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Abstract

fThis paper examines the social and'jpatiai‘ﬂistribution\of
home ownership in Montreal from 1847 to 1881, demonstrating a
ditferent?al class' accéss to this form of tenure that was
becooing more.uneqoei &8 the 'inaustrielizetion of the cit}
advanced., hleo“exolored is the felativelf lov rate of owner
oc /pation in Montreal compared to. other'-19:h centuri‘iuorth
rican eentfes.”This' is explainedlin terms of the absence of
institutionelized sources of moroéage .credit .and tﬁpe
p;edoninance .of low vage, labour—intensive industries in tﬁe
cioy._ Fxnally, the duplex is explored as a residential habxtnt;

typical of Montreal, vith 1mportnnt socioeconomic d:s;inctions

being ﬁound between duplex’ owners "and tenants and other types of

property ovners and tenants. Lo, .
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Le ‘sujet de cette. th&u ut 'la aistribution sociale et

spatiale de la ap:opriété ind:vxduelie & Montréal entre 1847 et

1881. Les roles d'évaluation dénqntrent.un accés divergeant 3 la

propriété selon la classe sociale. L'écart s"accentue avec le

v L ) prégrés de 1'industrialisatipn. Montréal a un taux de propriété
mdiv;duelle mféneur 3 d'autres villes nord .americaines. Ceci
-8’ explique par un sous développement des institutions de credit

hypothécnre ‘et par la prédomnpnce de 1l'industrie légére &

. duplex, l'gnvi'ronne;hent residefmiel le mieux developpé a

AR K hqntréal,' p:ésente une dutinctmn socioecdnom1que importante .

‘er'atre les propnétn;es et locataires de duplexes et leé

propnétawes et locataxtes des autres typen de logements.

e T e

) m‘qin—d‘foeuvre ‘abonaan'te et mal payée. Une analyse approfondie du
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Introduction

Over ‘the course 6f the last century home ownership has
become a very popular form of housing tenure in most advanced
capitalist nations,» of- as Barrows puts it, a "socially
compulsive ideal" (p. 415). This has generally been regarded by
most Western governménts as a positive development. Thus in the
early 1920's 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 it ;if
nation of homeowning families." Similarly, President F.D,
Roosevelt explained a decade later, "A nation of home owners, of
peopleywho own a real share in their own land, is unconquerable"
(quoted in N. Duncan, p. 126). More recently this sentiment was
echoed by the British Conservative Party in the 1979 election
campaign, vhen it promised to "defend the property system by
giving as many people as possible a stake in it" (Clark &
Ginsburg, p. 17). ’

Implicit in all these statements is the notion that somehow
home ownership is "good"™ for capitalism, that it é;nerates a
certain political and economic stabiiity that acts to protect
the established system of property and therefore of class
relations. There has been a grea£ Beal of debate among Marxist
geographers, sociologists, and historians over the precise
political implications of home ownership in capitalist society.

As a prerequisite to any such debate, however, we must first

" know some basic facts about the historical emergence of home



ownership in capitalist cities, and in particular about the
"differences in costs, conditions, and 1levels of home ownership
borne by the different classes into which urban society was
divided" (Levine, p. 271). Unfortunately, littlg research has
been done into home ownership in Canadg. '

This paper outlines the housing situation in Monéreal
between 1847 and 1881. It will examine class differentials in
levels of home ownership and demonstrate a progressively more
unequal access to home ownership over time. Most importantly, it
vill document a growing exclusion of the working class from this
form of housing tenure, largely due to the deskilling of this
class in conjunction with an industrialization founded upon the
establishment of lovw wage, labour intensive industries. It will
also relate low working class home ownership to the absence of
mortgage credit institutions in this city. In addition, it will
document socioeconomic distinctions between owners and tenants
in duplex housing apd other types of owners and tenants, the
duplex being a residential habitat fairly unigque to the Montreal
housing market.

Although any analysis of the political implications of home
ownership in Montreal must be founded vbon\thegg types of data,
in this paper I will make no attempt to draw out the political
implications of my results. Rather, the peaper is primarily
intended to provide an empirical basis for this type of analysis
in the future. | ,

The period chosen for this study, 1847 to 1881, wvas

selected on the basis of fairly arbitrary criteria, but covers a

L4
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substantial decline in home ownership. The period also covers
two major building booms, which terminated in 1861 and 1881. The
starting point of the analysis, 1847, is the first year reliable
property tax assessment rolls are available in Montreal.
Coincidentally, it also marks the opening of the Lachine Canal
to heavy industrial wuse with the development of the canal’s
hydropower. This event, some industrial historians have
claimed, teal}y ushered in the beginning of Montreal's
industrial era (Tulchinsky, p. 204). 1881 wvas selected as a cut
off point because after that date the city started receiving
large scale international immigration, making it progressively
larger and more difficult to examine. Yet I do not belie?e this
arbitrary choice of a terminating.date will affect the results
of the study significanglx. A samP1e<faken from the 1901 tax
rolls shows that the level of home ownership in the city had
hardly changed since 1881 (it went from 14.7 to 12.2%). Other
studies in early 20th century Montreal provide similar figures
(Saywell, p. 1l4; Copp, p. 197). Home ownership rates in

Montreal seem to have moved strongly upward only since 1971.
Some Definitions

In this paper I attespt to identify differential levels of

home ownership in Montreal among various Jlevels of the class

structure. The peper employs a Marxian as opposcd to a Weberian

or other definition of class for nuserous reasons. Both Marx and .

Weber reslized that class inequalities' and conflicts were based

[
»
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upon the ownership or non-ownership of propotty, but their

defihitions of prdperty differed. "For Marx,w it represents
expended labour power or capital; and classes therefore arise
according to their relationship to capitaljjvhether they are
buyers or sellers of labour power " (Saunders, 1979, p. 66). To
Weber, property meant control over resources that could realizé
a return in thé market, and classes thus emerge "according to
| the differential degree of market power enjoyed by different
groups with different degrees of access to profitable material
resources” (ibid.). S

Both Marx and Weber defined classes as ~'objective1y
constituted social formations with an economic base" (Pratt, p.
482). Weber, however, differed from Marx in arguing that
classes can arise in any market situation and not jupt through
" the relations of ptoduction (i.e., the exploitation of wage

labour by capital). Weber proceeded to distinguish between

three typeggof classes: a) property classes, defined by control

over forms of property that could realize income in the market, .

b) acéhisitiou classes, based on the types of marketable skills
or lé%vices offered, and c) social classes, vhich refer to class
situations charJ;terizcd by common mobility chances. Weber then
divides these three classes into positively ©privileged,

negatively privileged, and middle 1levels, though he,  never

clearly explains on vhat basis individuals are to be locatid‘iq'

one level or another.
There are some serious limitations in Weber's definitions.

Not the least of these is the fact that, if taken to its logical
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cénclbsian, the number of classes would seem to be almost

infinite, since there are-as many subtle dszerences in market

. situatxons as there are 1nd1vzduals in the market (though thie

,may be a theoret1cally tenable pos1t1on,'1t is.of l:ttle help in

conduct1ng historical analysis). Weber himself admits as much
vhen he writes, "Only persons who —ere»completely unskilled,

vwithout property and dependent on’ employment thhout regular

, occupation, are in a stractly 1dent1ca1 class status" (quoted in

saunders, 1979, p. 68)

Another problem is that Weber's -<class mpdel is essent;ally

’stet1c, whereas .it is necessary to treat_cAtﬁm as a relational

concept, as does Harx. In Marxist . class analys1s ‘the

relat1onsh1p betveen the bpurgeoisie and the proleteriet is

surplus value from the labour™pewer of the latter, who vork for
a wage. Using Weber'e definitions, it is not Clear JUBt vho is

e;plditing vhom, ' or indeed if° there ‘15 any conﬁlxct,

' clear; the ' former own the means of pnoduction angd extrect,_

competition, or,mrelatxons of any kind between the various

classes. PFor this reason I have also rejected other, cruder

measurements of class nnch as manual~ Vs, ! nonmenuel

B distxnctxons.

This is not to say that there are no diffzculties 1nvolved

in the use ‘of a Herxxst de£1n1tlon of class. At the nost generaI
level it is -important to renenher that all clasees ‘are to’ sone

degree artificial reprelentatzons that serve_ an ' analytical

.understandxng of .a- ‘synthetic :ociety. ‘1 am tnerefore nbt‘using

c}aes here }n terms of soneth:ng vhone~exi¢tence 1 muet verxty'

wh

[P S
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Chaptgt Two.

Qapiiiéally. I am‘ﬁeraly using a ua}xist definition of clais to.
organize the data for analytical- purposes; that is, because wvhen-

compared to other def1nit1ons (such as Weber' s) it is the most

Iunctional for doing hxsto;ical resqarch w1th ‘the - data at hand. -
‘The limitaticns inQoived in’ using this’ yarx;at_def1p1t1on tp'

classxfy 19th century hxstor;cal data will be discﬁsae& in

-
R

' Havxng“definéd-class theoretically, it is nece@s;rﬁtto come

up vith a represcntat1on of class in the empirical data that can,_

-

be made to cortespond to one's theoretxcally def1ped class.

categories. 'This paper will " use _occupation - as, such &

‘economy of 19th ‘céntury Montreal from a reading of pumeroha,

. 'texts, 1 shall argue that certain occﬁp;tions may be consﬁdgred

. vage. In contrast, . merchants vould be pltt of the boutgeozsie,[

.”‘otheis.

érhete are, of. course, problcns invoivod v1th the use of any,

2~

part  of one or another élass. For extiple, .1 would include

‘unskilled labourers as patt of the proleta:aqt, as ve know theyl

) generally s0ld their. labour pover to the«pvners ot capxtal for a .

.- as they tended to own capital and employ the labour 'pover of

-

4

'ueasurement °£‘:§§}“s in hxator1ca1 . analyaxs, ‘and .
seg-

occupationally-base de£1n1t1ons of class are- certa:nly no

exception. There is the perennial problem of oc¢ccupations that do’
not "fit" neatly into any »o("our predefined class categories.

This ' is especially. relevant -in a society 1like’ that ‘of

' representation. Based on pf understanding' of the .society and

PPNV S—

lﬁthFcentury Honttédl, vhich vas iﬁ a period of|tran§ition from

L
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_Suffice. it to say here that many studies of 19th cenﬁury'citiea\

PR

a pre—iﬁdustrial to an indpktrial _méée o£‘production; Managers, .

for exahple; coﬁld be considered part of the working class since
they did nct own - the ;eans of productxon and’ vo;ked for a v#ge
or salary. They could  also .be conszdeted part of the
hqurgepisie,'as they had control ov;r the mesns of product:éa
(and therefore over- the labour pover of othera) and pertormed

‘what wright "(1979) has descr;bcd aQ . "the. global functions of
I . . i v

capital.” . L
These problemé' will be 'ekpiored further in Chapter Two.

have' found occupat;on tb be 5 reasonab;y Qéodxsurrogate"for

class, and ‘the best avazlable.,‘These‘inélpde'fxatz j1975) in

' Hanilton, Goheqn (1970) in Toronto, ngshbefg‘ (1981) .in’

Ph:ladelph1a, and- Thernstrom (1973) in Boston. I. would contend

along with Stephen Thernstrom that 'occupatxon may only be one

Y

jvariable in a 'comprehensxve theory of . class, but it is the

P

varzable uhzch 1nc1udes more, which sets nore limits on the
other variablos than any other‘ criterion of status” (1968, p.-

. 84). "
.
, ‘
[
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!

| scope of The Paper . -
" This pape"r-is,~ divided into five ghébgers, Chapter One

revievs the Marxist 1iﬁéka§ure:on the political implicatioﬁs‘ot

home 6vnership‘in capitalist society, and expiains how I believe

my research in Montreal fits into this body-of literature. It .

. will attempt to demonstrate that an ‘understanding .of the

political implications of home ownership must be based upon a’




‘ . ¢ ’ -
’ / / .
» . v ; . ’ . .
. 4 ———— . -1 - . —ex v -y - PR
B \ . “ '
. , ,
. /

-

o
« 8 » /7
, .
3 . 9 . . .
- ’ . N * N ) S
’ .

hxstorically grounded empxrzcaﬁly 1n£ormed body of theory.’*' /(/l
Chapter Tvo deals with some of ‘the mmthod gxgal ptcbléz;'

.1in'the study and reviews the source materzal./ To evaluate héne ‘
ownersh;p levels as a function of . class, 1. needed empirical data'

o tﬁat allowed the identificatioh of occupatxons in categor1és -or

- along a scale which corresponded roughly ‘to class as conce1ved(

. of here. 1I .also rgqu1red Qata that reported the occupatzon of
household heads accurately over txme, both f:r the couplete
"population of Montreal and for an adeduate sample of household ;
heads. The data, had to cover the whole 1847- 1881 time perxod be

-avaxlable'at specific 1ntetvals (bracket;ng the building booms
ucntioned earlxer), and be ava:lable For the whole czty but at a
scale finer than.that of simply the, vard. -
-1 will argue that sxgnlficant changes 1n patterns ‘of Loue
ownership occurred ‘in assoczaxion‘w§th ma;ct changes in’ the_

‘.cify's' size and density‘ as a result of riew’ dé@elqénehti
rédevelopmedt['apd gzﬁangion of the city into nev‘gre;s; Because
inéuétrialization v;s occprfiﬁg, 1 éxpect to see largg increases . -
"in the numbers of ;ome types of wbnker;\and a proletarianization’

- o£~oider' (artisanﬁl) categories of laboureést It. ia’théfeféré“

: necessary to have data from whlch 1 sh&ll be ‘able to obser;e
lggg term changes (e.g., responses to structural changes in the
economy), cyclical c;aqgcé (e.q., bux}dxng/beéms{, and shorter
“term _changeg‘(e.g., ‘responses to f@g;éf;annual turnover . of -

ienants, etc.). - - ( ’._//}ﬂ/// ///1 . SRR

e

Tha Montreal praﬁétty lllﬂlf’,ﬂt: data iuo; a{l tﬁeso ;

ctaterxa with a roasonnb;o dogreg,of rcliabiligy; ghﬂ are thus

b4
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\the.-nin{ source. of data on vh1ch this study is hasjh, Chiptcr

(‘ .- Tvo will outline the strengths and weaknesses of thisgand other

4

v
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source material,. as well as_@xscuss the occupat onaq scale I
~ 111 "

" have constructed to measure class.

Before we can argue that home ownership cer;aiﬁ
»F" . A '
‘ . 'political effects in a given historical context,\| ve must

- ‘ _.of owner pccﬁpancy in that context, whether owne s‘ip vas

o ‘, acccss to 1t Th1s vill be the pr1mary task of Chapter Th ee,
whxch v111 examzne both the spatial distributxon of h&-e

x

ovnersh:p among all household heads in Montreal and the clal
, - A distr;hut:on of home ovnershxp amoﬁg a sample of household heads
| in selccted occuputxpng, Thxs chapter will also look at tho
‘ rclatxonﬁh:p betwegn/ﬁome ovnersh:p and. the- rental value of °

o ‘»'/,\d-c' 1ngs, exgpruxng. annual ations in levelg ‘of home ,

~ownership on a sdhll‘sa;g}g of .street segments with varying '

nt&iin/ievels of rent. ‘ihaptef fhfeg' wvill also review levels of
se ounersh1p spec:fic to suburban development and urban
rodovolopuent after fires, by lookiné at sanplcQ of.-noily

!.doveloped and tedeveloped street segments.~‘ - '

Whatever cpncluszons can be gleaned from a study of owner.
occupation in 19th-century Montreal mill not necessarxly be

| applicable in all 31m11ar,contexts. What is peeded, there(org,w
is to compare my findings in Montreal with those for other 19th’

D . .century’cities. In this way-one can distinguish the patterns '

4
»
.( \
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pdculihr to uontrcal" from cndh common to other cities as well.

