;'t>l>odoloqical, lac~nae" .;ttached to 

àny historIeal data in a 'discussion of Cl~S8. Where 

possible, 1 bave tried to minimize these difficulties, either by.' 
) 

supplementing the 'data vith -otbe~ material, by ealeulating three 

year moving averages, by cross referencinq information, or by 

other means.' Still, conel'usions based on this type 'of data are 

not presented here as fixed or immutable, to be hewn for 

eterni~y on tablets of stone. L~vels of hom~ownership and class 

differentials in owner occùpatio~ foun~ here are probably more 
1 

reflec~ions of patterns and trends t'han they are precise 
-

measuremen'ts. At best, they are ~erely \ndicators; one 

manifestation of the uneven social distribution of resou~ces in 

the society of greet i~equa1ity that was the 19th ce~tury city. 

'. 

- " ,-, 

• 
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Oceu~tion, .nd ·Cl ... ln 19th~.nturY Mont~ •• l 

.Montre.l· in 1847 ' ".s a ci ty av •• u~rHng to change. What had 

be.n a' typically pre-industrial, .. rcanti~e city va. slovly 
, , 

- - -___________ ~ tr.nsf~rlHd by the nascent ,industrial order. ln tbe vord~ 

'-

, . 
of ·one econo.;ri~e-hI8EOY~~~~~~~ing of the tachine Canal for 

heavy industrial use' vi th the ,real ization of i-ts hydropover 
, 

potential in that year, ".,.s not. just an· advance in tbe 

industrial de,velopaen~ of the city, but a totally nev departute 

"ift MOntreal' s ~onOilic "hi.story" alloving a "rapid accelerat~on 

and diversification of industry" there. "Bètveen 1847 and 1854 

industrial dêvelopment occurred ••• that eith~r vould nevèr have 

occurred or been much slover to develop. The opening 

c~âl for ~ industt:~,a1 uSe, meant ••• th~ grovth o~ Montreal 

in~trial centre" (Tulchinsky, p. 222). 

of the 

as an 

If this vas indeed the case, ve are presented vith an 

exce1le~t opportunity to ex~mine hist~rical1y the development of 

home ownership as' a form of housing tenur,e in 'the context of an' 

emerging industrial capitalist society. Such ,8 study offers . 
great promise, ~t ls at the same ~ime fraught vith numerous - , 

methodological .. C~llenges •. Many of-these have already been 

-' \ discussed in this chapter. examine Before go in9 on to the 

relationship between home owpership and social class in tbe next 
\ r' .. 

chapter, what l wish to focus on ' here is the difficulty of 

interpretlng class in such a transitional situation. 

The general problem bere is vhether class, in the Marxien 

sense, can e.ver adequately 

theoretic.l constructs. As 

, . 

be measured by the use of static 

l ha\Je argued el~Whe're (Hertzog, 
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19~3) tbera - _.'re ,ai'.J. exc;:eptlonl, al".y. occù~tionl that do 
. -

not "'fït", into Ohe or' .nother clall category. This' il especial'!y 
: 1 l ' • 

true in a 
- -

lituation' "here th" cbaracrter:ilt-ic. of .n irid\,\ltrial 
,6 

c.pita,l~~t eeo,nOlly are not yet f~lly 'de-ve1 oped, ~nd n~er9uI 
,. 

v •• tig •• ,of the pre-i,ndu.trial orcler-re .. fn. Thare ïs al-so'the 
, , 

probla., pa.rti~uIarl~ acute in, the e~r,ly i ndultr i.l perlod,' ,of 
1 . 

, oCeupat~~ns unde~g~il)g profound change. (e.g;' in iaechanization, 

".9.'1.vell, and skills r.qu~red), changes so severe' they .. y 
, 

-.aoclif,y,tll.-clall Po.-ition of the' occu~tion,. The,real world; ,'it, 

•••• ~; il far too "me •• y· to be pigeon-holed ipto the tidy 

~ co~cèptual cage ,of 'the re.e.rch~r. 

Th.or.ticai Dlode~s 'of cla.s, are ~euristïc, tools designea 
, .. -

mer,ly- to understahding pf the "messy" 'real "orla 

. situation. They c n thus. be releva'nt to res.arch vi tho.u~ makin~ 

Any cl.i~'tè , ction •. ~è ~~ccupational scal~ 1 am employing 
, ~ .. 

can be seen in Figure IiI t h~s ~el) painstakingly' c6nstr':lc~ed 
, , 

• (ft, 

after a care'fui re~din9 o~ numerous texts on the economic 

h(stpry of Qu~bec ,in genera~ and, Montreal in particular. As 1 

argued earlîer, . l believe ·the,se have given me a satisfact~ry 

unde~standin9 'of "what 

mechanizat~on,' "ages, _ and deskilling in the 

duririg the.study periode 

w'i th, respect, to 

s'ample occupations., 

i have cohst'r'ucte'd this oc~upational Beale to measure hom~ 
'ovnership, among various classes in Montreal in three semple 

~ 

. years, 1847, 1861, and 1881. As was previous1y mentioned, 1841 
• 

vas chosen as the starting point for the 8na1Y8i8 because only 

. from that year. oh.ard ar;e 
"f 

\ 

reliable pr0!rrty tax record. 

", 

, ' 

• -, , 
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. Table ~- Occ,upational ,~.l.~ sa.pl. oecÙpat-ion. 

-
Nort-Conatryction Sector 

Bourgeoi.i. , 

Merchants 

PettI Bourgeoisie 

Advocates 

Doctorl 

Grocera 

worting Cl ••• 

Whi t.e, Collar 

Bootkeepers 

Clerka 

Blue Coll!r 

SJsilled 

. For.emen 

Machinists 

CooQers 

pr inters 

Metal Workers 

Semisk i lIed -, 
Shoemakers 

.- Tannet"s - , 

Unskilled, 

'Labourers 

... 

\ 
" 

. Bourg.oi aié 
( 

, Buildera 

-Contr;.è:~or. 

~ \ 

.. Pet t",~Îll<g.Oi'i. 
Notari •• 

, 
Worting (U ••• 

JUue Collar 

Skilled . 

Joiner • 

Masons 

CarQenters' 

Semi.skilled . 
Stonecutters:' 

... 

Unskilled 

paintera 

~ j • 1 

, .. 

l 
/ 

" 
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available annually. 1~61 and 1881 ve~e selected because they 

represent the' terminal point .. of tvo great houaine} devel'o~nt 

"boOllS" in Montreal, on,e in the 1:850' a anô the other in the 

1870 t s. '-"They ahould theref9re furnish a gOcJd snapahot of hov the 
" " 

social and Bpetia1 distribution of ho .. p~ner~hip had change~ 
t 

after these,periodl of intense building activity. They vere a1so 

chosen beG:ause bQth ol- these dates are cenBUS yurs, ,allo"ing a 

coaparison of the tax roll data ,vith cenaus mat~ri~l. 

The occupa~ional scale' vi Il, me.sure . hQme ovnership •• on9 a 
, , . 

stratified clasa sample, thàt is, a sample'tha~ vill pro~ide • 
- , 

good representati-on of . eaéh claà"s·.Ir'O';it can- measure thé estent 
, " 

'of home ovnership within and bettreen classes. It w.·s des,igned to 

include a 'g~od c~oss section of vorking,class occupations in 

, late 19th-century Montreal,. some of ,vhich.were ,declinin., (~.g.,' 
, 

coopers) and others which vere ~n the' asçendency (e.g., 

maèhinists). 1 h.ve also tried ~o exclude .occupational titles 
l • 

that ,might be classified in more than one clase pOsition. ror 

example, 1 noted in the intrbduction t~at managers may b~ 
') 

considered ~rt ~f both the bourgeoisie and the' working class. 
, \ , ' 

As ano,ther i llustratiçn, the tet'm '~nufact1,lrer' may denote the 

ovner of a 8mall artisanal shop o~ of a ~arge capitalist 

factory. 'Agent' may mean a' rathe~'well off real esta~e agent, 

an' irisu'r~nce agent, , or. the mOFe' mOdest,' pccupatioh, of ticket 
" 

- ~ t- ' 

agent. The ~rm 'gentl.man' (in French recorded as 'bourgeois'), 

,often. referr~~~o soureone ,whO owned property, but 'as a1so used ' 

by ret i red pèrso'~ . , .. 

. a.eed ~n .Vi·de~ )r:c;.. otber 'stlldie. (Lev1ne, pp. 285-86, 
, '. "-!.. : , - , .. 
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. 
Jta~z, (1975,; p. 811 Warner, p. ,129) 1 bave good reason, to 

believe ~hat pèoplé invo'lved "in the building trades "ill display 

higher levels of ovne~ occupation th~n those in a similar class 

in non-construction re~ated occu~tions. To test this 

hypothesis, 1 have constructed a parallel class scale 'consi,ting 

only of occupa~ions in t~e const ruct ipn .industry. 

In order to measure the pr~valence of' home ownership among 
, 

certain ocçupations in various'areas, , ' 
1 have divided the ,city 

. , 
in~b the seme streex se~nts that Hanna ~nd Olion used in their 

st\l.dy of 1,9th-century Montreal. The segments "ere constructed to 

include large. en~u9h . n\lDlbers of inhabi tants to yield 

statistically reliable results (the average was about 100 

household heads per str~et segment in 1881, and v,ry fe" 
-

segment.s !lave fever than 15 te;> 20 households) and to be 

~eiatively homogeneous vith respéct, to the range of 'rent values 

'foun8 on them. As rent levels vere found to be highly correlated 

vi th occupational class, these, segments shoul~ be fairly, 

homogeneous in terms of th~ir class composition as vell. The 

precise relationship, Qetween rent levels, home ownership, and 

~ccupational class will be examined in Chapter Three. 

Some of the class categories in the sample consist only of 

one or two occupât ions. Thus 1 use only merohants to represent 

the bourgeoisie oùtside of the building trades, only labourers 

to represent the unskilled working class, etc. The sample may 

therefore say more about a par~icular occupation in a given 

class than it does about the cless as a whole. There are two 
r' 

'reasons, ~however, why 1 do not~con~ider this to be a serious 

. , 
~. 
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problem. 

The 

generated 

identical 

heads in , 

first is 

by the 

to those 

the city 

81 

that the overall home ovnership rates 

set of sample occupations are virtually 

produced by an examination of aIl household 

(there is never more than a 2\ difference 

betveen the tvo). If my sample were not representative of one or 

more classes, this would not he the case. 

Secondly~ in his study of Hamilton Katz found that 

it is a H~rculean task to pay detailed attention to each 
different occupation of the hundreds ••. that existed. When ve 
examine occupation.l groupings it becomes apparent that Many are 
dominated b one rticular occu tion. It is there(ore 
po.Sl e to c OOBe a 'lstlnct occupation to represent each of _ 
the MOSt significant occupational categories (1974, p. 178, my 
emphasis) • y 

~ 
It is exactly this selection of dominant occupations that 1 

have attempted to replicate. Thus ve finè labourers (the MOst 

common occupational gro.up in town), shoemakers,; c lerks, 

carpenters, joiners, and merchants all included in my sample, as 

these vere among the most num~rous occupations in the city. The 

only very ~numerous occupation not included in the sample vere 
, 

carters, who, according to Hanna and OIson, exhibited a rent 

distribution very close to that of labourers. 

In each year my sample included over 45% of all household , 

in the city. Moreover, whereas Katz chose 17 

representative occupations for his study (1974, p. 178), 1 have 

selected . 22. Several of the occupations Katz found to be 

dominant and included in his occupational sample (mercha~ts, 

clerks, carpenters, shoemakers, and labourers) are also included 

in my sample. 
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The Occupational Scale 

Before commencing ah analysis of clas5 and home ovnership, 

1 would like he're to examine more closely the occupational scale 

1 bave constructed to meas~re class. This section vill briefly 

reviev the class position of ea.ch of the sample occupations in 

my occupationa~ scale,and in 50 doing explain on what grounds 

t;hey vere placed in one- c'lass or another. 

In st~ndard Marxist analysis, three classes are usually 

ident~fied. At the top of the scale is the bourgeoisie, the 

owners of the means of production. 1 use mèrc~nts to represent 

this class, choosing to dispense vith the ambiguity over the 

~eaning of titles such as manufacturers, gentlemen, and agénts. 

It is tru~, hovever, that there is also some ambiguity attached 

to' the use of the term merchant. A merchant might be the ovner 

of a very small or large establishment, vhile some confusion 

a1so exists over the French word used to denote this occupation 

(n~gociant, commercant, or marchand). Hanna and Olson (1983) 

have found that the term generally refers to a "grosse légume" 

or large proprietor; and that it vas usually translated into 

French as 'negociant' (Hanna' Olson, p. 8). Fortunately, 

problems of translation are minimized here as all tax data for 

the city of Montreal proper were • recorded in English. Only in 

the suburbs of St. Henri and St. çunegonde were the tax rolls 

vr,i t ten in French. 

In the construction in~üstry 1 have chosen builders and 

contractors ta re~resent the bourgeoisie. Katz (197~p. 6) has 

noted in Hamilton that th~ term "builder" vas just another title 

( 
" 

.... 
" ... 

1 
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for "~~enter", as carpenters frequently did sorne speculative 

building on the side. In Montreal, 1 have found builders and 

contractors to be characterized by significantly higher levels 

of home ownership and rent distributions than carpenters, and on 

this basis l have ~aQe a class distinction between them~ 

Next on the class ladder was the petty bou~geoisie. This 

group does not own the means of productrort, but works for {tself 

usually selling its highly skilled or specialized services to 
~ 

others, and thus controls its own labour power and working 

conditions. l have selected doctors, lawyers, and grocers -to 

represent this class in general,' Çlfl)J notaries to 'do so in the 

construction sector. Doctors and lawyers " ~ were part of the more' \ 
"-

traditional, higher status petty 
\ 

specialized skills' 

bourgeoi sie 1 havi ng highly 
, 

and valued obta i ned only through much 
'J no special skills or educatiqn. Grocers, on the other hand, with 

training, were of a somewhat lower class sta~us. There were 

num~r0us exa~ples of people listed one year in the directory or 

tax roll as a skilled or semiskilled worker being listed as 

grocers the next. Seemin9ly, aIl a member of the working class 

had to do to become a 
J 

) 

grocer was to generat, enough working 

capital to obtain a small inventory and a line of credit from a 

wholesaler and buy or rent a small store. 
-

Many grpcers, however, obtained pnly a precarious foothold 

in the petty bourgeoisie. This is evident from the fact that it 

was not uncommon to see those workers who did manage to become 

grocers for a while subsequently li~ted ifl th~ directory as a 

carte~ or plasterer or sorne • other working class occupation oncé' 
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aga in. 1 also chose ta include notaries as the petty bourgeois 

representative in the construction sector, because Hanna (p. B) 

has noted their important raIe in inheritances, property 

tpansactions, invèstment information, and the structuring of 

mortgage credit in 19th-century Montreal. 

At the base of the class pyramid ': is the proletariat, or 

vor~ing elass. This group does not ovn the means of production 

and sells its labour power to the owners of capital for a wage. 

This is by the far the Iargest of the three classes (aimost 80\ 

of the population of Montreal in 1896, according to Ames, p. 

102) and can be further subdivided into several component parts. 

The first division to make is the bas-ie man ua 1 vs. 

nonmanual distinction. Several authors have argued that white 

collar workers traditio~-occupied a privileged position 

vis-a-vis their blue collar counterparts. Atcording to Katz, the 

distinction betveen manual and nonmanuai workers in the 19th 

cent ury vas Wcritical," because "within the non-manuel group aIl 

vork,ers could expect to obtain a better average income and ta 

vork steadilyW (1974, p. 180) whereas blue caIlar vorkers were 

more often the victims of seasonal and cyclical unemployment. 

Simi larly, Belanger et al. note that because of the greater 

regularity of employment, white collar workers generally 

received signif icantly higher pay than blue collar workeJ;s, 

vhile Thernstrom (1969} reporteà that the average white caIlar 

vorker got-paid- "at least twice as much w as the average labourer-

(p. 91). 

1 have chosen bookkeepers and clerks ta represent the white 

,. 
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collar group. Goheen found in 

had an "especially ~rivileged 

class due to their 

earn i ng pover. 

different types of clerks ( 

clerks, and store clerks) Ha 

Toronto that clerk. 

l'} in the working 

in turn increased their 

heading "clerk" we find many 

clerks, office clerks, postal 

have found in Montreal 

that the "distribution des oyers de l'ensemble des commis est 

" . '" " aUSSI restreInte e~ preCIse chaque sous groupe" (p. 7). 

It vould seem the various ypes of clerks shared common class 

characteristics, insofar .s ve can judge from the rents they 

were able to afford. The steady increase in the number of clerks 

betveen 1847 and 18"81 i llustrates the growing importance of this 

occupation and of the tertiary sector in general in the economy 

of Montreal. onfortunately, 1 was not able to find a 

suffie \ently numerous whi te collar working class occupat ion in 

the building trades. 

Wi thin the 

distinguish among 

and vocational 

blue 

5 of the blue collar workers one can 

upations requiring varying degrees of skill 

The Most privileged stratum of the 

the skilled w~rkers. In this group 1 

have included mac inists, printers, coopers, foremen, and· metal 

workers under the latter heading are brass 

finisher·s, iron fO\,1nders, coppe~Bmiths, and tinsmiths). 1 have 

excluded those engaged in the "luxury" metal working tradel, 

such as goldsurthS and siversmiths, as these occupations were 

highly ren~er~tive and probably atypical Qf .. tal vorkers as • 

whole. ln the construction indu_try 

.1 

1 have uled ... ons, 
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carpenters, and joiners to represent this group (Katz too 

includes aIl of these occupations 

category) • 

in his skilled vorker 

In his study of the vorking class in 19th-century Montreal, 

DeBonville notes that machinists vere part of the "nev" vorking 

class vhose fortunes vere tied to the increasing use of machines 

concomi tant vi th industrial izat ion. In Kinqs:tOn also machinists 
'--• < 

occupation; they roughly "doubl~d ~n numbers" (p. 

284) periode Both Lamonde (W. 98-99) and .. .. 
DeBonville (p. 87) comment on the i r relat i vely high level 

B). of vages in this .era 

Another occupation the rise in this period vas that of 

foreman. As progressed and the scale of 

production increased a single ovner could no 

longer oversee aIl aspects 

increasingly employed to supervise 

process, foremen vere 

uction, on the shop floor. 

That they vere clearly a of the progress of 

industrialization is reflected in the 

occupation; in 18'7 only five foremen shov 

as household heada in Montreal, 

Ji' but by 1881, vhen the e i ty had beeo •• 

industriel centre, there vere 167. 

roremen played a key role 

~nag,ment and vorkers. In the 

in the 

of this 

in the tax rolls 

only tvevnty, 

more truly 

betveen 

they had 

vide povera in terms of job discipline and hiring. to 

employees on the shop froor put far fram them in 

incarnated the arbitrerin •• s and familiarit} of 
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• Table B- W.ekly Nale Wages-For Se1ected Occupations, in $ 

Qccùpation 

Clerks 
Coopers 
Machinists 
Metal Workers 
printers 
Sboemakers 
Tanners 
Labourers 

Joine.rs 
Masons 
Carpenters 
Stonecutters 
Painters 

Sources: 

(1881) 
1 

12.00 

7.50 

15.00 
" 13.50 

1- From N. Be1anger, !1 al., . 
2- From F. Harvey, 1918, pp'. 

3- l'rom Y. Lamonde, 1982, pp~ 

4- From J. DeBonville, 1975, 

(1885) (1887) (1887) 
2 1 t -

6.50 " 10.00 1.50-10.50 1.50-10.50 
9.00-15.00 9.00-15.00 

Il.00 
8.00-12.00 8.00-12.00 

8.00 9.25-1'.00 
6.00' 1.50-12.00 1.50-10.50 
7.00 6.00- 9.00 6.00- 9.00 

gI'.50 

" 1t.50 12.00-16.50 
10.50 9.00-12.90 9.00-12.00 

12.00-18.00 12.00-18.00 
1.50-10.50 1.50-10.50 

1973,# p.39. 

150-152. 

98-99. 

p. 87. 

(note that to obtain annual vages one cannot si.plj .ultiply 
veek1y vages by 52. This vas due to the great irregularity , 
of eblp1oyment, espec i811y in vinter, a.~ng the vorking' cla.s') 

( 

r 

"' 

,'----_L 
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(F. Harvey, p. 134) • 1 have included the. in the skilled 

segaents of the ,vorking class beeau.e of their detailed 

knovledge of the production proce~. and because the, did indeed 
, 

~ -
take part in this process. Moreover, in terme of social origins 

foremen seem largely to have been dravn from this class (ibid.). 

In contrast ta machinists and foremen, coopera vere engaged 

in an occupation in rapid decline. According to F. Haryey, 
; 

'è1;)opers had once been among the most skilled of vorkers" but 

vit~ the mechanization of their indu~try starting in ehe late 

1860's and the groving use of jar. or bags instead of- barrels, 

thei,r very existence haC! been put into :question by ,,',tbe earl~ 

l880's. 

While machinists vere on the rise and coopete on the 

declinJ, in 

relatlvely 

, , 

this period prin~ers, aa:aged t~ -r~n a stable, 

privileged position vithin the yérking clas.. ~è - ~ 
printing induitry va. spared the type' of èraft degradation 

ezperienced by cOQPer~ and others. F. Harvey notes that they, 

avoided the wcrise general w that afflicted .. ny 19th cent~ry 

indUIt-ries; there "a. no' greàt meehaiiization of, their indu.try 

t~t pUlhed the division of labour to the eztr ... Cp. 120). 

Tbere vas allo'no li~ification of taltl and the a.loci~ted 

replacement of skilled vorkerl,vith ... ilkilled or up.killed 

( 

( 
-\ 

, 
! 

1 ,: 

/~-

~ 

i , 
J ~ 

---~/ 

1 
1 

• 1 
JI 

vort.en vho had on1y to .atch the .. chine., al oc~urred .-ong \ 
, <, 

other trad •• : ~age.· re .. ined rejatîve1y ,bi9h and the tr~~tional 

syst_ of ,apprentic.lhip va. _intained in 'thi. indultry, 'until 
1 

type •• tting .. chin •• ' .ere introduced ln the 1880'1. 
, , . 

<) 

Lite th. print.r., the .t1.1184 .o~k.r. 1 ha •• cbo •• n ,in "the 
1 

" 
-' . 
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construction industry. a.all to have fa·red v.11 in thi. .ra. 

Belanger et al. notè that' iDasonl 1!'ere allOng th.' lIost ski1Utd of, 

the construction vorkerl, and tbat _ their vag~ levels ra .. ïned 

quite high throu9hout~this perioB (pp. 38-39). Carpenters and 

joinerl (tvo very sillilar' occupations, though OIson (1983) bal 

speculated that joïners may have-been earpenters vith a bit more 

skill) also seem to have maintained relatively high vage levels 

(Lamon~e, p~. 98-99; r. Harvey, p. 150), and to have been litt1e 

aff.cted by meehanization. 

The n •• t".....-.f\tratUII of -the v'orking ai.ss i. the ••• iskilled 

vorkers. 1_ ba~ u.ed tanner. a~d ahoeaekers.to repr •• ent thil 

group in the non-construction .ector and stoneeytters in .the 
. -

building trades. Of all occupation., shoemakers were pr·obably 
( 

-a.ong the firlt in Montr •• 1 to ~.perienee the devastating 

.ffects of industriaÙ •• ,tion. 'orllerIy a.ong th. Dlost skilled of , ,\ , '/ ~ 

ar'ti.ans, tbe transfor"tion of th.Ir -erait from artisanai to 
/ 

. 
• h~p production began.s early as the 1820'. (P. Harv.~~ p. 

106). in 18t9 the craft ,was, atill -d6minat~ by atii1éd 

-arti.a~s., iila-lin , ROby, p.282), but by 18" the industry had 
, 

~d.rgon. a dra .. tie i~austriali~ation due to the introduction 
\ 

of .. chinery and .t ••• power. 

In : ~8"9 the Brovn ~ Childs Shoe Co. va. -the fi~st in 
.r ~ 

MOntreal to introduce .. chiner! and hire unskili.~ vorkera and 
, .' -

1n 1850 wa. . the fir.t to u.e ••• in9 .. chin.. -in the prodùction 

'. proc ••• · (ibid.). Oth.r cON*ni •• soon follovéd .~it and bJ 186~ 
_ .. ~_ _ ... _ - - - ~ ____ ~ ~--...-.:..... - ____ 1 __ _ 

---'-_~' ~~ ___ , __ 4 

~h. r.ault •••• n .xtr ... · 4i.i.lon of labour and parcellisation 

of ta.k. tbat cau'" tr_nddU. d •• ki'll'!n. and a veneral '_lln.· 
- \ 

.' 
, .. ~ 

\ al"" 

i ' 
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, 
iQ·.age rète •• As .arly al 1856 tbree aboe. factorie. jointly 

, 
employed about 1500 worlters. AI these factoriea strove to 

~ximize 'output, there was great overproduction, which cOmbin.~ L 
. " vith growlng job competition (as men were' ~epl~ced vith 

.. chines) 'resuit,d in another round 'of vage 

ahoemaltera (PO. Harvey, p. 104). 

reductiona for 

Tanners in.Montreal eventually suffered the same fate, 'but 

lIlore gradually and not untif somewh&t later ~ Hamelin and Rbby 
~ , . 
havè dubbed the 1861 b.o lS81 period the "age d' o,r" of tanner"l"es 

bere (P.o, 270) in terms· of output. They, note a decline 'in the 

industry fro. the early 1SaO's, 'prima~ily as a -result of 

American competition (ibid.). Harvey, 

that mechanizat'ion a'nd des~illing in 

. , 

however, baa demonstrated 
\ , 

their rade had started aa 
'-.... 

early as the 1860' s, and 'vaa one of the facto that contributed 
'< ... 

, 
• 1 

1 

! 

! 
1 
1 , 

t 
j 
1 
1 

! 

1 

! riod. 
'\ 'j occupation ' 

to the increaaing pr04uctiQn in. the lS61-lS81 
.. , 

Informati'on. on . stone~utters -la more li.ft .' 
, , 

seemed to he c~racterizetJ by f~ir,ly low wage levela in lIy S'tudy . 
thougb shortly, th.rea~ter wages appeH" to have 

inc.aaed. ·This _~ hAve reflected a gro"ing de .. ~ for their 
! .-\, • 

aer,yic.. as • r.sult of chang.. in' t~e :buil~~~9' _terial. 

typically. u.ee! ,in the construetion: of u~r cl ••• h~ •• In any 
, . , 

event the . cuttj.ng of Itorie does not . ~e. ,to have' d\_n'ded al 

.-uch, a"ill a. carpentry or .. so~r~, and baa been con.id~~ed b.r~ 
\ 

••••• iskilled, a. it bas in Katz.'. occu~tional scala. 

. At th. bot t.oII 
. , . 

of the .cl ••• 
, 

wo~k.r.. .ln th. con.truct-ion indu.try 1 bave repr ... nted thi. ( 1 

.... 
group .ith pain~ar. and 

r 
.~ 

aora broa41y 
• 

.it.h ,,~t.l.\ lù9urer •• 

\ \ 

~f 
-, . 
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, 

,Ma,ny labourers probab1y vorked on eonstrùetion ;8i tes, t;hough - ve, 

dp not knov hov marty. Ratz 'has a~9ued that' t~ term-. labo~ret: 
generally referred to an unskil.led ind~vi~ual, w~o vas,' lille'ly to 

" 

. vork e"s~lly and shift tram employ'er to employer as one' job 

finished'and ~nother started (1974" p. l80). 

t.abourers "ere by far the __ lat'gest single' occupational 
T 

group; alone constituting at, least 15' of' householQ! heads in the 

'city in both 1861 and 1881 (an'd this :fi.gtire from dat~ ,vhich'we 

have already' seen probably s,rio~sl~ unde~èsti~tes"the number 

of unakilled vorkers!). This group was ;the worst off in terms of. , . , 

vage rates and . seçurity of' emplOyaient. ~9ve~er, while 

teebnological inhovationl usua'lly ühreatened more .k~lle4 

workera, they often meant more .vork then èver fo,r, unisk~illed 

labourer.a, éapec:ially in the first stagea of industr,ializatioh 
r 

(Tbe nuaber of labourer. i~ Montreal incre.~ed. eightfold.between' , ~..) \ 

- 1$6" a'nd 1881). paintèra,' to~~ .ére. aaong the lo.e~t paid '~f a11 
~... . . ., . 

·construction-r.elate4 .ork.ra (DêBonvil~e, p. 87;'. ~lIIond"" pp. 
, 

, 98-99). Although 'tb.y' vere certainly not coçletely untlkilled-, . 
1 F # • 

, 1 ~ f'" - • 

a •• eré .ost labourer.s, tb.irl vaa -the 1.a.t '.killed .eXailple i· 
, . 

could .. find of a di'tinct~f building-17~lat.d trad •• 
. . 

It i. 1 cl_r : fro. th. pr.cedi~g di8cu~li~n tut t~ , 

occupational, Ic~l~ ~,.~lOy to .• aplor. th~ r.l.tion~hip bei ... n 

. b08e ovnership and social cl •• s is . far froa perf.ct. C.rtai·n 
~ .., - ~ ~. --

i 
h .! 

J 

.' 

l. 

1 
i 
J' 

,.1 

• 1 
1 

1 
.j 

t 
1 • 

- --;, .-
Î 

1 ~ , 

~ \ occupations do not ·fi t only .in~o _____ .t;n9i .• -e-laa.-û~~;"hl1è <.'j .' 

--.~-~.,----. \ intor_fion 'abOut, ôtiier occ.tio~s. ( •• Peei.ll~. in'. tll~ buildi.ng' " , 1 

" r _ 

, 
• 

1 • 40 ,. • ~ ~ _ ~ 1 _ • \ .. ,. t ~ "'1.1 ' • 1 • 

. tr~.)· ia- eeant),' i~r •• ~,in9 the dif.~icultl', of, placi", t .... 
.. -.. -. . ~ 

, vith çert.intt in on. or, .~the~ è:la~ •• ~ta. 

'. '-
" 

,r 
, 

\ . 1 l' 
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Another problem i8 that some of the samples 1 will be using 

in_th~ third and fourth chapters do not éontain ,8 large 'enougb 

nUmber of individuals in aIl of my sample occupations to provide 
" .. 

stat ist1.cally' rel iabl~ resul ts. Where t'hi sis the case 1 wlll 
\ 

use the' occupational categories Katz utilized' in his study . of 

Hamilton (1975) 1 which aggregates "more occupations and can be ~ 

appliéd to smaller "The 
" 

occupational ranking Katz 

employs is a" slightly modified version of that, which,was found 

to be _sat i sfactory 

American. cities. It 

in st-udi'es of fi ve <ither 19th céritury North - ' , 
, ' 

has,th~s been ,ell teste9 and shou~d allow 

fairly easy co~risoFl of.y resulta in "Mo,ntreal viJ.h those _of . 
research in other c~ntres, vbich v"ill be the subject of Chapter 

.. " l '"t 

Five •. 
, 

Katz,classes aIl occupations i~to five cateories. The first , . 
(CateClory 1) generally re~r.sènts . the bourgeoi.sie.T , ~t-he second j. 
, ... , 

(II) the pet~y bourgeoi.i~"' Janc!, white cçllar occuPat'Îo~s, the 

,- . 

. ' 
t~ird (Categor,y Ill} skillêd trades, and' Cat~gorie. IV' and Y 

le.. akillad tradaa; In ;certain" caae. 1 have added a sizth 
'" ; z' \. ' ' ... 

èategory, repre.enting v.idov •• Un fort'una'tely , fbe data· available 

are tota11y un .. t~.factory for .~st f ... 1e occuPations. " 
" 1 

'rable C sbow. anctly .~.r. IIY .. aple occupation •. fall int9 . ., 
. 

J(at;z' s categor i,e., and there,fore where hi s scale - and., 0"" 
differ. Altho\Sh .~ __ o~~be. "pet,tf JteargltQis, .000c.upatiqzw-în .,-- -

" -..pl.a a~~r in bis cat~gO~Y:l and s~ boui:gaoi. oecupation~" 

only in Cet.vory II, ~ the' ',i'aportant thing 'tQ note i. tut all. of 

. th. 'bour9.oi~, and "'tt7 'bouliteoi.-.oc:c~t\'on. in -:r IallPle are 
" ;. '... .. 

found in bis 'bi-gb~8t two cat.~r~.s. .i.U"rli,~· .~, '~f' the' 

.' .. " It 

1 
l 

j 

\ 

1 
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Table'C- position of Sample Occupations In Katz's 

Occopational Scale 

Katz's Oc9~pationa1 

Categodes 

1 

~ 

Sample Ocsppations 

1- M&rchants, Advocates, Doctors 
" , , 

11- Contractors, Builder" Notaries, Grocers, Clerks, 
Bookkeepe{s 

1 

III 1 .... Printers, Metal Wo~kers, Machinists, Coopers, Tanners, 
Carpenters, Joiner~, .~.ons, Shoemakers, Painters 

IY- Stonecutters 

Y- LabOurers 

Onclaslifiablé- por ... n 

. , 

\ 
" 

", 

J 

r t / 

.' 

l 
> , 

oP 
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occupations desigrtated here as semiskilled are included, in 

Katz's sKilled working class category. This is probably because 

industria1ization in Hamilton in Katz's 1851-1861 study period 

was not as advanced as in Montreal, so· océupations like 

sheemakers and tanners had not yet experienced the âeskilling 

and wage reductions they hild here. Nevertheless, wbat i s 

important is that aIl of the occupations designateg here as 

working class (vith the ~xception of the tvo white', collar 

occupations, which are found in Katz~s C,tegory II) appear in 

the three lovest categories on Katz's scale. When interpreting 

r.sults based on Katz's model l vill th.refore concentratè 

ainly on grôuping his first two and last tbreé categories; . 
which. sbould be rough1y equivalent to a working cless vs. 

/ 

non-.orking cl.s. disti~in my own ~allple. 

Tbe major drawback. of Katz' 1 ·Icale .~e that i t w •• 

d.sign«d originally . l'or. UIIe in ,pre-industrial 19th century, 
. 

citi.s and that itl cl.s. divisions are bas.d on differencel in 

reaun.ration, not on position in the rel.tions of production. It 

rie •• rth.l ••• produc.s cl.ss diviaion. not unlilte' thos. in -r own 

....,1 •• nd th.... shouleS' yield rough11' cOllPllr.bl. res\Jl t •• 

. 'A. 1 noteèl earli.r thi. type of scale (be it ay on or 
~ 

bta' s) is de.igne<1 ~nly to Aid our under.tanding .. nd thus need 

no~ _ka Any claia to be '. perf.ct repr ••• J:I,tation of tbe ,.st. 

As boih Jeal •• ar. ba •• ct 'JPOn the findin,s of ••• er;al historie.l . 
stucS t' •• and __ to Foduc::e < ••• a lhall _ in Chapt,ar Tbr .. ) 

•• r, consi.tant ra.u1ts~, 1 beli ••• · tbeJ are .• ~t.._ J~''''"'an 
l ,,' • .. - ,. - J" ~ 

__ ination of cla •• ' .ancJ owner océupati~n ilf~ '-l'tb-c.ftt~ 

• !' « , .. 

, . 

" 
! 

1 
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Montreal. This type of analysis i, the subject of the folloving 

chapter. 

• 

/ 

.. 

, 1 
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Chapter Three 1 Home Ownersbip, Cla8~4 and Space In Montreal 
( _/-,,--~ 

, ~ 
.~ 

This chapter wi explore the spatial .and c,lass 

d!stribution ~f home ownership in Montreal from 1847 ,to 1881. 

The examination of s ce and home ownership will be based upon 

an analys i s of aIl 

while that of class 

usehold heads listed in t~e tax rolls, 
, . 

home ow'nership will be founded upon t~e 

occupational sample described abo~e. The chapter will also look 

at the relationship between owner occupation'- and rent levels, '" 

post-fire redevelopment, and suburban development. The 

discussion of home ownership and r~t will include an Annual 

analysis of ownership on seven sample street segments (covering" 

of medien rent 
\ 

levels) , the whole spectrum 

sections deal with samples of street segments 

while the ~ 

that were,either 

newly developed or dest ro.yed bYe fire ~nd 'su!?seguently· 

retleve loped. 
\. 

Montreal In 1847 

Despite the industrial changes that w~re slowly begfnning 

ta transform the city, 
'1 

Montrl!al'~ in 1847 was still a 

predominantly commercial c~ntre. As such it exhibited many of 

tlie typical characteristics of pre-industrial cities. 

The CBD w~s the locus of the ••• churches, clubs, and 
businesses of the wealthy ••• the poor lived where !!hi~her" 
demands for land were not imposed. The necessity of living 
within walking distance of work meant shops vere scattered 
across the urban landscape where théy were convenient to wôrkers ': 
and purchasers ••• artisans' workshops were often in their homes, 
scattered outside th. city core (Gohe~n, p. 9). 

Nôt surprisingly, the spatial distribution of class in the 

Montreal 0'1 1847 ref lected the typical pre- industr ia1 patte/rn,_ 

, 

; 

l " 
1 

1 
1 
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with the wealthy living in the city centre and the less affluent 

on the pe-N-phery (Vance, 1971, p. 115). FromMap l, however, 

which shows levels of home ovnership on every street in the 

city, it is evident that the spatial distribution of home 

ownership vas not as clear eut. The city average was 31.6%, and 

individual street segments ranged in levels of owner occupancy 

from 0 to 100%. High levels of owner occupation vere distributed 
.,. , 

fa i rly evenly across the urban landscape. Except for the Cent raI; 

Business District (the CBD being comprised of East, Centre, and 

West Wards, knovn also as Old Montreal), there were no 

distinctly hig. or 10v home ovnership areas. AlI vards vere 

characterized by a feirly vide range of house ovnership on their 

set of streets. More evidence of this cornes from Table 1. This 

table suggests that apart from the CBD, there vere no vards 

markedly lov in home ovnership. Moreover, ooly the two 

easternmost vards, Ste. Marie and St. Jacques, displayed levels 

of ovner occupation much higher than the city average. 

It is not hard to explain these exceptions. That the CBD 

should have much lover rates of home ownership than the rest of 

~he city is one of the primary tenets of basic urban land rent 

the~ry (Alonso, 1972; Muth, 1969). The downtawn core was the 

city's oldest and most densely developed area,.and as already 

noted vas the home of its most important commercial, so~ial, and 

religious act i vi ties. Bven residential densi ty there was. low, •• , 

many bui Idings were shops, manufactor i es 1 and warehouses. I·t was 
, 

therefore also the atea with the highest urban land values, 

making the cost of owning a home there (especiall, the ~o.t of 
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Tabre 1- H e Ownership By Ward, 18'7-1881 

( 

, Home Otfnership no. Households 

Old Mont eal 9.4 7.2 6.4 822 88' 731 

Ste. An 32.7 14.5 12.5 672 2583 3908 

St. Ant 36. cr 22.5 17.8 845 2050 5857 

st. Lau en 26.9 17.4 12.2 896 1990 3046 

St. Lou s 33.7 19.8 13.8 763 1588 3315 

St. Jac 42.4 22.6 14.3 882 1926 4717 

Ste. Ma ie 45.4 24.2 13.3 509 1390 4282 

St. Cun 9.0 85)6 

St. Hen i 24.5 1361 

Westmo.u t 51.6 190 

Total 18.8 14.7 5389 12,411 28,303 

" 
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the land needed to build it on) prohibitive. Being less 

affordable, home'ownership was also less common. 

The same logic applies in reverse to the high home 

ovnership districts of Ste. Marie and St. Jacques. As these 

suburbs (especially Ste. Marie, where house ovnership vas 

greatest) vere among the most recently settled and least densely 

developed, land vas cheaper and ovner occupation therefore more 

affordable. Indeed, another pillar of urban land rent theory is 

that land decreases in value vith increasing distance from the 

CBD. Ste. Marie being the most distant sUQyrb in the city, land 

there vas cheapest (ve viII note later on in the chapter that 

almost all the streets vith the lovest dvelling rents vere 

located in Ste. Marie, vhile those not in Ste. Marie vere in St. 

Jacques). Thjs made hou se ovnership there more feasible for a 
... 

larger segment of the population. 

It is also interesting to observe from Map l that in St. 

Jacques those streets furthest avay from the CBD (in the north 

around Sherbrooke St. and in the east near the border" vith Ste. 

Marie) vere also those generally displaying lover levels of hpme 

ovnership. In vest end Ste. Anne as vell, ovner occupation 

seems to bev'e been' highe,st in the outer reaches of the varde 

Home ovnership ~y have been fairly uniformly distributed 

over space in 1847, but",stlch vas not the case vith respect to 

social class. In Table 2 ve see" that large differentials 

existed in the prevalence of -home ovne.rahip among the various 

classes. Ovner occupation vas 19'J1!st .mong the bourgeoisie 
, 
1 

(17.7') and ~ighe~t among the petty bourgeoisie (33') and the 

\ 

, 
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'l'able 2- Hoae evner.hip Por Occupational Cl ••••• , 1847-1881 

" , HOlle Ownersbip no. 

!!.!I 1861 1881 1847 1861 !!!! , 

... 

Bourgeoisie 17.7 28.0 37.5 ·334 603 1135 

Petty 33.3 29.0 29.1 300 373 954 

BOUI:geoisie 

wor,kin'g 32.0 14.8 7.8 1745 '874 10,"6 

Class ~ ~ 
White Collar 15.5 11.0 10.3 148 507 1479 

Blue Co1lar 33.3 15.3 7 :3 1597 4367 8967 

Ski11ed' 50.9 27.1 13.3 66·2 1411 2916 

Semisk1lled' 24.8 16.4 8.1 307 793 1659 

unskilled '18.8 7.2 3.6 628 ' 2163 4588 

• -
G~ TOTAL ~(j.l 17.1 12.1 2379 5850 l2~ 728· 

(aIl sample occ'upat ion$) 

;,. 

( 

l '" 
" 

, , 
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working cla.s (32'). 

A lIore detailed apprai.al of vorking cl •• s home ownersbip, 
~ .' 

~ow.ever, shows that it was re.lly only'high ~ong'th. lIost 

privileged section of that class, the skilled vorkera. 1 

believe this reflects the largely pre-industrial nat,ure of the 

~ity in 1847. In an era when the separation of home and 

vor.kplace w~s not yet complete, skilled artisans often ovned 

their ovn ho.es as· these vere also their vorkshops. The bome 

ovn~rship ratè f~r skilled warkers (50.9') was about twice that 

-of sellliskilled 

unsJHlled and 

respectively). 

votkers (24.8'), and fbout three times 

white collar'" 1!~ers (18.8% and 

that of 

15.5%, 

In contrast, home ovnership among the building trades 

Qcc,upations displayed a very different cla!,s pattern. For each 

class the ho~e ownership rate in -the building tradea was much . , 

higher' then it was· ,in the rest of the economy (54~5' vs. 1"5.1' 
, ' 

.1I0~~ the bourge~isie, ,47 .4~ ,vs. 30.9' 'for ~he petty 

and 50.2' vs. 20.8" for the 'vorking class--see' bourgeoi sie', 
, . 
Tabie 3). W.ithin the construction seétor itself ve do not find . 

discrepa,ncies in ,levels, - of,' home ovnershlp; 'ovner 

occupati~n . rate. for: 
, . petty' bourgeoisie" and.,. the bourgeoisie, 

~ 1 :;" . , 

p.r61etar,iat are about, the same. (Thi~ may :be 'due in part: to the 

.mall~r numbe~s of" boùrgeoi sand pe'tty bourge'c;>is indivldua-ls, i,n 
j. 

• 

,-

1 
'1 

1 
" , 
) 

the working 1. 

~. . 1 

, . 
. jy, 'sample of construction, . ' 

sector) • Within th~ 

class, 'in the tr·ades a. - elsewhere·, 

'rela:tionship existed bettre.n levels of . skill 
, , 1 

the 
s .... ' 'l' 

and 'bous. 

~"n.rship. Stl,lled wortel'll ,.ere most ,likell" to O~ft theit' own 

, ~. 

, . 
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Tab~e 3-'Ho.e 'OWnerahip For sa.ple OCcupations, 1817-1881, 
, _... t 

-
_ ownership 

ll!! '!!!! 1881 

Non- Construction 
~ i. 

Boutgeoilie . 
Merc:hântl 1~.1. 24'.1 35.3 

Petty Bourgeolsie 
o Advocates :34.5' 35.3 

Doators. : 25.5 26,.9 
Groaera , 30.9' 20.7 
'l'ota l, '1n7J, n:"I 

WorJti~9 fla!S, 

'White Co11ar ' 
.' Boo'ke,epers 

, Clerke . 
Total ' ' 

Blue Co1lar 
ski lIed 
Coopers,' 
Printera 
Met_l Workers 
Macbinlsts 
Foremen,' 
To~al 

20;8', ·9.6 - -
a . 12.2 

, 16.8 la .'6, 
I!:"! rr:o 
,~, 9.4 

~ 
, ' 

-56.1 '21.8-
15.4 7.3 
41,7, 1~ •. 2 

-.,. 14.3 

iO:3 rr.1 

,-

.36.5 
28.$1 
24.9 
~ 

6.1 -. 
.. ' 

10.3 .' 
10.3 
IO:'3 

-,' 

5.1 ......--

1L2 -

'7.5 
8.2, 
9.' . 

15.3 . 
9:l : 

. 
' , 

no. housûolds 

1847 1861 1881 

86 102' .178' 
55 ''18 161 

123 '. 145 537 ' 
'2H JB nt 
1~9a' ru! !ill 

, 11 72 '329, 
137 .435 1150 "',m- m rnJ' 

- '950· -,- 3038 6900· 
-~-~ . 

) 5:7 131 152 -
39 55 '214 
6a 151 428 
-~-" . 35 1.77 

'l'ii 
·196 

·m -l'in 

Semiàkii1ed 
-20.6 ,13 .. 6' 6'.9"'" ·,2.43 631 1&08 . " Sfioemaltera ',T,nnirs , 30.8 '25.0' 7.1 "1'3 . .' 32' '56 . 
2ï.T IT.2 6."J' , IR, ID IR.· , Tota . . 

. Onaki11ed' : , , . 
L.bOurers ' 16.9 6'.2 ~.l " '550: 2003 "4169-

-.' 

61.5 ,55.1 58.'9 
"0.0 53.6: 48 6 

'. '!T."! !r.! jf.i. 
, . 

PettY Boutgeoi.sie 
, Notarie.. 41.4-

workïng ,Claaà '. ,50.2 
4 e ..--" 

, . .. ' " 

43.8 43,.6, 

" 28.6-. 15.0 --, 

, , 

,,'9, -78 
'28 111 
.." IR 

. " 

) 3'a te '78 

.1 '675 l!20 .m9,', 

.. !/"y\ .. 
, ' ,_.-~ 

, ' 

, . 

• 

1 
1. 

1 

1 ," . , 

• 1-

, . 
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'and unsti11ed. vorkers ' 

l ... t 1itelf to do so .... 
, , 

. The.positive ç~rrela~ion b.tveen hQme,ovnerahlp ',and .kil1 

in 'the vorking 'cla •• is hardIy ~n_~peë~ed, ,given the,ass~iatio~ 
,betveen.. 9reate~ skili and, greater '-arning',potential, and' 

. therefore greatér ' ... rket I;»Over'. What iB more .urpri.ing, 

hovever, is~ that home ovnership v.s more' commqn émong the 
\.. III • 

vorki'ng c1a,. then i t' vas among the Dourgeoisie •. Pr:iginally, .1 

th~ught, thi.· .. y have bean the 'result 'of cO~binin9 vorking cl.s. 

Occupations in the b!Jild-i~g .. tr.~es, vith those in 

non-construction trades unQer 
l' 

one he~ding •. , Indeed, ~igh - ho .. ' 
.' . 
ovnership. among, the ,.large percentage ,of "orkera involved in 

·construction {38' of the entire vorking. ci.ss in my Sàmp1e in 
, - .. ; # ... ' 

1847 . ve~e in the building trade.,· whi1e on1y 7' of the 
, . 

, b,ou~9.oi.ie in the .... p1e vere i.n '. thi. ~ec~or) cou1d. 'serye to 
.. .. 1 ~ 

fnflat •. the total vorking' cla.s ,fi-gure" Hovever, "hen the 

con'truction. aector ia ellmin.ated, ho.. o"ne~ship. i. still 
... \ r , • " .~ 

highèr for the "orking' cl.s~ as a vhole '(20.84) then it 'il for 

the bourgeoiaie (15.1'), '.nd' even - 'i;'he'-l ••• t .k.illed ,.tr •. ta ~èr. 
, , .. 1. • l, _ ~ ...... 

Cha~.ct.riaecs-"by bigb.~ J~OM o"nerlhip 'thàn .th. bourcj~oisiê. 
, ~ 1 - ~ 

Hov th.n ar,e,v. to .xp~ain the 10" ha.. ·ovner.hip a.ong ~. 
... "" ... -~-

bourgeoisie? It voule';' •••• ' th. ansver " li •• in the spa t-i a 1 

j 
, ! 

-! 

distribution of this cha"s. p-r~ Table ""tt can s.. that ov.r', 

'~lf the merc:bants in tb~ city. <,5~' .. 8') lived in Old Montre.r", " . 

" 

. , 

probab1y to beJc10s. to tb.ir own bu.in •••••.•••• 11 a.,tho.e of ' , 
~ <" . 1 ~ • / 

! 

tbeïr .uppli.~. or buyer •• '!'h,i. type C)f -pb7sic:al. pro.laity ~, 

. p8:~ié~l~rll'.i~rtant for bilai, ••• in the ~''''fo:-.:~.4· 

. \ 

• , 1 ,1 .. " ~ • 

., 

. ' 

! ' 

, ' '. ,., 

. ~ ! . ~ • 
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Tabl •• -' JIoI!le o.ner.Jaip· In Old JIontr~l P~r Selected 
. Occupation., 1.'7,& 18'1 

Old NDntr •• l 
Mont re. 1 
Total 

Old Montre.l 
,Montre.l 
~ot.l 

• 
'Old Montre.l 
Montreal 
Totàl. 

. Oid :.MOnt real 
Montreal " 
Total 

, . 

... \ .... 

" . 

, o.ner.hip , ".ident in 
li!! '~ l8t7 1861,. Occusption 

5.9 
25.7 
15.1 

6.3 
·39~6 

,30.9 

'0' 
18~O 
16.8 

0 • 
23.1 
15.~ 

, , 

,­
\ . 

. , 

10.0 
26.7 
'2'.1 

" 0, 
'2'.0 
20.7 

6.9 
10.8 
10.6 

o 'i 
à.s 
".3 

, . 

". ...., 
, , 

, • ~. il l, 

" 

53.8 151"2 
".2 84.8, 'Mercbant. 

1~O,.0 '100.0 
. 
26.0 ' 13.8 ' 

,7'.0 86.,2 Grocers 
100.0 100.0 

'6.6 6.7 
93.' 93.3 Clerk. 

100.0 100.0 

3'3.0 1'.5 
67.0 8S.5 Printers 

-1.00~ 0' 100.0 

" 
.1 

," 

.' ' 

, , 

", 

.. . ~ 
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, 

or public ~ran~rt." bav.·.lr •• dy not.d the eatr_lt low 

degree ~f ho~ae,own.r~hip·.Zi.ting i~ "thè tBD ~ue.t~ tb. g~ •• tër 
. -,. . 

d.naity ~f wettl ... nt and higher land value. ~~er •• A a.pr •••• d 

rat.'of ho .. ownerahip •• ong marchants va. ~uit~ logical if they •• 
, J,,\ •• 

concentrate'd in such a' lov" hOll4!r OWhershïp a,re •• 
• " ~ 1 

For ~erchants living outstde Old MOntrea~, thé ,ha., 

o~nership-rate vas 25.7'" compered t9 a r~te of only 5.9\ for 

thoae 'living dovntovn. In ,other vords,,'"a .erchant living outside 
\ 

the CBD vaa over four_times as likely to' oV" his ovn'home as one 

living in that zone. The· .... relationahip vas found for other 

occupationa that concentrated in thè dovntovn core. ~rinteis, 1 

for ez.-ple, vere found to have tbe lovest home ,ownershi~te 
of aIl tbe ski lIed . working class occupations· in ., samp~ 
(15.f~, 'al_ost identic~l to t,he 1.5.5' figure'-'-for merchants). Not 

, coinci,dentally, th., vere also fOUrld to' be ;'overrepresenteà ip 

. '. 

th~ CBD. Thus Old MOntreal, whicb -conta-ined only 
, ". 15' of aIl 

bous.hpld h.ada .in tbe city, haa 33~ ot t~e ·printers. Hoae 

ownership .-cng printera living Dut.ide O~d Montreal vas 23.lt, 

but aaong tho •• residing in this distric~ it va. zero. 

Thia .. y al~o bav~ ~en the r.aSOD house own.r.h~~ aaong 

the petty bourg.oisie wa~" not-higher, as 2'~'of ,grocera (who 

.. de. up -fI' ~f\thè ~ttl'. urgeoisi'e in'., a.aple) liv.d ln/the 

em. HOIle, own.r~hip a.ong th .. e groce~s. was la ',~re 6.3t, while 

the rate f'or grOcers livin~ outaide 014 MOntr'.al va. 39.6'. 

In sua, both the eren spatial di.tri 

ovner.hip noted e.rlier .'ci the '~l •• a di.~ri 
own~r.htp ,se. tQ" bave \ been a function 

.\ l ' 
\ \ . 

l , 

,1 

of hpae . of hOM 
. -

th. apati~l-

" r- . 

" 

, . , 
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distribution of ci.... ln a •• n,e ~he location in lp8ée of the 

( liigbest cla.s.. (on' higber' value central land) see.. to have 
1 

neg.ted the advantagel of their superior Ci~8S position vith 

respec:t ta their bCHé ovner'ship rate. Por the -lover 'classe8, 
b 

hovever, their geographieal position (on the lowest prieed, 

.. peripheral land) allo,eo a gre.ter access to o_ner occ~pa~ion 

despite their diladvant~ged cless status. 