‘ Co.pnr:son of home ovnorshxp in ﬁbntrecl and other, 19th ccntury

'Q.
centres vill be the subject of Chaptcr'?fve. \

Indeed, it.is pteclsely the unique features of the housing

' market ,in‘nontteal. that makes this czcy such an . 1nteresting

field of studf.‘ Montreal is‘distinguishcd bf the~prcsencé on a

_larqe scale of duplexes, .type of houszng much ‘léss common 1n.

~'ctﬁer ‘North American cent“iz‘1n~;he\19th century LHanna & Olson,

.1933). . Duplexes «qpve thus -been g;argely 1gnored in ‘the

lxterature on homc -ownership. AsS 'we vwill ‘see, this literature %
has. genctally conszdeted property owners as either owner

cccupicfs' of. single £am11y homes- with no tenants, _ 25\

,non-reqidcnt ownérs :othcusing. with tenants. The case. of the

duplex owner, who is at once an owner -occupier and a landlord,

is not examined. I , ' ]

‘Becdusc he diiplajs' characteristics of both groups, ‘the

_ duplex ‘owner may have politzcal and eccncnxc interests that do

not. cortecpond exactly to those of either group. 'rcr example, .
while the owner occupier repays ' his own. mortgage, it is in

effect the tenants vho pay off the mortgage of the landlord.

‘While. the home - is solely an exchange valua' to the absentee

'lanGIOtd, 1t repreuents both use value anﬂ tuture exchange value'

to the -owner: occupier. . -,

To the resident duplex owner, howcver, the honc is both a
:u.é value. and a current exchange value,. vhile his tcnants"rent,
any purtinlly or entircly covcr the cost of ‘his mortgagée.

!csidcn;,.cnplcx_ owhers _pny«;;bcgetpte not "havc identical

-
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interests vith re:poct tc luch issues as nortgage inte:est ratc: '

nnd “the type of develop-ent alloved in the ne:ghbourhood as

leither of the tvo .other groups of ovners. Chapter Four will

.examine duplex'_ovnetshxp;nn 19th-centu;y ﬁontréal;"anong vhat

classes and in vhat circumstances it was prevalent. Taking a

sample of various groups. of owners and ténanit, it will also

_explcre whether -duplex owriers as a group * were distingdishable

'soc1oaconom1cally from 6ther groups of ovners, and vhether theref

vere social class dlﬁferences agong the tepants of" ench»gzoup.of

landlords. h |
A _Stake In.bhe"Systen

In his - study of "’ the social structure in 19th century

Ha-ilton,' Hichael Katz (1975) talksa at length tbout the

- significance of "land and property in 19th century urban society.

Many of his ' comments are’ relevant as a prelude . to my own

- discussion of. Hontreal, as they illustrate the numercus links'

between  land and holo ovnershxp, politiénl pov;r, and the,
distributzonlof goods in a society of great 1naqunlity.
1 would agree with Katz that the study of home ovnqrship is.

. cruczal to an understanding of ' the degree of nqunlity, or

¢

:1noqualzty, within a society. R.tz _goés ll far as to assert that

'the}quq11ty of'a society -ay be,-casured i-plicltly by .the

.nu-beé of béopie vithin it ‘who can own the houses in which they .
'liée' (p. 78). Whether: this is an éxagg@ration or not is

debateable, but unquestionably thc pnttetn ot ho-e~«o§ncrlhip.

‘docs throw. light on thc ﬁxstribntian of goods in capitalist
\:ociety ahd as ‘Katz notes "is one of the few rclgéﬁvuly concrete

- - .

[ 3
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measures which can be used comparatively across time and place'-
(ibid.).

. The study of home Nownership also sheds 1light on the
. interaction between class ané cultural values. The desire and
'qbiiigy to buy a house was not " and is not totally a function of
class pdsition. "In contemporary Toronto, for example, the
vealthy youhé professionals who choose to rent an apartment and
" preserve a goodly share of their income for entertainment and
* luxuries are as familiar a >phenomenon as the extended household
of i-miglant kin 1living together? saving, and pooling their
money in order to buy lang" (ibid.). It would seem that
cultural values or diffcrences in lifestyles~lggsh with class
status to éete;miné the'prevqience of ﬁome ownership, though as
Katz explains, 'uniaveling; the two 1is extreﬁely difficult"

f

'(ibid.).r

———t——

bl

Home ownership was also important in 19th century society.
hgéauée laﬂd _and ' property theﬁ functioned ,As mediums of
speculatiog in a ‘manner very similar to the‘way the stock market '
‘,dogu ';oday. "In the perzod before safe 'ban}ing and
institutionalized opportunxtxes ‘ for roﬁtine investnent
‘d&ve}oped, tga@ing in land was a preomiﬁent economic activity"
' (ibid.). 'There is much evidence to suggest that m;ny 19th
- century 'invqgtori' gsed, their fntimate knowledge of . local
conditions to guide invésthent in”ﬁhe 1oéa1 propérty‘marketL 1
vould expect this to be partxcg}arly true of Montreal; as French
'Canad:an 1nveltors vere’ largely shut‘out of. the connerc1al and

industrial worlds for 11ngq3stic and cultural reasons, real

.
.- " P o
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estate investment may . have been one bf the few avenues of
enterprise left open to them. ,

Finally, property and home ownership in the last century
played a much greater role& in the stratification of political
pover than they do in our time. In 19th-century Montreal, as in

)

Hamilton, the ownership of property was associated with

political power in the most direct sense; it brought with it the

right’ to vote and hold public office. Even more concretely, .

ownership of housing gave the power to evict tenants énd to set
}ent levels and thus to control in a very intihate way the lives
and well-being of individuals. As Katz asserts, "the acéufsition
of even the most modest of houses by a...labourer meant shedding
the uncontrolled, potent;;in arbitrary or whimsical power of a
}anﬁlord and acquiring at least a slight hedgd*against the
@evastating, periodic unemployment endemic to the 1life of ‘?
manual worker prior to the introduction of insurance" (p. 79).
In his book‘egtitled Poverty (1904), Robert Hunter restated
this argument somewhat more directly: ‘
A propertyless person is one without é&n conomic reserve
power. He 1is in no position to ward off the gufferings which

must frequently come to most persons depending olly upon their
ability to labour and upon the demand of the community for their

-gservices...the classes wvho possess no property, not even a home

from which they may not be evicted, must of necessity pursue
that precarious 1livelihood which depends. solely on health and
strength and upon economic conditions, which may, or may not, at

‘any time, require the services of the worker. Security of

livelihood in the present state of society comes only with the
possession of property (p. 46).

To study home ownership, then, "is to explore the 1linchpin in

the structure of inequality in a 19th century city" (Katz, 1975,

~

p.' Bo)- . 'J ()‘J
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In sum, in the 19th century ownership of a house wals
generally associated with a politicaldy and economically

privileged position in society, and therefore functioned to

generate among owners a vested interest in the maintenance of-

the status gQuo. It therefore also meant a commitment to the

property market and the system of social relations upon which
that market was founded; a stake in the capitalist economic

system in general.
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Chapter I -- Review of the Literature

Housing in general and home ownership in particular vere
major concerns of 19th century urban reformers. As
industrialization progressed and factories concentrated in urban
areas, the attendant employment opportunities lured millions to
seek their fortunes in the cities. Some had no choice. Farm
workers displaced by rural overpopulation or enclosure, déclassé
artisans, and in North America immigrants fleeing the poverty or
repression of the 0l1d World all contributed to burgeoning urban
pbpulations. The supply of héusing could not always keep up with
the demand, especially during periods' of heavy immigration. Add
to this the general poverty of the masses éo be housed, and the
result was often tremendous overcrowding, pitifully low quality

dwellings, and apallingly poor sanitary conditions leading to

highly inflated rates of mortality and morbidity  améng the -

working class (I have discussed the relationship betveen
housing, poverty, and disease elsevhefe; see Hertzog, 1982).
Small wonder that so(much ink vas spilled in the late 1§th
century over "the housing question.” Desﬁite-thei; poliiical
differences, mosg bourgeois reformers, _clerics, socialists, and
labour unipns- agreed that sometbing had to be doﬁe. : Ts many,

extensive working class home ownership was seen as the ideal

solution. Jules Helbronner, one of the commissioners of the 18B9-
Royal Commission On The ﬁqlations Between Labour and Capital In:

Canada, believed that the housing problem "né sera resolue que

~—

le jour .ou les ouvriers pourront deveanir . facilement’
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propriétaires” (quoted in F. Harvey, p. 237). Commissioner
Armstrong commented that "single family homes were desirable éor
the commu;;:}'(Levine, p. 277), while H.B. Ames, in his famous
1896 study of a working class dig¥f§:; in Montreal, suggested

J’
that single family homes "wére healthier and would make people
happier and more productive" (ibid.). One contemporary observer
went so far as to assert "A man is not really a true man until
he owns his own home, and they that own their homes are made
more honourable and honest and pure, and true and economical and
careful, by owning the home"” (quoted ih,Thernstrom, 1973, p.
%) . | |

Levine explains why home ownership vwas seen as such an
"honourable” and "pure" solution by S0 many. To workers, it
offered the chance of larger and better quality living quarter;,
fbetter saqitary_conéitiong, and more privacf. To thé reﬁormgrs,
it was a ‘sblution that did not fundamentally challenge the

underlying class structure of sSociety or dominant class

interests. Indgéd, it was seen by some as a means of supporting'

these jntgrests and 6f further ftagmenting the working class.

. A homeowner wvas buxldxng up equity through private
property. He was acquiring a direct interest in the maintenance

of property values and, by extension, in the maintenance of the._

sotial order upon which markets depended. For this reason, home

- owners were likely to support...propertxed and landed. fractions

of capxtal (p. 276).

A tenant in contrast, "hadﬁzo stake in the home as an asset,
and thus no direct gtake in the stability -of local property
markets.. Politically the tenant was likely -to define his
position as being ;ppoded.to that of iandlﬁtds and landawne{sﬁ

9 N . ~
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{ibid., p. 277) and therefore to that of home owners as vell.

Not all contemporary observers, however, saw home ownership
as a welcome solution. For example, vhen article 18 of the
electoral platform of the Parti Ouvrier in late 19th-century
Montreal called for the "Création d'une caisse de préts afin de
permettre aux ouvriers de s'acheter une propriété, ou ils
n'auraient pas de loyers a payer"” (qubted in Choko, p. 34), one
socialist denounced this 'mirqge n}:rompeur' of home ownership,
claiming it would only benefit \;peéulators and would weigh down
workers with "un fardeau plus 1lourd Qu'il ne 1'avait imaginé"
(ibid.). ”

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

argued that it only tied workers do;vn spatially, as they voulq

-have to sell their houses before 1leaving a community to take t'.\p'

employment elsevhere. In periods of depression or areas
abandoned by industry, this was often 1?)ossxble. To Engels
'treedom of movement is the first condition of their (vorkers')
existence, ana_landownersyxp could only be a hmdraqce Fo thenm.
Give th_em their own houses, chain them on;::e again to the soil,

and you break .their power of resistance to the wage ‘cutting of

- factory owners"” (qu’ct'ed' in Edel,’p. 213), .

Engels also contended that even if ‘l;one owne"'r‘ship did

reduce vorkers' housing costs, this allowed wages toc be reduced

. by an equal amount, resulting in' no net gains for workers.

Citing exaﬁplea of suburban home ownership among American
workers, he not'ed ' "the workers must shoulder heavy mori:gage

debts in order to obtain even these hou‘se_s and thu's'they, become -
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completely the slaves of their employers; they are bound - to
their housg%, they cannot go away, and they are compelled to éut
up with vhatever working conditions are cffered them" (ibid.).
Mirroring this 19th century debate is the more modern
argument among Marxist researchers over the political

implications of home ownership and juét how home ovnershig can

be said to be functional to capitalism. Broadly speaking, the

debate has been polarized, with . writers falling into either the

structuralist or non-structuralist camp, depending upon their
view of the relation between [structures and the consciousness
and actions of individuals.

Structuralists generally take a holistic approach ‘to
explanatxon in \ social science, which "assumes structures

éxternalito man to be the chief or ultimate causal agents® (N.

Duncan, p: 99). ' This apﬁroach treats impersonal, overarching .
, ' y .

structures (e.g., the imperatives of capitalism) as the motor of

h{s;orical change, while the working clags is viewed merely as &

"passive receptacle of hegemonic (capitalist) values workihg

against thexr interests": (Saunders, 1981, p. 243)..
Non-structura11sts, in contrast, ‘emphasize - the }ole of

conscious. struggle anong opposxng classes and class ftactions in

‘shaping policies and living ‘condxtxons. However, the concrete

vays in which class struggle is limited by broader structural

" constraints (such as the .general need for contxnued capital _

accumulation . in-capitalist aociety) is eften 1gnored in -the

Y

non-structurallst llterature.

The purpose of this chapter ia to reviev critically both of

4
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these schools of thought vithxn "the Ha:x;st l1terature on

'hous1ng: thexr prxncxpal theoretxcal assunptions, practxcalu

ramzfxcatxons, qnd limitations. I w111 conclude the- chapter wzth :

a discussion of the lgtegature as the. context for my own

research. This. review, however, shoulé in no way be considered

. \‘ ’ ¥
an exhaustive one. Rather, the works discussed here constitute
only a selection of what I have found to be some of the most
) L , ‘ Lo . , . .
seminal and representative writings in the Marxist analysis of

home ownership.

The Structuralists -

’

Harvey: Incorggtatxon, Underconsgggtxon, & anancc Cagita B

Among the most 1nf1uent1a1 of the structuralxst wrxters has -

been Davxdlgarvey, whose first attempt at a Marxist anplysxs of

urbanization appéaré in Social dugtice and the City (1973). Here

Harvey 1ntroduces the drguments that the key function of

urbanization in general and home ownership. in particular is to ..

increase demand for goods produced by industrial capital (e.g;

sbburbaniz;gion spurs demand -for , cars) and that recent °

iﬁvbstuent in the built environment ' of cities represents a

solutxon to the problems of overproduction and the: realzzatxdn

of surplus value in advanced capitallsm.

Harvey dcvelops these atgunenta "(largely based on Baran &
Sweezy's (1966) unaorconsunptionist theory- of monopoly
éapita}i&g).furthér _in later . articles. In "The Drhigﬂirrbﬁosi

1.bhdgr'¢qpita{;s-' (1978) he expliins that the‘anih qontguéiéﬁiong

¢
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'theg’ﬁursﬁit 'éf accumulation by ‘individual capxtal;sts in
compet1t1on w1th one another tends to result 1n too much cap1ta1

he:ng created‘..relat1ve to the opportun1t1es for employ1ng it

cteatzon of surplus value, but rather 1ts real:zatxon in money
fprm; demand is 1nsu£f1c1ent ;o consume vﬁat is produced, whzch
is expressed in the econoiny * by rising inéenﬁorieé, excess
produc&iVe capacity,‘ rising uhemyloyment, and - falling 'rates of
profzt. ““ ‘ S | -
~Thxs cr151s in. the rea11zatxon of surplus fvalue occurs‘in

ihat "Harvey calls the pr1mary cxtcu1t' of capvtal or lthe‘

industrial’ sphqre, It 13 resolved, he claxms, 'by a- shxft of *

investment: into tﬁe ‘ secondary c1tcu1t, - or \the built
eﬁvironment, vhich has two components: J;; 1nvestﬁent ia E{ged
capital assets which axd productxon (e.g., factorles, officas,‘
etc. ) and b) 1nvestment in the, cénsumptxon ﬁund,' or structures
that aid consumption .(e.q.; housing). There {\\hlao i "tertiary

cxrcuxt, “including research and developnent and . sociall

services, into which 1nveatment may also be channeled.

Harvey exp1a1ns that the shzft of investment from the
prxnary to the secondary czrcuit, hovever, is not eaiily

accomplished. 'Indxviaual qap1ta11sts tend to overaccumulate in

(1978a, p. 107} since. investment in the 1atter 'involves long
 term conmitnents to immob11e -assets and may - not appeat,

attractxve to 1ndividua1 capxtalista' }Saundars}'1981,‘p. 224).