Montreal ln 1861 
î 

Iy 1861 Montreal had started' to underg'o a ,signi.f ica.nt ' 
-

proces. of industrializatlon" and th.refore started 1:0 exhibi t 

S08te of the typical characteristics of indust·rial centres. One 

of these vas tbe -complete - reversâ'! . of the ,c i ty" fi ·clasl 

distribution in space as a .result of a Dourgeoi-s 

suburbanization. ln response, by 1861 both the spàti.l and·class, . , 
distribution of home ovners~ip had changed considera91Y. From 

Map 2 ve see that home'ownership vas definitely b~coming_more of 
, . , 

a' s:Uburban phenomendn. Note tbe conce'ntration oi high home 

o~nership .values on the eas.tern· edge o.f tovn 'in Ste., Mari~,_ 1 in,' 

: the north aboye Sherbrooke St., and on the vestern per imeter of" 

tbe city in the upper part of St 0' Antoine vard.' 'l'hi s 18 in stark' 
./ ~ - 1 

contra8t to the inner city a~ea, vhérè' mucb lov~r hou.e 
, , 

, ovner'ship values dOIlinate the .. p. 

'l'hié pattern i8 even .o~e evident frOli Map ~ 3. Tbis _p 

divide._ street se~nts in the city intQ high (.bove the city 
" 

. av~r~,e . of 18.2' ho-. ovnership) and 10. (belo. 18.2') 

·ca~eCJo~ie •• Again .note th. n .. r total absence of above a~'r.?-

" 

l 
t , 
1 

1 ; 

1 
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streets from the inner areas around the CBD and the overwhelming 

predominance of these streets on the fringes of town. On this 

map 1 have drawn a circle with~a radius of about a mile around 

the heart 6f the city (the centre of the circle is the base of 

McGi Il St. at the port). within this circle only nine street 

segments (out of dozens) display higher owner occupation rates 

than the city average. 

From Table 1 the precise extent of this suburbanization of 

home ownership is clear. The CBD was still by far the lowest 

home ownership area in 1861, but by this time most of its 

residences had been abandoned and given over to commerce. 

Wher~as Old Montrea1 contained 15% of the city's population in , 
! 

1847,\ by 1861 i t held on ly 6%.' As the bourgeoi sie and the pet ty 
\ 

bourge~isie departed the downtown core they moved particul&~ly 

~ to St. ~toine, which in this period became firmly entrenched as 
\ 

the suburb of the elite (especia11y in the northern section 

'~ove St. Antoine St.). This is probab1y why house ownership 
''''-here ~id not fall as much as in most other wards. Along with St. 

Antoine, the two highest home ownership wards were Ste. Marie 

and St. Jacques. The lowest home ownership was fourrd in the 

inner c flty wards, St. Laurent and St. Louis, and the nev working 

class ward, Ste. Anne, where the home ownership ràte experi~nced 

the greatest- drop since 1847. 

Note from Table 5 how house ownership rates dropped aIl 

over the city from 1847 to 1861. The city average deelined from 

31.6% to 18.8\, a reduction of over 40\. Some part~ of tovn, 

however, vere hit harder than others by the decline. Ste. Marie , 
• { 
• • 
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Table 5- Change In Home Ownership By Ward, 1847-1881 

1847-1861 1861-1881 

change , change change , change 

Old Montreal - 2.2 -23.4 - 0.8 -11.1 

Ste. Anne -18.2 -55.6 - 2.0 -13.8 

St . Antoine -13.5 -37.5 - 4.7 -20.9 

St. Laurent - 9.5 -35.3 - 5.2 -29.9 

St. Louis -13.9 -41.2 - 6.0 -30.3 

St. Jacques -19.8 -46.7 - 8.3 -36.7 

Ste. Marie -21.2 -46.7 -10.9 -45.0 

Total -12.8 - 4.1 -21.8 

, 

1. J 
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and St. Jacques, with the tvo highest home ovnership rates in 

1847; each ex~rienced.a 46.7\ drop. Even worse off was Ste. 

Anne, where the ovner ~ccupatio~ rate plummetted 55.6% in the 14 

year per iod. In contrast, the home ovnership rate in Old 

Montreal declined only 23.4%, probably because it vas so lov 

there to begi n vi th i t could not go dO'vn very 'far. 

What explains the general reduction in home ovnership, 

especially in some verds? In the most extreme case, the 

development of the Lachine Canal's hydropover potentiel in Ste • 
• 

Ann&·vard meant a rush of nev industries to its banks in the 

1847-61 periode DeBonville has described Ste. Anne as Wl e 

premier bassin industriel de Montreal ft (p. 31). Naturally 1 

folloving the concentration of industry there came a large 

influx of vorkers vishing to reside near their places of 

employment. As Linteau (p. 74) has noted, the f irst publ ic 

transit service in Montreal--the horse-car omnibus--was only 

established in 1861, so physica1 proximity to the workplace was 

B necessity.-

Ste. Anne was incre~singly beco.ing a suburb for the wn •• " 

industrial vorking class •. These Qev, re.identa vére generall, not 
." 

the traditional, ski lIed artisans among vhom home ovnership had 

been high, but the factQr,y operatives and tenders of machines. 

Given the deskillin. aaaociated with' the early stages of 

inqustrialization and the positive correlation we have 
, 

demo~strated betveen levels of skill and 1~4ls of owner 

occupat ion among the working class, 'a declining home ovnership . . 

rate 1'n Ste. Anne is not surprising. ' 

l ' 
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In association vith the industrializ,tion of the vard, Ste. 

Anne received several wsves of Irish immigrants în this periode 

As a result, its population grew qu~~kly. Whereas the number of 

household ,heads in Montre~l increaéed 130~,from 1841 to 186L, in 

Ste. Anne the increast! vas 284' in the $ame période This 

popu~ation growth meant that ,the land, 'especially in the oldu 

part of toe ward east of the canal, was being se~tled at 9~eater 

dens i t ies. According to the th'eory of urban land +ent, gl!"eat-er 

densities mean rising land values, and higher land values vQuld 

create an obstacle to home ownership. Empirical eviden~e for 

this comes from the fact that house ovnership vas,much higher 'in 

the never, sect ion ,of the vard vest of the çanal, whic,h due to 

the recency of se,ttlement vas not as densely populat'ed. From Nep 

3 ve see tha,t the only streets in Ste. Anne to' hav~ home, 

ovnership rates above the city averag~ in 1861 vere thosè on the 

vest aide o-f the canal in the' nevest ,part of. the ward. ' 
, ~ 

1 s~spect' th,-t ,this ,vas the case in other vards as vel~.· 

That is, pr09r~ssive,deskilling of the vorking clas~ and greater 

Popvlation density 
. 

vere making home ovner8bï~ lèllS' aff,or;"dable • 

IJ'l Ste. Marie, vhich 'reg~lter~d the lecOb,d' largest drop in h,ome ' 

ovnership, 'along 'vi th St .Jacques, 
-

house ovnership.declined'most , 

aeverely in th, older, western sect ion o'f the vard (Com~re Maps 

l , 2). In the never, and less dfnsely sett;led e,stern portion, 
. 

though, it remained '.rela'tively high. 

In St'. Jacqu'es too the decline vas most serioul in the 
, 

older., louthern pal't of the v.td cl'olest to the CBD, .hile' i'n 

the never nortbern 'section (àbove St. catherine' St.') home' 

. ' 

1 , 
" 

-
1 
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ovnership vas géneral~y h;gher.'In St. 

vell ovner occupation, vas lover by 
" 

Louis a~. Laurent ·~8 
far in the older, , more 

densely settled ,areas. in the soutb· than in the never northern 
, , 

suburbs above Sherbrooke St. 

This dichotomy qetveen suburb and in~er city in home 

ovnership is probabl~ a1$0 rooted in the class composition of 

the suburbs. In the era prior to public transit, suburbanization 

vas confined to the upper class, ,as ~ost of the vorking class 

had to'stay nearer thé centre of tovn vith its greater variety' 

of ,employment opportuni ties ~ The type of people m~ving to the 

suburbs in this period vould probably have been those vho cou1d 
, , 

afford home ovnership more easily. ,Warner (1968) make$ tne same 

point about suburbani te& in Boston in. the pr'e-streetcar era. 

If the data for l86~ shQw a mucb cleaJ;"er pos.itive 

çorre1ation· betveen home ovnership.and distance fro~ the'c~ty 

centre than in 1847, the same can be aaid for the relatio~ship 

betveen home ovner~hip and class. From T~ble 2 ·ve can ~ee that 

the previous class di f ferent ials in home owner'ship ha've reverse(J 

themselves; in 1861 i't was the bour9~01sie and the petty 

bôurgeoi'sie vho vere most 1ikely to avn their ovn' hom,es, vith 

hous,e ovnership rates of 28\ and 29\, .. , respectively·, and the 

vàr~ing class vhich vas' least likely te do so,' vith,'I'.8' ho"e 

own.rship. This vas undoubtedly due to the deskilling of the 

working'class ~on~tant vith'indu~trializat\on, and .tbe flight 

of the' bourgeoi sie out of the' CBD t;o the suburbs. H~, 

, ownersh,ip' rates a~ong th~' bourgeois~e 'and petty, bourgeoisie 
, 

mïgh~ have been e·ven higher bad ,thei'r exodus to' the .~urb. be_n, 
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more' complete. I~ 18~li they vere still 

CBO' (see Table 4). 

""- ' fit " 
'\ :- . 

overrepresented in th~,' 

Within the vork~ng class, the same pasi ti~e' c.orrelation 

. , 

betweeh level of skill and ievel of nome ovnership existed in , 

1861 as in 1947. In th. non-construction sector', Ski~ 
vorkers -continueci -to have the hïghes.t ra'te of home ovnership, 

semiskilled vorkers the second highest, and unskilled and white 

collar workers the lowest. Note also that for all s_gments of 

the working class home ownership had decreased mark,edly from 

1847 levels, vith tb~ Most and l~as~ skilled workers being the 

hardest hit (see Table 6~.' Among ,the petty bourgeoisie, in 
- , 

contrast, home, own,ershfp dec,lined pnly slightly in, this period, , 

while among the bourgeoisi~ i t jumPed 60%,. 
" 

In the construction sector '.tne ~ttern was' m~ch the same:1 

bu't the rate' of home ownership' for each' class . remàined hi9~ér 
, 

than tl)e general rate f~r. the same class in t'he èç,onomy at large 

(for t'he b.ourgeoi&ie,· ~tty bourgeoisie, still,ed and semiskilled 
, ' '', . ~' 

'~orkërs 'home ownèrship was aboùt twice -as high in t}U! 

construction sector, and fQr les5 skilled wor.kers a~out t~ree . 

times as'high). Within the working class in th~ building'tr~~es 
- f ,. 1 

, , 

also h~me ownership .as' highelt ,among 'skilled workera, 'lover ,for 
• \ ••• \..: i , • . . 

se~iskilled workers, and ,lovest 'amon9 the ,uns'killed. ~n - the, 

cOrlstructioh s4[!ctor too i t vas t'he m()st and least 'skilled . 
" vorkers who were Most affect~d' by the' drop l'n OVDer occupation,_ . 

,Like the I?4!tty bourgeoisie ,ln non-con.truction trades, home -

o~nership among thi. ciass in the construction seçtor dec1ined' 
, 

some"bat,' vhereas •• ong tl)e bourg~oisi,e ..ft ,"re .. ine4 Unchanged. 

- \ , 

, , 

r 
! 
l, 
l , 

I-
l 

, 
i 
1 

J 
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Tablé 6- Change In HQlIJe Owner,ship 'or Sa.ple Occupa.t~o~s 
1847-1881. , . 

1847-1861 . 
change l change 

18~1-1881 
- change 'chànge 

. .. ! 

, , , 
1 
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,'. Skillèd '\ 
, -, , 

Joiner.' -16.1 -31'.6 ~7~1 -'50.C' 
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, " carftnte"r • . -33.6 ':5':9 -11~2 -t~-I .. ~ -iT.l ',' -tr:'J.' "'! • 'Pota .' , . 
, 

1 

Sem.i st i l1ed 
§toneC~tter's -15.4' -35.7 .-1.0.8 -39.0 

, , 

Un.ki1l'.d 
Peintera -1'.0 :-'3 ~ 6 ~1·9.,5 --52'.5 , . 
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" , 

HODl~," ownership ~ 1.llon9 ' the builders and, contractor. 
" ' 

01' the 

- "bourgeoisie probably did not rise as i t did a.ong the ~rchant •. , .. 
1 

because they had not previo,ùsly been conc1mtrated in 'Old ' . 
" . , \, 

Mont·r .. al., They theréfor'e did not experience ~ flight troll die 
, 

, CBO and a su~.equent rise in' home ,ow~ership,', especially given' 

the already vàry substantiel ~rt~ôn'9f them that owned their 
... .. l ' ., ~ 

" 

. ' 

" 

. . , 

. 
ovn hou se s. ' 

.. , 
\ ' 
\ , 
1 

I!0ntreal' l'n 1881'· 
1 

The groving industtial'ization 'of 

, . 

i 

MOntreal continued to 

manifes~ itself spatia}ly by, a videning physieal distance ~ 

bet"een classes, , an inc class-band resldential 

s~gregation. The ~evelopment of class' 

areas,' an~ of high versus iov home O,vne ' hip distriçts in the 

suburbs arid inner ci ty respectively vè~e bath "c illustrations of 

, ~thiS. 'l'he' segregatiQn w •• e~en ~oré' pr~~ounced in 1881,~. the 

. process of- 'industrialization 1,y then had become even mori! 
1 

a'dvanced. The o~erall home- ovner.hip raté had,· a1.0 . fallen 

furtber, to 1'~7_. 
, ~ 

On Nep ." three entirely ne" . areas appear., ,the .uburb. of 

St. ,Cunegonde, 'St. Hènri, and' Cote St. ' Antoine, .1.0' ·,~allecl 
, ' . 

1 

, . . We.(mo~nt. 'Though. the, vere not Part of t'he city 'of, Mon'treal 
, 1 ~ '. --- .' 

,1 

pr~per, t.hey are inc+uded in the' an.ly~is.be~au.e a,:sQburbs 

" the;;"v~r~'''fùnctionallY, if not ~iit'icaliy;, integ~a~~'"i,th ~~e 
. ' " 

cl ty. ,Many of their 're.icJ.nt~ worked in MOntre.l· ancS' "ownecS , , 
. . .. 

.acle'· the. iaportant' to . the anely.ia her. 
-------J • \ 1 

and ln Cha~er Pour •. Tbe ·thr .. auburb. cQvet tbe tange of ~ent 
1 ' 

. . 
-' 

1 
.. i" 

1 

-, , 

1 
,1 
1 

1 
, 1 

1 
, i 

1 , 
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. ' 1 
levela, froll .high on ~the hi Il (in 

, 
Cote St. Ant9ine) to .lo~ at . , 

1. 

1 

the level of the ca'nal (iia St. 'Henri). 

De.pit~ the ,incre~sed.size ~f ~he bu~lt-up'area", in 1881, 
'. , 

,from Maps t'and 5, it 'appears 'the spatial'distribution of home 
, , , 

, ovn,ersh'lp i~ the' city. had 'har,dlt c~an~d •. More than e'ver, home" 

, -, 

1 

, 1 

. ' , 

. ovnership vas a suburban phenomenôn,., concentra~èd in the vestern ' 

suburbs of Westmount, Uppér St. Antoine, and St, H.en,ri. The· 
. " 

1 ~ ~ '. 

inner city, co~~ersely, vas almost ,complet~ly a~void of street 

segments: vi th 'bome o"nership rates of over 15' (the 1nner city 
J • 

is defined' here· as Ql,~ Mont~eal, St. ~ntoine ward below St • 
. 

Antoine St., Ste. Anne east of the ca~al., and St. Louis and St. 

Laur~nt wards belo" S,herbrooke 'St.). Even Ste. Marie and St. 

Jacques, ·t~b formerly h~9h hom~. ovnersbip' Ya'rds" ahoved f~~ high 

h,QlIle ' ovnersh,ip . s~reets in 1881. There vere as -many' street 

segments in" these va~ds vith ovner occup,ltion rates' belo" the 

city average as there' ve~e above it in that year. 
, --

.' . 
~~ch of the territorial expansion 'of the ~ity betveen 1861 

an~ 1881 vas aà~oc'ia,ted' 'vi-th 'the' bpèning of 
~ -' ., .. 

• horse-dravn 

j. . 
1 

.. 1 ' 

! 
f 

. 
i 

l 

. t~m~ay" service in 1861.' 'l'lie introduction o,f public tliansPort, -
. . , ' .' -"'~ " . i . ' .. ant that foz: the fir~~ tiftltt, Montreal .a. no ionger a .v.l.~in9 

'-

,'city. The bond 'that 'nad hald th.~ . v~t:kin9 el.~s in. tne i,nner 

ci.ty, ',the' need for playsieal - proxi.ity t.o .o~rcès of' ~mP1oyment, 
. .. ~ . - - -~,-

. was ~tart ing ,t'o' ~reak ~ SO~- voÎ:ker,s crould· no" tak. ~dvantage. of 
. : ~.. .. ~ ... 

. public transpOrt to move out' to ' the supurbs ,-and èo_~tè' to"jobs 

, in town., . 

...... 

, -, 
i' 

, , 

_ ~ t - .. 

1 
',[ -, 

" - J 

The, "o~d' '1 s.'- DlUS~ he .tr.~ •• d ,here -, a. 
- ,. ,,' \ ! 

thi •• aà litely 
, ' 

~ . ., .. ~ ,," 
.".... ... ..... - - , . " 

'onl.y' an option for tbe Ik>re .t~lled woçkers""bo coul-d afford the, 
.. .. • \' .... _;. t' - , , 

, -' 
" ' 

... ... 1 

, , 
1 ) 

, , 
'. 

, , , 

.' " .' . 
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l , • 

cast 1)f pub~ic tr-ansit and who had.relatively'st'able jobs in 
.' -

locat,ion fol' an extended period o'f time. The less skill~d, m re 
l , 

, 

depend~nt upan casual e~ployment and ~hifting,from one emPlo 

t~. another 1 pro~bly s~ill neéd'ed to . reside near ,i~ner areas to 
, . 

hé closer'to m~Ltiple SOUfces of work. Moreover, the~ 'often 

could ill a~ford t~~ ~ost of public transit~ 

Il certain vorking· class suburbanizat ion was neve'rthelelss 
j • ~ ~. t 

'occurri,ng. ~erea$ the mov,e' to the suburbs in 1861 was pruurlly 

an upper class, ~i9i"a'tion, in 1881. i t seems to have. ,encompassed a 
, . 

wide~ class ,$pectrum. The n~wly developed areas in Westmount" 
'" 1 • 1 

~t~'Henri, and St. Antoine wer,e'characte,ri:Zed overwh~liningly by' 

hiqh ~Qme ownership, ',vhi+e nev streets added in - Ste. ~rie and 

St. ~acques 'were mostly' _ 10. in 'owner occupation 
1 

(t~e, 

. . , rel~tion~h'ip between newly, developed 'streets and, hom_ ownership 

'vill' he pursued in 9r~ate~ aepth 'somewhàt iater in the ehapter). 

MIlat seems 'to have heen happening waiS the formation' of' disti~èt 

-upPer aQd ,work,fnq' class suburbs, the former in' the vest end , , 

, Cbara,ct~r,i,ze~. by ce1ati"ely high If!Ve~'~ of home o,,~rship .'~\d: 

tbe letter, in ~he· e,.st· e~d 'charaçterized 'bl' ,lo"er ones., That 
.' 

thi. waB par:t of a 'qrowing' resi~enti-al segreg.ation ~f clus 
1 

, 
, , 

w.dl illustrated iil - Table 7, which sno"s the . ... . " proportion 9f 

/ , , • 1 / 

in 1 e'-ch .wa'rd., / 
l '_ 

J -

.- ,H~re,~ note th. g~eat <ov~rrepreB,ntation'of tiourgeoi.' and~, 
, " , . 

,b pe~ty bourgeo,is, occ'upat~onB ,in the' 'h!gil hOlH o"rutr~hip areas-. ' 
".... t.. 1 - ~ \ _.. "1""· r _ 

\ !bus St. Antôin~ ward"with 21' of t~,popula~i,oJf C?f, ~,e~ter, , . 
\Ji Tl· 1 • ) "." v - .. ... - 1 1 -1 

Nontt:~al' in- ;88,1" contai'ried 38' ,of" the city' .. aerchants. f 2~' of 

• 1 , . 

, \ r 

" 
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Table 7- Proportion of s..ple Occupations' Resident In 

Bach Ward, 1881 
( 1 

St. .. St.e,. St. St. St. Ste. 
Antoine ~ Laurent Louis Jac!mes Marie . 

Mercharits 38 5 Il 16 .. 14 2 </ 

Aclvoca.tes 29 2 8 19 23 1 
·~tors 41 _. f 13 15 ;1.4 9 
Greeerl 15 18 6 12 17 19 
Bookkeepers 35 3 18 24 Il 6 
C1erks 17 7 16 25, 23 6 
Foremen 

, 
19 19 12 13 10 1. 

Machinists 25 34 ' 12 -6- 5 9 
Coopera 

l' 
16 37 3 6 16- 13 

Pri.,ters it' 13 20 29 18 5 
Metal Workers 26 20 8 Il Il 10 
Shoemakers 9 5 5 Il 29 30 
Tanners - Il 4 ......... 2 0 5 30 
Labourers , 12 25 4, ,6 13 28 

Jtuïlders:, 26 ' 3 26 - .26 '15 ,4 
. Col'ltractors 24 ,5 ' ' Il 15 29 10 
Notaries. ~1 4 3 21 2ft , 8 

-Joiners 17 6 '3 12 25 22 
Masons S 1,0 3 12 20 24, 
Carpenterà 22 22 9 9 1 Il 2'0 
Stonecutters 2 3 : 3 28 22 21 
Painter's 17 'g)- 12 18 20 ,15 

. - , . 
population A~ A . 20.8 13.9. , '10.8 Il.8 '16.7. ' 15.2 

" of 8.11 houlieholds 
, 

; , in Montreal 

, 
\,-
1. 

'1. , . 

. , 

... ~ ,1 

, , 
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\ ' 

( 
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'" 
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Table 7- ( ••• cont' d,) 

Old , St. St-. West-
Montreal Cugegonde Henri mount Total 

Merchants • 2 7 2 100% 
Advocates 8 a 3 4 -100% 
Doc tors 1 1 3 1 100% 
Grocerl 1 7 5 0.2 100% 
Bookkeepez::s 2- 0.3 1 1 100' 
Clerks 3 1 1 1 100% 
Foremen 3 0.5 9 a 100\ 
Macninists. 0.4 3 6 0.4 100\ 
CooPers 2 ,3 3 l 100% 
Printers 1 a 0.5 a 100% 
Metal Workers 1 7 6 0.5 100% 
Shoe .. kers 1 3 & 0 100\ 
Tanners {) a 48 0 100% 
Labourers l 5 6 O.OS 100% 

Builders 0 0 0 1 100% 
Contractors 4 1 2 0 100% 
Notaries 1 1 3 1 100% 
Joiners 0.5 -9 6 a 100% 
Masons _ '0 

-
13 Il, a 100% 

Carpenters 1 '" 4 6' 1 100% 
Stooecutters 0 , 0 3 0 100% 
Painters 1 5 4 0 1,00% 

- -
Population As A -2.6 2.8 4.8 0.7 100% 

% of aIl Households 
In,Montreal 

Note: Most , figures in this- table are rounded, to the 
nearest percen~. 

, ' 

( " 

" 
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its advocates, 41% of its doctors, 26% of its builders, and 30% 

of its notaries. Conve'rsely, working class occupations were 

grossly underrepresented there, St. Antoine having only 12% of 

labourers and 8%'of shoèmakers in'town. 

Similarly, with only 0:7% of the population,rwestmount had 

2.3% of the city's merchants, 4% of its doctors, 1.3' of its 

builders, and 1.3% of its notariès. ~any working class 

occupations, however, were totally absent from the suburb: There 

were absolutely no printers, shQemaker,s, bri:.klayers, 
" , 

stonecutters, or painters to be found there. Even St. Henri, the 

othe~ high home ownership area, having only 4.8% of the city's 

population had,G.G% of its merchants. However, St. Henri also 

contained 9% of foremen and 48% of aIl tanners (it was 

~~iginally known as St. Henri des ~anneries): Clearly its 

populat ion was not as markedly ~geoiS as that of St. Antoine 

or W~stmount, the high owner oc upation rate there being more 

. probably due to the recency of its ·development. 

The si·tuation in low h9me ownership areas was exactly the 

'reverse. Ste. Marie, with 15% of Montreal's population, had only 

2~ of its merchants, 1% of' advocates, 9% of doctors, 4% of 

bui'lders, and 8% of notari-es. W.orking class ocçupat~ons vere 

much bett~r, represented there; 28% of, the city's labourera and~ 

30% of 'Hs shoemakers resided in the ward. The same tyPe o.f 

class composition can also he found in' Ste. Anne. 

.... 

1 l, 
1 

! 
i 

Given the above informa~ion, the results of Table 1 for ~ 

\ 

'\ 

1881 are hardly surprisin90 ~ere we not~ that war~s vith the 

lowest levels of house ownership vere either those Populated 

\. 
, , 



( 

( 

"'\ 
\ 

110 

predominantly by working class residents (es in St. çunegonde_ 

Ste. Anne, &. Ste. Marie), or old and inner areas with high 

densities of settlement (as in St. Louis & St. Laurent--see 

Table 8). Conversely, wards with high home ownership "'eré eit-her 

the suburbs of the el i te (l i ke St. AntCTine) or more di SUlnt 

SUburbs~th low population density (like St. Henri) or both, 

like Westmount, which in 1881 had a home ownership rate of over 

50%. 

In table 5 we note that the rate of decline in house 

ownership increased from west to east in the city. Thus the two 

westernmost wards, Ste. Anne and St. Antoine, exper ienced the 

two lowest relative decreases in home ownership between 1861 and 

1881. In cont rast, Ste. Mar i e and St. Jacques in the east were 

home to the 1argest dec1ines, while the two centre wards, St. 

Lauren t and St. Loui s, suffered intermediate declines. These 

decrease5 are displayed graphica11y in Figure 1. Old Montreal 

showed the smallest decline, but again that is probably because 

home ownership there was 50 low to begin with (by 1881 only 2.6% 

of household heads still lived in that area). 