- e o o Al N ) ¢ : ' -
of modern capitalism is its tendcncy to overproduce., That is,

g préfxtably (Saunders, 1981, p. 222) The problem 'ig not the

the primary circuzt and undet 1nvest in the secondary c1rcu1t"

-4 ro" v v .
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. .Thereforelthe'stste,*sct;ng as a rep;esencative of capital as a

whole,. may take upon itselﬁ Ene tssk of'ensuring such a shift in

_investment is made. In this 1t v111 hsve the help of fxnsnce

capxtal, vhich plays the cr1t1ca1 role of mskzng loans available
Even ngen the help'of‘finsnce capitsl, investmenf in‘tbe'_

secondary cxrcuxt does not resolve, but.only delays the proplem“

-

‘of over1nvestment ‘in. the pr1msry czrcuit,‘lnevicably'the crisis

is: reproduced as there 'is eventual overinvestment in. the-

secondary sector too; 'csp1ta1 flows...into'the secondary and

'tert1ary circuits....but the tendency tovard over—sccumulatxon

cis not . e11m1nsted.‘ is trsnsformed rather into a pervssxve

n

'°‘tendency towards over-1nvestment in the secondary ‘and tertxsry\
czrcu;ts .(1978a, pp. 111- 112). The _resulting . crisis in ‘the
secondary circuit - finds its -expression' in empty. office

" buildings, fslling real estate _values, and the demol1tlon .of

build1ngs long before thezr useful lee has ended

G1ving a hxstor1csl example of thxs process, Harvey po:nts

- to post-wvar f&erica, vhich was confronted with the problem of

how to use the - tremendous productive capacit} amassed duriné_'

|Wbrld Wwar -II. In addition to Marshall aid and continned arms -

productzon, another strategy employed was the creation of "a set

‘'of fiscal and monetary pol:cxes des1gned to,laccelerate and. .

enhancehihe suburbanization process (1977, p. 124).
Using tax credits ' for home -owners and the " construction

industry as well as specis1'credit'*provisions, the state and .

, finance capital spurred a -great influx of cspdtel,into the
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"secondary circuit, Suburban house ,constgpcbion not’ on

.channeled éapital out of a grbssly.ovef*caﬁitalized \prinurx

. investment in
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circuit, but algo 'increased demand for industrial sector géddi
tﬁtoﬁgh its multiplier -effects on “the automobile, cpnsﬁ@or

Y

appliance, and energy supply andustrxesd‘ ‘
Harvey go)k on to note that there is _an inherent internal

contrad}ctlon ﬁ:bodxed in this process. That ; is, though
h

e built environment relieves a crisis of
] : e of,

accumulation at .one poiﬁt’win time, the nev 'built environmani'

result;ng from thzs 1nvestment v111 act as an obstacle to ‘

LIy

accumulation at a later point in txme when néw 1nvestments are”
. ) : v , . . \ , 3
needed. ‘ ' ’ -

Capitalist. devefopment' has ’therefoke to’ negofiate 5
knife-edge path between preserving the exchange value of" past"

‘capital investments in the built. environment and destroying the

value of these investments in order toc open up fresh room for
accumulat1on..‘cap1tal builds a landscape appropriate to its own

" condition at a particular moment in ‘time, only to have to .

destroy it...at a subsequent point in t1me'(1978a, pp. 123-124).
-Théugh'it is clear in his analysis that tﬁe motor of change

in ﬁhxs utbanlzation process 15 the . needs of capltal .(economic,

- pol:tical and 1deologxca1) Harvey does not tatally ignore the

1role of the working class. He . poazts that the working c1a83 may-

]

"'achieve some of 1ts demands, but only those consisgtent with the :

"<requ1rements of the capitalist. class, ‘or at least certazn parts

of it. For gxample, workers may demand -home ownérship and- -
achieve it, since this is in the interests of finance capital

(which profits ' from mortgage loans) and industrial Capifii

" (which benefits from the = increased political séahilitf"

-

_qn?endeied by home ownershipj. This -may result in.in'aliiadée bf
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those interests sga:nst lan sd cspital. Liksvise, industrisl
capital)my support vorkers in, their demand (sgamst lsndlords)
fot cheap tsnts, since this v111 .reduce the cost of reproduc1ng”
lsbout ‘povwer and al;ov vages .to remain lov. '

As  well, struggles 1n the sphere of cdhsump;fon over

snwironnpntsl and qualxty of life’ issues in the commuuity‘msy'

buttress eapxtalzst dcminat1on, sxnce 'Cap1tsl.‘.seeks to draw

labour 1nto a Fsustzsn bsrga;nz -Accept a packaged relation to

. nature in.the:ljving spsce as just and adequate compensation for

‘an - alienating and ,deérséings relation to nature in the work -
ulseh' (1978b fp. 29).. . It is’ xmportant to note here ‘that
slthough Harvey recognxzes the exrstence of class struggle, hs
_deu:es its efficacy. Thus vorkxng class struggle is successfu;
éniy: vhen it 'is’ also ‘in  the zntérests of " some tfsétibn“ot
cspitsi.jThs auquing‘clsss \wxus', only uhen cspztal alloxs it
I It is p:scisely this sttituds towatd the work:ng class that
is the- grestsst usskness ot Harvey 8 snalyszs. His stress on the‘
role of - ovsr-accuuulntion nscessarily leads .  him to ignore the

1iuits to accunulation dcternined ‘by the strength of working

clsss resistance.’ Ironicslly, vhilé the- role of class’ sttuggls B

vas ccntral to uarx 8 -own’ analysxs* of the crsat;on of surplus .

‘ valus (iincs, ss Saunders (1981) sxplsins, the strsngth 6f the

vorkers novsnent will be retlsctsd in “the extent ‘to which vages

', can be forced up . above the value of labour pover) in Barvey 8.
- snslysis the problsm 1s not«the creation  of surplus valpe but’

hov] to dzspose of it. Class - strugglé is in~-this sense
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' a1together seoopdarj, cr1ses of over*accumulatxon may provoke
"eoﬁe ‘gort" -of vork:ng class response, but 1t can only be
soccessful if it is consietent wvith the needs of some fraction

. of capltal "To Harvey, the. response is not even 1n1t1eted by the‘
'working ‘clasq 1tse1f,“but by compet1t1on among 1nd1v1§ual
.capioelists-voiqh producee effeots detrxmental to the interests
of tﬁe ‘working class as a ;whole.-"The‘crisis of 'qapitalism is
largely"self;engendered-.the _working-class standsl‘by 65‘ the )
- a:dellnes of h1story and et most - plays a reactxve role,:while-
| capxtal 1nflzcts its own wounds as a result’ of_,the incessant-
dr1ve to accumulate' (Saunders, 1981 p. 231).‘-A o ‘
. There are other problems vxth Harvey 8 enalys1s. rert .his .
emphaszs on over—accumulatxon as the main problem of cap1tal1am f
is never proven theoret1cally. Thzs does not mean that it cannot-
- 'be proven,. Just that 'it is simply asserted as the startxng-)
Epoint of. ana1y31s' (1bxd., p. 530). Secondly, he s1mp1y assumes,‘
again with no supporting ev1dence, ‘the. state acts-.in the,'.
ihterests ;of-éep1tel, The problem of opposang fractzons ‘of
.capitel- noteithstanéinp, :\several vrlters (Saunders, 11981;,
ﬁuﬁcan,rlSBl; Byrne & Daperf 1980; .Gough, -1979) have shown this
instrumentalist essunpt1on to be a hxghly problematxc one. .

‘ Thxrdly, Harvey s cla:m that - 'Suburbanxzatzon is- the

+

'solutzon' which cgpdtelien 'dev:ses‘ in . order. - to fprther
accunulation' -(ﬁ., Duncan, p. -104) is ratper' difficult to
concret1ze, Bow can capitelism 'devise’ a solution? Is it a

conscious - supraxndivioual ‘ entity' capable of" independent:.

"historical action? Harvey's emphasis on’ hﬁe'{iporatives of
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capital as the determinant hisidriqal'fofcé "denies the efficqqyi

" of huﬁanfactors}_relegaéinq ;hém to the status of mere efficient

causes subordinate to éapitplist structures vhich constitute the

“"formal cause” (ibid.). Such criticism, however, is not exclusive

to’Harvéy; it -can apply generally to° all structuralist Marxist

"VOt,kS. ’ ¢ . ’ ‘ ’ f-

: Caste;lsz Urhanzgatxon and Collectxve Cbnsumgtion

Another 1mportant contrxbutur to sttuctural1st Mﬁrxiqt”
thbughi has been Manuel Castells. In contrast to Harvey, whose
ideas were- developed in a succession of books and artlcles, the

major thrusts of Castells' .thoughfﬁ“xppea; in a sangle text,

The Urhaﬁ;guestion: A Marxist Agggohch (1977). His other major

work, Monopolville .(1974, co-authored with Godard) .gives

.ééncrete examplés of ideas developed in,The,UibanAQgg;tion (and
. S~

;epeateé’ in various articies) in the contht. of Dunkirk,\’a'
Frenéh industrialtport city. ‘ , .

Castells argues that incressing concentration and |
centralization ‘ §f - capital has resuléé& . in - a "grpving

iriterdependence in .the. labour ‘process. This has meant that

‘productiondincrcasingly depends on a nﬁnber,of consumption ‘heeds

" that cannot profitably be met. by private caPital. Production is-

thus relying more and more on a socialized provision of suppo}t

‘'services, such as public transport, public housiné, "health and.

'iducat{on.- With the increased size and conplexaty of cities

these collect1ve goods becone ever. more necessary 1f production

is to cont:nue etficicntly. Thus the _city is conce1ved of as a1“

o
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unit for the collective reproduction of labour power" (Bassett &
Short, .p.\ 183). Thou.gh other processes.(such 'ag production and
a.dministratiop)‘ also go on in cities, the Erue esgsence of modern
urban _probl’en;;o:' is' increasingly foun-¢3~ in the processes of
collective consumptib}:.

- Castells’ analysis of the urban system is linked to his
analysis of the 'Feproduction of 1labour power and social

relations. Labour poier mqsf: c,ontinually'be reproduced if

. accumulation is to continue. Moreover, not only must the total

quantity of labour be reproduced, but also the requisite skills,
education, and .socially based divisions needed by the various
types of industry. Problems in the urban system usually reflect
the greatér emphasis put on the }.-eproduction of the means of
pro&uctiop rithex: than on the. reproduction of labour and social
relations. The latter is neglected because "The basic needs of
private capital accumulation and profit alvays dominate, setting
the pace and form of urban érowth, as the system of private
production dravs toward itself capital and resources" (ibid.).
Due to this underinvestment in the necessary collective
facilities, housing ' needs aré, not met in an. ;adequate vay. A
series of "cxrimme and bottlenecks...a state of petmiment
disequilibrium” results in the housing market, forcing the state
to try to . even the investment balahce. These "crises” are
manifested in overcrowding, deterioration of prope'rty, and the
spread of slums, all of vhich threaten the maintenance off a
stable labour force ’Iiegged by priv;ste‘ capital, both in terpy of

-

the gquantitative reproduction ~of labour 'and the gqualitative:
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reproduction of social relations.

Capital accumulation and the reproduction of the means of
production are 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 all tenure forms, Castells argues that home ownership is

the most functional 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 cxf, T.V., refrigerator, etc.) it is
therefore the "perfect design for maximizing 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
-adv;;ﬁgge of capital in contributing to a fragmentation ' of
working class interests through the _devgloémeﬁt of community
consciousness and inter-community conflict. )

The social relationships in the suburban ne;ghbourhood diso
express...the values of individualism, conformism, and social
integration, reduc1ng the world to the nuclear family and social
desires to the max1m1zat1on of individual (family) consumption”
(1977, p.388).

Castells also argues that this form of tenure is based on
chronic indebtedness which binds individuals to the capitalist
job market and f{nancial institutions "in a most fépressive'way“
(ibid.). 1Ideologically it éerves to 1instill a false sense éf
independence among workers in the home reminiscent of "the

autonbmy of the petty commodity and peasant production from

which salaried labour was historically drawn"(ibid.) to
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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 1in France in
the 1960's as general theoretical laws valid in all advanced
capitalist societies,

‘Like abstracted empiricism in positivist social science,
specific historical patterns (e.g; the French state in the
1960's) are presented as universal laws (the role of the state
in advanced capitalism)...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 forms are
erected into monolithic classifications...The fesults are
reminiscent of positivist modelling and especially of Weber's
ideal types (S. Duncan, pp. 235-236).

Duncan is particularly critical of Castells'
generalizations since his own research on the process of

urbanization in Sweden contradicts many of Castells' findinds 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 shovw that Castells has missed the point of the
development of the political and economic expressions of the
capita relation, and their interrelationships in particular
historical circumstances (ibid., p. 240).

Castells is also\rebukbd for his selective use of reference

3

material to support his case.

The validity of such universal laws is then demonstrated by
reference to isolated case studies (vhich again have an
unrecognized historical context which 1links their particular
features to the totality of social change)...The saearch of

NP



% 30 *

hi;tqgg for appropriate examples..,easily supports tkese laws"
(ibid., pp. 236 & 238). . :

‘This selective use of history is not surprising given Castells’
own admission that he wrote his works "with 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" (1977b, p. 438). In brief, Castells is trying\gg\
place empirical reality into preconceived theoretical
classifications. Thus Duncan explains

claims about concrete processes are made on the basis'¢f
internal abstract analysis, an analysis which does not establish
more than a fewvw aspects of a situation which 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" law to the analysis of

changing relationships in different, particular historical

situations.

Other Structuralists: Kemeny, Boddy, and Agnew

In his article %;Bmeowne;ship and Privatization"™ (1980),
Kemeny accepts the argument tﬁ;t home “owngrship is "good for
capitalism”™ because of its de-radicalizing effect, inasmuch as
heavy mértggge debt forces househglds to conform to the demands
of the capitalist relations of prédugtion and gives them a stake

in the system of private property. Yet he ihsists that this same

kY
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logic can be applied to tenants. ’ /

I1f we are +to apply the logi¢ of this argument to'tendntsp

" .then we-would...say that rack-rented tenants conform because

they have no option if they are to survive economically, while
tenants paying very low rents (for example, in some rent

controlled private property or...in public housing) have thereby
been coopted into supporting the system (p.373). .

Politically éé can conclude”then that renting is equally "good
for capitalism.” Thus Kemeny asserts we must look for the
peculiar characteristics of home ownership that exert a
politically moderating influence and that are not present in
other forms of tenure if we are to explain the prevalence of
owner occupation in advanced capiatalist societies.

Kemeny posits that one such characteristic is the fact that
owner occupation "is founded upon the privatization of housing
consumption. As spch it is anti-collectivistic and is sfructured
in such a way that it discourages cooperation and the communal
organization ;f social security'd(iéig.). This is particularly
true, he contends, because the effects of privatized housing
consumption interatct with the family life Eycle.

In other words, home ownership acts to increase poverty in
a family's early years due to the relatively large (as a
proportion of family income) mortgage payments needed to sustain
it. Conversely, ‘it increases affléence aﬁd security - in later
years, as the house bed?mes ovnéa outright or as mortgage
hpayqeﬁts decrease as a percentage of family income (due to
higher real incomes and higher inflation). This affects support
for‘cplléctivized fo;ms of'sogial security among the population.

Since home - oinership concentrates house payments in the

L}
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beginning of the family lzfe cyclé home owners can less afford

social security schemes vhere:n one pays more in the early yesars .
of life to build up cred1t for, or gain entltlement to,‘suppbrt
vhen it may be needed in iater life (e.g., old ‘Age security ot
unemployment insurance). Owner occupation is therefore a form of
privatized insurance. In purchasing a house, families are
individually insuring themselvéé against the time when they will
not be able to‘ pay much for Hhousing. Moreover, the money.
obtained when the house is sold can function in later life as a
retirement pension.