Spatial variations in ho~e ownership were increasing over 

time in Montreal, as the city was divided ever more visibly into 

distin~t high and low house ownership areas. l have argued that 

these spatial discrepancies were large1y a function of more 

sharply defined class-based residential segregation and clasl 

differentials in access to ownership. The restriction of home 

ownership to certain social classes is evident from Tables 2 and 

3 for 1881, which show the most pronounced positive c.or'relation 
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Table 8- Population Density By Ward, 1871 " 1881 

~ 1871 1881 

Area Pop. per p.op .• per 

(acres) Pop .. -acre Pop. acre 

01d Montreal 144 5264 36.5 463'5 32.2 

Ste. Anne 605 18, 630 30.8 20,433 33.8 

St. Antoine 1117 23,'925 21.4 33,845 30.3 

St. Laurent 280 13,106 46.8 14,318 51.1 

St. Louis 216 14,916 69.1 19,375 89.7 

St. Jacques 3t)3 17, 680 48.7 25,398 67.0 

Ste. Marie 574 13,695 23.9 22,133 39.6 

TOTAL 3299 107,225 32.5 140,747 42.7 

Source: Choko, 1980. 
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yet betveen class and ovner occupation. , These tab~es show that 
, , ~ 

, ' , 

home' owners.hip' in ~881 vas hi'ghest among the bourge19isie 

(37.~'), second highest , among the 'petty bourgeoisie (29.1%), and 

lo.est for the vorking class (7.8'). Within the working class 

ovner occupation varied 'with sk,ill level, ski lIed vorkers 

disp1aying higher home ovnership (13.2%) than both semiski11ed 

(8,.1') and unskiiied (3.6'> labou'rers. 

In 1881, white col1~r vorkers n6 longèr have the lowest 

hom~ ownership rates in the working class~ v,i th a rate of 10.3\ 

they are above semiskilled. and unskilled workers and just below 

the r,ete for the ski1led group. Indeed, if one exclude's the 
, 

skil1ed workers in the building trades (whose ~raditiona1ly high 

figures inflate the total for the ~roup as a vhole) than home 

ownership among skilled workers becomes 9.8\, somewhat lover 

than tbat for the white collar group. This undoubtedly reflects , 

the rise in importancefof the tertiary sector in the economy, of 

clerical positions in business in particuler, and perhaps a 

degree of suburbanization among' clerical vorkers. 

AS vas the case betveen 1847 and 1861, home -ovnership 

decliRed noticeably amonq aIL segments of the vorking class from 

1861 to 1881, (see Table 9) though some vere harder' hit t.ban 

others. Once again it vas the white collar group that fared best 

and blue collar vorkers who lost the most. Ovner occupation fell 

only 6.4\ among white collar employees in this, ~riod, èS 

opposeâ to,5~.9', 50.6\, and 50.0\ for skilled, semi8~illed, and 

unskilled workers respectively. 

Amonq the petty bourgeoisie, ho.ever, hoae ownersbip 
.\ 
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Table g- Change l,A Home Ownership For Occupati,onal Cla.~es 

lS47-lSS'1 

Bourgeoisie 

Petty 

Bourgeoisie 

Working 

Clas5 

White Collar 

Blue Collar 

Skilled ' 

Se.mi sk i lIed 

Unskill'ed 

1.,84~-1861; 

change ~ change 

10.3 58.2 

-4.3 -12.9 

-17.2 -53.8 

- 4.5 -29.0 

-lS.O -54.1 

-23.8 -46.8 

- 8.4 -33.9 

-11.6 -,61.7 

1861'-1~81 . 

. . èynge , change 

9.·~5 -33.9 

0:1 O. 003. 

. - 1.0, -47.3 

~ 0 .• 7 - 6.4 

- 8.0- -52.3 

-13.8 -50.9 

- 8.3 -50.6 

- 3.6 -50.0 

" 
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actua~iy increased slightly, and fo~ t'be bourgeo1.sie ï t,vent' up 
} l "", 1 '\ ,. • ,.l, 

/' a hefty 46 ~ S, (.changes in hoÎte 'ovnership bl' 'occupat ion' are 'shown 

g~aphi'call:y in Figure 2).·Onc~ again, this 'tremendous increese' . , 

ln ovner occupa.tion ~mong th,e b~urgeoisie vas associated vith an 

exodus t'tom the,..CBD. Wherees in '1861 IS'.2' ,of' the ci.ty'. 

merchants still lived in Old Montreal, by 188,1 only 3.8'. resided 

there. 

Most of the general c1ass, ~tterns of ac~e.ss tc?' home 
. , 

ovners~ip are also typical of construc::tion-related occupatJons. 

Thus in the building trade. house Qvnership was highest amoRg, 

the bourgeoisie (52.9') ,. somevhat lotier.. am~ng the petty 

bourgeoisie ,(43.6%), and lovest amogg the vorki~g claB1I: ,(15'). 
. 

Of 'forking élass occupations in, this sector;, skille-d and 

semiskilled vorkera had the highest ovne~ ocèupati~n rates 

(16.1'" 16.94 re,spectively) and uriskilled "orkers' tlie,l.ov •• t '. 

In addition, <, ho~e . ovnetàhip ,amo~"g sk'illed, 

semiskilled, 'and 
" . unstilled. con's'tructl0n 

. 
worke!:'. declined' bf 

, 
".9', '39.0',. and ,",.6' in this period, similar. to declin •• 

allonq , worker,s ' in non-constr~tion 'Occupatio~s (tho'u9~: t~e •• ' 

rates of decli~e vere acmevhat lover). ~ong both the petty 

bourgeoisi~ and bour~.o~.ie ~t' r."ined fairly con.tant. 

Several conclus~ons My be drewn.' 'fr.CII the pr,ceding 

,di.cus.i~n. The ~i-r:.t ia' ~hat' Mont-:,al . i.n , thi. period- v ••. 

increa~:rngly' becaing a clt'y,of" ten.nt'.. "HO." ovnerabip v.. ," 
1 ..'. - ..... • ", ~ - • .. 

, dtfcr ••• ing, .. ong both v~ t.~' and. 'blue c;ollar -vorkers,' tbough for 

, , " '. 
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- ' 
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. , 
1 v~ite collar· vorker. the drop vas not -a •• évere~ 'Mong' the, ptatty ~ 

Mo ......-

. bourgeois'ie i t remained fairIy stable, wherea. amQng the 

bQurgeoisie. it increased sharply. "The dream of the reformers for 

wid,spre-ad. vork,ïng elass home o.nership' in Montreal vas bècoming: 
-( , 

a u'niqùeiy. ùpper ciass reali ty. 

Indèed, ovner occupation .as correlated ·strongly not only 
, 

vith class'position, but'also vith positio~ in, space, becoming. 

increasingly a suburban phenomenon, and suburbanization was to a 

deg~ee a class move. High house ownership vAs telated to 

'distancé .from 'the city 1 cen~re, and ever mo're·confined to the 

r'el~tivél~ weIl -off -wè8tern 'subùrbs' as, the eli~e moved oùt', of ' 

the inne~ yards to ,these. locations. The eastern suburbs 

~xpetienced, t~e largest declines in h~me o~nership as they 

~ 

! 

i 

1 
l 

-1 -

• 1 

became the f,oci o( a vorking class suburbanizatlon', especially 1 

vi.th the indu.tri~li~.tiori of the eastern yards after 1861 and 

the establishment of significant local labour markets there. 

Montreal 
-

b ' . 1881 ,Y 
, , 

all:'eady exhibitirtg -many 

ehar.ete~istics of what-w. vould calI a -modern- city. One of 

thes. traits was the 9r6ving . segregation of social cla •••• into 

di'ff_,r.rit re.id.ntl.l .r ..... The fr.gMnt.ti.,on of th. eitj into 

.r •• s of high and lo~ h~· ownership vas one .. ni~.st.tion of 
- . 

this re.id.nti.l different~ation. Other .. nif.st.ttons can al.o 
, . 

'he' i&!tntifi.d. . 
. Hanne. and Ol.on n'83), fQr' .z.-ple, hII:". also 

,~.veis 'to he eorr.l.t~ ri th ~cupâtion.l ela ••• 

OCcupa'tional Cl.~.· '.trOngl}' \,corJ:~l.t;ed vith le".l • 
.. ' 1:' 1 ~.. 1 

owner.hip,: it follow. tut' tu.. , ownerahip should , 

, .' 
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"corr"lated .. ith ren4: 'l~vels t-oO. 

, . , 

This section viII attempt an 
- . 

elalltination of the relationship bet"een house ovnership and 
~ 

, . ' 

r~ntal values, , rent level ~,~n,g, ,another surrogate mea'sure for 
. ' 

social class vhich can bè dravn. from,the ~mpirièal (tax roll ') 

data. 1 ( 

We ~ve already noted in chapter Tvo hov rentaI v~lues vere 

.est'ablished by' the city assessors. Rents vere either copied' down 

, on the basis, of inf-orma~ion su~plied by the tenant or" in the' 
. 

case of ovner occypi'ed dvellings, ,the' enumera~ors estimated the 

rentaI, value c;>f the uni t'- Hanna and ~lson ~v~ divide~ the ~ange, 

oi re~t.l· valu~s fC?Ufld, in ~he ... ssess_~t into nine' rent . 
, , 

categories. (Table ~10 shovs the boun4ar ies of tl'lese cat~gor Jes) .; 

Hous .• holds in the lov,st rent category vere ,paying $,30, pèr year-

'. 

1 
1 

1 
f IL 
! 
1 

in r'ent; vhile those in the hi9~e8t, vere' '~yil')9 over > 1 

$1020, .~~ 'rent annuahy. . f" 

or less 

, ,They have a~sC? divided ,the stl:'ee'ta of 19th-century Montreal., 1 

i·nto -street segaents ('1,5 in ) 1881), and calculated 'the lAl!i*n .' !, 
l 

rent value :C?n e.ch segment. This has' enabled thell' to. place -1-
e;e"1. street . segment' into one o,f their ,.l1i~. ..dian. rent ' r 
eategdr1es, and to ~ome ûp'vith a ~~tial ~i.tribution of "dia~ 

'.rent ".lu.s throùgbout th,' ci,tJ~ l'or' e ••• of eœapari.on, in, t'hra 

.~t,ion l viII emplo!, the aame rent c.tegorï'~., as Hanna and~' 

.Ol.o~1 while,I have .l~.adf .been ,using in thi. cbJPter,their .~t 

of .tr •• t .egllenta.. . 
. 

• 1 

l'ro. Table 11· ther.'doel not appear to have heen a lin •• r 
" ' 

/' , 
corr.l'.t,it;"~ bat •• en ha.. ownerlhip and r.nt, cl ••• i~ 1861~: Whl1. 

~a.e own.~.hip ... high àt the hi~e.t r.nt levell, it,~ •• even. 

, , 
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,Table 11)- Median Rent Catefgories (annua1. ,r.ents JI) 
, \ ,~.. • t. • , ". 

Midpoint ,-

Rent Class 1- 30 or less, 

Rent Class, 2- 31-60 45 
• , , . 

Rent Clsss 3- 61-90 -75 

Rent Class 4- 91-120 105 

Rent CIsss 5,. 121-180 - ISO, 

Rent Class 6 ... 181-300 '240 

Rent Class 7';' lOl-540 420' , ' 
, 

Rent Class 8- 5\0;:1.020 780 

Rent Cla's5 g- over 1020' . .. \ 

, ~, 

J ;. 

, , 

- 1 1 ~ 

, 
" , 

-, 

" 

,. 
" 

, ' 

'.,'~<~{: 
t· .. . ~ .. ~ 

• Jo ; .t. ~ .... j, 

• 1 Il . , , 

, ~1 .1 
'" 
1 
1 

1 
i 

.J 
1 

l 
1 

! 
• "' j 

_' ,1 1 

Source: Ha,nna " 'OIson" p. 25--not;.e· that. the rent level' intervals 1 
are not' equal - after rent· level four. This is- ~caûse as ~ént : 
tJ'alues inc'r~a5e, ther~ are fe~er peopl,e., able' to ~ffoz::d. that level ',/ 
of rent. Therefore, to ,ge1: suff,ieiént1}t large numbers of street ~ 
segme~ts i~ each ren~ level ~ate90ry,' the range 'of each r~nt, class l, 
must lnereas. as rents i!1Creas... ". . 1 
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Table 11- ., Ho~e Ownership Bl! Rent Level of 
1 

Rent Level of S~reetl 

" 
Ste. Marie 

1 St. Jacques 
St. Louis 

, St. Laurent 
,St. Antoine 
Ste.' Anne 

, Old Montreal 

Lov ;-
'! .2 

33.7 
42.4 
52.9 

.21.9 
23.2 
20.5 
17.2 

r17.1 
14.0 

CITY TOTAL 37.9 18.6 
(excluding Old\MontrealJ 

l 4 

19.4 
13.2 29.1 
14.0 20.' 
13.5 17 ... 7 
13.9 25.5 
16.6 13.8 
8.8 2.7 

14.7 21.3 

\ , 
) 

-

Street 

2'.8 
15.2 
35.1 

-

6.2 

20.8 . 

. -

and ,Ward, 

High 
6,9 

22.2 

50.9 
35.2 

5.8 

35.5 

Table +2- , Home Ovnership By Rent Level and Ward, 1881 

'Rent Lev..el, of Street: 
Lo'W -' 

1 2 . ,-

Ste. Marie 10.7 
St.' Jacques .'9.7 
St. Louis 
St. Laureri~ 
St. Antoine 2.5 
Ste. Anne 

- 01d Montreal , 
St. Cunegonde 1.0 

l', St. Henri .18.,8 

., 14.4 
1'2.3 
Il.' 

9.1 
8.1 \ 

10.2 
1.9 
9.7 

25.1 

, .CITY TQTAL '~li.4 '12.{) 
,(excludiog. O~d' ~ontreal) . 

" 

.' ~ 

" 

3 

10.4 
17.5' 
11.6 

9,.0 
14.3 
24.1 
8:0 

'(11.2' 

,12.3 

r , 
',' 

. , 

" 

4 ..... 

0 

~.l 26.0 
. .2 
-, 0.9 

8.7 
60'.0 

J.1.9 

Hi9tl 
5 ~ 

36.0 36.5 
26.0 23.2 
11.3 29.1 
21.8 33.1 

0 40.9 

23.2. 32-.3 

~ 

, " 
1861 

., 

' ~ .. 

, ' 1 

" 

~~-----------

.. 
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greater \on streets with the lowest median rent values (rent 

level e 1 s~reets). Ovner occupation got much lover on rent level 

2 streets, reached its lovest ebb în rent level 3, and started 

cl imbi ng aga,i n 

re1ationship 

Figure 3). 

l.evels 4 and 5. Thus, instead of a linear 

U-shaped curve is produced by the data (see 

The explanation for this is fair1y straightforvard. The 

vast majority of househo1ds living on rent leve1 1 street 

segments were found in Ste. Marie ward (222 out of 306, or 73~). 

l have noted ear1ier how in 1861 Ste. Marie had the highest rate 

of home ownership of aIl city vards, mainly because its distance 

from the city centre reduced land values and made ovner 

occupation more affordable theré. 

If owner occupation vas found to be highly correlated with 

both high and low rental values, then, it is because at the top 

of~the scale high rent streets represent streets of upper class 

Bettlement where a greater proportion of the inhabitants can 

afford to ovn their own homes. At the bottom of the scale low 

rent street. vere genera11y higher in home ovnership due to 

cheaper land values vith greater distance, and th. inabilîty of .. --- -~ 

~~poor •• t .. ong the working class to suburbanize in 1861. 

If thia vas indeed the case, then by 1881 the correlation 

between high ~ ownership and low rent level sbould be les. 

clear, as by tbat year population gro.th had resulted in greater 

denaity of settlement in Ste. Marie and tberefore higher land 

priee., whicb would bave reduced ha.. ownership. The arrival of 

the tr ... ay and the industrialisation of thi. ar_ would al.o 



~. 
I~ , 

lU 
an 
r-4 
r-f 

41) 

3Cho 

0. :a 20" 
0') 
~ 
CI) 
c 
~ 
~ 

lOt· 

1 

----' 

4-

Figure 3-

, i -1 '! 1- 1 _l' I-:i-r i - 1 1 - [-1--- .. 
1 Iii Iii 1 Il! ~ome ,OwHshi\> Iby! R,nt u;ve~, 11I1~11& ~8jl 
1 1 1 1 1 III 1 . 1 1 

1861 

1· 

2 3 4 "'l 

Rent Level! 

j j 
" 1 

1 

III : 1 
. - -
! 1 

1 

l , 
1_- t 

--1 

.' 

, 
40 ' 

30 

20 

10 

li 1 2' 
1 

1 

1 

1 

- ' .......... [ffi' .. "· - "-I---I---r '-r=--I~_ - .' -. 7' - - -, 1 

l '1 --- - Iii i 
.- -- .. ~ - - - I-! 1 t 

1 1 

.l 
• 1 ; 

1 

,-1 -r-
I--I~ 
1 • 

E~Eh 
--..._ .... -

1 

I-
I 1 

1 

~, 
1 

1 j 

1 
1 

1 ! ~- . 1 ; - -L~ l 
1 
1 

1 

1. 

1+ 
1 

/ 
1-_, ":-J 

i 
: 

1 l' 
i 



( 

116 

have meant a greater working class suburbanization and less home 

ownets~p in Ste. Marie. The situation in 1881 (Table 12) shows 

a remarkably lineaF relation between ho~se ownefship and rent 

level. In 1881 home ownership was lowest ~mong households 

residing on low rent streets, and rose &s the median rent 

increased, béing highest among households on streets wlth median 

rent levels over $181. 

As streets and areas were becoming more homogeneous in 

terms of home ownership, 50 too were they becoming more 

homogeneous in terms of rente In 1881 Hanna and OIson found a 

somewhat smaller range of rent values, and conversely a greater 

concentration of rent values arbund the median value, on MOSt 

street segments than they did in 1861. Clearly, the relatively 

even spr~aà of home ownership over space characteris~of the 

pre-industrial era was fast disappearing. This is weIl 

illustrated in Figures 4 and 5, which show the distribution of 

house ownership on the set of streets within each rent category, 

both for 1861 an~ 1881. In 1861 the vast majority (7~%) of low 

rent (level 1) streets tell into the highést home ownership 

category. This was even greater than the proportion (57%) that 

did 50 on high rent streets (levels 6 to 9). Most rent level 2 
-

~nd 3 streets displayed intermediate levels of owner occupation, 

while home ownership on rent level 4 and 5 streets fell more 

among the middle to high value range. 
r 

The pattern in 1881 wes much different. In that year home 

ownership figur~s for low rent streets (levels 1 and 2) vere 

very low, while in rent levèls 3 and 4 they focused more acound t 
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the middle of the sca1e. Streets of rent 1eve1 5 exhibited a 

more marked clustering around higher home ovnership scores, 

whi1e in the highest rent leve1s (6 through 9) over ha1f of aIl 

street segments were concentrated in the highest home ownership 

category. Once again we find a movement from a U-shaped curve 

denoting the relationship between home ownership and rent class 

in 1861 to a much more linear relationship in 1881. 

Rent and Home Ovnership: An Annua,l Sample 

Thus far, data have been co11ected only for three sample 

years: 1847, 1861, and 1881. Trends, and spatial patterns 

discovered have been based on ana1ysis at these three points in 

time. But what vas happening to home ovnership in the 14 year 
\ 

hiatus betveen 1847 and 1861 and in the 20 year interval from 

1861 to 1881? In order to examine more closely changes in 

patterns of home ownership over time, 1 have recorded the owner 

occupation rate on a saall sample of street segments every year 

from 1847 to 1881. 

Annual analysis of this sort will reveal just when the 

major changes in thé geographical and social distributions of 

home ovnership vere occurring. It will also al10v us to relate 

changes in home ovnership to cycles in construction. There vere 

tvo major residential building booms in my study period, one in 

the Mid and late 1850'5 (Sayvel1, p. 12) and another starting in 

the la te l860's and running through the decade of the 1870's 

(Hanna, p. 1). 1 expect to find that changes in hOlDe ownership 

vere .ore likely to occur when there was a lot of construction 

\ 
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going on, vhen the city vas expanding and the housing stock 

increasing. Not on1y vould a building boom provide nev 
~ 

opportunities for home ovnership, but as Easter1in (1968) and 

others have explained, they usually occur in response to large 

increases in population. Growing numbers of people vithout a 

proportional grovth in the city's housing stock means greater 

population densities, and higher renta1 values, vhich will lover 

the rate of home owne(~')p. Conversely, during periods of 

stagnation in construction and population growth l expect litt~e 

change to occur. The street segments included in the sample can 

be f ound in Table 13. 

Street segments vere chosen at seven di f ferent median rent 

levels, based on the median rents for 1881. These streets were 

selected on the basis of three criteria: homogeneity of rents, 

geographical spread, and threshold size. With respect to 

homogeneity, no streets were accepted that in 1881 had less than 

70' of their rentaI values fal1ing inside the two quartiles 

around its median rent value. This ensures ,that the street 

segment represents wbat was happening to home ownership vithin a 

particular rent category, and tbat the aedian rent value on the 

street is not the average of a vide range of rent values. To 

obtain geographical coverage, street segments vere selected from 

aIl parts of the city, from aIl wards, from the inner city and 

suburbs, to ensure a balanced areal "" representation. l'or 

statistical reliability, street segments had to have a 

sufficient number of houaeholds (mïniaum of 15) to furniah 

statistically reliable r •• ults. 
, 

t 
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Table 13- Annuel Sa_RIe Street Segments, 1881 

( 

Street From:- Ta: n 
Rent ClaIs 1- St. Alphonse Dorchester st. Catherine 33 
Rent Class 2- St. Btienne Wellington St. Patrick 42 
Rent ClaIS 3- Balmoral St. Catherine Ontario 43 
Rent ClaIS 4- Mayor Bleury Ay1mer 32 
Rent ClaIS 5- Aylmer Berthelet Sherbrooke 30 
Rent ClaIS 6- Lagauchetiere St. Denil Campeau 15 
Rent Class 7- McTavish north of Sherbrooke 17 

Table 1'- Occupational Profile of Annual Sample Streets, 
1861 , 1881 

(\ of household heads on each street segment 
in each occupationa1 category) 

1861 
Katz's Occupational Categories 

High 
l 2 3 • 5 Total 

St. Alphonse 6.7 66.6 6.7 20.0 100\ 
St. Etienne 3.' 2'.1 6.9 3.' 62.1 1100\ 
Balmoral 8.7 30.' 60.9 100'\ 
Mayor 23.5 Il.8 '1.2 23.5 100\ 
Aylmer 33.3 '7.6 19.0 100\ 
Laga uc het i e re '4.' 33.3 22.2 100\ 
McTavish N/R N/R N/R N/R N/R 

Nr 
1881 ~ 

-sr:- Alphonse '0.7 25.9 33.3 1,00\ 
St. Etienne 8.6 51.4 2.9 37.1 100\ 
Balmoral 3.6 25.0 50.0 17.9 3.6 100\ 
Mayor . 35.0 40.0 10.0 15.0 100' 
Aylmer 16.0 52.0 32.0 
Lagauchetiere 50'.0 50.0 
McTavish 71.' 28.6 

N/R- not enough residents to yield meaningful results. 

\ 
~ 
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Because the street segments vere not chosen randomly, and 

because the proportion of individuals at each rent level in the 

sample is not identical to the same proportions in the entire 

city population, the sample cannot claim to be wholly 

representative. It is conceived as a sample stratified by 

class. However, becau$e such stringent reQuirements were met in 

the street selection 1 believe that the sample will yield a 

fairly representative picture of what was happening to home 

ownership in each rent class. 

The results of the sample can be found in ~igure 6. The 

l860's seem to have been a critical period of divergence in 

rates of home ownership betveen the different rent levels. 

Around 1860 home ownership levels on aIl the sample streets vere 

bunched closely together. Between about 1860 and 1866 a sorting 

out of streets occurred, as owner occupation rates for streets 

in the five lovest rent levels aIl showed a relatively uniform 

decline. The decline continued, although at a somevbat reduce~ 

pace, through the 1870's, vith the exception of the rent levaI 5 

street which shoved a moderate increaae i~ home ownership in the 

latter part of this decade. In contrast, house ownership rates 

on the streets in rent levels 6 and 7 increased .. rkedly 

throughout the 1860's, vith a tapering off in the 1870's. 

The results of the annual sample aeem to be so .. what at 

odds vith the hypotbesis stated earlier that changes in' levela 

of home ovnerahip would more likely occur in conjunction vith 

booas in residential construction. If aQ7thing the g.reate.t 

changes in ovner occupancy occurred in a relatively quiet period 
, 
l 
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Figure 6- Home OWnership For Annua1 Samp1e Street Segment., 1847-1881 (by rent level) 
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for construction, the 1860's decade. In contrast, during the 

building boom of the 1870's àecre ••• s in rates of hous. 

ovnership on streets at most rent levels vere not as pronounced. 

This may be due to the fact that Montreal experienced a fairly 
1 

he~vy population increase throughou~ the J 1847-1881 periad 

(Choko, p. 153). Dur~ng the 1870's boom nev dvellings being 

built may have helped accomodate the nev people to be housed, so 

home ovnership rates did not drop as substantially as in the 

1860's, vhen fev nev houses being built meant greater densitiès, 

more crowding, and less home ovnership. 

In any case, i t is clear from rthe annual sample that by' 

1881 a more straightforvard correlati~betveen o.ner occupation 

and rent class had developed. In that year the four lover rent 

streets are elustered at the bot tom end of the home ovnership 

axis, the rent category 5 street segment i~s __ ~.omewhat higher, and 

the level 6 and 7 segments much higher. The same pattern c~n be 

found in Figure 7, whien shows three year moving averages of 

ha.. ovnership on each sa.ple street segment. This reduces the 

proble., noted in Chapter Tvo, of year-to-year fluctuations in 

th. data due to an as.ess.ent by different enumerators. 

As boa. ownership has been found to be highly correl,ted 
'" vith occupation, a simi1ar'sorting out of streets into more 

hOIIiogeneous uni ts should have been ocpurring occupation~ a. 
\ 

.e11. Table' 14 illustrat.s that this certainly s ••• s to,have 

been the case. This tabl. gives an occupation'al analysis of all 

hous.holdl on .ach of ay s.aple Itre.t •• pent., in 1861 and 

1881 (It ua.. Katz' s occupation.'! acal. 'inlt •• d of.J QWft, 



<," 

n -r 5 5' '==;-,... • ~"---_._~=.,._~. __ .. __ ....... __ ~~_4Hi?WI"'.' iAtasç3; a z 
1 

, Pliure 1-!~ •• Year MOvinq Average of Home ownerahip FOE ~nnual sampll 'treet s'Rfent. 
~ 

1 '- ,'" 
",'r"!~ 

J ~ 

'60 60 

==. 

!45T il. /\ \ ./ f45* 
, l', \ ~ 4t ~ 

, .ll ., 

::1 
CI 

«, ,"'< \ \ / \Leval 1 ~ 
:r .... 
'0 

30 ..l /' '\. " "-.../ \ ,/" 1 30 

lS 15 

~_. ~_ • l , 

,lfM7 -~ f~ , III r' t __ ! 1861 ,1871 1 18S1 
, , .' 1 L. 



f 

121 

hovever, as there vere not enough individuels in my 23 sample 

occupations on these streets to yield meaningful results). This 

table shows that streets in the sample ~ere indeed becoming more 

homogeneous occupationally. In 1881 low rent streets were 

populated overvhelmingly by the lowest occupational categories, 

while high rent streets vere inhabited almost exclusively by the 

highest occupational categories, and intermediate rent streets 

by the middle occupational grou~. This pattern existed but vas 
(~ 

no~'as pronounced in 1861, especially on the rent level l street 

in the sample, which had a high degree of individuals in the 

middle occupational category. 