Households can therefore "deliberately choose to minimize
their expenditure...by underinsurihg or not insuring at all" for-
sickness and old age "in order to be able fi;stt to amass a.
deposit and later to maintain often cripplingly high mbrtgage
_ repayments during the early years of.owner occupation” (p. 380).
If young healthy pgopLe opﬁygut of insurance plans in this:yay;
it "increases the 4cost of health’provihion to the less wealthy .
and also minimizes any cross-subsidization of the poo; yy_the
rich® (ibid.). Owner occupation, therefore, is more functional
to‘capitalism than other forms of tenure since it "acts as a
poverful force to maintain or iné;lale privatizatioq ‘in other
spheres of life" (ibid.). |

This seems to be a serf—reinfo;cing,trend. That is,

insecurity in old ‘age which resitlts from. 1nndcquaté
retirement provision will be an incentive for households to buy
accomodation, and in return vhere a large proportion of retired
persons are owner occupiers the political pressure for more
adeguate retirement provision may be wveakened (p. 384).

Kemeny also concludes that at a more gcneral levelx‘thcre
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ibfsome‘ suggestion that countrles w;th hlgh owner occupat1on
rates also tend to have relatxvely poorly developed welfare

states, while countries with low owner occupation rates tend to .

have higﬁly'devekoped velfare Stafes“ (p. 381).. Th1s equat1on of

high home ownership and poorly developed welfare states,

however, seems far too facile. Indeed, there are so many other
intervening variables more important than ~home ovﬁerqhip in
inflhencing welfare provision in different capitalist countries -

{sucb as the politjcel strength of the workers' movemeht and tHe

capitalist oppos1t1on “to it, pef capita iﬁcome, employment‘

rates, ‘etc.) that the relat1onsh1p here may well be spurzous.

Wh1le Harvey talked eat11er_ about the role of finance

capital in cities, Martin Boddy examines a related -field inihis

article "Building Societies and Owner Qdcupetion‘ §1976);

Building societies in Britain, he claims, have p}ayed a‘large‘
part in the phenomenal increase in home ownership that - has
occurred in that country éince the 'var._This h&@ aided the
lncorporq;ion: and ffagﬁentatien of the vofk1ng' plass. he
cohtinues,'since,J " ’

With the rise in owner ‘occupation the overtly antagonistic

landlord-tenant relationship disappears...housing struggles have

focused around private tenant-landlord 'relations....In contrast,
the position of mortgaged owner occupiers 'has never formed a
focus or provoked political activity of a radical nature...the
rise of working class owner occupation tends to fragment class

'consctousnena arising from the common position  of the lahour

force in 'relation to the - production process by qQverlaying -
groupings arising from d1££erent1ated tennre categorxes (p. 34),

Boddy ‘also makes the argument thnt by pro-oting owner”

¥ LS

occupntion buxldxng societies

sustain demand in general by funding the rise of the
. ' o | N ’ '-1 .. ' ‘ .'*i.- ' ~
o | R RN
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typical consumer society ' based' on\xndiridﬁnlistic' lifestylei

'Thus ve return to. the fam111ar argument that bu:ldlng scc:et1es¢ )

with hxgh consumption of .energy, consumer - durzbles, and_
automotive products, supported by necessary, massive, perxpheral
expenditure on- physical and| social infrastructure...Thus '

‘building society finance of owne occupat;on tends to contrzbute

to the stabil1ty .of the social formation &t the economic level
specifically, in addition to- its polit;cal and 1deologica1

influence (p. 35).-

promote home ovnershxp because it 1s, economically, poi1t1celly.‘

and -ideclogically "good for cap;tallsm. Left unment1oned,

"however, is the strength of workers' désires for .home ovnership,

‘and the Tole these desxres ‘have . played in. the enthusxasm of

- building. socxetxes for thxs type of tenure.

In his artxcle 'Homeownershxp and bhe Chpltalxst 50cxal

Order' (1981), James Agnev delves further into hov exactly owner-

'occupat%on "good for capxtal;sa. Hore spec:facally, ‘he

. ptoperty sys
based on their nininal holdxng of land) by. enalyz;ngJ“the"'

- _dominance of owvner occupltxan over. ‘other ' forms of tenure . in a

'doﬂinant b0ur

‘nunber of national éontexts. L

exemines ‘the - 1ncorporatxon thesis (i. e: the the31s that home :

ownershxp functions to incorporate the vorkzng clase into the o

q 1deology by - gzving uorkers ‘a stake in bhe\

nd 1nsti111ng a 'false" bourgeo:s consc;ouenes&

‘ - e ~ T A

, Wwhat emerges fron this anelysxe i: a somevhat nodif;ed forn

:of the 1ncorpbrat1on thesis nherezn Agnew ‘concludes that ‘the

‘prectlcal ancorporation theexs '1: more epplicab1e~ in some

1ncorporat1ve role in ‘the United States than 1n other capitelist'

contexts then others and not entxrely epplic:ble everyvhere' (p.

475). ror exanple, 'ho-eovnerlhip...appearl to serve more ut an’

. . .
4 't s . S R ~

- ‘




Ve b At g iAot = WY e s

. .
- R . . .
35 . ;
. - \ P .
- L]
* " \ N o — 4

1

, Ny
~ circumsy¥ances heve kept. the populataon more closely, vedded to

the classi capztelxst soc1e1 order"™’ (p. 475).

“Bocietles” ‘(p. . 474) because in thet ’ éoodéty"‘historicai '

O There is an . attempt here to deal with the problem of why,:

R § 3 home ownersh1p can be explalned vholly ,i ‘terms of the .

structural needs of‘capxtalxsm, it varies so gieetly in extént
among the advanced cap1telzst nat1ons. Surely then, ihere must

be another explanatory varzable here, andwgg;s Agnew introduces

‘line of argument much nearer to-that of the non-=structuralists.

The'similarity, however} seems at best supezt1cial- for: ‘at no

.timé does Agnew transcend the boundar1es of h1s structuralist.

- 'perspectave. AS8- he explaxns, though the incorporatxon thesis.is

-in hls.reference to ?hxstorxcal cztcumstanCes,' brzng1ng hxs

not equally applioab;e‘ everyvhere, "th1e 13 not - unexpected nor

_does it ‘invalidate the incorporation thesis as a model of how

(1b1d.). Thus we are taken back to the -excercise of constructing
’ 'nodels' and “ideal. types,~ un:lineat patterns of developnent
o epplicable universelly. —

-

Iiteteture, 1; miy be 1nstructive to poxnt out the najor

0

..underlying themes , common, to vxrtuallg all, yriting in th:g

._e' trediﬁion.‘ First, as Clark &. Gznsburg (1975) suggeet, . akl

ltrncturalzst authore egree that hone ownerahip is tunctional to

-

cepztalism {nasmuch as’ it: ‘ ‘ . \

©, a)is consxstent with the doainent ideology of prxvete ptoporty‘

. ownership since 1t*givec individueln a stnke in the property

L]

capitalist qociel relations come to dominaée a sacial 'order‘

Before noving on to a general critique of Ehe-structurelist -

v
v
ot s o -
v

» - *
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system, thereby - encouragzng socxal stab:lity;

b) 13 generally associated v1tﬁ§hthe _expansion of s:ngle fam:ly
h¢

usehold consumption of consumer

)

industry; -~ . -

éf\-implies‘debt-encumbkahcéx\ﬁct the vast majorxty of home
owners,
stabllzty. When

payments cease the '1ndxv1dua1 is "

retirement and lowex housing costs ‘for thxs igropp"reduces"the

-cost of_mgxptaznxng an pged and less productive population;'

d) tends to divide aﬁd fragment the“uorkiné~class) driving a

wedge between ' the skilled manﬁil " and white collar

typxcally hgve access to ownership and the'less' ékilled'blue

collar vorkers who . do not, ‘It also 1mpedes the grovtﬁ of classf

consczousness bj promoting localized conaunity consciousnels and
;ntercommUn:ty'(not class) conflict.

e

they are mentzoned at all, are viewed as qu:te secandary to the

meetatives of capital accunulntion. Dahates in the litarature

tevolve around questions such as vhether thg centtal

problem for capital

can 1nf1uence the timing and . torn of state intérvantion, though

such

intere:ts of vnrious fructions of . capital.

* -y -
‘ ' ‘ . . J

i

goods,'_prodnciné valuable ﬁi}t{;lier. effects wfor capitalist
‘repayment of wh1ch’/§emands work d15c1p11ne and ]Ob .

usually near

workers who

In all of these . works the eiiects of class struggle, if“

is that of generating mOt rea;xzing.sutplui -

.value,_ or whether. state _intérvention reflecti the needs of
industrial or finance cap:;al' (Saunders, 1981, p. " 234). The
vorhing class is assxgnedAa pmrcly periphetal role; at best it :

;ntervent1on is. ulti-tely determined - by the nocds or‘

Thul, statq housing
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. provigion, suﬁpogt of ownar'thupitioq; and reﬁt.%gnttol are all

.éxplaiﬂtd~by the baiaﬂci'cf forcés'among various fractions of

,1uportant in affecting when and how ‘the state responds to {gg_.

‘e

éapxtal; the vorkxng class 1s not - seen 'as a significant causal

z‘agent of change but asg a pnssxve and £ragmented qecipieht of'

_outconqa' (1bid;,‘p.,238).

This :claim that the state is responsxve only to thel

interettS' of Ehe cap:tal1st class rests on a blatantly

instrumentalxst view of. the state, whxch pos1ts that only. the

_'dominant economic- interests - in soczety can wield the pover

héééssary to determine politfca1~policy. Thus bickeni (1977) can -

argue; in hlB anaiysis of British intervwar housing legislatxcn,.

policy"” (py393). As Saunders expia;ns, "For such an analysis;
the economic interests of ¢up1tal are taken "up as the
andependent variable and ntate pol;cy outto-es as the’ dependtnt
variable" (1981. p. 239). In sum, working class struggle may be

_interests of capital (in other woial it ‘roprcséht: an

intervcning yariable) but it _cannot change the ' functional

ralation betveen the two. . : N

The Critique

This type of ‘strycturelist” tnnlysi-  has. oisontitlly
do-inatod the Marxist ‘literature on hou:inq tor auch ot tho last
dncadc. aocontly, At has been subject to an 1ncrcasing auount

of criticill, olpdhially from- the Qroving number ot writors nov

" - that 'gbverﬁment housing policy was in effect capital's housxng-

-

T
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‘pér capita national incpne.

.craﬂting p' distinciiy.non-strgcturaliqt "school” of housing

!
‘,.«r” )

, one cf the leading crxtics ‘of the fstructutalini approach

.’has beén Nancy Duncan (1981), who ‘points to ‘two 1mportant gaps

in the structuralxst argument. F1rst1y, Duncan agrees ,thh the

sttucturalxsts that undoubtedly home- ovnershlp does ptoduce a“

certaxn conservatzsm, rwhlle house bu11d1ng ‘and finance are

certainly very important in capitalist econom:es( ‘ag is the

‘,large nnrket for consumer éoodé used in.sindle tanily homes. Yet:
she insists;thqt "the fact that widespread homenvnersnip is

‘tunctional to. capitalism does not explain its existenéé? (p.‘.

1 T)L,Thpo she asserts that tne need 'oflnbéifn' capitalism is
"not: the only \;elevnnt (explanhtory) .vatinble here"” ‘(igié,)
since different capitnlist‘socigties.have vasgl} different rates
of home ownership, which Kemeny has annn ggg to be related to

~ - . -
by s .

Her secdnd\‘and most iapd;tpnt point fs:thlt }gcdrdind'to

tpe.ntruqturglisf argument the rise of ovnbr'occupntinn as n"

form of hous{ng ﬁenure,in capitalist~socipttes 'nai in response

to the requirements or needs of cgpital.‘

In other vords, ' necessary aor desirable. future '.c.:.i :

produce present conditions. This is .teleclogy or retrocausation,
2 highly problematic form .-of -argument which entails the
rejection of both common-sense and any standard philosophical
conceptions of cause, How éan’a con:cquence of something also be

"its cause?- (p. 106) , o
_1f the structuralx:t -pproach is-not to fall into the trap |
. of rettoc;uoation, "then some p;eaent. knovledge of 'tutnti'

structural needs and intentions to fulfill them would havs to be °
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- the cauéé'bf the effect”™ (pp. 106-107). *Yet strug;urqliats'

.\

; amphat1cally deny the existence- of humans as independent

h1stotg;al agents, "viewing human. ‘actions as necessarily

constrained by and subordinate to structural imperatives.

. "Therefore if knowledge and . 1ntentxons are iuvolved, it 1is

. nécessary’ to endov structures w1th human characteristics.

_Structures such as cap1ta113m vould have to act 1ntent1onally in

'Otder to survive. Structutal Marx1sts thereforé subscr1be to a

tgleoloéical form of ; functionulism' (p. . 107). They
'reify...macta scale econom1c structures aua endow...these With

active pover over passxve man" (ibid.).

Crztxc;sm similar to Durican's has also been ‘levelled at the

“structuralisﬁ perspective . by Peter Saunders (1981). "The

problem” he notes, "is that much of this literature too readily

deduces the causes of state intéryention‘from an anulysiu of its

‘subsequent effects" . (p. 240). . Thus home _oéﬂefship ;é ‘seen 'to

provide a nebulous’ leéitimation of private property, rent
control is functional “for industrial capital, etc. "It 'is
therefore assumed that these functiocnal aspects of state

intervention can be. taken as indicative of the reasons for it"

(ipid.). o o |

‘Yet as Saunders explains, it is wrong to assume that those

who benefit from 'a-cétiain policy-a:é necessarily those “who

’ P 1 v

" briought it about. He states . T : .

The history of twentieth - ccntury soczal legislatlon in
lritain would seem to - suggest that for much of the time.it has
" been "working class’ struggle . that. has necessitated policy
initiatives, even though 'the sub nt reforms may later have

. .come to benefit particular capitalii interests,..there is no

. .
\ . .
.
.
.
.
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necessary reason for bellevxng that the state always responds to

. some fraction of capital while excludxng popular demands, or for

assuming that the effects. of its policies will always aid
capital accumulatzon and fragment the non-capitalist classes
(pp. 240 241). .

It is therefore wrong to.argue, as does Dickens, that the

working class may win but capital never loses; "guestions

-th&erning ‘the causes and long-term consequences of state

interven;ion'iﬁthousing;..cag only be addressed through research

- on specific cases at specific periods in specific societies" (p.

241). Certainly  individual capitalists or various fractions of
o,

the capitalist class often "lose" in the sense of being unable

- to translate their interests into state policy.

_Saunders . makes another important point. when he explains
that to structuralist writers, vhatever urban struggles do take

place are all Texpressions or mystifications of the underlying

cléss antagonism betveen capital and labour" (pp. 242 243). ‘To

. maintain this argument, resort myst be made to the ' nebulous

concept of "class fractions” (indeed, such fractjons are novhere
defined ind the relations betvéé; them rarely specified) and to
"a crudely instrunfentalist theory of ideology"’(i.e., how home:
ovnetth1p has lbeén uséd tﬁ impose the individu&l&stic,‘
acqu1s1t1ve 1deology of capital upon the working class, to wh;ch

1t is 'naturally alien"). History is then 'systeaatxcaily

;eznterpreted to shov how the spread of owner occupation...vas/

f;n.fact' a° dellbqraté strategy for dzviding the vorkxng class'

(p.-243). The home, it seems, cannot escape subord;nation to the

-~

social relations of capitalism onigin;tiﬁg in the ‘workplace.

Particularly critical of this. structuralist argument has
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"been Damaris Rose (1981). Structuralists err, she affirms,

because their argument is premised upon an artificial separation
between the analysis of how accumulation is maintained and the
analysis of class struggle. The social relations of capital are
seen as dominating workers' lives in and out of the workplace
-~through the privatized and fragmented built environments of
" capitalist cities, Therefore, struggles within the residential
{ ! . i) .
environment -or "sphere of consumption"” are seern as motivated by

concerns only about the residential environment, about issues of

consumption and lifestyle, not about life (p. 5).