What emerges from a discussion of rent level and home 

ownership seems l8rgely to ref,lect the. findings f rOJ~L the- - - -

analysis of oc~upational class a~d house ovnership earlier in 

the chapter. 
Ir.. 

In 18Eil the industrializatioD-, _ of the ci ty was not 

as advanced and the tramway had not yet made an impact on the 

city. Home ownership was still high in all suburbs, including 

Ste. Marie, vhere the bulk of lov rent (category 1) streets Wtere 

located. This spatial arrangement produced the strong 
4 

association between home ovners and lov rent: the 10w income 

home owners vere a suburban population. 

By 1881 the growing residential segregation of classes 

concomitant vith in4ustrialization and an increasing density in 

working clasis 'suburbs spurred by their industr.ialization and the 

arrivaI of the tramwaj" produced much more distinctly 

recognizable high and low cla •• areas. The creation of high and 

lov are.s vith respect to home" ovner.hip and rent cl ••• vere tvo 

~-
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other sides ~f this same coin, and reflected an increasingly 

direct relationship betveen occupation, rent, and ho .. 

ownership. rigures 8 and 9 show just hov clear that relationship 

had becom, by 1861 and 1881. 

Home Ownership and Redevelopment 
.. 

·From a provincial city of 50,000 inhabitants in 1850, 

Montreal's POPulation had a1most trip1ed by 1870" (Hanna, p. 1). 

This is how one author describ~s the phenomenal growth of the 

city dur-ing my stud-y period, Unfortunately, expansion of the 

stock 01 housing did not keep pace vith the explosion Ln 

population. Montreal's housing stock "vhich had stood at about 

8000 units ••• in 1850, lost some 1500 units in the huge fires of 
. 

1850-1852, most in vorking c1ass districts, plus uncounted 

hundreds more l'rom the near total redevelopment of the o~d 

valled city into a nev business district during the 1860's· 

(~., pp. 1-2). Thus, by around 1870, "the net housing stock 

had only managed to double to about 16,000 units while the 

population vas tripling· (ibid:, p.' 2) • 

This tre .. ndous population grovth vas accomodated in one of 

three vaysl red.velo~nt of houaing after the fires, the 

extenaion of the city on its periphery (suburbanization), and 

the sett1ement of existing bui1t-up areas at greater densities. 

We n •• d therefore to graap the relation of tenure to each of 

th ••• habitats. Aa sa.. of th. .ffects of greater pop~lation 

'densiti •• on ha.. ownership have alra.dy bean outlined, thi. 

'.ection will focu. on the relationstiip "tv_n ha.. ownar.hip 
~r 



lU 
('II 
('II .... 

,-..-/ 

80 

"-

60 

QJ 

~ 40 
c:: 
~ 
)t 

20 

l Rent Levela 2 3 

.. 

o 40 6 
% Hou.eholda et Each Rent Level 

" 
_.~, 

Piqure 9 
Home Ownership and the 

4 5 6 7 Proportion of Houa.hol.d Bead. 
At Bach Rent Level, 1861 

b 

8'& 9 

i"'-

l" .. 
~ 

8-0 

--



,Q 
('of 
('II 

.-/ 

1 
/ 

Figure 9- Home Ownership and the Proportion of / 
Households at Each Rent Level, 1881 

4' 
Rent Levela 

1 2 3 4 .56-9 

80 80 

60

1 1 1 1 1
60 

~Ol 
ID 

) 1 1 ~40 
r:: 
~ 
ll!. 

201 1 r-I 120 

__ .......... __ ... _ • l " 

20 40 60 80 
% Households at Each Rent Level 

-' 



123 

and post-fire redevelopment and suburbanization. 

In the early 1850's the city of Montreal was ravaged by the 

wors series of fires in its history. For example, on. the 

afternoon of June 15, 1850, a fire started accidentally 

by two youths p1aying in a 1umberyard eventua11y destroyed about 

one third of Ste. Anne's ward, causing 80,000 Pounds damage and 

the 1055 of over 200 homes. Perhaps the worst fire on record 

occurred on Friday, July 9,1852. In the morning a small fire 

originating in a house on St. Lawrence Street spread northward 

and was transformed into a massive inferno upon reaching a large 

lumberyard on St. Dominique Street. Hundreds of men worked 

heroica11y for hours to contain the blaze. They had 

successfu11y battled it to a standstill by evening, but one of 

the sparks carried by the wind from the dying embers of the 

blaze \ set the area around Dalhousie Square a1ight, starting 

another fire there that moved east and burned right through to 

the fo110wing day. By the time the last flames were 

extinguished, "everything around Dalhousie Square had vanished 

ft (Montreal Gazette, July 12, 1852, p. 2), a wide swath of St. 

Jacques and Ste. Marie wards between St. Mary and Lag~uchetiere 

~streets had been laid vaste, and a rectangular area in St. Louis 

~ ward bounded by St. Lawrence, St. Catherine, St. Denis, and 

Dorchester stree~ no more. The two fires had caused 400,000 

Pounds vorth of~dama~e, consumed 1200 dwe11ings, and 1eft from 

) 12,000 to 15,000 people home1ess. 

This section .wil1 examine the effects of these fires on 

home ownership in Montreal. Alth?ugh all the areas involved were 

-. 
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subsequently rebuilt, they vere 50 extensive that vhether they 

were rebuilt more for owner occupation or for tenancy would have 

had an important influence on the level of home ownership ln the 

city. Moreover, redevelopment of this type vas probably 

indlcative of the incentives to developers to meet the demands 

from various classes for different types of tenure. 

Table 16 glves home ownershlp rates for 17 street segments 

that were dest royed by fl re between 1850 and 1853. It also shows 

levels of owner occupation on ad)oinlng segments of these 

streets untouched by the fires. In aIl cases the unburned 

segments chosen were Immediately adjacent to the burned segments 

on one side, and somet imes on both sldes. The soc ia l c lass 

composition and rent distributions of the set of burned segments 

matched closely those of the unburned segments before the fires. 

The complete Ilst of theS'"e segments is shown in Table 15. 

When the total set of burned street segments is compared to 

the matched set of unburned segments, ovner occupation vas 

hlgher on unburned segments. This applied both for the city as a 

vhole and in each of the three vards vhere these streets vere 

located. Fires therefore seem to have had a depressing effect on 

home ovnership levels in Montreal, and the dominant 

redevelopment strategy was for rental accomodation. 

Using Katz's occupational ranking, we find that the burned 

segments vere generally resettled by a higher c lass of occupants 
/ 

than those living on the adjacent' segments (Table 17). The 

burned segments had a much higher proportion of residents in tbe 

top three occupational cateqories and a auch lover percentaqe in 
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Tabl@ 15- Burned and Unburned Sampl@ Stre@t Segments, 1861 

Ste. Anne 
pr ince 
Nazareth 
Dalhousi@ 
Que@n 
George 

St. Louis 
St. Domi nIque 

St. Constant 

German 
St. Ellzabeth 
Sanguinet 

St. Jacques " 
Campeau 
St. Nlcholas 
Tollent in 

Amherst 
Wolfe 
Montcalm 
visltatlon 
Panet 

\ 

Burned 
Segaaent 

Ottawa to Common 
Ottawa to Common 
Ottawa to Common 
W@llington to Common 
Ottawa to Common 

Onburned 
Segment 

William to Ottawa 
William to Ottawa 
william to Ottawa 
William to W@llington 
College to Ottawa 

Lagauchetlere to Mlgnonne Vitre to Lagauch. 
and Mignonne to Ontario 

Dorchest@r to Mlgnonne Lag8uch. to Dorchester 

Dorchest@r to Mignonne 
Dorchest@r tQ Mignonne 
Dorchest@r ta Jt1.gnonne 

Ste. Mari@ 
St. Mary to Cralg 
St. Mary to Craig 

St. Mary to Craig 
St. Mary to Cralg 
St. Mary to Craig 
St. Mary to Lagauch. 
St. Mary to Craig 

• 

" Mignonne to Ontario 
sam@ as above 
same as above 
same as above 

Cra ig to Lagauch. 
Craig to Lagauch. 

Lagauch. to Dorchester 
Lagauch. to Dorchest@r 
L8gauch. to Dorchest@r 
L8gauch. to Dorchester 
L8gauch. to Dorchest@r 

) 
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Table 16- , Home Ownership On Burned and Unburned 
Street Segments, 1861 

Burned Unburned 
Segment n Segment Il 

Ste. Anne 
Prince 6.6 76 12.5 32 
Nazareth 12.1 66 Il.1 27 
Dalhousie 7.4 54 14.3 35 
Queen 14.3 14 18.8 16 
GeorÏe 20.0 55 12.5 24 
Tota 11.3 265 13.4 134 

St. Louis 
St. Dominique 6.3 80 16.4 67 
St. Constant 11.9 67 20.0 75 
German 15.7 121 37.7 80 
St. El izabeth 34.0 47 24.2 33 
Sanguinet 17.9 78 17.3 75 
Total ï'5.8 ID 22.7 330 

St. Jacgues " Ste. Marie 
Campeau 6.5 31 18.8 32 
St. Nicholas 10.5 19 25.0 32 
Tollent in 

Amherst 15.2 33 9.5 _2 
Wolfe 24.1 29 22.7 22 
Montcalm 18.8 16 28.6 28 
Panet 28.0 23 18.2 45 
visitation 25.0 ~ 25 M 44 
Total ï8.2( I76 1 .6 245 

\ 

GRAND TOTAL 14.9 834 19.9 709 

1 
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Table 17- Pire and Repopulation By Cl ... , 1861 
(, of Houaehold Heads In Bach Occupetional Cateqor~ 
on Burned and Onburne~ Street Segments) 

Katz's Occupation-al Cate90ries 
High Low 

1 II III IV V n 

Burned 5.6 22.2 51.' 8.1 12.7 716 
SeCJlltents 

Unburned 5.6 16.9 46.' 11.8 19.4 629 
Segments 

Total 5.6 19.7 49.1 9.8 15.8 1345 
II. 

Table 18- Median Annuel Rents On Burned a.nd Unburned 
Street Segments, 1861 (in $) 

Burned Unburned 
Street Segment Se~ent 

Prince $48 $60 
Nazareth 68 60 
Dalhousie 60 '8 
Queen 60 120 
George 60 40 

St. Dominique 60 52 
St. Constant 96 48 
German 72 60 
St. Elizabeth 60 80 
San9uinet 60 52 

Campeau 48 48 
St. Nicholas 60 48 
Tollentin 

Amherst 48 30 
Wolfe 48 48 
Montcalm 48 56 
Visitation 56 48 
Panet 36 36 
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the bot tom tvo groups than did the norr-burned Bet of streets. 

Since the tvo sets of streets vere much alike before the fires, 

this is an indication of the impact of redevelopment. 

A chi-square test on the two sets of data (burned and 

unburned street segments) yields an obse~ved value of 20.6, much 

greater than the critical value of 13.3 at the 0.05 significance 

level. We can therefore reject the null hypothesis (which states 

that no significant difference existed betveen the populations 

of the tvo stre~t~) and conclude that the burned street segments 

vere indeed repopulated by a higher class of inhabitants. 

59% of burned segments vere also characterized by higher 

median rents than the matching unburned segments (Table 18). On 

three streets (18%) median r~nts were identical on the burned 

and unburned segments, meaning that on only 23% of streets did 

the unburned segments have higher median rents. 

That street segments destroyed by fire ahould display 

higher median renta and a higher occupational profile than those 

unaffected by fire is not altogether surprising. In these 

redeveloped areas housing vas nev, and therefore possibly of 

higher quality. Hever and better quality housing is generally 

more expensive, and more expensive housing, in turn, is only 

afforded by a higher class of individuals. Moreover, the extent 

of tires and shortages of dvellings is likely to have bid up the 

priee of housing in the surrounding area. This may have 

generated some subdivision of dvellings on adjoining streets, 

thereby lovering the average rentaI value on these streets. 

Not easily accounted for, hovever, is the soaevbat lo.er 

1 
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home ovnership generally found on street sections ravaged by 

tire. Perhaps the higber price of the nev hou.ing on the burned 

segmen_t~_ ~_de C?v.,ers_hi-p t_here less feasibll7, despi te the higher 

class of residents such nev housing attracted. Or perhaps many 

8ma11 ovners, having lost everything in the fires, vere induced 

to sell their property to a smaller number of larger ovners, vho 

rebuilt houses and rented them as an investment. This too might 

have decreased the proportion of ovner occupiers, thougb 

/ definitive ansvers must avait further research into property 

values, ovners, and developers. 

Hgpe ~vnersbip and Nev Development 

Mucb ot the nev development having to accomodate the city's 

burgeoning population vas occurring on nevly-bui1t streets or on 

street extensions. This meant tbat nev development vas largely 

suburban, these nev streets and street segments springing up on 

the peripbery of the built-up area. Tbis section vill compare 
.... 

and contrast home ovnership rates and tbe occupational structure 

on nev streets vith those on previously existing ones, in an 

effort to determine hov strategie. of nev developaent may have 

affected tbe spatial and social class distributions of ovner 

occupation in tbe ci ty. 

Map 7 shovs home ovnership levels on street segments built 

betveen 1847 and 1861. Tbese vere found almost exclusively on 

the fringes 'of tbe city, a~d vere characterized predominantly by 

higb home ovnersbip values. OVner occupation vas higher in nevly 

built areas than on older street., the only .xceptions being nev 

/ 
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streets in Ste. Anne and lover St.1 Antoine. In table 19, ve see 

tbat house ovnership on the entire set of nevly developed 

streets,in 1861 vas 28', vell above the city average of 18.8' in 

tbat year. In every single vard in 1861 ho.. ovnership on the 

nev set of streets (built since 18t7) vas higher then the var" 
" 

average. A chi-square test on the tvo sets of data (bo .. 

o.nership on old vs. nev streets) lends more support to this 

conclusion. The ca1culated value ~~ the 0.05 significance levei 

was over eight times greater than the critical value, indicating 

that there was a significant difference in home ovnership on old 

., and nev st ree~ 1. 

-The findings are consistent vith my earlier observation 

that o.ner occupation was beco.ing increasingly confined to the 

suburbs. Previously, 1 posited that cheaper land in the suburbs 

made ovnership more affordable, and that the people most w1}~eIY ) 

to suburbanize vere better able to afford home ovnership. ~ 
nov introduce some nuances into the interpretation. 

Table 20 compares the occupational profile of never and 

older .treets. In 1861, the never streets contained a scme"hat 

larger proportion of bourgeois residents, a somevbat s .. ller 

pereentage of petty bourgeois inhabitants, and a very simi1ar 

proportion of vorking class occupants (thi. va. the resu1t of a 

ba1ancing of relatively more blue collar and fever white collar 

vorker.). A chi square te.t on the tvo sets of data reveals a 

significant,difference in their occupational composition, as the 

ca1culated value of chi-.quare is ovar four ti .... the ~ritieal 
1 

value at the 0.05 .ignifieance levél. This diff.rence persists 

~ 
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Table 19- H~ Ownerahip on Street Additions , 01der 
Street., 1861 ~ 1881 

( 
, ovner.hip on: 

1861 1,881 >' 

Old New 01d Ne" 
Ward - Street,. Streets Street. Street. 

St. Antoine 21.5 26.' 17.2 19.4 
Ste. Anne 12.' 24.2 Il.3 17.9 
St. Laurent 17.' 25.0 Il.2 22.8 
St. Louis 19.8 38.5 13.1 17.' 
St. Jacques 21.2 36.8 14.7 13.4 
Ste. Marie 23.5 31.0 14.5 11.4 

City Total 17.7 28.0 14.7 15.4 

Table 20- Occupational Profile of Old and Nev Streets, 
1861 " 1881 

, residents in each c1ass on: 
1861 1881 

Old Nev .Old Nev 
Cl,ass Streets Streets Streets Streets 

Bourgeoisie 9.7 13.3 8.7 9.1 
Petty 6.8 2.9 8.0 6.3 

Bourgeoisie 
Whi te Co1lar 9.0 5.1 12.2 10.1 
Skil1ed 23.9 22.5 22.4 22.6 
Semiski1led 15.6 10.3 13.0 16.0 
Unstilled 35.0 45.9 35.7 35.5 

IOO\ mi ïOlri ~ 

Total Blue 74.5 78.7 71.1 74.1 
Collàr 

Total Working 83.5 83.8 83.3 84.2 
Class 
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even -in 1881, as the calculated value for that year is a1most 

three tiaes the critica1 value. 

The suburban population of Montreal in 1861 contained both 

a bourgeois element that had left the inner city and a working 

c1ass element that had to live where rent was cheapest and close 

to their jobs. These two populations, th~ugh both suburban, 

were not found in the same suburbs. Ste. Marie and Ste. Anne 

contained 68\ of aIl labourers on new streets in 1861, but had 

only 1.4' of merchants living on nev streets in tn.~ year, vhile 

St. Antoine and Westmount contained a grossly disproportionate 

abare of doctors, advocates, merchants, and notaries (Table 21). 

Map 8 shows the distribution of home ownership on the nest 

generation of nev streets, built between 1861 and 1881. Once 

again-street additions vere to be found overwhe1ming1y in the 

suburbs, but unlike the situation in 1861, only in some suburbs 

vere they characterized by high levels of ovner occupation. In 

the vestern and northern suburbs of Westmount, St. Henr~, upPer 

St. Antoine, St. Laurent and St. Louis, these high values 

doeinate the map, vhereas in eastern Ste. Marie and St. Jacques 

lover home ownership values are more common. 

The impression conveyed by tne map i& supported by Table 

19. Here ve see that the rate of home ovqership on the set of 

newly bui1t (built since 1861) streets in 1881 was on1y 15.", 

little higher than the 14.7' rate for the citY,as a whole. Home 

ownership on newly built streets in St. Antoine, Ste. Anne, St. 

Laurent and St. Louis vas higher than the ward average, wher ••• 

in St. Jacque. and Ste. Marie it v.. lower then the .ard 
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Table 21- , of Sample Occupations On New Streets In Bach 
Ward, 1881 

t 
Ste. St. St. St. St. Ste. 
~ Antoine Laurent Louis Jacques Marie 

Merchants 0 66 12 2 Il 2 
Advocates 0 37 6 9 28 0 
Doctors 0 27 8 4 23 15 
Grocers 6 9 3 5 18 22 
look keepe-r s 2 55 8 Il 12 3 
Clerks 8 29 10 13 23 5 
P'oremen 6 27 2 2 Il 18 
Coopers 7 12 5 5 17 3 
Mechini sts 36 23 1 2 2 8 
Metal Workers 12 16 5 12 23 10 
Printers 13 23 7 23 23 10 
Shoemakers 2 3 0.001 7 29 37 
Tanners 0 5 0 0 3 20 
Labourers 9 9 1 2 10 36 

lui Iders 5 46 16 5 18 9 
Contractors 3 28 8 22 22 8 
Notaries 0 46 0 4 17 17 
Joiners 2 13 0.2 3 22 23 
Mesons 4 6 1 0 21 24 
Carpenters 19 12 2 6 10 21 
Stonecut ters 2 2 0 30 35 23 ~ 
pai nters 8 17 2 5 21 18 

Total 6.8 16.4 3.0 5.3 16.7 23.9 

1 
1 
J 
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Table 21 ( .•• cont'd) 
West- St. St. 
mount Henri Cunegonde Total 

Merchants ... 8 7 Il 100\ 
Advocates 11 9 0 100' 
Doctors 4 15 4 100' 
Grocers 1 12 24 100' 
Bookkeepers 4 3 1 100\ 
Clerks 3 5 4 100\ 
Foremen 0 32 4 100\ 
Coopers 5 10 12 100\ 
Machini sts 1 17 10 100\ 
Metal Workers 3 10 10 100\ 
Printers 0 0 0 100\ 
Shoemakers 0 15 7 100\ 
Tanners 0 72 0 100\ 
Labourers 0.001 19 13 100\ 

) Builders 5 0 0 100\ 
Contractors . 0 6 3 100\ 
Notaries 5 B 4 100\ 
Joiners 0 23 14 100\ 
Mesons 0 21 24 100\ 
Carpentc!rs 2 17 Il 100' 
Stonecut ters 0 9 0 100\ 
Pa inters 0 13 17 100\ 

Total 1.4 15.5 11.0 100\ 

Note: 1 n mO'St cases the data have been r ounded to the 
nearest percent. 

\ 
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average. 

This reinforces the point made earlier about a growing 

class based segregation that was manifest spatially in an 

east/west divergence in owner occupation. From Table 21 we note 

that Ste. Marie had nearly a quarter of the population in my 

occupational sample on newly built streets. Yet at the same time 

Ste. Marie contained over a third of aIl unskilled labourers and 

shoemakers ln Montreal, but only 2.4% of the merchants, 9% of 

the builders, 8% of the contractors, and 0% of the advocates on 

newly built streets. St. Antoine, in contrast, with a sixth of 

all residents in my occupational sample on newly developed 

streets, had 46% of the merchants, 37% of the advocates, 45% of 
4> 

the builders, and 28% of the contractors, versus only 9% of the 

labourers and 3% of the shoemakers. There wa~ not one process 

of suburban i zat i on in Mon t rea·l but two: a bourgeois 

suburban i zat ion to the west and north and a work i ng c lass 

suburbanization to the east. 

This chapter has demonstrated an increase in home ownership 

among the bourgeoisie, the stability of home ownership levels 

among the petty bourgeoisie, and the expropriation of the 

vorking class from this form of housing tenure. It has a1so 

identified a spatial concentration of home ownership in suburban 

areas and on streets with high median rental values. These have 

been re1ated to the changing class structure of the city and to 

the changing di stribut ion of classes Jn space with 

industrialization. Yet from this data ve still do not know 
J. 

anything about the types of ovners characteristic of various 

1 
i 
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resId@ntIal enVIronm@nts or about hov ownershlp mey have b@@n 

employed as part of a strat@gy by c@rtaln groups to g@t ahead. 

Such InformatIon 1S vltal to an und@rstandIng of th@ part home 

the polltlcal struggles of the 

~ perlod. Chapter Four wIll adress ltself to precIsely thlS type 
\ 

of analys1s, and WIll plac@ specIal @mphaSls on the rol@ of th@ 

duplex, a resIdent1al habItat falrly unIque to the Montreal 

property market. 

• 

/ 
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1 
Chapte~ Fou~: Home Ownershlp and the DupleJ 

The duplex represented the archetype of houSlnç ln Montreal 

dU~lng the latter part of the 19th century. As Copp relates, ln 

thlS perlod the lofty tenements of New York and Chicago were 

absent here. "Instead, the typlcal hOlPe was a five room fIat ln 

the terrace of duplexes" (p. 1901. Hanna and Olso~ too explaln 

that ln thlS era t~lplexes and ether multlfamlly dwelllngs had 

only begun te appear, and that they constltuted only "une 

portlon inflme de marché ... Le duplex reste la malson type de 

Montreal" (p. 71. 

In worklng class nelghbourhoods the duplex relgned sup~eme, 

some of these nelghbou~hoods belng almost totally devold of 

Single famlly houses. Saywell contends that "The Mont~eal of 

1931. .. vhere over 90 pe~ cent of the wage ea~ners did not live 

ln detached houses, had taken 9hape by the end of the 19th 

century. As far as can be dete~mined 50 per cent of aIl 

Montreale~s Ilved in multiple famlly dwellings in 1871 (compared 

to about 15 per cent in Toronto" (p. 14). Ames asserted in 1896 

that in the "city below the hill," the working class district of 

:::t-1:::e~p~e::).end. almost ~e lived in a single !amily 

But as we noted in Chapter Tw~existing literature on
ta 

home ownership deals only with two groups of owners; absentee 

owners with tenants and resident owners without tenants. Nowhere 

in the literature is the duplex owner, who is both an owner 

occupier and a landlord, considerèd. Because of their 
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~ Intermedlate poSItIOn, such IndIvIduels may he expected to 

demonstrate polltlcal Interests not IdentIcal to those of the 

other two groups of owners. They therefore w~rrant specIal 

examlnatlon. ThIS chapter wIll De devoted to an analysls of 

class dlstlnctlons among the three groups of ovners on the 

Mont real real estate market--owner occuplers 1 absentee 

landlords, and duplex owners--and among the tenants of these 

three groups of owners, as well as betveen the owners and thelr 

tenants. 

ThIS chapter wlll look at these three sets of owners and 

tenants found on the sample of seven street segments in 1881 as 

developed in the prevlous chapter. Because these streets do not 

fIeld a large enough sample of each of these three types of 

owners, 1 have selected another twelve street segments to 

supplement the original sample (they are lis~d in Table 22). 

These streets weJ~ 

seven 1 to obta~~ 
chosen on the same criteria 

• 
a sample stratified by 

as the 0 r i g i na 1 

rent, wi th the 

additional requirement that most of them (9 out of the 12) 

conta in a large number of duplexes. 
~~)~' 
ùt:.~W This type of analYS~~oUld on1y be undertaken for 1881, 

since in 1847 and 1861 duplexes do not yet seem to have captured 

a large part of the housing market here. Even in 1881 1 was 
.<1 

unable to find street segments in median rent levels 6 and"a 

wi th s ign if icant numbers of duplexes (and only one st reet in the 

whole city in rent level 7 had a number of duplexes on it). The 

virtual absence of duplex construction from high rent areas and 

its dominance of lover rent strèets (especially levels 1 '2 

\ 1 
1 
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Table 22- Street SeCJIMnts Por Ownerahip Saçle 

rent 
Street f.!:.2!! : To: cl.ss n 

St. Alphonse Dorcheste,r St. Catherlne l 33 
Beaudry Mignonne , Ontar io l 188 

-;. 

Pull UDI St. Catherlne Ontario 2 21 
St. Et ienne Well ington St. Patrick 2 42 
St. Dominique Roy Duluth 2 61 
Dominion St. Jacques St. Antoine 2 30 

St. Ell zabeth St. Cather lne Dntar 10 3 126 
Hermine Jurors Lagauchet 1 ere 3 32 
Balmora 1 St. Cather lne Dnter ici 3 43 

Pulford St. Jacques St. Antoine 4 46 
Mayor Bleury Aylmer 4 32 
Laval ROy Duluth 4 31 

Aylmer Berthelet Sherbrooke S 30 
Lusignan St. Jacques St. Antoine S 27 
Anderson Lagauchet iere Dorchester 5 33 

.. Donegani east off Bisson 5 24 '1 .,. 

Laga uc het i e re St. Denis Campeau 6 15 

McTavish north of Sherbrooke 7 17 
McKay Dorchester St. Catherine 7 32 

') 
i 
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streets, on Wh1Ch single family hoaaes are bard to Hnd) ln 

i tsel f says much about the type of tenants and the soc ial 

relationsh1ps betveen owners and tenants in duplex housing. 1 

vould expect to find thet duplexes vere generally occupied by a 

lover occupational class of tenants, wh1le a larger social cless 

difference probably existed betveen duplex ovners end their 

tenants than betveen the owners and tenants of single femily 

housing. 