The political effects of this separation are taken as
historically unchanging, a "given" backdrop subjugating people's
struggles in residential environments to anuimmu;able "hegemony
of capital,” forcing acquiescence and resignation toward the
\dominapt processes of capitalist society. Desires for home
ovnérship are thus seen as aiding the acceptance of the existing
social order by aistracting attention from or reducing
dissatisfaction with people's working lives. Home ownership thus
becomes a means ~of "practical inbofporatién' of the working
class into thelcapitﬁlist social order, '

- Indeed, simply to viev struggles around social :asﬁec;s,of
reprpductioﬁ as an obfuscation .of the more basic struggle
xbetvegn capital . and labour at the lgve; of production is to
precludelgny analysis gf everyagy<struggles which, kosé_asserts,
_,qre‘ihe !feglklprocesasés of struggle‘vhich determfne; from day
;o day, f?om geek to wéek, from.yéar. to ‘'year, how wvarious

aspects of capitalist so#iety are reproduced, modified, or even
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transformed” (p. 8). It also precludes any sense of "historical

processes of people struggling to change the situations in which

*

they find ﬁhemselvés; for their own purposes (not 'capital's
purposes' )" (p. 9). -

To accept the structu;alist view, then, is to accept the
view that "no progressive changes in the social relations of
everyday living can be made without first of all creating a
Revolution in the sphere of ptoductiég" (p. 10). This leads
right back to "a sterile 'Reform or Revolution' dichotomy"
(ibid.) and makes radical theory into

another 'dismal scienée' wherein aspects of the past are
rewritten in such a way as to make the present 'concrete
conditions' of people's lives seem basically unalterable by any
. means within their grasp"” (p.10). ‘

The structuralist literature is far too determini§?T§ and
as such dées not adequately account for the fact of widespread
home ownership in capitalist societies. What is needed for a
more balanced assesssment of home ownership in capitalist
countries is an approach that will recognize gen%éal constraints
upon action imposeqyby the need-for continued accumulation, but
that will also allow for consciqus struggle as an active agent

of empirical change. It is to the non-structuralist literature

that I now t%rp for such an approach.

You ]

The Nén-Sttucturaliéts: Class Struggle vs. The Needs of Capital

-

In Clark and Ginsburg's article "The Politiéal Economy of

Housing” (1975), the authors criticize structural analysis

——
.
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because it "leaves out -ecf- dccount the role of the working class
in determining both the fact and form of state intervention" (p.
11) in housing. They go on to posit that the prime mover behind
such intervention was not the requiréﬁents of capital, but the
demands of the working class. Thus, any "significant advances in
the position of the working class as consumer of housing have
coincided with other working class political achievements, while
the erosion of these advances have coincided with periods of
working class political weakness" (pp. 11-12). The authors use
the Glasgow munitions workers rent strike of 1915 as an
empirical example 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
éolitically dangerous situation" (p. 14). The structuralist
argument is refuted, they claim, by the fact that, according to
historical conditions, the state can be made to serve various
class interests.

Unfortunately, the authors give no evidence here that
compels one to accept their interpretation of the results of the
1915 rent strike. Indeed, the authors themselv?s note that "the
workers were not alone in their protest, for the munitions
employers also made representations to the government demanding
that rent control be introduced"” (p.13, my emphasis). Why then
should we believe that it vas‘ the political pressure exerted by
the workers, and not that of the employers, that spurred the

s?ﬁf?\ﬁo action? (Indeed, Ball (1978, p.91) arguei/;ﬁhat rent

<//
/f’—/
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control was introduced because it benefitted industrial capital,
as it alloved wvages to be kept low, and not because of any
demands by labour). Or why could it not be both? The authors in
no way demonstrate that shis was not the case, and 1like Ball
others are perfectly justified in’ \positing other
interpretations. Consequently, Clark and“’é&nsburg do not
disprove the structuralist claim that the working class 'wvins'
such reforms only vhen they are consistent with the needs of at.
least some fraction of capital.

A great deal of ambiguity remains in their analysis over
the relationship between working class struggle and the
structural needs of capital. This is only reinforced by the many
neo-structuralist contentions the authors juxtapose to their
basic assertion of the primacy ¢f class struggle. For ‘example,
they explain state action to improve -housing standards a;'the
fesui¥ "of attempts —tp improve the standards of public health,
both to impro§e the qu?lity of the laboﬁr force and to protect
the bourgecisie from clﬁssléss diséasesf (p. 10), as well as of
‘ wvorking class pi;ssure. ‘Similarly, they’ Argue that "It was
vorking class pressure vhich made housing a politicalrmatter and
thereford a state responsibility™ (p. 24) yei they also explain
that "The capitalist Elass as&: whoie has a clear commitment to
owner occupation on ideological grounds, and it was this
ideological commitment vhich..:tas fundaméntal in determining
the emphasis on owner occupation” (p.' 25) of state housing

policy. As a fesult of this commitment and 'a"boibihation of

powerful capitalist econoaic, political, ang ,'idedldgical
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pressures the state has given massive sponsorship to the
owner-6ccupied sector” (p. 25, my emphasis).
Here the demaﬁds' of the working class appear side by side

with the needs of capital, while the rélationship between them

is never explicitly defined. Perhaps labour's demands for

improved public health were successful only because of capital's
simultaneous need for a healthy  workforce? Maybe housing became
a state responsibility only because the capitalist class had a

solid idebtlogical motivation for letting it become so? This is

fiot to say that this was actually the case, but merely to state

that it might have been, and €ven if it was not, we still need
to know how these variables affected each other and influenced
state action.

.For example, perhaps workers' éemands for better housing

initially spQ££ed state housing intervention, as the authors__

suggest, .and was\)ater diverted by (the capitalist class to mean
desire for owner. occupation, a form of tenure ideologically
consistent with private capital? Or perhaps the legislation was

a concession to both labour and a certain fraction of capital,

fepresenting a balance of ‘class forces? Whatever the .

explanation it is a matter for empirical investigation, and
merely to posit (as do the authors in their analysis of the
"Glasgow rent strike) that one variable is more important than

the other with no historical evidence is clearly insufficient.

' Gough: Constraints, Struggle, and the State _
The Clark. and Ginsburg article offers a highly

e
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instrumentalist view of the state, which is seen primarily as an
tool of the capitalist class to further accumulation. This

perspective is determined in advance of any -empirical

verification and is simply assumed as a given backdrop to the

®

struggle between‘;abour and capital. Akin to the structuralists,

it deduces the gauses of state intervention from its subséquenb

effects. Since state action can be shown to be functional for
capital, the state is thus a tool of the capitalist class.
Particularly refreshing in the non-structuralist literature

is the work of Ian Gough, The Political Economy of the Welfare

State (1979). Here he argues that

What distinguishes Marxist theory is not the view that a

particular class dominates the institution of the state (though.

this is the normal state of affairs), but that whoever occupies
these conditions 'is constrained by the 1mperat1ves of the
capital accumulation process. At the same time the separation
and relative autonomy of the state permlts numerous reforms to
be won, and it in no vay acts as the passive tool of one class.

W1th1n these constraints there is room for manouevre, for ~

"competing strategies and policies (pp. 43-44).

This argumépt has a number of implications. The first is
that it .is p0551b1e for the work1ng class to win real material
gains that are'only later and not necessarily transformed in the
interests of capital. If this is the case, then’ state

intervention cannot be explained merely in terms of the prior

needs of capital. Secondly, Gough pogtts the need for continued

accumulation as a8 constraint on, rather than a determinant of,
state policy. "The structural felationship betvd@@f the state and
the economy...cannot explain the origin iné dévelop-ent of any

single act of social policy" (p. 44).°

The requirements of capital are i.pb‘rtan’t, but cannot

A ’
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determine the nature or scale of-any government action. What is

needed for a satisfactory causal analysis is theréfcre"ghorough~
comparative and historical research " into .the origins of.

particular types of social legislation “based upon a theoretical

perspective éhai. recogkizes the constraints imposed by - the

requirements of capitalist profitability"” (Saunders, 1981,"p,

'
]

246) .

ough's focus on constaints does not preclude a

consideration of ‘the working class. as a causal agent bringing

___‘/ . R
abou(;state poli and reforms. . Unlike the - previous authors,
Gough does not merely assume ;hit the state is the tool of the’
) capitaligt class,  but aséerts'thif an examination of th% needs

of capital "is only a starting ,point,'and no singfq instance of

social .policy can be. explained simply in terms of .such a .

rgéuirement" (p. '32). The impgrat{ées:of. ?apigil merely . set
limits on what dthe; groups may aqhi&ve ';hrougb political-
o;ganizdtion. _' - :- t - ' .-. R I
Gough's analysis *tﬂus aliovg him ﬁp-accb@hé fér boﬁh the
rfduirenénts of -capital and —,€QQ tyqligi;;l '.interés;s:.of
nqn—ﬁapitaliit groups in the ﬁorqatigx: of social policy. Where
Gough's analysis is~veak,-hoquer, iiliﬁ,;hé facé that though he
he acknowledges the cpnstthints:igpésed~py cdpffhl' on workers'.

" struggle, "he cannot theorize the limits of these constraints”

: ~ S )
(Saunders, -1981, p. 247). This task is taken up by other .

‘¢

'a?thdrq.

Rose: ker D ;i For Own i ' e re
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In her article 'Toward a'Re*Evaluat1on of*the Politicadl
Significance of Homeownersh;p é% Br:ta1n (1979), Rose develops'"

Gough's synthesis of class struggle and the general requ1rementa,

of cap1tql More spec1f1ca11y, she focuses on how struggle may

occur at an 1ndav1dual level  against - the - perietration of

13

level the hegemony of capital. She angues that 1nstead of tryxng

to place housing | sttuggles‘ into predefxned theoretlcal

' categorles, as ‘do the structurallsts, ’ ) v

We need to ask: what are people strugglzng for (or agaxnst)
wvhen they struggle over’ housing...With respect to homeownership
it seems imperative that our political strategies be informed by
a. deeper understand1ng of vhat people are trying to achieve by

“

gcap1ta11st social relat:ons v1thout challeng1ng at the aggregate"

this way of occupying housxngh as well as an appreciation of the

constraints .on the1r 'choices (p. 72).
As the starting point of her analysis Rose asserts that the
rxse of home ownershxp in Br:tazn in the last centuvy was not

due only to 1ts~1deﬂlogxca1 : econom:c, and polxtical advantages

for cap1ta11sm, but largely to the desxres and struggles xofi

workers themaelves for theif own homes. "In the.late nineteenth

B ceﬁtury:thé—'goal' of homeownership was not strongly prdnqted by.

., the state, nor was it merely 'imposed' on what we may loosely '

call the ' 1abour aristocracy' by 'middle class values'. It was

something they sought and strived to£ themselves vithin certain

ulznitihg cond:txons _or structures of possxble chozces' (p. 72).

To account for th:c desire, Rose argues thlt in this period

changes in the labour process and mechanization -uqre‘

progressively eroding the dist:nctxon between skilled and.

unsk1lled lebout,“ vhich, especially in..periods of economic

o
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declfﬁe, - caused soﬁé ‘-'very ‘real  fears among fotieilj‘

prxveleged' vorkers and somu sectiona of the petty bourgeoisze

of. Iosxng thear jobs and 'sxpk;ng back doqn-xnto the m1re,ot

the...workmng clasa" (p._ 72). As a consequence, thése-workarp

. sought to dr(ferantxate themsolves‘aq "respectable" vorkgrs from .

the “‘mass of casual lahourers. One atratégy ‘for “such
dlfferent1atlon - was :to move t&, ‘respectable homes io
respectable nexghbourhoods, 'wheré prxvacy could be ma1nta1ned
and ona’a'children 'brougpt up away from \the_atxggat1sed slums'
(ibid.). o ‘ ’

-

ot craft votkera aeekzng to resist .the extensxon of the factory

. aystem and unemploynent due to mechanizat1on. In a home one

could set up a vor kshop and reta;n at- 1aast sone neaaura of

indopendence from the ever~expandjng wveb of capitalist aocial'

relations associated vith factory production. ‘Such 1ndependance,

ahe notea,: vas latgaly\xlluaory,~ as these petty ptoducers
"bécame txe&' ‘to larqet fzraa by tontract and had vozk t65 oo

) .schcdulas and under conditiona 1ncraa:1ngiy dotetnincd, diractly

or indirectly, by capitaliat antarpriad' (p. 73)1 Thouqh thay

atill ovnad their own loana ‘of” production, including tha:r
1 uorkplaooa, "the ancreaaxng loaa of | control ovor how they worked
and gvan more iaportant,' ovar " the pmtpoaca for vhieh thoz'

ﬂorkad' really -aant thaaa vorkplacaa wvere little more than what:\f

¢

Marx ‘'had termed "sham prqparty (p. 73). ' \_' -
" Rome goes . . on to argue that vith tho loaa ot control ovot

tha labout ptocaaa in the vbrkplaco, vorkora turuod incraaaingly

4 * -

:Owner occupation was also sought, Rose expla1na, by skilledl"

.
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to thexr homes as havens for life outside the relations of
. capitalist production vhich furthered the separation of honc
and workplace. She also notes that

For many male wage -earners, especially in, jobs not only
‘unsatisfying and - unpleasant but lacking, in strong union
‘organisation, striving for the 'ideal home' as a goal for
themselves and their families, did and stiil does provide a
rationale for and a meaning to their subjugation to exploitive
. work relations (p. 74) )

In a later article - (1981) Rose ooqtends that ve need to
‘examine—empirically: the emergence of desires for homeownership
'oumqg’workersé vhere, by vhom, and in . what situations it was:
tooghf,ﬁas vell as the material difference it could make in-
" people's lives., After examihiﬁg owner occupation in a number of
_Britirh conmunities; she-conoludes that 'stroﬁg pressprés from

B 'belov!‘£or.honéounqrship' vere generéllf found in' "places and

situations still undergoing proéosses~ot tranaition 1nto...the

‘classic' form of the capitalist mode of production, - among
:"poople "not yet fully separated from control over their means of
prbduction and or nubaistonce,:vhxle.hone and. workplaco ver. not
) yot ontirely sepnrate spheres" (p. 1) .. T

' Roae faund that the most 1nportant factorr intluoncinq thc
provnlonco of hone ovnorship were: 1) accou to !ruhold 1and or

.long-loaiahold title, '2) availability Qf lortgngc tinnnco, ahd'

" 3) the number of .wage oarncr: in. a fauily. ‘These condit:ons;

‘fbtll of production. Hcro aorc opportunities cxistod for, voqnn
- qnq childrcn to bc e-pioyod 'i' 'honeworking or, tactorics,

thircby incrotsing cnnhinod houtohold incono and.nbdlity to_~ :

-

4
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) “occurred. -oltiy in: -a) -lnutacturing areas with tranlition )



'.1nvolved‘the acquisition of small plots of:}aqd (1bxd.)‘

5

. sustain mortgage payments, even wzth lov wage rates, and b) more
temote mining 613tr1cte with no exzstxng stock of epeculative ‘

'houamg. Here, vithout the provision ‘of company housing wvorkers

had to be able to prov1de it for themselves, vhzch also usually

"In these transitional situations, workers-retained some

' . control over the means of subsisténce or production fhrough-

_their residential environments. .In this sense, struggles in the

home and for home owﬁership .pre“se‘nt,ed alch‘ellenge to increasing
presspreq for 'thehremodelling of the home as a separate "sphere
of consumptmn, ofiented \towa»rd‘ ‘suppo'rti‘ng the' capit‘eliét

productxon process. People clearly used control over theu‘ homes

to’achxeve greater control over the_:r whole way  of" \11fe,

'includmg hov they “made their lzvxng. ‘ ; T ;

13

Wha_t 18 partn:ularly valuable in Rose's w.o::kwer_e its "‘

empirical hutoric:al nndmge vhich show . t;hat itl'vi-s” not"
‘~"\_'ir,:ev3teble- _or 'rpatu;al" for struggles in ana atound the hose
to ‘b'e directed only toward consumptmn issues" or "1-1£esty1es'

..e?nd theretore not " to challenge capzteh:t social reletions.‘

}Indeed, she concludel that although these struggles did " not-

contlict vith cap1talin at the aggregate level they vere also

" not lupportxve of. capltelzsn, either m tems of any "functionel
- logic” or int terls of uot:vations. ‘

" 'Rose. uy be crit:cized for overlookmg sone very bamc veys -
- in vluch workers‘ chOICCl mqht have been £eshioned by capital n( -
| _.ror eu-plo, oho contends that the¢ desires ;mng ekilled vorheu '

- tor the differentietion pouihle through "relpecuhle ho-ei nnd

;3
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reiéhboprhgod‘s -led. ‘\theu'c to choose the single family,’
owner-occupied form of héusing tenure.. However, she neglects ‘to
nentlon vho defmed what was 'respectaﬁie,' and vhose . valu,es.
- were implxcxtz in the very concept of "respectab111ty itself. In.
'spxte of this, . Rose's works st111 represent a valuable,
.theoretmally 1n£ormed and hxstoncally grounded understandmg
fof the relatxonshxp between mdwxdual aspn‘atzons, strugglesA

_around‘fornis of housmg tenure,zﬁ’ and the dommmt processes of

capxtelut socxety .

. Saunders: Donestic P__gerty & Socul Clau

Particularly mr.erestmg 'in the' non—structural;st

I

. 'literature'is the thens " of Peter saunGErs, expounded “in his

book Urban Politxcs:‘ Sociologxc:l z;planetmn (1979), and. in-

an earl:.er erhcle "Domestzc Property “and SOciaI Class' (197&.#77-
Saunders argues that home ovner:hip “provxdes access to a highly
sxgnxhcant aecmulatxve “form of property - ovneuh:p vh:ch

\generates spec1£ic econonxc intetests vhich differ both “from -

' -those of the owners of cupital end fron thoue ‘of non-owners

' (1978, p. 234)..In other vords,_ Saundera is tejecting ®both the

~conservative arqu-ent " that the xpread of o\mer occupatxo_n

'?,_ccmstxtutes a d;ffunon . of prbperty rights, and ;he. redical
argmnt that 1t hu resulted in a rtrenétheni'ng'of 'false
- cbnaciomneu uong ‘the’ proletariat' (ibld.)a Inttnd, Saunders
.‘contendc that ' "do-estic property o\merthip is the buit for - the
o _forution of a dirtinct politicel torce' (_g_d_ ), or. a distinct

'aocil} clau. S o 3

f



> a

53 o \ N

Refetr;ng ‘to the vorks of Engels to support hzs argument

) Saunders oxplazns that in Engels' ‘vxev,_house ovnersh;p.had the

1ggtentxal to constxtute a form of capital; "Capital is the

conmand over "the ungg1d labour of 'others. The .little house of

. the: vorker can thereiore become cap;tal only if he rents it to a

th1rd peraon and apptoprlates part ‘of the lanur product of this

person in the form of rent" (quoted in Saunders, 1979, p. 78).

_ Cieafly, to Bngéls home ovne:ship does'nct"\ttahsform\a wage -

labourer into a vcap1talxst Yet,. in a rebuttal to .Bmil Sax and

_his 'bourgeoxs approach to the housxng problem, Engels went on

~ 'to say "The vorket vho owns a little house to the_value of a

thous&nd talers,' js; true enough, no longer a proletqr&an,‘but
it | takes Herr Sax . to call him a chpitaiist'\ (ibid:,' his

- e-phalls). As Saundera notes, thzs seems to imply that 'although
}house ovnershxp docs not constitute ownershxp of capxtal, it is

ncvcrtheless sufflcxent to d1fferent1ate the class posxt:on of"
the vorker who owns his ‘own houae from that of the worker who

doel not” (ibid. ). ‘ -

Saunders argues that thxs.clals dzfterentiatxon of home

| owning and . non-ho-e ovnxng vo:kers is baled ‘on. the fact that -

" owner occupntion ptovidc: ovnerl with a signifzcant potent:ql

for iccﬁaulat:on not avaxlable to non-ovnérs. He-identifies iour

reasons vhy this has. been the case in Bfitaiﬂ; vhich"in

;\condonbcd fora crez "a) house prlccs have 1ncrmpled for nost of

this century at a faster pnce than the gcnotal rate of 1n£1at10n'

_and thus home o-nerchip has offercd roturnl grcttor than those

“from most ~other tor-s of involtunnt, bg?thc -ortqugp tate has .

~
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.consisfeptly Sggp f;r lower than the ;nfl&tidn rate, meaning
_that homp'ﬁuyets have been able to borrow money. at substantially
reduced rates of ingétest,»c) home owners can increase the value
bf’-their homes by expending their own labour powef on
iﬁprovpmqnts,‘laﬁ option not open to tenants, and d) house
pufcpasefé have profited from many djfferent kinds of government
subéidie;.'Thodgh this is also true [of tenants, especially those
in public housing, "the situation is\not analagous...because the
~aliqﬁanées made to owner occupiers constitute subsidies on both
the use value and future exchange value of their dwellings”
(1979, p. 92).

Having established that home owners have access to reai

capital accumulation through their homes that tenants do not,

Saunders notes that they cannot be- céngidergd in the same class

-situation as the latter. Yet as Engels argued earlier, neither

can they be considered capitalisﬁa. Saunders concludes therefore

that domestic property ownership is the basis for a third social
‘class, the middle class, that is neither proletarian or
bqurééoisie. This is a significant assertion, since it is
somevhat at odds with the orthodox Marxist contention that

. social classes are formed solely "according to their relation to

" the production and acquisition of éoods' (1979, p. 74). His

. 'nidéle' class” here is defined by its relation to the
consumption of a good, namely housing.

ot ‘S;unders attempts ° to bridge the gap between his own and
.céﬁvantionall Marxist  analysis of «class’ by drawing upon
_ Carchedi’'s .(1975) analysic of the concept of the middle class in

'
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. capitalism. Carchedi argues that traditionally the function of
' capital has been the control and surveillance of the workforce
as well as the organization (management) of production for
profit, while the traditional role of labour has been to produce
commodities in exchange for a vage., Modern capitalist
production, however, involves such a complex division of labour
that some sections of the working class now perform "the global
functions of capital™ (i.e., the management function, p.51) even
though they do not own the means; of production. It follows that

three classes can be theorjzed in the conditions of an
advanced capitalist mode of production: a class of capitalists
wvhich carries out the functions of control and repression in the
workplace, a class of proletarians which carries out the
functions of production of commodities, and .a middle class which
does both, part of its time being devoted to production, and
part to control (Saunders, 1979, p. 99).

Carchedi employé this arqument to explain differentials in
income between the latter two classes. While workers receive
vages reflecting only the value of their 1labour power, the
middle class is paid out of .both wages (since it performs the
functions of labour) and revenue (as ‘they also perfprm the
functions of capital). They thus have access to revenue not

available to most 'proletarians. However, Carchedi also noted

that the teridency in capitalism is "to reduce skilled labour to

average labour," leadihg to "a process of proletarianization of

the new middle class in which its contributions to the global
functions of capital, and hence its claim to revenue, are

gradually eroded™ (ibid.).

PFrom this Saunders. argues that home ownership is one

e

strategy used by the nev middle class to -aintqiﬁ its priveleged

1

¢
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position. (note the similarity to Rose's argument about how
skilled 19th century workers did the same). Inasmuch as home
ownership constitutes a real source of accumulation over and
above wage payments, it mainth}ns middle class access to revenue
despite this "process of prol\tarianization." One consequence
of this 1is that the middle clhss Qill have its own distinct
political interests, and can forml alliances with either capital
(e.g., in the exclusion of certain classes or ethnic groups from
specific districts to keep up property values) or labour (e.q.,
to resist private or public development pians in an area).
Saunders contends that when owner occupiers mobilize over such
issues they are not displaying "false consciousness,"” as some
Marxists contend, since fhey have a real material interest in
maintaining property values, as their homes constitute a
significant source of accumulation for them.

Saunders' analysis 1is a Qalﬁable contribution to the
non-structuralist literature with important implications for
Marxist theory. Partiéularly notewoéxhy is his refusation of the
assumption of conventional Marxist analysis that political
" struggles even around issues of consumption (like housing) must

\
relate to class divisions at the levef of production. 1t does,
however, have three main. weaknesses. |

The first is that his argument 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 a
significant means of capital accumulation. Are insurance
policies also the basis for a distinct social class? Do
property owners and i1nsurance policy holders belong to the same
class?

The second weakness , according to Edel (1982), 1s his
interpretation of Engels to say that home ownership did give
workers a chance to accumulate wvealth and therefore could act as
the basis for an independent property class. Engels did write,
as Saunders quotes him, that "The worker wvho owns a little
house...1s, true enough, no longer a proletarian.” But Edel

insists that this statement need not 1mply that it 1s the house

which makes the worker "no longer a proletarian.” If owned '

outright such a house "is one that must be bought after
considerable accumulation by the worker. Ownership of 1larger
houses may demarcate better off status of a 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 ownership. This interpretation seems
especially valid 1in light of the quotations from Engels about
owner occupation cited at the beginning of this chapter.

The third and most important. weakness is that_ Saunders'
view of home ownership as a vehicle for capital aé#umulation

rests on a set of specific historical conditions; for &xample, a

higher inflation than mortgage rate, negative real rates of

14
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interest on mortgage loans, government tax subsid@es for

mortgage payments and home improve nts, -etc. Even if these

currently show no sign of changind} the point 18 it is- possible

these conditions could easily change.(e.g; the interest %ate
could drop suddenly, government subsidies ~ could 5e éﬁ& off,
etc.). Squ change could destrgy the potential of home ownefship
for capltai accumulation, and thus Saunders' argument as well.
This fortes even Saunders himself to admit that in the final

analysis his argument is essentially "empirical and descriptive,

dependent upon the existence of specific conditions which are

external to the analysis i1tself” (1979, p.98).

This still does not negate the value of Saunders' work. As
Rose has pointed out, what Marxist analysis of home ownership
needs to do is to examine empirically the emergence of home
ownérship in various places at various times, to determine
where, by whom, and in what situations it was sought, as well as
the constraints on achieving it. To diSregard Saunders’' work
because it is predicated on certain historical cohditions is to
disregard the study of history itself. Specific historical
examples are the foundation of empirical knowledge, and
empirical knowledge is the anchor of theoretical understanding.

What emerges from the preceding discussion is the need for
an understanding of the pol}tical implications of home ownership
to be founded upon a historicaily grounded, empirically informed
body of theory. This papér is one contribution toward
constructing the empirical base for such a theory. The following

chapters shall examine historically trends, geographical

‘
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differegfihtion, and social difgerentiation in raegs'of home
ovnership ;n late 19th-century Montreal, a city just beginﬁing'
to see the dawn of its industrisl age.’ ( -

Before undertaking sych an analysis, it is important to
reviev the type of data being employed as the basis of the
study. / Obviously, on}y a good understanding of ~“the
possibilities and ﬁractical limitatioﬁs inherent 1in the data
will permit sound conclusiong‘tg be drawn from the research. It

is to this type of examination of the source material that we

now turn in Chapter Two.

Y
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Chapter Two: Methodological Considerations

¢ /

-

The Tax Assessment Roll As A Data Source

This chapter wfll review the source material employed as
the basis for the analysis of home ownership in thh-century“///
Montreal. It will focus on such limitations in the data as the
non-correspondence of occupational titles, underrepresentation
of the working class, problems’ of language, problems of
determining positionsﬁ in_ the relations of production from
historical data, and the argitrary pober of indivjdual
enumerators to -modify results. The sample of occupations I have
constructed to measure the relationship between hpmé‘owneréhip
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 ¢ccupational and household

information, the main data source for, this stpdy is the City of
Montreal tax assessment rolls, which hahve been prepared annually
since 1847. The tax rolls are particul rly well suited for the

purposes of this analysis, as the “1ist the name, address,
occupation, and annual rent o qw y hqusehold head in the city,
along with the owner of each property. They afe also adequate
both for an analysis of tﬁéi;gtal population of the city and for
research- on the basis of ;;;ious samples. This is important
because, as indicated in the introduction, the section: of
Chapter Three degling with é;e spatial dist;ibution of home

ovnership looks at all household heads in the city, but samples

o
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are used in the discussions of the relationship between house

ownership and social class, rental values, _post=fire

redevelopment, new development, and in 'éhipfér'rour of duplex

ownership.

To produce ~ the assessment rolls, the city employed

enimerators who, usually in the\garly or:miﬂ‘ summer pf .each
year, went from,dcor to doo; and interviewed.fhé head of . ‘the
family:~ﬁdnna.and Olson (1983) h#ve used the tax rolls 15 tﬁeir
work on 19th-century Montreal, and as they have noted, "Ces

donées sont trés complétes...Pour ‘deux pourcent seulement des

iogeﬁents a Montﬁeql en 188l...1a valeur de loyer n'est pas

indiguée' (pp. 6 & 23). Purthermore, they found’that only in a

"petit nombre de cas" was the occupation of the household head_

missing (ibid.). Where add%esses or occupations are incomplete I
have supplemented the tax roll data with information -from the
city directory, which was printed annually sinfe 1819.

- \

The data collected by the assessors was used by the city to

'compile both the property and water tax rolls. This is vhy'thg

rolls list both owners and tenants; whereas 6n1y‘owngrs paid the

property /tax, Montreal was one of the -few cities in North -

America where individual téhhnt househtld heads wvere assessed to

- pay the water tax. The taxation of tenants based on a logic of

supplying wate} to all heuseholds was the rationale for the °

careful enumeration rog\all hoﬁSeholda,,ind also explains why

. Montreal is one of few cities on the continent to have a list of

- - <]

both ownérs and tenants available annually.

- S -~ ° ‘-‘
‘Particularly important is the way the rent values in the

. ) " .
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rolls were established for.- both ° tenants and owners. The

_ enumerators asked each household head the amount they paid in

rent, ;:EMNﬁy\ﬁgqqa' and . Olson explain,  "1'ajustait s'il le
‘trouvait exorbi ént ou modique_gelon le marché du loégnénp qu'il

connassait fort bien "(p. 6). For houses inhabited by owner

oc;ﬁpie;a, the enumerators merely estimated the rental value on’

the basis of the space occupied. . This meant that the

13

enumerators had _d tremendous amount of arbitrary power -in the

detg;niﬁatibnyof the assessment. Where enumerators were more

conscientious and had a good knowledge of the local real esthté\

markét (as Hanma & Olson suggest), this is not a serious problem’

for historical research, . but where enumerators vwere less

knowledgeable or less diligent, whatever arbitrary figures they

chose to invent may seriously prejudice our results.

Unfortunately, examples of this abound. On one strgtéh of

ﬂagadchetiere §t. in 1872, the rental valu& of several single

familx houses was given at $240 hnnuall{. each. The very next
year, in 1873, those same houses vére'evaluated Wby a diff;rent
enumerator at $200 annually each, a 16.7%_ d{fferencg. In 187?,
yet 'a different enumerator put their ' rental vsiu§ once again at
$240 each, a figure which re-ai%;d undhangcd for several years.
That a3 real $40 drop in value of_-the_bpildings occurred in a
siﬁgle*yegr seems doubtful, a more probable cau;e fof_the suddgn
_ decline peing the particular judéeﬁent of the 1874 enumerator.