Not only have 1 divided ovners into resident, absentee, and 

duplex proprietors, but 1 have further divided the group of 

duplex ovners into resident and absentee duplex owners. 1 have 

done this on the grounds that, as Levine notes, "the 

reletionship of a land lord to his tenant is likely to be 

qualitatively different where both live on the same property 

then where contacts are less frequent and more 'businesslike' in 

character" (p. 285). A landlord living in the same building as 

his tenants might be more responsive to his tenants' complaints 

about the quality of the dwelling than one living elsewhere. 

"Recent evidence indicates that 

villing than absentee landlords 

resident 

to let 

land~ords are less 

t~eir properties 

deter iorate beyond 'soc ial'ly acceptable' standards" (ibid.). 1 

have had some difficulty employing the standard definitions o~ 

'absentee' and 'resident' landlords, though. Generally, al 

property owner is defined as a resident landlord "if he lives in 

the dwelling structure which he owns and if that structure 

contains unrelated individuals who are assessed separately in 

the assessment rolls. Those who have different surnames are 

• 

,t 
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assuaed to be unrelated." An absentee landlord "is an individuel' 

vho is assessed as the freeholder on a property at 

not resident" (ibid.). 

vhich he is 

There vere, hovever, several cases vhere an individuel 

li sted in the assessment as the ovner of a bui ldi ng does n,ot 

live in the building itself, buè does reside in the building 

next door. Some individuels vere resident in one building in a , 

rov of four or five adjacent buildings, all of vhich they ovned. 

Theoretically, such an individuel may be classed as a resident 

or an absentee ovner, but for the purposes of 
1. 

this analysis he 

viII he considered a resident ovner. Living next door, or in 

the same rov of buildings, would increase an ovner's contacts 

vith his 

complaints. 

tenant~ 
\, 

It vould 

and make him more sensitive to their 
t. 

also decrease h~s villingness to let his 

property deteriorate beyond 'socially acceptable' norms. The 
) 

landlord living next door to or among his tenants is still 

likely to have that "qualitatively different" relationship vith 
-~ 

them, as Levine describes it, that the owner living further avay 

does not. To assess the occupational structure of various groups 

of landlords and tenants, 1 viII employ Katz's scale. 

Duplex Owneys and, Qther )?roperty Owners In Montreal 
.. -

On the 19 different street segments in 1881 there was a 

total of 251 different owners, not including three institutions 

(e.g; building societies) and a half dozen estates of the 

deceased (these types of owners were not very common, possessing 

on1ya fev properti~s out of hundreds in the sample). Table 23 

1\ 

l 
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gives the occupational dist.lbution of each of the four groups 

of owners in the sample: absentee, resident, absentee duplex, 

and resident duplex. There is very little difference betveen 

absentee and resident ovners of single family dvellings. Both 

vere highly concentrated in the top two occupational classeB, 

though there vas a somewhat higher proportion of ovner oceupiers 

in the middle and lov occupational categories. 

There vas a significant contrast, however, 'between absentee 

and resident duplex owners. Absentee duplex ovners vere more 

highly concentrated in the upper two occupational classes (muçh 

more so than any other of the three groups), whereas resident 

duplex owners 
\ 

were concentrated in skilled working class 

occupations (Katz's Category III). 

This may suggest the existence· of tvo different types of 

duplex owners with two different strategies for owning. To one 

set--absentee owners in bourgeois, professional, or white collar 

occupations--duplex ownership was pr imar i ly a form of 

investment. To the second set--skilled working class resident 

duplex owners--the duplex meant that the tenants' rent would pay 

off the mortgage and allow them to own their own home. This 

might also help improve or maintain their class position. We do 

not kno~ whether house ownership gave them (as Rose found in 
, 

certain districts in Britain)' ownership and control of their 

workplace, but this seems highly unlikely. 

There is also a high proportion of widows among owners of 

single fam~ly homes, especially among "absentee owners. This 

suggests home ownership may have been seen as a type of family 
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Table 23- Occupational Profile of Ovners, 1881 

, in Katz's Occupational Categories 
High Low ~wido.s) 

Ovners 1 1 1 ill 1 V V VI n 

Single p'amily 
Dwellings 

Absentee 29.3 
Resident 22.0 

Duplex Owel1in~s 
Absentee 8.3 
Resident 5.9 

TOTAL 21.9· 

,1 
, 

25.9 
31.7 

36.7 
31.4 

31.5 

20.7 
26.8 

20.0 
45.1 

27.5 

1.7 
6.1 

5.0 
9.8 

5.6 

1.7) 20.7 
1.2 12.2 

6.7 3.3 
7.8 

58 
82 

60 
51 

~.4 Il. 2 251 

Table 24- Occupat ional Profile of Ovners, By Rent Level o~ 
the Street On Which Thei r Property Was Located, 1881 , in Katz's Occupational Categories: 

rent High Law (widovs) 
class 1 II 111 IV V VI n 

1 12.0 2'0.0 38.0 14.0 8.1 8.0 50- 100% 
2 29.7 18.9 32.4 8.1 2.7 8.1 37- 100% 
3 9.7 43.5 24.2 3.2 3.2 11. 3 62- 100% 

i ; 14 .. 3 42.9 34.3 2.9 5.7 35- 100% 
24.4 38.3 28.9 2.2 11.1 45- 100% 

6-9 50.0 30.0 3.3 16.7 30- 100% 

, 

• 

, . 
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security against old age or death. This is consistent vith 

Kemeny's argument that home ovnership acts as a type of 

privatized insurance vhere social velfare programs are weak, 

which vas certainly the case in in 19th-century Montreal. 

Table 24 shows the occupational distribution of the total 

se~ of ovners by the re~ level -of the streets on which their r 

property vas located. Th~proportion of owners in the top tvo 

occupational categories in2'reased steadily vith higher rents, 

while the peTcentage of ovners in the lowest tvo occ~pat 1'0nal 

classes decreased steadily vith increasing rent level. 

The positive correlation betveen the occupations of owners 

and the rents in the environments of their property is 

consistent vith our earlier findings. Ovners on lov rent 

• streets tend to be of a lover occupat ional class than the ·same 

type of owners on high rent streets. For example, the duplex 

owner on a l'av rent street in Ste. Marie was much more likely to 

be a skilled worker than the owner of a duplex on a rent level 5 

street in St. Antoine. 

This is only common sense, as the house of a worker vho 

ovns his own home is likely to be more modest than that of the 

merchant owner occupier, who can afford a better home. However, 

in the data both would be classed as the same ,type of ovner: a 

resident, single family owney occupier. 

comparing "apples and oranfes" vhen we 

heading owners of many different sizes 

In a ~ense, then, we are 

subsume under one broad 

and qualities of homes. 

"Even when size and quality of the building is held constant, 

buildings on lov rent stre~ts_might still be of inferior value 

"\ . 
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due to the perception of the neighbourhood in vhich they are 

located 8S less respectable. Cheaper house priees in turn vould 

mean more lover cless individuals could afford home ovnership. 

TÀ~s accords vell vith Rose's (1979) concept of nei9hbo~rhood 
,r 

differentiation as a means of maintaining class differentiation. 
-

One particularly interesting feature of house ovnership in 

Montreal is indeed the neighbourhood aspect of real estate 

investment here. From Table 25 ve note ttat vell over half 

(57.9') of all absentee ovners in my sample (those of single 

family and duplex housing) lived on the seme street as or very 

close by (vithin a 1/2 mile radius of) the 'property they ovned. 

This vas somevhat more true of absentee duplex owners than of 

absentee ovners of single family homes, though the difference 

vas not great (60% of the former ver$US 55% of the latter group 

lived near their properties). This local type of housing 

inveS-tment characterized streets of almost aIl rent classes. 

Only on streets in rent classes 2 and 5 did a majority of owners 

not reside near their property. 

Absentee owners seem to have been local investors using 

intimate knowledge of their areas ta guide investment decisions. 

This may also have been a factor in the degree of French 

Canadian involvement in the property market. Wherea& several 

economic historians have commented on the anglophone dominance 

• of Montreal' 5 commercial and industrial lite ~e.g., Linteau & 

Robert, p. 28~, French·Canadians seem to be well represented in 
\; ,\ 

my \amPle of house owners. In 1881 they constituted a majority 

of aIl owners, and vere particularly dominant among both 

/ 
;, 

/ 
' j 

. 
) 
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Table 25- , of Absentee Owners Living Hear Tbeir Property, 

rent 
class 

l 
2 
3 
4 
5 

6-9 
Total 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

6-9 
Total 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

6-9 
Total 

By Rent Level of the Street On Which Tbeir Property 
Was Located, 1881 

Absentee 
no. 
o.ners 

7 
4 

10 
9 

12 
9 

5ï 

Owners of Single 
no. near 
pr0pSrty 

1 
6 
5 
4 
7 

2! 

Absentee Duplex O.ners 
15 8 
10 4 
20 14 

'" 6 5 
9 4 
3 3 

63 3ë 

AlI Absentee Owners 
22 13 
14 5 
30 20 
15 10 
21 8 
12 10 

114 66 

\ 

P'amily Dvellings 
, near 
pronrty 

.i 
25.0 
60.0 
55.5 
33.3 
77.7 
~ 

53.3 
40.0 
70.0 
83.3 
44.4 

100.0 
60.0 

59.1 
35.7 
66.7 
66.7 
38.1 
83.3 
S'7:9 
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resident and absentee duplex proprietors (see Table 26). As the 

worlds of finance and industry were harder to penetrate for Most 

French Canadians, it seems many used their knowledge of local 

conditions to enter the real estate market. 

From Table 27 we see that French Canadian ownership of 

property was concentrated overwhelmingly on the lo.est rent 
/ 

streets, while the holdings of English Canadian owners vere 

focused primarily in higher rent areas. This indicates that 

French Canadians vere generally smaller investors, owning 

property of lover value than their \ English Canadian 

counterparts. 

It is as owners of duplex housing that French Canadians 

dominated. Resident duplex ownèrs (and it vas among among these 

ovners that French Canadians formed by far the largest majority) 

were on the whole of more modest occupations relative to other 

groups of owners. It was therefore this group that was MOst in 

need of the rent of a tenant to help pay off their mortgages. 

The evidence would suggest that not,only familiarity with 

local market conditions, but also an actual knowledge of how to 

build a house was characteristic of many property investors. In 

the previous chapter we have already noted that higher rates of 

home ownership were found among those in constr~ction trades. 

From Table 28 the sample of owners is seen to have a great 

overrepresentation of individuals in the building trades. In 

1881, when the number of people in the building sectot comprised 

only 8.1% of the city's workforce, they made up ov~r 20% of the 

owners in my sa.ple. 
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Table 26- Lin'guistic Profile of Ovners, 1881 

French 
English 
Institutional 
Estates 
Total 

French 
Engl isn 
Institutlonal 
Est:>ates 
Total 

Absentee 
26 
42 

1 
3 

72 

36.1 
58.3 
1.4 
4.2 

100.0 

go. Ovners .in each group: 
Absentee 

DU121ex 
47 

'30 
4 
3 

Bi 

, Ovners 
55.9 
35.7 

4.8 
3.6 

100.0 

Resident 
Resident DU121ex 

36 40 
53 17 

!9 57 

in each group: 
40.4 70.2 
59.6 29.8 

100.0 
4\ 

100.0 

Total 
149 
146 

5 
6 

ID 

49.3 
47.0 
1.7 
2.0 

100.0 

Table 27- Linguistic Profile Of Owners, By Rent Level of the 
Street On Which Their Property Was Located, 1881 

no. of owners at each rent level : 
1 2 3 4 5 6-9 Total 

French SI 25 42 13 6 7 149 
English 7 18 28 28 47 22 146 
Institutiona1 2 2 l 5 
Estates 1 1 1 3 6 
Total 60 45 72 42 54 32 302 

-\ % Owners at each rent level 
\~rench 85.0 55.6 58.3 30.9 Il.1 21.9 
Ei1~liSh 11.7 40.0 38.9 66.7 87.0 68.8 
In titutional 3.3 4.4 1.4 
ESlates 1.4 2.4 1.9 9.3 
To al 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

( ~ 

" 
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Table )i- % of Owners In The Construction Secto.r, 1881 -

Single Family 
Dwellings 
Absentee 
Resident 

no. owners 
w i th known 
occupat ions 

59 
87 

Duelex Dwellings 
Absentee 64 
Qes ide~t 57 

TOTAL 267 

no. in 
Construction 

7 
17 

12 --- ~ 

18 

54 

/ 

Table 29- Occupa t ional Prof i le--()f Tenants, 
. 

% in 
Const ruct ion 

11. 9 
19.5 

18.8 
31. 6 

20.2 

1881 

Tenants of: % in Ka tz' s Occupat ional Categories: 
High 

\ 
Low (widows) 

l II fIl \ IV V VI n -

Absentee 10.5 33.9 27.4 9.7 8.1 10.5 124 
Owners 

Absentee 4.5 35.6 31.1 7.9 9.7 11.1 331 
Duplex 
Owners 

Res i dent 1.9 17.7 40.5 8.2 23.4 8.9 159 
Duplex 

" Owners J 
) 

TOTAL 5.0 30.6 32.7 8.3 12.9 iO.4 614 

• " 

" 
"-

~ 

1 
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Ovners with occupations in the building sector vere 

especially prominent as dupIez ovners" both in the resident and 

Absentee duplex,proprietor gr~ups (they made up 31.6' ~d 19.5~ 

of these groups, respectively). That they vere particularly 

prominent as resident dupIez owners is not surprising. Absentee 

landlords, for vhom hous i ng was first and fo4remost an 

investment, could more easily hire others to do the house 

building for them. For resident duplex ovners of modest 

occupations, housing was probably most important as a use-value, 

and vith less money to invest, they would more likely need to 

expend their ovn labour power (and perhaps that of their friends 

and family as weIl) in the building of a house. Ezperience in 

the construction trades.would allow these individuals to become 

home ovners despite the ~y of their investment capital. 

That almost one in every three resident duplex ovners vas 

involved in the building trades and that this group vas found to 

be of a distinctly lover class standing than other groups of 

owners reinforces my suspicion that it vas these ovners vho 

could least afford their homes. They thus opted for duplex 

ownership vhere a tenant's rent would help pay the mortgage. 

This ezplanation of duplex ovnership is by no means 

complete, however. Many resident duplex ovners could have 

afforded ovnership of a single family home, but chose duplex 

ovnership instead, perhaps to be able to live with close family 

or kin. Family relationships, age, and cultural values must aIl 
( 

have combined with elass to affect the preval.ne. of var10us 

type. of hOlH ovn:rShi\ and these ahould be stuclied further. 

j 
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Tenants ln, Montreal 

on the 19 sample street segments in fSBl there were 629 

tenant households. Of these 15 were engaged in unclassifiable 

trades vith respect to Katz's occupational scale, and thus only 

61' are considered as the basis of Table 29, which shovs the 

occupational profile of the various tenant groups. The Table 

distinguishes tenants of absentee owners of single family 

dwellings, tenants of absentee duplex ovners, and tenants of 

resident duplex proprietors. 

A clear pattern emerges from thi. table. The proportion of 

tenants in the top tvo· occupational classes vas higheit among 

tenan~s of absentee landlords, somewhat lower among those of 

absentee duplex landlords, and much lover among tenants of 

resident duplex ovners. Conversely, while the percentage in the 

bottom two occupational categories was about the same for 

tenants of absentee and absentee duplez owners, i t was much 

higher for duplez tenants whose ovners resided on the premi ses. 

Indeed, al.ost one quarter of these tenants vere found in the 

lowest occupational category (labourers) alone. The proportion 

of skilled workers (Cetegory III) lM. also highest by far in 

dupIez houses of resident owners. 

We May conclude ~hat tenants living in single family ~ 

housing ovned by absentee landlords were generally of the 

highest occupational status, tenants of absentee duplex owners 

usually occupied an interaediate position on the occupational 
~ 

scale, while tenants in dupleze. vith live-in owner. were of 

vorking cl ••• , lov occupational .tatus backgrounds. 
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tenants in single family homes shbuld be in a superior-clas. , 

position is not surprisinq. Rent. for single family dvellings 

are generally higher tban t~ose for a dupIez \mit, vhich ia 

usuelly smaller and therefore commanda less rent then a single 

family home. Duplezes are thus more easily accessible to a lover 

class population. 

The ezplanation for the difference in occupational 

structure betveen tenants of absentee and resident duplex owners 

is les. straightforward. iPerbaps absentee dupIez ovners saw 

their ovnership of housing mostly as a revenue-generating 

inveataent, and thus tried to mazimize returns from the 

invest .. nt by keeping rents high. To resident duplex owners 

housing may bave been primerily a use-value, and as the tenant's 

rent vas desired only to pay off the mortgage, they may have 

kept rents somewbat lover. Lover rents would ~ve alloved 

individuels of lesser .. ans to live in their buildings. 

This would see_ to be consistent with vbat ve found in the 

previous section about duplex owners. Absentee duplex owners 

vere of hisher occupational standing than resident ones. The 

very fact tbat they did not live in their buildings sU9gests 

ovnership for investaent purposes; they vere people vith money . 
to invest who chose to put this money into housinq instead of 

other forms of investment. If housing was to ~competitive vith 

other forms of investment, rents would have to be kept high' to 

ensure good returns. 

The Bize of the inveatment is perhaps also a factor in 

sifting both ovners and tenants • ligger dupIez units require • 

, 

1 

" 

! 
\ 

1 
't 



heftier invest .. nt, bence a bigger inv.stor. They al~9 co..and 
, 

BOre rent, so only a bigher cla •• of tenant could afford to rent \ 

tbe •• 

Tvo simple tests bave been constructed to verify tbese 

bypotheses. The lirst 
Il 

(Table 30) cbecks Dly speculation that 

rents in duplezes owned by Absentee landlords vould tend to he 

higher than tbose in duplexes vith reaident ovnera. A 

compariaon of rents paid by tenants of the tvo groups of dupIez 

owners seeml to confirm this hypothesis. On most streets in my 

,1 .... ple, the median renta paid ~ tenants of absentee dupIez 
, 

landlords vere found to he highe~ than those peld by tenants of 

re.ident dupIez ovners. 

In Table 31 ve se, again the rentaI environment of tbe two 

types of duplexes. Shown here is tbe concentration of tbe 

property of resident dupIez ownera on the lowest rent .treets, 

and their virtuel abaence from higher rent cl.s. are.s. Ahsentee 

duplex ownera, in contrast, bad more property on streets with a 

-.dian rent value in level 3 and above. Over one third of tbe 

resident dupIez owners in My s~~ple owned property on very 10. 
f -', 

rent (level 1) street., whilelal.ost -two thirds bad property on 
1 

" 

10. rent (level. l' 2) streets. Conversely, over one third of 

tbe absentee duplex proprietors in my sample ovned pr~rty on 

.~ddle rent (leve1 3) streets, and 20' on high rent streets (in 

levels., 5, 6, an~7), so tbat their ten.nts paid bigher rents. 

The second test ••• designed to verify vhetber tbe duplex" 

•• s pri .. rily a ule- or an eachange-.alue to its r •• ident owner. 

rigure 10 plots th. rentaI •• lue of the unit inbal:.itecl ,., bJ the 

/' 
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Table 30- Median Renta, Bl Rent Level of Street Segaent, 
Por Tenants On Sample S~reet., 1881 (in $) 

Tenants of: 

Absentee Duplex 
Owners 

Resident Duplex 
Owners 

..... Rent 
<'Low 

,1 

30 

lO 

Level 

l 
50 

40 

1r 

li' 

of Street Segmenta 
Hi-gh, 

1 • ! 
80 100 160 

70 50 160 

"'" '" 
""l 

Table 31- Dup.lex Ovners Holding Propérty On Bac'h Saçle 
Street, 81 Rent Level of _~tr!e~~~88l __ 

no ___ of--ovnHa: 

1. 
Absentee 22 

Duplex 
OWnera 

Resident l-9 
Duplex 
Owners 

, of Owneral 

Absent •• 
Duplex 
Ownera 

Re.iclent 
Duplrez 
Ownera 

, , 

28.2 

/' 

3'.5 

1 rent 

t 
Low 
1- A 

" ~ 27 

16) 13 

15.' 36.6 

29.1 23.' 

/ 

-level of street 1 
High , 

~ 7 Total - -
\ 

5/ 10 2 78 

/ • c" 

3 , 55 

6.1 12.8 2.6 100 

1-

5.5 7.3 100 

.. 

t 

• 

, , 
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Figure 10 
Renta of Resident Duplex Owners and Their Tenants, 1881 
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duplex ovner against that of the unit inhabîted by his tenant. 

The rental valut of the uni~ occupied.by the' ovner ~as generally 

superior to that of the dvelling occupied by the tenant. This 

means t~ reside~ owner probably kept the biggest or best of 

the two uni ts in the duplex for himself and rented ~he 

other. Had resident owners,not seen the duplex primarily as a 

use-value (i.e., as à place to live) but as an exchange-value 

(i.e., as a revenue-generating investmènt) they would~~e been 

more inclined to re~t but the better el the iwo units in pursuit 

of a higher ~onetary retutn. 

This -Ts-- consi1rtent -W'ioth:the _f indings _ of -Hanna--- -and---otson, 

who argue (p. _____ ll- - that generally the upstairs vas the more 
----~ ~- , 

~lé of the two units inla duplex in this era, because it 

.. 

wal larger and further away from the noise, dirt, and damp ,of 

the street (p •. 7--for example, in the period before public snov 

removal in winter the snOw would pile up and cover the windows .. 
of the lover unit, blocking the ). Resident owners ver. 

to inhabit tb@----\Int:M!r unit. and rent out' th. lower more likely 

" on ••• 

Ovnerl' and Their Tenants 
, . 

Bach group of ovnera vas of a higher occupational standing ...... 
tban its'tenants. To explore this more elaborately, 1 considered 

in pairs aIl the occupations of landlords and their tenants on 
• 

• y sample "Street segments. Bach individual landlord-tenant· 1 

- -- ---------~-
relationship wal considered as one parr-, -îf-.--laru!l-cm:r1i8cf five 

different hou •• hold headl .s tenants, he appeared in five' 

\ 
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separate pairs. 

The results 

1 

i' 
--- -_.+ _. -, --

1 

\\1 l" • 

33.> appear 

, 

, 

fairly conclusives .ost .. 
ovners vere in an occu'1tional 'category equal to 

of their tenants. A maj10rity of absentee and 

or above that 

abs~ntee duplex 

proprietors were in 

being true of only 

a hi.her category then their tenants, this - '- , 

slightly less than a majority of reaident 

duplex oyners; In only 18% of the tenant-l~ndlord pairs vas the 

landlord found tQ be i~a lover occupational category than his 

tenant. This vas Most common among resident duplex ovners, and 

accords vell vi th "bat ve noted earlier about resident duplex 

ovners being in a soaevhat inferior class position vis-a-vis the 

otber types of proprietors. . , 

Table 3t co.pares the overall occupational profile of the 

set of landlords and their tenants. In every group there vas a . 
auch higber proportion of ovners than tenants in the highest 

occupational'category, and a much smaller percentage in the tvo 

lowest occupational categories, especially in the very lov.st 

, 'one. ,-be proportions of ovners and. their tenants in the Middle 

category ranges vere roughly comparab~~Q~e, hov.ver, ~b. r-- - ___ 

v~rt~l, absence of bath resident duplex ovners and th~i~---tenant:.-~------!. 
~ , 

from the highest occupational group, and in contrast, the rather 

large concentr_tion of absentee duplex ovners in the highest 

tbeir tenants group, although .., vere rarely found 

tbere. This is consistent vith wbat 1 have noted abo~ the tvo 

different types of ovner. and strategies for owning involvèd in --------------------------
-- ---,-- - -----------,duplex inveâtifent-.", 

Over twice as" _ny o.nera of lin9l. f .. ily hOite. "ere ln 

\ 
\ 

1 
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Table 32- Occupetional Profilê of Tenantà By Rent Level 
, ~ Of Their Streeta, 1881 : . ' 

'l'Jpe of - + 0 ;.. Total 
OWner ng. , ng. , ng • l !!.2. ln 
A .7 65.3 17 23.6 '8 11.1 72 100 

AD 99, 51.0 66 3'.0 29 14.9 194 100 

RD .. 61 "8 fi f 43. 3'.1 22 17.5 126 100 

+ • Landlor4 in higher occ~pationad category than-tenant 
o •. !' " . • i.den"t--ica-r-"" "a.· 

" -- .. 1~r " -" tun· 
- . 

- -A--. Ab.entee ovnei. 'and tflei r tenant. 
AD • Abeent ... duplez omer. and their tenants 
D • Resident duple. o"ner. and their tenants 

. , 
, 
I~ 

. " 
___ ~_--;'-_~ __ 1 ..---=---' . ------- '!. , 

----~--

" • 
(~ 

, .. 
1 
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Table 34- Occupational Comparison of OWners and ,Tenants, lS'Sl , in,Katz's Occupational Categories: 
Type of High \ Low (wido"s) 

! Owner 1 il ID !.Y V VI 

Absentee 29.3 25.9 20.7 1.7 1.7 20:7 
(single family houses) 

2'7.4 8,~1: The i r TenalJll- 10.5 33.9 9-.7 10.5 

Absentee Duplex 28.3 36.7 20.0 5.0 6. 7 ~ '~.3 
Their Tenants 4.5 35.6 31.1 7.9 9.7 11.1 

Resident Duplex 5.9 31.4 45.1 9.8 ..Q 7.8 
Their Tenants 1.9 17.7 tO.5 8.2 23." 8.9 

\ 

Resident 22.0 31.7 ' 26.8 6.1 1.2 1~',2 (single family houses) 
10~ Tenants in 10.5 33.9 27.4 9'.7 8.1 

sing1'e fami1y houses \ 

1\ 

Table 35- occupations of Tenant'. and l'heir Larld1orda, 
• 

rent level 
of street 

1 
2 
3 .. 
5 

6-9 

By Rent ,I.ev.l 

+ 
i!2. 
59 
54 
53 
22 

7 
11 

! 
5S .. 4 
68.4 
4'.' 
40.0 
22.6 
68.8 

)1 
1 
l 

of Street, 

0 
!!.2. ! 
26 25.7 
16 20.3 
37 33.9 
26 47.3 
18 58.1 

3 lS.8 . 