Here I have deliberately used an extrene'-exanple to

illustt;te my point. Portunately, the great majority of

questionable evaluations ‘I have discovered are of

a  less
L.



gpecticular natu:g, 'involvipg a«change' of bnly a: £g!‘ddl}arsw_
for example, betveen an appraisal of $60 one year and $64 the
" next.- Such chanées are generally “not” significiné enolgh to
change a hopgehold;q gositibn in the rent élass typp;ogfj
constructed by Hanna and plion;‘whichul shqli be‘hsing in my. oyh
‘discussion of home ovderéhip'gnd :rpnt‘in Cﬁapéér Three. Thqi
variations in-appraisal'also seem to have a rihd&ﬁ‘qﬁality; They .
shogld thereforé not 1nf1uence too greatly the. results of my .
analysis (although some evidence suggeqts assessors may ‘have
displaygd a cetain len;encg in the gvaluat1on of clergy, blxnd
men, aﬁd “viaovs, as well as a tendeqcf io undgravaluate -thg\f
largest of property holdinés). _ . . L 1 \
Another probleﬁ we mﬁst face irn the work of- the nunicipaly
enumerators is the laqguaée barrier. Some . of the ‘enuhgratdts i
(and there is no way of Féliing_hpv nhny5 could not ;§§§k boﬁh
Bnglish‘ahd Prench (or at least couid’ndt éﬁeak.thgm vell). The
result is ihat many names that appear .in the tax roils are
either slightly or grossly misspelled, or altogether wrong. Por‘.
example, the reallnage.of‘one Olivieq Charb&nneaq listed in the
lﬁolf: wvas 6nesﬁne Charbonneau,. (many aihtak;s iéyolve'paﬁea‘thaﬁ
"-‘are incorr;ct Sut begin vithv the corrcc? .initiql).-ldQ;td
: Chinter& ‘was 'really‘ Edward Char;er;,' etc. _Sﬁch  problems
characterize virtually all tecotd--;tching efforts. o ‘
' This 2type' of error may have allo -arisen  in qhel/_
transcription of tho tax roll. Thesc rocords vere hand vrittcn,' i
and availaBle..in city Hall in bound lndgers. Unfortnnatcly, thc
"handwriting was not algnys easily legible and in a su,ll_nu-b.r_'

4 ~ - . . B . .
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of cases ! could: not dxlcern vith certainty 'hlt _vas vrztten.,

This 13 perticulerly relevant to the anelysxs 1n Chapter Four,

‘where I must . use the names of property - owners lzsbed in the
rolls to find their occupatrohs and edresees in the dzrectorzes.,
Th:s vas. not a very. grave problem, however, as out of the sanpie:'

‘ ot 362 ovners picked from the tax rollb I. was only uneble to ‘

f:nd 30, or ‘less than 9%, in the’directorxes.

Also due~to the language probleﬁ; errore‘may hare been maoe”.

in 'the listing 'of people 8 occupet1ons because .the enuneretorh

\mlsunderstood or mis- transleted what they vere. told I consider’
thxs F fe1r;y,majorlprob1em for' the discussion of home‘ownerohip '
. and social class in the thzrd <chapter. In. oroso~re£erenoing
occupet1onal titles found in thé tax rolls with thote<found in:'
the d1rector1es ﬁor the same 1nd1v1duals, I found thet'in:only"

: 60% of cases were occugatlons 1dent;cal Of the remaining 40%

many were listed as being. in szmrlar occupet1ons (i.e., e

carpenter llsted as’ Joxner), wh11e others vere sald to be in

: distxnct yet releted occupatzons (e g., :carpenter listed as a
bui lder, uhich 1n the analys;s in- Chepter Three would put him. in.
a dszerent social class) Still others were 11sted as being 1n )
—totally d1£ferent occupations (‘79" e labourer appearzng as &

carter)

- This non—correspondence in occupet1onel titree'between the

‘ tax assessment and the directory is not only due to the 1enguage‘

prohlem.. There " was also the~problen of job equzvalency. For

~exa-ple, _esk: a geogrephy profeesor,todey vhat his or ‘her

- peccupation is, and s/ he i-g eey'ﬂ'proteeior.' i;k egain'

[
g
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tomorrow, and s/ he may anavcr 'bcacher or’ geogéiphdrt’ de_

.three are not 1d¢ntical but 1n a ccttaxn sense they . are’

equzv;lent as he may use all three to’ denote the same’ job

ANy hxstorxcal analysis of 19th century occupaticnal data,

cannot avoid this ptoblem of job c¢u1valency.. Indeod 1t vould
seem people often used teo dzstxnct yet equivalent terms to

describe the same ]ob at 'twd ’ d:fferent t1mes. In a re-interview

Y A

study the U. S Bureau of th&Fyisus d1scovered that “people nge f‘

~themse1ves d1f£erent occupatxcnal titles 1n 17 to 22 per cent of
the cases '(quoted 1n Katz, 1972, 70). Katz found that a
large proportlon of occupatzonal txtles differed betveen the
‘Haﬂ!lton census - of 1851 and the cxty assessment  of 1852, which

- was conducted only three months later (1bxd )“-;"The problen,

. Katz nctgs, "was 1ntenpretxng those (changed) titles; in which™
case éid ié ‘éign1fy a change of job, and in wh1ch cqse vql 1t
merely a use of an equzvalent title?" (1bid ) »

Katz found that agteement of occupgtxonal title bctvocn the

. assessment ' and the census ‘varied. with clasa . posi;xon.

Ocpﬁpiiiohhl ‘agreement was bighest (above 70%) at ‘;hc “two’

extrehea Ef the claps/ spectrum; among ’those occupations:

.. requiring a hxgh degree of skill (profq:sional or annunlf and

among those requirxng 11tt1e or no~fsk111 at all. "At the bottcl

level "as at the top, a man knew what . hé'w;p"l(1976, p;.jl).,’

Greator confusion of occupational titlen, 'he found, occurrtd in
occnpatxong requ:r:ng moderatc anounts of - skzll or trainxng, and

‘aMORG . cpnnerczal occupations at the ,lcvel of proprictor or

' ¢mployee.. . : . v . ' ."4

~
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Another reaaon for the dzsagree-ent 3!~occupationa1 titlea

. was’ the occupatxonal fluxd;ty typical of the 19th century.

People shxfted out " of one occupatxon and 'into another very"

trequently. G1v1ng the example of a man listed as a carpenter in

the census and & labourer ‘in the aaaeaament Katz explazns f

The man might have-done unsk111ed vork on a cohatructlon

site and, oni one occasion, dxgnxfxeé'hzs labour . with the title . -

carpenter. It is very probable that on .¢ne occasion, say at the

‘time the census was taken, he was vorkxng as a carpenter but

either the job finished or he was put out of work, and in either
event was reduced to general 1abour1ng (ibid.). _

Obw;oualy, all of the above points ,Cerxouslx " limit any

discussion of home ownership and soc

‘occupetion, and’ should be kept in mind when reading Chapter

Three.~

Both of my main sources of 1nforuation,,the tax rolls and

E

,directcrzea, underepulerateg the lower claaaea,! eapicially

transients and labourers. In' his study of 19th- century

Neiburyport, Thernstrom noted -that.45% of labourzng famiIiea

'11ated in the federal _census of 1850 do not appear in the c1ty
director:es of 1849 and 1851 (1968, p. 31). ‘This' is due in part
to the great transiency that characterxzed the working class in '

80 aeny 19th\century~citiea. In his work on Hamilton Katz»hai

identifled translency ‘along with Lnequalxty as - one of the "two

1

great themes" of, the 19th century city (1975,‘p.\228)., Thus he

notes that in the decade from 1851 to 1861, 'tranaieuta made up
from 60 to 67% of the city's populatlon Gp. 231) vhile in his

~ study o; 19th centurg Boaton Knights found that the annual'

popul.tion:turnqver in the c§t1 vas cOpe}atentLy ‘betuequzg%te

, .
Lol - N -
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40%. According to Kmights, "this means that one half of Boston's
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populatioh\"wouia : h;ve‘ dxsappeqrad and been replaced

every one to two .years" (p. 264, . my emph331sf In a later study

of latﬁ century - Beston Thernstrom found that the highest rates
of traﬁsiéncy occurred among the. working class, cdnciuding that
it was "the uppér and ’middlé classes" who’"pr9vided continiuity
in the coﬁmunfty" (1973, p.- 39). |

) 4
- Along with this great migration of workers in and out of

'_the\city we know that there was a great deal of working class

mobility within the city. This has been especially well:

‘documented in  Montteal, where moves were frequent due to

inability to pay the rent, frequent changes of workplace, and

the, hope of finding a better lodginé. Thus Choko notes that

‘moves "a la cloché de bois" (that is, donejrapidly, generally at

1

night and leaving no traces or forwarding addresses) were coﬁﬁon
in this period, as this.song published in Le Canard (a Montreal
Libérta;ian magazine) of May 10, 1884 shows:

"Quand on ménage sur un loyer, L

On démenage sans payer.

A tout le monde .on peut devoir,

La piéce ronde sans s'émouvoir™ (quoted in Choko, p. 35).

Thus, the ‘edxtor of a.traqe union journal could write in
1887 about "cette habitude d'un déménagemené annuel et souvent

bxannuel” -among workers (quoted in Dénonville, p. 117).

/ Simxlarly, in his 1856 study of a work1ng class district in .west

end Montreal, WAmes found that 6ut of the 436 poor famalxes he

examined,’scﬁe 46 families, or 10. 5% of the total, had moved

-v:th1n two months of the ltudy 8- conpleiion, usually because

*
3
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‘ﬁhey'could not afford to pay the rent (p."36). He concluded from
this that every month 5% of the poor families in his study area
figﬁed‘heing slapped Qith a writ of seizure.

"My own research in Montreal ~confirms Ames's fipdiqgs.
Baséd on a sample of seven street segments of varying median
rent -categories in 1880 and 1881 (with.a totai of about 200
households each fear. These are the same streets used in the
annuaf analysis'of home @wnerghip in Chapter Three)' 1 calculated
an annual turnover rate of 53.6%. In other words, over half of
those households 1living on the sample street segments ‘in 1880
were no longer there 'in 1881. The éreat hajority of them simply'
" moved to another location in Montreal; they did not leave the
city. T;ansiency in 19th-“century Montreal therefore seems to
have been more intt;;urban than ‘inter-urban in 'nntute, unlike'
the situation in both Hamilton and Boston.

Transiency, hovev;r, is not the only reason much of the
yorkiﬁg class’aoes not appear in thex data. A good deal of the
underrepresentation of this class vas also due‘tp the fact that
lmany enumerators wvere not very diligent in éheir‘enumerption of.
iotkingvclass aieas.'Perhapa‘soue vere a b{t loatheé to enter the
teeming- heart of the »vorking class éist;icts,»the alleys and
reaf courts witﬁ their thregténing—povefty and filth (for a good
contemporary desgription of a gorkiné class arg;, Qee Ames,
1896). - ] N

Some enumerators may havg only put down  guesses of the
names and:,occupations,of people ‘in various buildings based on .

their familiarity with the area or on diséussiohs vith others.

-
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Others never bothered to enumerate workiﬁg class household heads
vho ;ere employed as 1live-in servants of the rich. Most
completely ignored boarders.

That various enumerators systematically ignored a large
number of working class tenants is Elear. For example, from 1874
to 1876 the ﬁunicipal evaluation shows only one person to be
resident at 49 Hermine St., a painter by the name of Alfred
Lewington. The directory, \Y;; contrast, lists five other
(seemingly unrelated) people as living there in each of these
years. In 1874 they included a labourer, a shoemaker, a

painter, and two brassfinishers (note the solidly working class

occupations of these individuals). As another exqpple, in 1864

and 1865, the assessment rolls showed two household heads living
at 148 McTavish St., the mansion of shipping.magnate Sir Hugh
Allan, Qlcng with Mr, Allan himself. They 1 gardenert
and a coachngn, yﬁo in all likelihood were Mf. Alla;?é live-in
servants. Although the directories list servants living at that
address for most years thereafter, in no other year after 1865
do ve find evidence in the tax rolls of'qnybody living there
besides Mr. Ailan. -

In fairness, the underenumeration of wo}k§n§ class tepants
vas not completely the result of sloppy work on the part of thﬁ~
assessors, but is also related to the nature and object of the
asigssneni rolls. The tax rolls were never meant to be a second
.census; agsessors were lpokinélonly for the heads of households

who were to be tixed, and not necessarily for all hogysehold

heads. The rolls ﬁay pherefére omit data valuable for our
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purposes, but this was not all the result of shoddy work by the
enumerators. It was simply not their job to collect rigourously
the namgg of all household heads. For example, in the case of
boarding houses and hotels, the assessors did not record all
boarders or occupants, but just the owner, as only the owner
paid the tax. Similarly, 1in the case of the Allan mansion
mentioned above, perhaps the live-in servants were omitted
because it was not they but Mr. Allan who paid the water and
property taxes.

In any event, these types of errors can seriousl§ skew
one's findings with respect to levels of home ownership. Owners
are almost never omitted, as they were the ones ffom whom the
city was interested in collecting property tax, but
underrepresentation of working class tenants will tend to
inflate home ownership figures and introduce a bias into the
results. As a general rule, even if households appear 1in the
directories that do not show up in the tax rolls, I do not
include them in my analysis, as the directories do not contain
any information about rental valqu or property owners.

Moreover, the directories themselves are often spotty
evidence on vwhich to base research. One year they will 1list
several people at an address, the next three years they will
not, and then four years later some of the same people show up
there again. Unfortunately, from this one cannot tell whether
these individuals were always there and just hot enumerated or
whether they left and subsequently moved back.

Because of these problems, . the results in Chapter Three

il
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tend to overest imate levels of home ownership among the working
class. In the.annual analysis of owner occupation, I have tried
to compensate somewhat for the effects of apparent, year-to-year
fluctuations 1n the numbers of tenants on the sample street
segments by calculating three year moving averages of home
ownership. Nevertheless, the underenumeration of the working
class remains a serious problem.

This 18 not the only reason ! have to believe that my
findings tend to overstate levels of home ownership. In her
study of St. Roch, a suburb of Quebec City, from 1750 to 1880,
Dechene found many people sharing a house with an ovner (e.g;
friends, pensioners) who did not show up on the assessment rolls
(p. 576). This means that the ratio of owners to non-owners 1in
the rolls is probably too high.

St. Roch was distinctly pre-industrial 1n nature, so these
findings might not reflect conditions i1n the emerging industrial
centre that was late 19th century Montreal. More suggestive is
Piva's analysis of the housing market in early 20th-century
Toronto. Piva concludes that the home ownership level was 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 dwellings that deliberately
avoided the worst area of town were occupied by over one family;
;nother survey. ..found that of 13,000 houses inspected by city
health officials, 8000 were described as 'overcrowded'" (p. 130)

Most of this "doubling up" occurred among working class families

o
o
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with only one wage earner.

Although “"doubling up" does not seem to have been as
prevalent here as in Toronto, 1t was certainly not uncommon, and
may partly explain why some households were missyng from the tax
rolls. Based on data from the 1901 census, Choko has calculated
that Jjust over 10% of families 1n Montreal shared their
dwellings with one or two or sometimes three other families
(p.23). By 1901 Montreal had experienced a large international
immigration and wvas at the beginning of what Copp (1977) has
termed a housing crisis. Still, the phenomenon was bad enough in
the 1880's to inspire one journalist to write:

11 n'est pas rare de trouver a ﬁontreal de petites maisons
ou se logent trois ou guatre familles. Il y a dans les fohds 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 levels of owner occupation I 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 tlass,
especially class as defined in a Marxian sense, is that it is
often impossible from the information in the tax roll alone to
establish the class position of a given occupation,
Unfortunately, an occupational title by itself says little about
an individual's position in the relations of production. Hanna
and Olson 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

o
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h#nself, perhaps employing a few apprentices or journeymen, or
if he was a labourer merely feeding leather into a machine at a

/
shoe factory. 1In the first case he would be considered a petty

capitalist, as he owned his own means of production and eibloyed
the labour power of others. 1In the second case he was a
proletarian, as he did not own the means of production and sold
his labour power for a wvage.

Although the shoe factory owner would usually be listed in
the rolls as a 'manufacturer,; confusion etill remains over
whether "shoemaker” referred to an artisanal proddcer or a
factory worker. Levine makes the same point in his study 6f home
ovnership in Kingston, ©Ontario. "Because of the limitations of
the assessment rolls...wéﬁhave no way of knowing what proportion
of the skilled or semi-skilled workers were independent artisans
and what proportion worked for an employer. Nor is it possibl;
to distinguish family businesses, which might be understood as
petty commodity producers, from small capjtalists..."(p.282).
The same difficulties exist for occupational data in the
directories. "

I have tried to circumvent this problem by supplementing
the occupational data 'found 1in the directories and tax rolls
with other information. Based on a reading of several economic
histories of Montreal and Quebec, I have attempted to acquire a
basic knowledge of ‘what was happening to various trades and
occupations in late 19th-century Montreal, in terms of the pace

of industrialization, mechanization, and deskilling that was

occurring, the scale of production, and wage levels. From this I

Ly
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hope to gain a better picture of the changing class position of
various occupations. I shall say more about the class positign.
of specific occupations later in the chapter.