1881 \ 
\ 

Total 
!!2. ," no. 1 -
16 15.8 101 100 

~ 9 11~ 79 100 
19 17. 109 100 

7 12.7 55 100 
6 19.4 31 100 
2 12.5 16 100 

" . , 
1 

~. , 

.. .1 

. ~ 

1 

, 1 
1 
!. 
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< Tabltt 36- Occ~pationtl Co.pariaon of OVnera and Tenants, 
Dy Rent Le el of Street, 1881 

. 
C- t in Katz's Occupational cat~~-

rent level High Lov Cv' S 
. , of street 1 il. III !Y ----r- .!!. -

-4 ------

1- ewn~- 12.0-- 20.0 38.0 -14-.0 - 8..lL---8--.-0-----------
Tenants 0.5 8.7 .1.5 14.8 25.7 8.'7 1 --

2- Ovners 29.7' l8.9 32.4 8.1 2.7 8.1 
Tenants 0.8 16.7 42.0 8.7 18.3 13.5 1 

3- Ovners g: 7 43.5 24.2 3.2 3.2 Il.3 
'i, 

l, , Tenants 4.6 41.4 34.2 ., .6 3.9 9.2 

4- Owner$ 14.3 42.9 34.3 2.9 0 5.7 
Tenahts 1.4 4'8.6 .28.6 5.7 5.7 10.0 

5- Ovne~s 24:~4 33.3 '" 28.9 2.2 0 Il.1 
Tenants 12.3 58 .. 9 9.6 2.7' 1.4 15.1 
" 

6-9- Owners 50.0 '30.0 3.3 0 0 î6.7 
Tenants 35.0 52.5 2.5 0 0 10.0 

'"", Q~ 
'" 

fi 
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, 

1 
~ ! 

, - , 
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the hïghest occupational catego.ry then \renterl of luch homes, 

vhile on11one-eigth aa many of these o"ners vere in the lo"est 

occupational group. The same distinction· betveen O1'ners an'" 

the~r tenants appears when analyzed by rentaI value of the 

d"el14ng instead of by tenure category (see Tables. 35 " 36) • . 
All these findings are particularly relevant with respect to 

, 
,'\ Saunders' argument (reviewed in the second chapter) 

" . \~home- ovnership produces a class difference betveen 

about how 

owne.rs and . 

tenants. It would seem from these f tables that in the 19th 
'-": 

century~ at least, insofar as occupation adequately evaluates 

cless position, such a difference already existed. This vas 

precisely the point made by Bdel in his interpretation of 
. 

Bngels' writings on the housing problem. 

We have noted in this chapter that significant differences 

exilted betwee'n the various groups of ovners, betveen the group~ 
, . 

of tenants, and • bet"een OWAera and their tenants. l, interpret 

them as social class differences, although they are inferred 

from differenti~ls of rent, space, environments, 'and occupation. 

bong the o"ners, particularly pronounceà vere the discrepancies 

,betveen resident duplex ovners and other groups of proprietors. 
" Resident dup~ex ovnera vere found to be of lover oceupational 

standing, and a high percentage of such o"ners velre directly', 

involved in the building trades. These ovners eould aubstit'ute 

their o"n labour power for capital in the building of a hous. 

and thua hOlle ovnership for t;h ... die! not require the same type" , 
of capital inv •• t .. nt a. it did for otb.r group. of landlords., 

Tb. diU.rence in oecupatlcmal ~.tatu. be-t ... n tenants" of' 

" 

, . 

1 . , 
1 
! 
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re.aident and .b~entie duple~ landloids is ,1'elated .. to the various 

strategies of ~/~vnership pursued by the two' sets. of ovners. To 

absentee landlords dupl~ were es~ntially an investment, so 

rents vere kept high te> mâlri~.mize retbr..n,s. Their properties vere 

less concentrated on lov rent streets than vere those of 

resident duplex proprietors. Higher rents permitted only a 

higher class of tenant to inhabit these dwellings. To resident 

duplex proprietors, the duplex was primarily a use-value. Rents ,. 
vere somevhat lover, and the ovner seemed to keep the best'of 

the ·tvo units (generally the upstairs). To these owners, the 

duplex waS a vay of ovning a home and having ,someone else (the 

tenant) help ~~epay the. mortgage. As they vere the vorst off 

proprietor, occupationally, tney would be most in need of rent 

~yments ta help finance their home awnership. 

The great proportion of "duplex construction appeara to be 
-unique to thia city. Cansequently, the existing . litèrature is 

silent about the ro~~ of duplexes and the position of duplex 

ovners in political struggles around housing. A.ny political ~ _. 
analysis for Montreal must take th~ duplex ovner into accoun~ • 

• 
'The data in this chapter is meant- both as a starting point for 

this type of research and as a measuring rod against vhich oth~r 
.0 • , , 

studies may be compared. It is to this ~inct.~ comparison " tpat 1 

now turne 

... 

--

1 
1 

1 

1 
r-! 

1 , 
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Chapter Five: The Comparative Picture 

In Chapter One ve noted that one of the major prob1ems vith 

the structura1ist analysis of home ovnership is lts propensity 

to erect specifie historical forms into monolithic, universal 

classifications. Thus Castells posits some of his observations 

on the role of the state in the housing market of Dunkir~ as 

lavs about the role of the state in advanced capitalism in 

general. 
. ./\ 

In the conclusion to Chapter One 1 argued that vhat lS 

needed is not this type of quest for models. Instead, it ls 

necessary to compare the findings of studies that have examined 

the emergence of home ownership historically in a numbe~ of 

different contexts. 

In this vay we may distinguish elements common to aIl 

cities from those findings tied to a particular place or time. 

This approach seeks to construct theory from the "bottom up;" 

that is, to build a historically grounded, empirically informed 

body of theoretical knovledge. This chapter ls one small attempt 

to lay the groundvork for such an empirically-rooted theoretical 

understanding. It will compare and contrast my findings on home 
~ 

ovnership in 19th-century Montreal vith those of studies of 

other 19th century cities. 

Before attemp~g such a comparison, it is instructive to 

reviev brief1y the ~indin9s of the previous tvo chapters. In 

condensed form these are: 
~ 

1) Home ovnership decreased over the study periode From 31.6' 

for the vho1e city in 1847, it shrank to 18.2' in 1861 an~ to 
~ 
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14.7' in 1881. 

2) The decline in home ovnership did not 

equally. The vorking class and particularly it 

segments were hardest hit. House ovnership 

working class vent from 32% in 1847 to 15.1% in 

skilled 

the vhole 

in 1881. For the unskilled segment of this class, it decreased 

from 18.8% in 1847 to 7.2% in 1861 to 3.6% in 1881. Convers~ly, 

for the bourgeoisie home ovnership increased from 17.7% in 1847 

to 28% in 1861 to 31.5% in 1881. Home ownership rates for the 

petty bourgeoisie vere fairly constant, dec1ining slightly from 

33% in 1847 to 29% in 1861 and 29.1% in 1881. 

3) Areas of high ovner occupation began to cortespond to areas 

1 of high rentaI values as time vent on. Both rentaI value and 
{j 

home ovnership in turn vere found to be highly correlated vith 

occupationai class status. 

4) Spatially, there vas a sorting out of streets and areas in 
~ / 

this period by social class. Neighbourhoods vere becoming more 

homogeneous vith respect to the rentaI values, levels of home 

ovnership, and occupational classes living in them, reflecting a 

groving residentially based sooial segregation. 

5) Home ovnership vas becoming an increasingly suburban 
, 

phenom~non in this period, but not aIl ,suburbs displayed high 

rates of ~vner occupation as two processes of suburbanization 

vere undervay simultaneously: one of the bourgeoisie and petty 

bourgeoisie to the west and north; and another of the working 

class towards the east. 
, 

6) Home ovnership waa poaitively related'to distance from the 

-
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city centre and negatively correlated vith density of 

settlement. 

7) At all class levels house ovnership was higher among those 

employed in the building trades than for other occupations, but 

the sa me class differentials in access to home ownership existed 

in the construction sector, and home ownership rates fell amon9 

the wO!king class in the building trades as weIl. 

8) French Canadians participated to a high degree in the real 

estate sector. They made up the absolute majority of home 

owners, but their investment vas more confined to properties of 

inferior value then w~ that of English speaking ovners. 
'-

9) Investment in home ovnership vas often a very local affair, 

vith a large proportion of absent'ee ovners living on or very 

near the street on which their property vas located. 

10) A significant cless difference existed bet.een duplex 

ovners and other groups of ovners. Resident duplex owners 

particularly were in a lover occupational cless position than 

others. Also, the occupational profile of each group of owners 

.as higher than for their tenants. ) 

What do other studies s,y abou~ hoae ownerl6ip in Montreal? 

Although there has been nothin~ else done in my study period, 

evidence from studies looking at slightly earlier and somewbat 

later eras seems to aonfi~m my results. Thus in their analysis 

of land ovnership and lociety in early 19th-century Montrea~! 

Linteau and Robert found that the ovner occupation rate in 

Montreal in 1825 vas 31' (p. 27). Thil i. virtually identical to 

l 
1 
~ 

J 

! 
1 
1 , 
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my figure of 31.6% for Montreal in 1847, and probably reflects 

the fact that in 1847 Montreal was still a pre-industrial city. 

Most economic historians place the beginning of Montreal's real 

industrialization after the opening of the Lachine Canal to 

heavy industrial use in that year (Tulchinsky, p. 204). 

Studies of later periods also seem to be consistent with my 

findings. In his work on Maisonneuve, a heavily working class 

suburb just east of Montreal, Linteau reports a home ownership 

rate of 10.1% in 1911-12 (p. 176), very similar to the 14.7' 

figure 1 found for Montreal in 1881. As l have demonstrated that 

home ovnership rates among the working c1ass were lower than for 

the city as a vhole, the difference between his findings and my 

ovn probably reflect the overwhelmingly vorking class 

composit~on of his study area. Saywell found that as late as 

1941 the home ownership rate for Montreal had moved little from 

the 14.7' figure in 1881, it being Il.5% in that year (p. 14). 

Only Choko has produced resu1ts that are somewhat at 

variance vith my own. He claims that in 1871 50% of Montreal 

households were home owners, a figure which had declined 'to 20' 

by 1900 (p; 19). Based on my ovn findings, both these statistic, 

seemed far too high. In the appendix to hi~ work (p. 155), ve 

see that in calculating his figures, Choko simp~,N counted the 

number of owners reported in, the published census and the total 

number of houses and divided the former by the latter. There are 

two problems vith this calculation. Firet, ve should recell the 

.. 

problem noted earlier of the defipition of a \dwelling in the 1-

cenaus. Secondly, aeny ovnera rècorded in t~ cenSU8 .ere ovners 

/ 
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of businesses or of vacant land only, and did not owp ha.ea. In 

a footnote Choko specifies this: "le noabre de propriétaire. 

correspond a tous les propriétaires de toutes sorte. de bienl, 

comme par example, ceux de compagnies, de magasins, de 

terrains ••• Le nombre des seuls propriétaires iDlllobil.iers est 

donc certainement inférieur" (p. 155). 

The findings of this study thus appear to be fairly­

consistent with those of other research on Montreal. But how did 

ovner occupation rates here compare vith those of other 19th .. ,0 

cent ury cities? Montreal's home ownership rate seems to have 

been abysmally low in reiation to those both in other tanadian 

and American cities. Levine, in an eaamination of home ovnership 

rates in three Ontario centres, found that in 1881 the ho .. 

ovnership rate for Toronto vas 33', for Hamilton 30.5', .nd for 

Kingston 37.2' (p. 275), aIl higher tban the 1'.7~ figure for 

Montreal in 1881. According to Sayvell, as la te as 1931 Q 
\ 

wi'th the eaception of Verdun (vhich itself ia a vorking 
class suburb of Montreal) MOntre.l had tbe lov.st percentage of 
ovner .occupied ha.es a.anq canadian citiel over 30,000. The 
bighest vas Kitchener .ith 56.6'. All the large v.stern citie. 
v.re over 50 per .cent .ith the eaception ~f Winnipeg (47'); 
Toronto had '6.5', Ottava and Quebec City 25.3'. By 19'1 
Mon·tr •• l had fallen to Il.5 (per cent) •••• Toronto had fal1en 
during the ...... dec:.d. to '3.8 (p. 14). 

-. Studies of 19th century Allerican c-itie. have tend.d to 

.mphasize the relationship. betv.en ho~ ovn.rship and social 

aobility rather than ho.e own.rship per .e, but still allow for 

aoae inter.sti~g coaparisons. The only study of an A8erican city 

l' have found that produè •• a lover ha.. own.rship rate than'that 

in Montr •• l i. WOrt~n'a (1'71), vbich •• ti .. t •• ·• t.t. of lOt, 

\',..". , . 
.1 
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. 
for .lir:aingba1a, Ala __ • in 1870. 

warner found tut in 1890 ·on. quart.r of (auburban) Boston 

f •• ili •• ovn.d tb.ir ovn boae,,· (p. 26), whil. only about 11' of 

th_ir inner city counterpart, 41d, for a cambin.d o~'7e~ 

occupation rate of about 18'. Perbapi the .o,t inltructtv. 
A 

finding., though, co .. fro. Ro~rt Bàrrow.' Itudy of patterns of 

~rican urban houSing. betv.e~.and.~930. Here he produee. a 

table showing ho .. 'ownerlhip rates for 28 ujor American cfti., 

in 1890. Interestingly, the Montre~l rate for 1881 was lover 

then that of 27 out of th. 28 citi.. list.d; o~~ N.v 10rk City 

bad. home ~~er.hiP figure lover then that for Montr •• l (p. 

'l'--thi./~îe ha. been reproduced in thi. th •• i. under th.­

beading of Table D). 

Barrow. notes tut ·in alaoat every ëi~y con.idered 

bere ••• tbere v •• 
. 

an incr •••• in bOlH ovn.r.bip r.t.s 

1890 and 1930. In a fev citi •• 'tb. incr •••• w., quit. dreaetic, 

the perc.~ta9. rougbly doubl.d, for e • .-ple, in Baltimore, 

Cincinnati, o.a~, and P~iladelpbia·(p. Thi •••••• al.o- to 

apply to .. ny Canadian ve noted tut 

Toronto'. boae ovner.hip rate ro •• fra. 33' in 1881 <a. r.porte~ 

by Levin.) to ".5' in 1931 (a. r.port.d by Bayve1l). In 
" • Montreal, bow ••• r, tb. r.verse .e ... to ha.e be.n tru., •• th. 

owner occupation rat. d.clin.d marginally fra. .y figure oft 

1'.7' in 1881 to Sayv.ll'. 19'1 .tatistic of 11.5'. 

por tbe 

low.r ber. 

city a • 
1 

tban tbey 

• whole, ~~, ownerabip rat •• wer. auch 

•• re in .o.t other .. jor North ~rican 

centr... Montr.al ••• allo an .•• c.ption- to the North .Aaerican 

.1 

'1 
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trend tovard ri.ing bou.. ovner.bip rate. in tbe 1880-1930 

period. But vbat of the ha.e ovner.hip rates a.ong the vario~ 

cl ••••• in'the Popu~tion? w. bave .lr.ady seen how in MOntr •• l 

important cla •• diff.~entials exi.teà in acce •• to hoaae 

ovnership. We now turn to an ex •• ination of hov typical this v.s 

in tb. eXpérience of other cities a. vell. 

Again we ,ma,y âi'vide the cities to he useà as cOIDpari.ons 
- - (;) 

in~~can.dian-and American examples. or the Cana~ian .ide, Katz 

,(1975) found tut between 1851 and i86l in Hamilton, Ontario, 

1tthe propOrtion of hOile ovner'. aItOng poor anà middle ranking 

groupa dropped notably, but, .. ong the v.althy, home ovn.rship 
, ' 

actuelly jncr •••• d 1t (p. 17). Though Katz'. .tudy period is 
<!li 

.a.ewbat •• rlier t~n my own, this is preciself vbat l bave 

found to be the case in MOntre.l. 

'ln ~i •• tudy on 'Maisonneuve Linte.u dce. not glv. preci •• 

heM ovne~.hi,p rate. for various cl ..... or oçcupation., but be 

"pes note wbicb oceupations ver. over or'underrepresented a.ong 

the 'group of property ovner. in tbat suburb of ~ntreal. Mot 

,,'surprisingly, he fln4. such' occupations a. _rcbant., grocers, 

e'nt·repreneurs; and contràctors to be overrepretpented, while 

allOng the .o.t unde~represent.d groupa 

snoemaker., and. machinist. (p. 177). The.e 

.re ~.bour.~, 

result. èorre.pond 
l "" 

vell with my ovn-fin4ing. a,bout the prevalence of ho .. ovner.hip 

a.ong the bOurg~oi.ie, petty bourgeoisie, and working cla •• e. in 

Montreal. 

In another- st\udy, Levi'ne gives home ovnership rate. for 
~ 

wtiat be call. 1t.ocial .tatus groupa1t (p. 281) in Kingston .nd 
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'!'able D- I sa.. a.n.rahip In -.erican Citi •• 

l, cbaft .. 
1890 1930 1ItO-1912 .. 

Al1etunf 26.9 • --
Ba1t .ore 26.1 . 50.3 2'.2 
Boston là.' 25.7 ".3 
Brooklyn 18.6 

11 Buff.lo '0.0 42.6 2.6 
~ , Chic.go 28.7 31.1 2.' , 

1 Cinc,innatti # 19.2 36.9 17.7 
Cleveland 39.1 36.6 :- 2.5 
Denver&, 29.1 ".8 ,15.7 
Detroit 41.7 41.3 - O., 
1 n4i.nepolis 33.1 '1.6 ----8.--5- -- ----
Jer.ey City 18.8 23.9 5.1 \ 

Kan .. s City 23.1 39.0 • 15.9 
Louisville 24.3 41.1 16.8 
Mil.aukee , '2.1 '2.3 0.2 
Minn •• po,l i s 31.1 '6.4 15.3 
..... rlt 22.0 25.4 3.& . 
ReV York City 6.3 20.2 13.9 
OIIaha 25.9 51.1 25.2 
~bi1.delphia 22.8 50.7 27.9 
Pittsburgh 27.9 '0.2 <12.3 
Providence 20.7 32.2 1l.~ ) -Rochester '4.0 51.8 7.8 

, St. Louis 20.,5 31.3 10.8 
. St. Paul 40.2 50.7 10.5 1 

SaD Francisco 21.5 31.9 ~ Washington 25.2 37.6 .12.' ~ 

Sources Barrow., p~416 
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'for"':to in' 1811 •• ·· ""ougb ::t .~tl, ~i9.1~nt to ~--! 
" 

occ~ti~~ cla •• categori •• , so-. of' b~ grouping. are roughly 1 

.i_i1ar and .ben jWEtapo.ed to Îly ~n - \ finding. produce 
~ \ 

interest,ing reault •• He finds that a.ong un. i1led, •• miskilled, 
" 

and ski lIed worker. i~ Toronto the rat •• of , , ' " ' 

21\, {M, 'and, 28\, respectively, ,,,hile 

ovnerahip a.o~g unakilled "ork,r. and a combina 

and aemiskilled grouPf ran at 26\ and '39\, 

o"ner.hip "er. 

Kingston b08e 

of .kil1ed 

a~e bi9h.r than lIY_o.n figur •• ,for Montréal 

.killed, ••• iskillèd, and uhaki1l.d labOurer. vere 

1, whicb for 

8.9\, 

and 3.6' re.pective1y. 

~1.0 intere~tin9 are bis ha.. o"nership for 

·professional- occupations and for large proprietor., vhich are 

rough1y equivalent to my petty bourgeoiaie and. bou geoisie 

groups in Montr.al. Home o"nerahip' among professiona: a in 

Kingston in 1881 ran at 30\, a figure'virtually identica1 t~ lIy 

29.1\ rate for the petty bOurgeoisie in Montreal. Am099 large . 
proprietor. in ~ingston it vaa 36', .gain quite .imilar to my 

- ..' ~ 
37. st rate for the bourgeoisie in Montreal'. 

It "ould see., tben, tbat at the top of the occuPational 
. . 
ladder ha.. ovner.bi~ rat.. vere much the .... in King.ton .nd 

Montreal., It va. at the bottom of. the ·scale, 'amongst the workjng .' cla •• , tbat home ovner.hip in Mont~e.l lagged.far behipd that in 

otb.r Canadi.n citiea.. Thesè extremely depressed levels of 

working clas. o"ner occupation are probably the major cau.e of 

the l~w ovarall house ownersbip rate bere • 
• 

: Compari.ons of 
'. 

ba.. o"nershlp' bet".en Kingston, Toronto, / 
1 
1 

, i 
1 

1 

, ! 
J 
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and MOntr •• l .. , be ai.le.ding, •• Montr .. l v •• bJ far 
-, 

in 881 t~ la~g •• t and .ost industriaiiaed city in th. countrJ~ 

re tru~J 'urba~PlaCe then Anf of the ~tber tbr ... For thia 

on comparison~vith indust~i_l citie •• outh-of the border 

a1so in order. In,his studJ of the ... 11 19th century 

i 

of Nevbur:rPOrt, The-rn-.uoll (1968) concluael tb.t-~-----=-
, 

ovnership vaa "rate" a.ong unskilled l~bourers (p. f28), 

ing at about 9.~ (thi. ia still higher then the 3.6' figure 

for unskilled labourer. in Montreal in 1881). He conclud •• that . 
the va.t majority of labourera in his study ovned no property at 

aIl;. and the ~ev vho dia h.ld "very s .. ll •• ounta" (~.). 

'l'he aorè· sk-il~er.'--- 'though, displayed higher 

ovn rship rates, and Thernstrom concludes that home ovnership 

v •• "not juat • po8.ibility, but a strong probabil~ty" Cp. 117) 

for, vorkers vho .tayed in tovn for .n extended period of time. 
1 

Bet' •• en 33' and 50' ot' all vork~rs ovned seme property after ten 

y.ar. of residenc. in ~evburyport, vhile after 20 years of ~ 

r •• idence betveen 63' and 78' of vorkers vere property ovners. 

~.trom _1.0 r~ports that the percentage of vorking cl.s. 

ovner occupiers vas increa.ing over tiae as a re~ult ,of 

- •• lective vorker migration. Workers vith no' property had les. to 

tie them to the coœmunity ao they left tovn in larger 
"\ 

proport-i,ons than their property ovning counterparts. 80t of 

vorking cl.ss property ovners resident in Nevburyport in 1850 

.ere still there in 1860, versus only 33' of propertyle.s 

vork.rs. 

Altbough heavily indu.trialized, N.vburyport va. a fairly 
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and _y not ha.....n repre .. ntati •• of a lar,.r . , 

little po;Ulation growth during Tbern.tra.'. 

1850-1880 .tudy period, and ita stagnation .. y ba.e .. de houaing 

conditi,ons th.re atypical of th6.. in largar .. tropolitan 

centrea like Montr.al, vith their burgeoning population •• 

-- - -, :--~ __ ~-.Eish catholics conatitut.d' an, eatr ... ly 'high --

• 

.. 1,_' 
possible this . study .ight say .ore about hoa. owner.hip aaong --,­

Irish Catholi'c vorkers than al?out ownershi~ • .,ng 'workera in 

general. 

'!'bus, .tudies of larger industrial centres, _y ','yhtld 

.0000wbat different conclusiona. ,In _ hi. 1902 atudy of tork, 

BDgland, Rowntree found only a 6' own.r occupation rat • ..ong' 

the working cl ••• a. a whole (p. 166), wbile .tudy of Bri.tol ·{'n 
, . , 

1838 reported a O.3t ha.. owner.hip rate for un.kilied worter. , 

there (quoted in '!'bernstrOll, 1968, , p. 116) .• IlIPOrtant to note 

bere i. that in all the .. citi •• ba.. own.r.hi~ ·r.t.~ -.. , ba •• 

differad frOil tho.à'- in-- Montreal.- but 
l, ., 

" the pattern 
(' 

..... cla •• diff.rential. in acce •• to ha.. o~er.hip ... nt ~re 
\ o.ner occupation.-ong th. bourgeoisie add patty boûrgeoisie' 

th8n the proletariat, and vithin the vorking claa. it.alf ~ng 

the stilled workera tbàn s .. iskilled and unakilled groupa. 
1 

. ln Montr •• l the eaception to this rule .a. the construction 

indUII~rJ. Vorter. vith even the bare.t of .till. in the building 
• 

trade. .ere characteriaed by extr ... ly high· rat.s of Il .. 
Â' 

ownerahip for th_il" clas., although th. trend in, ~ ownerâbip 

, . 

" 
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... aown.ard .-ong the building traa.a •• ~it ••• a.oftg 

non-con.truction occupations. St\l4i •• ln other citi •• ba.e al.o 

found high rate. of ha.. o*ner.hip ..ong the building trade •• 

Kat. f19'?5) ~onclude. lut only one vort.ing clas. occupation in 

~ . hil oe~upational ~l. rants ·conslltently and underltandably 

bigh"" in teral of owner occupation; ~·5? s;»er ,9itnt and 53 per cent 
, . 

of carpenters, in 1851 and 1861 respectively, owned their own~ 

~., a figüre ~o doubt ref1ecting the abi1ity of carpenter. to 

build ,the roofs over the'ir ovn dI •• ds- (p. SIy-

Levine found that in 19th centurJ King.ton the three 

'con.tr~tion-r~l.ted occupations he ~ncluded i~hiS occupational 

, 1UlP1 .• bad UIOnC) the highest levels of hc.e ownership of a1l 

trade. (p. 284)# although the~ do not see. to have folloved tbe 

IIOntr .. r trend toward decrea.'ing hOlie ovnerlhip rates. • .... on.' , 
and c.rpenter ...... int.ined relat.f .ely high level. of 

. ~owner.hip de.pite the vagaries of the local econGay_ In both 

oecupation. .pproxi .. tely half the worter. ovned tbeir own 

ba.. •• These worters probably built their ~s vit' the help of 

f~i.nd. in the tr.~e·. (p. 285). ln 19th century Bo.ton Warner 

.• rote 'tut ·a _jor! ty- of hi,. aaaple of property o.ner .... 

. 1,D901vêd directly or indirectly" in the building trade. (p. 129). , 1 
"1 f ve kno. tbat bo.e ownership .aong occupation. in the . 

building tr.d.s in Montreal .a. quite'bigh due to the ability of 
\ ~. 

tbe •• individuels' to 'build their Otm ho.es, and tbat thi. wa. 

trPical of oth.~ citi •• a. w.1l, we .u.t .1.0 ask our .. l ••• the 

rev.r.e ~.tion. 
, " 

'lov her. UlODg the 

Tbat i., .hy w.. the ha.. owner.hip rate so 

re.t of the working cl ••• ? Wb, .... 9WMr 
1 

• 
... 

, ' 

t 
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.occupation in Montreal SO lov in coaperison to other cities? 

Cultural and ~a.ographic factors .. y be part of the ansver. 

Por •• a.ple, the large size of the average French 'Canadian 

f .. ily in thi. era .. y have prohib~ted many French Canadian 

vorkers f~om bèing able to afford ~heir ovn(~mes~ This iS'only 

speculation on .y part but certainly bears further research. 

A more important factor vas probably tne peculiar economic 

structure of the city. Several economic historians have noted 
-

(Faucher' Laaontagne, 196': P. Harvey, 1978; Hamelin 'Roby, 
\ 

1971) hov Montreal's industrial development vas predicated upon 

th: eatablia~nt of a series of lov vage, labour intensive 

industries. As ~he industrialization of the ~ity progressed, an 

ever la,rger proportion o,f vorkers shifted out of artisanal types 

of production into t~e.e nev, lov vage industries. This vould 

.. an an ever greater percentage of vorkers vould not have been 

ab~e to afford their ovn hoaea. 
, 

Thi. vould alao account for the fact tba~ cities like 

Toron~, Ha.ilton, and King.ton, no~ nearly as industrialized as 
. 

Montreal in this period, Bad higher home o.nershlp rates. lt 

vould also eaplain why Aaerican industrial citi~., especially 

n.w indu.trial centre. (lite Pit~sburgh) vith their l~ading 

.age, relatively higber wage indûstries, weré characterized by 

bigher rat.s of ha.. ownerlhip. 

Hov.ver, it still does not e.plain wby çlti.. in New 

bgland, such a. Boston, wbo.~ econa.ic dev.lo~nt was .1ao 

.. id to have been ba.ad on a concentration of 10v waga, labour 

intensive ~nduatri •• (raucber, , ~ntagne, p. 23f) .ere found 

1 
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by both Warner and Thernstrom to have relatively high levels"of' 

owner occupation, nor does it ex~lain why ho~e ovnership was 

actually increasing in these American cities as 

industrialization progressed. 

An important factor migHt be the relative veakness of 

institutio~alized mortgage lending in this city. In this period 

chattered banks in Canada were strictly forbidden by the 1833 

Bank Act to get involved in mortgage lending. "Une banque ne 
"" 

prate pas sur hypothèque, ni sur garantie de marchandises; elle 

ne peut speculer sur des terres ni sur des mai,sons ..• " lquoted in 

~amelin 'Roby, p. 232). Yet Hanna a1so notes that the dearth 

of mortgage lending institutions here went furtheJ.;;: than just the 
, 

exclusion of chartered hanks from' the mortgage market. He 

contends that in the 1870's 

Insurance companies vere not yet a factor in, housing 
developnent and vou1d not be'come siqnificant\ participant. until 
after the' turn of the century. Savings banks vereo and remain 
virtual1y non-existent ••• The Caisses Populaires (Credit Union) 
movement vàs still several decades into the future. Building 
societies (mortgage and loan companies) vere the sole 
institutional source~:_ available, yet they were remarkably 'lfeak 
for a cit1 of Montreal'. size. In 1868 ••• only eight such 
societie. existed ••• ln 1877, the number had grown to a mere 25. 
This ~as somewhat comparable to tQe mortgage money out lets 
avail.ble in a small centre such as Louisville, Kentucky, in the 
1870's and represented less than one thirtieth the number of 
building societies in a 'similarly .ized metropolitan centre ~uch 
as Baltim6re (~., pp. 7-8). 

Further evidence of the comparatively feeble number of 
,~ 

mortgage lending institutions here can be foune in Hamelin a~ 
, --> • 

Roby,'who note that a' large number of building societies spiang 
~ , ~ 

·up all ovar Ontario in the late 19th and early 20th century (p. 

337). Warner found tbat starting as early as 1834 many mutuàl 

.' 



( 

160 

savings banks were established in Massachusetts, which were 

"useful for gathering small savings and pooling them for 
, 

mortgage investment" (p. 118). Thernstrom (1969) noted too that 

in Newburyport "50 per cent of the town's labourers who owned 

land financed their purchases through a mortgage" (p. 120) while 

Newburyport's two savings baRks granted 40% of aIl mortgages in 

the town (p. 121). 

The presence of such institutions in those areas was 

probably very important in determining their re1atively high 

rates of home ownership. Barrows found that in several 

communities he studied "there was a clear correlation between 

home ownership ... and the pey6~~age of families borrowing from 

local building and loan asso~ons" (p. 416), though he found 

this was not necessarily true of aIl communities. 

What~ver mortgage money existed in this city had te come ~ 

from somewhere. According to Hanna, it appears Montreal was 

strong in private lending from "building supply merchants, 

widows, and other individuals, with notaries acting as 

intermediaries" (p. 8), arranging contacts ~nd transactions 

between potential borrowers and investors. Hamelin and Roby note 

that the petty bourgeoisie as a vhole and general store evners 

in particular were heavily involved in this type of investment, 

mortgaging parts of people's property so in bad times when 

clients could net pay debts they had something ~ collecte 

Because mortgage, lending was left to scores of private 

individuals/ vith a, little money to invest, "financing was 

extremely disparate and small seale, and however obtained, 
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tended to be quite expensive--betveen six and eight per cent per 

annum" (Hanna, p. 8). The expense of mortgage financing vas . 
probably another factor that kept home ovnership lov here. 

Despite the preponderance of small scale, private mortgage 

lending, it does not seem that Montreal vas a completely 

atypica1 case. Thus in 19th century Boston Warner found that 

even the large number of mutual savings banks in that city 

"could provide only a small percentage of the mortgage money 

needed" (p. 118) and that "thousands of private investors" 

(ibid.) made up the bulk of the mortgage market, lending to home 

ovners and builders in small quantities for terms from six 
1 

months to tvelve years. Warner observed that self-amortizing 

mortgages were rare, the great majority of mortgages involving 

semi-annual interest payments of five to six per cent vith a 

lump sum repayment of the principal vhen the mortgages exp!red. 

In Nevburyport, Thernstrom too found that most surns borroved 

from mortgage lenders vere 5mall, interest vas substantial 

(usually about 7%, but up to 10% for short-term mortgages) and 

that self-amortizing mortgages vere not common. 

One of the conclusions Warner has dravri is that many people 

preferred mortgages to other types of investment~ ~cause wsma1l 

investors easil~ acquired expert ~e" about their ovn part 

of town, and used this knovledge to plan investment (p. 119). 

This may account for the phenomenon I observed in Montreal of a 

large proportion of absentee ovners (55.7% of them in 1881) 

living very close to the property they ovned. 

The local nature of property investment does not seem to 

, 

/ \ 
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have been unique to Montreal. Warner asserts that multi-family , 

buildings in suburban Boston vere often "ovned by a family 
D 

living in them or a landlord in the immediate neighbourhood vho 

put his saving5 in this form of investment" (p. 88). Similarly, 

he relates that the typical builder in Bostqn "used his 

knowledge as a local resident" (p. 127) in hi s select ion of 

property to build on, and that he usually "built near his ovn 

house" (ibid.). Thus 70% of bui lders vere found to reside in the 

same suburban community as the property they vere building on, 

vhile 35 to 40\ li ved "vi thin tvo blocks of the houses they put 

up" (i b id. ) • 

Studies of other cities have produced similar resu1ts. 

Dech~ne reports for the Quebec Ci ty suburb of St. Roch that many 

of the absentee landlords there, especially the aged ones, vere 

People of the suburb vho rented out their dwe11ings vhile they 

lived "en pension" vith children or friends (p. 577). This may 

vell have heen the case in Montreal too, and vould account for 

the high proportion of vidovs, about 12~, 1 found among the 

absentee landlords in my saaple of ovners. In the Toronto of 

1870 Goheen too found that investment on or near one' s ovn b10ck 

"characterized land investaent by the aspiriftg middle cl.ss· (p. 

136) • , 
The Blllall scale, private, and local nature of hou.ing . 

invest.ent in Montreal produced a real estate industry that va.' 

at~lIized in the estreae. Hanna argues that "the city" s housing 

development industry was doainated by ... 11 builders," vith 

about 97' of all build.rl in Montreal in the 1870'.. being 
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classified as "small scale" (p. 2). 

traditional Montreal bourgeoisie in 

The relative absence of the 

the bousing market probably 

accounts for the preponderance of French Canadians l 'found in my 

sample of home ovners. Shut out of the anglo-dominated business 

elite for linguistic and cultural reasons, real estate was one 

avenue of investment vide open to them. 

Results of other studies seem to reinforce my findings with 

respect to cultural groups. Linteau and Robert report that in 

1825, French Canadians owned two thirds of aIl the real estate 

in Montreal but received only half of aIl revenue from prope.rty. 

Anglo Canadians, in contrast, owned only 4.8' of the city's real 

estate but received 9.6' of the revenue from property, while 

Britons and other foreigners.owned 28.4' of city real estate and 

collected 38.3' of property revenue (p. 27). This' shows that 

even in 1825 French Canadians vere already concentrated on lov 

~ncome properties. 

Taylor (1964} has tried to explain the dominance of French 

Canadians in the Montreal real estate market by arguing that 

they lacked a basic "entrepreneurial ethic," and so preferred 

property and other "safe" investments te more risky business 

ventures (p. 27). Other writera insist that real esta te 

investment was no more aecure than other forms of investment, 

and that the concentration of French Canadian capital in land 

was the result both of a preference for this type of invest .. nt 

and of their exclusion from the anglo-dominated busine •• vorld. 

1 n Ma i son neuve , Linteau found that French Canadians 

dominâted the property market, "hile anglophones doainated 

f 
! 
1 
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c~rcial and industrial life. H~ gives three principal reasons 

for this: 

1) The rural. soil belonged from the beginning of colonization 

to francophones vho from generation to generation transmitted a 

real estate heritage. When the time ca .. to urbanize the~land, & 

certain ethnie solidarity existed vhich favoured the rise of ........ 

French Canadian ovners and promoters. 

2) Less dependent on exterior markets then commercial activity, 

less affected by the demands of the nev technology then 

industrial activity, real estate activity depended upon a 

netvort of information internaI to'Quebec society. The nature of 

operations, transactions, and finances did not necessitate 

outside interventions. 

3) Knovledge of local conditions and the need to collaborate 

closely vith municipal officiaIs favoured French Canadians in' 

real estate. French Canadian entrepreneurs found in real estate 

a sphere of activity vhere they could exercise their business 

acu.en and their intiaete personal knovledge of their districts 

vithout the large capital outlay. needed to enter commercial or 

industrial enterprise (p. 233). 

In this sense the property market' Linteau found in 

Maisonneuve closely rese~led the one 1 discovered in MOntreal. 

One thing Linteau did not find in Maisonneuve, hovever, •• s 

cl.ss based residential segregation. WIl n y a pa.,w he 

concludes, "i propre .. rit parler de ségr.gation r'.identielle­

(p. 17.). This is in direct contrast to .ost of Montre.l, .ber. 

I have de.onatrated a g~owin9 bo.ogeneity .ith reapect to 

1 
i 
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occupational structure, rent distributions, and levels of hoae 
-ownership in Montreal s~ets ,and neighbourhooda, Itarting in 

the early 1860's. 

1861 marked the opening of the first tramway service in 

Montreal, and i~ vould seem'that the arrivaI of the tramway vas 

related to the spatial sorting out of classes into segregated 

streets and neighbourhoods~ Stelter argues that the. social 

landscape of Toronto changed dramatically also in the 1860's due 

to "improved public ~ransportation, industrialization, and rapid 

grovth ••• as the place of residence became separated from the 

vorkplace, social distance nov translated into spatial 

segregation by economic rank" (p. &3&). 

Warner makes the same point in his study of 19tb centuty 

Boston. He argues that an informaI class based re.id.ntial 

segregation resulted from the varying transportation 

requi~ementsand income capabilities of various classes. Nore 

distant suburbs of Boston vere conneeted to the metropolis by a 

singlè streetcar line, as their. population did not a&ke ~r.at.r 

service profitable. The ,innermoet suburb., in contrast, 'r.eeiv.ct 

'- superior 
~~ -. crolstovn service -(i.e., inter •• cting line. running, 

both north-south and .ast-v •• t) a. tbey bad the population 

density to justify such service. Aeeording to warner, only the 

upper and .upper aiddle ~l.sse. (though he nev.r define. the •• 

t.rms operat,ionall,) could afford to live in the acre distant 

.uburb •• The lover .iadl. cla.. • •• confinea to th. inneraoat 
t-

.uburb. becau.e it requir.a acç... to cro •• town .tr •• tear 

service, an •••• nti.l ' •• rvice to f .. i11 •• d.pen4.n~ on .ultlple 
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whose locations 

as construction 

ot 

, l' 

.ork changee! 

workers). 'rhe 

transportation imperatives of each group thereby produced a 

facto zoning" (p. 73) of classes into different suburbs • 
... 

There is no rea~on to believe that a similar proce •• was 

not occurring in Montreal during my study periode We have 

a1ready seen how the bourgeoisie abandoned the CBn in favour of 

the e1ite suburbs of St. Antoine and Westmount. Nev areas 

,. developed in the 18'0' sand 1850' s vere buil t in large part for 

the wea1thy and were thui characterized by high rates of home 
\ 

ovnership, vhile areas built after 1861 vere not aIl typified by 
~ 

high home ovnerlhip, indicating a greater working class 

auburbanization wal undervay by then. Thi,1 vould allo account 

for the occupational and rentaI sorting out ~f neighbourhoods 

into fairly uniform areal, as the clalses vhich could afford to 

do so took up the nev luburban r.aidential opportunities made 

po •• ible by tramway service, l.aving an increasingly homogeneous 

group of poorer urbanites behind in th. central city. 

Indeed, this proce.s il exae~ly wbat Hanna and ," OIson 

~.ported in t~eir stud} of 19th-century MOntreal. Increasingly, 

they note, there w •• "un i.ole .. nt, une fragmentation, un 

cantonn.ment" (p~ 20) of'~arioui cl ••••• in diff.rent di.trict •• 

Usually, the pre.ence of, one cla •• in an' area indicated" the 
. 

ab •• nce of another. In 19th century Toronto, Goheen found the 

.... proc •• s at vork, commenting that the "segregation of 

econo.ic cl ••• es- that bad .tarted in the 1860'8 vas .0 complete 

by 1890 "as to .. an the rigorous excluaion of certainccla •• es 

-'f 

" 
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fra. certain ar ••• - (p. 153). He a1.0 coneluded that by 1890 

.. ny of Toronto'. new auburt.nite' vere rentera, indica.t:ing t~t 

vorking cla.a' luburbanization w.s under1f.y Cp •. 199). Hia "pl 

Ihow how working clasa distxicts atretcbed along street railway 

linea, rfflecting the grêat dependance of the working cl.as 

luburbaftization on the .treet rail1fay. 

As 1 argued at the beginning of the chapter, i t is t 
iaportant for an Adequate theoretical understanding of home 

ovner.hip to compare the findings of studi.. that ex •• ine 

e.pirically the historical ... rgence of home ownerahip in 
\ 

different contèxts. In thi. vay ve can diatinguiah el.menta 

ca.aon to all cities from thoae more the reault of temporal'or 

geographical apecificity. In the la te 19th-century Montreal had 

auch in commen with other North American centres with respect to, 

ovner occupation. Home ovnerahip w.a highest allcmg the 

bourgeoilie and petty bourgeoisie, and lowest for the working 

cl •••• It was becoming.n .~ncreasingly suburban form of tenure, 

va. much higher in the building tradea then in the 

non-con.truction sector, and vas often a very local affair, vith 

aba.nte. o"ners living near their property. 

Yet in .. ny way. hoae ovnerahip in Montreal wa. also quite 

atypical. It w.s much lover here than in almost all other major 

North .American cities, e,speci.lly alDong the 1forking class. In 

the latter pert of the century it vas declining in Montreal, 

vhile in most cities on the continent it vas on the riae. 
0' 

tinally, while working class home ovnership in .ost other cities 

entailed pos •• ssion of a mode st single f .. il, 41felling, in 
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Conclulion , ' 

Lavrenee Veiller, the vell-knovn urban refor~er, vrote 

approvingly in 1910 that "the normal method of housing the' 

vorking population in our eities is small houses, eaeh house 

occupied by a separate family, often vith a small bit of land, 

vith privacy for aIl, and vith a secure sense of individu~lity 

and opporturlity for real domesti'c life" (quoted in Barrows, p. 

'02). As ve have seen in Chapter One; more recent seholars have 

become involved in quite a heated debate over the exact 

impllcations of the ",privaey", the "individuality", and the 

atomization of "real domestic life" aSBociated -w~~ the home 

ovnership vhich Vieller praised so highly. 

At the end of the firlt chapter , 1 argued that before an 

examination of the political effects of home ovnership could be , 
undertaken more had to he knovn empirieally about the historieal 

.... rgence of hOUle ovnership a. a form of housing tenure, about 

level. of owner occupation, and about elass based aifferential • 

. in ace.s. to ho.e ov~ership. 1 also asserted that to achieve t,he 

solid e.pirical grounding needed for a theoretical underatanding 

of home own.rahip, it vas necessary to compare the 

'uch research in a nuaber of historical settings. 
J • 

bal bâ.n an att.mpt to meet both of these objectives. 

results of ' 

This paper' 

The aost i~rtan~ finding of the study has been that the 

ownerlhip of • ... 11 houses, .ach occupied by a seperate family,· 

wa. not "the normal method of housing the working population," in 

la te 19th-century Montreal. Tbis do •• seem to have been .ore 
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common on the ~rican urban scene and in the rest of canada, 

but it vas certainly not true in Montr.al. 

At its peak (in lS47).home, ovnership a.ong the wvorking 
- \ 

population" reached only 32', declining precipitously ân only a 

generation ta a m~re 7.9'. In the same period ovner occupation 

aMong the petty bourgeoisie hardly decreased at aIl, and among 

the bourgeoisie it doubled. Increasingly~ tenancy vas t~e sole 

form of hqusing tenure left open ta the 80t (Am.s, p. 

Montreal households that comprised the vorking class. 
r 

1 
102) of , . 

Working class home ovnerahip in Montreal vas ,fa~ lover then 

it vas in virtuelly aIl other North American cities. This is a 

conservative 'statement since, as 1 noted in Chapter Tva, the 

data tends' ta overestimate house ovnership among the vorking 

class. It declined as the deskilling, overproduction,' job 

competition, reductions . . a·ssociated and vith vage 

industrialization progre •• ed. 

American citi.. too e~perienced a rapid industrialization 

in the late 19th century (sometime. more advanced -than in 
1;; 

Montreal) ar;td yet in these ci ties ovnership vas' _ generally 

-increasing. 1 have attempted in Chapter Pive to explain inferior 

rates o~ ovner'occupation here vith reference to the coaparative 
, , 

absence of institutionalized sources of lIortgage finance,. and, to 

a structural emphasis in the city's economy on labour-intensive, 
\ 

lov vage industries. 

But this .aplanation is still incoàplete, al other factors­

combine -vith cla.s and econolD.ic position to influence l.".ls of ., 
hoa~ ownership. Thui diltanca fra. the 'city centre and density 

• 

.. 
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o~ settlement vere found to mediate the,effects of class on ha.e 

ovnership i·n this study. Othèr factors are appropriately the 

aubject of further reaearch. 

One example of auch a factor could be cwlture. In the 

introduction 1 noted hov a study of home ovnerahip ia important 
. 

aa the decision to buy a home is one of the areas "here class 

and cUlt~teract. Other authors, most notably Stephen 
t. 

Thernstrom, have also briefly discussed the relationship bet"een 

ovner occupation and cultural or ethnic values. Thernstrom, for 

instance, found that immigrant Irish vorkers in Newburyport vere 

more likely than most vorkers to ovn their ovn home,s, as they 

brought vith them the perception, rooted in their experience in 

rural Ireland, of land ovnership as security (1968, p. 147): 

A second im~rtant avenue for future reaearch might be the 

relationship bet~en hou se ovnership and age. Katz found in 

Hamilton that related to the life cycle, home ovnership 

increased vith age, peaked at middle age, and declined in the 

tvili4ht years. WIn general, as people married in their' late 

tventies, established households and had children, they 

increasingly bought' their ovn homea. As they aged, their 

econoaic position often voraened and they sold their homes, 

perhaps to ~in money vith vhich to live in their ofd age­

(1975, p.83). If thi. vere also the case in Montreal, it voula 

he necessary to consider the age structure of varioua 

occupations to obtain a more pree i.e understanding of th. 

effects of cla •• on ho.e ovnership. We'do, ho.ever, frnd vido •• 

an important category of hoa. ovnerl. 

", 
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Another pollibility for further Itudy is the relationship 

betveen f .. ily size and ho.. ownership. In Hamilton, Katz 

reported that "Men vith large numberlof children ••• vere more 

likely to own their ovn home w than others (~.). He found that 

a_ong the 30-39.year 01d group, 71% of men vith no children 

rented, vhile on1y 60' of those vith three or four chi1dren did. 

Particularly interesting is the manner in vhich family size 

mey have moderated the effects of class on house ownership. For 

example, among the poor in 1851 Katz notes that 90% of families 
~ vithout children rented, versus 82% of those with three children 

and 72% of those vith five or more (ibid. ). A similar , 

relationship vas discovered among the middle and_upper classes. 

WIn short W Katz conc1udes, wa man's age and the size of his 

q family acted independently of his oceupation and vea1th to 

affect his decision to rent or to buy the house in which he 

livedw (ibid., p. 87). 

For a discussion of the poli tica1 implications of home' 

ownerahip, perhapa the most relevant topic for future research 

ia the relationship betveen owner oçcupation and social 

mobility. Did the potential of house ovnership for the 

accuau1ation of real vealth, al Saundera argues, enable home, 

own~~._to improve their class position? Luria and Engels, as 

val noted in the second chapter, believe that it did note They 

aseert that if anything, home ovner~hip only'--..cha'ined yorkers 

down to a particu1ar location, which in turn reduced their power , -

of resietance to .age c~tting or poor working conditions, as 

they vere no longer Àe fre. to .ove elsewher •• The mortgage debt 
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associated wi~h house' ownership was a~so éaid to force vorkers 

to accept job discipline and eschew labour militancy in order to 

maint'ain the steady income necessary to pay off the mortgage. 

The proble~ with th~se arguments is that they have not been 

proven empirically. Even Luria's study of the Boston housing 

market is insufficient, as it deals vith an extremely limited 

Period of time (20 years). More thorough empirical research into 

social mobilJty in 19th century New England seems to contradict' 
) 

his results. Thernst~om found that working class property 

owners in both Boston and Newburyport were more likely to 

display Some occupational mobility than th~ir non-owning 

counterparts, though this mobility was usually quite limited 

(1968, p. 148). 

1 have argued elsewhere (Hertzog, 1983) that although home 

ownership May offer increàsed chances for social sta~us, 1 do 

~_-"n.&.lo ..... t .... .-he.lieYtL_ il.. ~futu_ri_l_y ___ atters an indiv~~J!al' ~bjectiyell_~ ___ _ 

~efined class position (i .e., his posi-tion in the relations of 

production). The immigrant j'ani tor who saves his money carefully 

to buy a'home probably remains a janitor following the purchase 

of, ,the property. And what of the worker who is able to quit his 
-

former job,and open his ovn small busines$ as a result of the .. 
revenue from, his ownership of housing (such as a duplex owner)? 

His obj,ective 

se 1 f -empl:oyed 

~ 

class position has been changed, as he is nov a 

owner of his ovn , 
u mean1l of production, a petty~' 

ca'pitalist .. However, this mey not haVe been du6o' tQl"his ovnership 
" of- housing. Rather, bis property ownerahip mey have reflectea 

wbât was a more privileged occupational posi~ion to begin with. 

, ' 
, . 

r 
1 
i 
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What l consider more likely is that home ovnership may 

affect the class mobi l i ty of the ovner' s chi ldren. l t may 

provide the duplex owner with the added revenue he needs to send 

his children to better schools or to university, where they can 

be trained for jobs that will improve thèir class position. To 

verify ~his hypothesis, it would be necessary to observe the 

succession of life cycle events involved, and to know more about 

the rates at which owners became clear of mortgage debt. 

A few authors have commented on the subject of home 

ownership and intergenerational mobility. What they have 

concluded, though, is that instead of increasing the possibility 

of this type of mobility, the purchase of a house often meant 

sacrificing future career opportunities for one's children. In 

Newburyport, Thernstrom discovered that 

The earning capacity of manual labourers may have been so 
limited that accumulation of property vas normally accomplished 
by sending the children to work at the earliest possible age and 
uti1izing the additional income to purchase a small home. 
Investment in "human capi tal "--in formaI education, lengthy 
low-paid apprenticeships, or other forms of assistance that 
would yield career benefits for the children in the future-­
would thus be sacrificed for the security and respectability of 
hOme ovnership (1973, p. 99). 

In Boston, however, this was not the case. "Working class 

fathers who accumulated property in Boston did not do so at the 

expense of thei r chi~dren, as had been the case in 

Nevburyport ••. the ownership of a modest working class dwelling 

simply made no di f ference ei ther vay" (ibid., p. 101). 

In saying that home ovnership does not. alter one's 

objectively defined class position, l am not arguing that it 

could not make a significant material differenc~ in people's 
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living conditions, or that it was not important. On the 
l 

contrary, Saunders noted how it often meant a significant 

potential for the accumulation of wealth not availab1e to 

non-owners, which in Montreal was probably especially true of 

duplex owners. The janitor making $2 a week may have been in the 

same objectively defined class position as one making $10 as a 

result of his additional revenue from ownership of housing, but 

there is bound to be a tremendous difference in the degree of 

comfort at which the two were living. 

But the political implications of home ownership go beyond 

its potentia1 for generating extra revenue. Harvey and other 

structuralists note how it functions to incorporate people into 

the dominant (bourgeois) ideology by giving them a political (as 

the right to vote and hold office vas based on land ownership), 

economic (a steady income to repay the mortgage meant accepting 

job stability and rejecting labour militancy), and ideological 

(as land values depend on the stability of the social relations 

upon which the property 'market is based) Wstake W in the 

capitalist system. At the same time, Rose and others have 

explained hov home ovnership vas used by various ski lIed 

artisans to maintain control over their aeans of production and 

to resist the extension of capitalist social relations, vhile 

other vorkers used it ta gain access ta statua and revenue 

denied them by the deaki1ling and vage reductiona asaociated 

vith the advance of industrial capitalism. 

Clearly, just hov i.portant bo.e ovner.bip wa. to various 

classes in perticular places and ti ... , and tbe precis. nature 

1 
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of the "stake W it imp1ied in the cap~talist system, is 

debateab1e. This study constitutes a very partial examination 

of owner occupation in 19th-century Montreal. Although home 

ownership can be seen to be directly related to c1ass position, 

the precise effect of class on house ownership is mediated by a 

number of intervening variables. Due to limitations of time and 

space in a study of this nature, 1 have been content merely to 

speculate on the ro1e of these variables and to suggest some 

possible avenues for future research. For the same reasons 1 

have refrained from exploring the implications of my find.ings 

for political struggles in late 19th-century Montreal. Rather, 

my ana1ysis has primari1y been an attempt to provide the 

empirica1 foundation upon which futu~e po1itical research must 

he based. It has identifi~ differentia1 c1ass 1evels of home 

ovnership in late 19th-century Montreal, demonstrated a 

progressively more unequa1 class access to this form of tenure, 

and bas i1lustrated socioeconoaic distinctions betveen differ.nt 

types of home owners • 
. 

~uch research into land tenure eabraces one of the .ost 

fundaaental of geographica1 concepts, tbat of the relationship 

betveen people and the land in an urban society. To understend 

the manner in vhich property ownership .. y bave been eap10yed a. 

a strategy to "get a~ead· in this society, and the precise 

.eaning of the po1itica1, econoaic, and ideologica1 ·state­

property ovnership gave to various cla •• e. or gro~ vithin the 

social structure, is a step to •• rd ca.prehending the very nature 

of our urban .orld. 
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