In addition to class, sthnicity too is difficult to
determine from the assessment rGils alone. From the names of
indiv;duals in the rolls one can generally distinguish between
English and French speaking household heads, but to assign a
specific nationality to names that are both non-anglophone and
non-francophone is much more difficult. Moreover, among the
anglophone group it is often impossible to- distinguish Irish
names from the rest. As several studies have-compented on the
relatively disadvantaged class position the Irish occupied with
respect to the anglo-saxon population, this would make a general
comparison of géme ownership between the Prench and English
groups meaningless. The large number of Irish hidden 'in the
English total would depress the owner oécupancy fig?re oflthis
group. Furthermore, in a small number of cases names are of
mixed anglophone-francophone origin. For example, should a name
like Claude Ryan be included . in the anglophone or francophone
group? ) _

For these reasons 1 do not feel that the tax roll or
directory data are adeguate for. a discussion of the relationship
between home ownership and ethnicity in Montreal, and ethnicity
is mentioned here'only in the seétion of Chabter Four dealing
with the participation of French Canadians in the Montreal

property market. In that section I merely distinguish between

fréﬁcophones as a éroup and anglophones as a group (including
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the irish) in my sample of property ovners(ﬁxs this sample does
not include any mixed Prench and English names, it is possible
to make the general English- ?rench dxstxnct1on there.

Finally, although the federal censuses of 1861 and 1881 are
the source of some of the occupational data, 1 have not made
extensive use of the census material. This is hecause.the census
does noF have much information about home ovnership, and because
Sayvell noges that although ‘the Canadian census provides a
decennial ° record of housing stock since 1871, the manner in
vhich the data was collected "changes from census to census in
such a vay as to nhké the information unreliable. Until 1941 the
basic problem lies in the definition (of a dwelling) used, ard a
justifiable uncertainty (exists) as to how the def%nitions were
actdally applied by thousands of enumerators” (p. 5).

The censusd defined a house or a dwelling as a Suilding.
Whatever the number of units inside, a building was to be
counted as one ilf there was - only one entrance.orf;axn entraqée,
"but if there are two front or principal s doors leading into
separate parts, the structure will be coun;ed,as \tho houses"”
(quoted in Saywell, p. 5). Yet Saywell explains that "there s .
some doubt whether this reasonably straightforward'inétructioh
wvas followed" (ibid.). The introduction to thé i931 census
observed that some enumerators were 6bvfously counting eacﬁ
apatrtment unit as a dwelling, and reminded them only to count
aparfment buildings as one, but to mark "apartment™ or "flat"
beside them if they contained more than one dwelllng

The precise extent to which enumerators had prevxously

¢ \
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_ !folloved this definition i§~un¥; but there is'QOod reason to
believgf_it vas indeed igné byi many. Cpu-enfipg on ‘the
'hopelelsness"(igig.) of the Montreal da;i, A}thur St. Rierre
noted that while .the 1921 census “"comptait 94,895 habitations,
maisons, ou logements a votre choix,' the nunjcipa} statisticq
recorded 38,500 "maisons” .and 123,000 "logements.” St. Pierre
thus went on to assert "Bn rendant aux mots leur signification
réelle, leur valeur logique, nous trouvons donc #les recenseurs
fédéraux ont attribué a Montreal 56,395 maisons en trop, ou bien
28,105 logements en pas asseif (quoted in Sayiéll, ig;g.f.

In sum, given  the unfeliasility-‘of the qensuafnaterigl and
‘the problems with the éirectorieg‘ and agéessment rolls, it is
clear there are significant Qébhodologicalklacﬁnae\‘ittached to
the use of bnf historical data in a:diacussion of class. Where
possible, I have trged to minimize these difficulties, either by
suppléé;nting the ‘data with .other. material, by calculating three
year moving averages, by cross referencing information, or by
oéﬁer means. Still, conclusions based on .this type -of data are
not presented here as fixed or immutable, to be hewn for
eternity on tablets of stone. Levels of home.ownership and class
differentials in owner occﬂpatidw found here are probably more
reflections of patterns and téends than they are pfecise
me;surements. | At best, the& are mefély indicators; one
manifestation of the uneven social diftribution of resources in

the society of great inequality that was the 19th century city.

<
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Occupation and Class In 19th£enturz Montreal |
Montredl in 1847 - was a city avakenin§ to change. What had

been a typically pre-industrial, mercantile city was slowly

___ being transformed by the nascent Ajndustrﬁal order. In the words
eing . :

of one eégg;nig \i8 ian; 'ng;ping of the Lachine Canal for
heavy industfial use’ with the sfealizatibn of its hydropower
potential in that year. "was not just ;n: advance in the
industrial development of the city, but a totally new departure
pin Montreal's economic history"® allowing a 'fapid acceleration
and diversification of industry' there. ~ "Between 1847 and 1854
industrial dévelopmenf occprred...that either would never have
occurred or been mbch. slower to develop. The opening of the
CéYgi for - industrial use meant...the growth of Montreal as an
industrial centre" (Tu}cﬂinsky, p. 222).

If this was indeed the case, we are presentéd with an

excellent opportunity to examine histﬁ@ically the development of °

home ownership as a form of housing tenure in the context of an

emerging industrial capitalist society. Such a study offers
géeat promise, but ié at the same time fraught with numerous
methodological.nch1llenges. _Many of-these have already been
discussed in thii chapter. Before going on to examine the
relationship between homg“ownership and social class in the next
chapter, what I wish to focus on - here is the difficulty of
interpreting claés in such a transitional situation.

The general problem here is whether class, in the Marxian
senge, can .ever adequate{y ‘be measured by the use of static

theoretical constructs. As I have argued elspvhere (Hertzog,




[ et i e SN

y?

?ﬂ

78

1983) there pfe,eigegs exceptions, alulye occupations that do
not mffth,iqgo one or another class dapeéo:y: This'ie especially
true in a situation where the characteristics of an industrial
cepita;iqt eé?pomy are not yet fully ‘developed, and numerous
vestiges of the;'pre~1ndustrial o;der‘renaxni There is also the |

problem, pe;eieularly acute inithe early industrial period;-ot

. occupations undergoing profound changes (e.g; in hechanization,

vage levels, and skills required) changes 80 severe they may

- . modify the- class posltxon of the occupetlon. The,real vorld; it

eeehu; is tar too ‘meaey' to be pigeon—holed intd the tid&
bonceptuel cage of the reseercher.
Theoretical modele of cleae are heur15t1c “tools designed

mergly to aid o r understehd;ng of the 'messy' . real world

" situation. They cCAn thus be relevant to research without making

any ciaimﬁlfa‘ £ ctlon.jThe Joccupational scale I am employ1ng
can be seen in Fxgure 1. It has 'been pe1nstak1ngly constructed
after a careful tead1ng o; numerous texts on the economic
hfetory of Quebec in general end Montreel in partlculer. As I
argued earlier, I bel1eve these have given me a satzsfectqry
understanding 'of "what was happening"” vith . respect to

mechanization, wages, _and deskilling in the sample occupatienb,»

during the study periog.

i have conhstructed this occupational scale to measure home

‘ownership among various classes in Montreal in three sample

- years, 1847, 1861,‘ and 1881. As was previously ment&oned, 1847

was chosen as the starting point for the analysis because only

"from that year .onward are reliable pro!frtf tax records

\4




7&

" Table A- Occppntiénal.gqalcg Sample 0¢cdputiohs

NOn-Coggtrggfion siqtor ' Construction Sector
_ Bourgeeisie S . Bourgdoisie
~ Merchants . L \iuilddrs
‘ a “Céntgnétors'
Petty Bourggéisie . -Pett:éébhgﬁeoisie
Advocates ' '_ﬂotaéies o |
Doctors ‘ ‘
Grocerg o ‘ ) N
. Working Clas; o | \ Wbrking,elggg,
thte,Coilai o
Bookkeepers
Clerks ~
~ Blue Collar ’ ) . 31ue.Cg;la£
skilled ..+ skilled t
Foremen | Jq%ners
Machiniéts : Masons
Caogers Carg¥n;er5'
Printers

Metal Workers

Se?iskilled - Semiskilledn‘
Shoemakers . /  Stonecutters:

" Tanners.- . L. u
Unskilled . .\ UnsKilled

‘Labourers Painters
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available annually. 1861 and 1881 were selected because they
represent the terminal points of two great housing development
"booms " iﬁ Montreal, one in the 1850's and the other in the
1970'3.”?Hiy should therefore furnish a good snabshot of how the
social and spatial distribution of hone'?ynerghip had changed
after these periods of intense building activity. They were also
chosen because both oé—these dates are census years,:ailowing a
comparison of the tax roll data with census matgripll

The ocdupaﬁiongl scale will measure .homg'gvnership among a

stratified class sample, that is, a sample that will provide a

good representation of - eac¢h clhd%:sbvit can measure the extent

’of hbme ownership within and between classes. it vas designed to

include a 'good cross section of working .class occupations in

late 19th-century Montreal, some of 'thch‘uerefdeclining (e.g.,

coopers) and others which vere on the ‘ascenéency (e.g.,
N . .

machinists). I have also tried to exclude .occupational titles
that might be classified in more than one class position. For
example, I noted in the igtréduction that managers may be

considered part of both the boufgeoisie and the‘working_clasb.

As another illustration, fhe term 'hqnufacturef' may denote the

owner of a small artisanal shop or of a }atge caﬁitalist
factory. 'Agent' may mean a rather well off real estate agent,
an: idsd}ance agent, . or .the mo;e‘modeét; occupation of ticket

agent. The Eg;m 'gentleman' (in French recorded as 'bourgeois')

by retired persons, - _ P
Based 6n eviden e - from other studies (Levine, pp. 285-86;

\/

~

»

often'referreé\go someone who owned property, but’%as also used ~
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Ratz, (1975; p. 813 Warneé, p. 129) I have good reason to
believe ;hat'péoplé involved in the bﬁilding trades will display
higher levels of owner occupation than those in a similar class
in nan-construction reliated occupations. To test this
. hypothesis, f have constructed a parallel class scale consisting
only of occﬁpa;ions in the constructian.industrx.

In order to measure the prevalence of home ownership among
certain océupat{oné in various areas, I have divided the city
into Ehe same séreex segments that‘Hanna'qnd Olson used in their
study of 19th-cen§ury Montreal. The segments were constructed to
ihélude, large enough - numbers  of inhabitants to yield
statistically reliable results (the average was about 100
household heads' per street segment in 1881, and very few
segments ha#e‘ fewer than 15 to 20 households) and to be
relatively homogeneous with respéct to the range of rent values

found on them. As rent levels were found to be highly correlated

uitﬁ occupational class, these . segments should be fairly.
homogeneous En terms of their class composition as well. The
precise relationship. between rent levels, home ownership, and
occupational class will be examined in Chapter Three.

Some of the class categories in the sample consist only of
one or two occupations. Thus I use only merchants to represent
the bourgeoisie outside of the building trades, only labourers
to reéresent the unskilled working class: etc. The sample may
-therefore say more about a particular occupation in a given
class than it does about the class as a whole. There are two

. reasons, however, why I do not.congider this to be a serious



problem.

The first is that the overall home ownership rates
generated by‘ the set of sample occupations are virtually
identical to those produced by an examination of all household
heads in . the city (there is never more than a 2% difference
between the two). If my sample were not representative of one or
more classes, this would not be the case.

Secondly, in his study of Hamilton Katz found that
, it is a Herculean task to pay detailed attention to each
different occupation of the hundreds...that existed. When we
examine occupational groupings it becomes apparent that many are
dominated by one particular occupation. It is therefore
possible to choose a distinct occupation to represent each of.

the most significant occupational categories (1974, p. 178, my
emphasis).

T . k
It is exactly this selection of dominant occupations that 1

have attempted to replicate. Thus we find labourers (the most
common occupational ° group in town), shoemakers, clerks,
carpenters, joiners, and merchants all ipcluded in my sample, as
these were among the most numerous occupations in the city. The
only very s numerous occupation not included in the sample were
carters, who, according to Hanna and 6lson, exhibited a rent
distribution very close to that of labourers.

In each year my sample included over 45% of a}l household
. heads in the city. Moreover, whereas Katz - chose 17
representative occupations for his study (1974, p. 178), I have
selected - 22, Several of the occupations Katz found to be
dominant and included in his occupational sample (merchapts,
clerks, carpenters, shoemakers, and labourers) are also included

e

in my sample,
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The Occupational Scale

Before commencing ah analysis of class and home ownership,
1 would like here to examine more closely the occupational scale
I have constructed to measure class. This section will briefly
review the class position of each of the sample occupations in
my occupational scale.and in so doing explain on what grounds
they were placed in one class or another.

In standard Marxist analysis; three classes are wusually
identified. At the top of the scale is the bourgeoisie, the
owners of the means of production. 1 use mercMhnts to represent
this class, choosing to dispense with the ambiguity over the
meaning of titleslsuch as manufacturers, gentlemen, and agénts.
It is true, however, that there 1is also some ambiguity attached
to- the use of the term merchant. A merchant might be the owner
of a very small or large establishment, while some confusion
also exists over the French word used to denote this occupation
(negociant, commercant, or marchand). Hanna and Olson (1983)
have found that the term generally refers to a "grosse légume”
or larée proprietor; and that it was 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 S;. Henri and St. Gunegonde were the tax rolls
written in French, °

In the construction indtistry 1 have chosen bgilders and
 contractors to represent the bourgeoisie. Katz (1976, p. 6) has
noted in Hamilton that the term "builder" was just another title

é —_

.
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for "cagfPenter”", as carpenters freguently did some speculative
building on the side. In Montreal, I have found builders and
contractors to be characterized by significantly higher levels
of Home ownership and rent distributions than carpenters, and on
this basis I have made a class distinction between them.

Next on the class ladder was the petty bourgeoisie. This
group does not own the means of productiof, but works for ftself
usually selling its higﬁly skilled or specialized services to
others, and tius controls 1its own labour power and working
conditions. I have selected doctors, lawyers, and grocers -.to
represent this class in general, and notaries to do so 1in the
construction sector. Doctors and lawyers were part of the more"
traditional, higher status pett; bourgeoisie, having higﬁ&y
valued and specializeg ;kills‘ obtained only through mgﬁh
education. Grocers, on the other hand,‘with no special skillsxor
training, were of a somewhat lower class status. There were
numerous examples of people listed one vyear in the directory or
tax roll as a skilled or semiskilled worker being listed as
grocers the next. Seemingly, all a member of the working class
had to do to bgcome a grocer was to generate ehough working
capital to obta{n a small inventory and a line of credit from a
wholesaler and buy or rent a small store.

Many grocers, however, obtained o¢only 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 listed in the airectory as é

carter or plasterer or some other working class occupation oncé

//NJQK\ - A
v - - )
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again. I also chose to include notaries as the petty bourgeocis
representative in the construction sector, because Hanna (p. 8)
has noted their important role in inheritances, property
transactions, investment information, and the structuring of
mortgage credit in 19th-century Montreal.

At the base of the class pyramid “ is the proletariat, or
vorking class. This group does not own the means of production
and sells its labour power to the owners of capital for a wage.
This is by the far the largest of the three classes (almost 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 basic manual vs.
nonmanual distinction. Sé;;ral authors have arqued that white
collar workers traditiomally occupied a privileged position
vis-a-vis their blue collar counterparts. Atcording to Katz, the
distinction between manual and nonmanual workers in the 19th
century was "critical,"” because "within the non-manual group all
vorkers could expect to obtain a better average income and to
vork steadily” (1974, p. 180) whereas blue collar workers were
more often the victims of seasonal and cyclical unemployment.
Similarly, Belanger et al. note that because of the greater
regularity of employment, white collar workers generally
received significantly higher pay than blue collar workers,

vhile Thernstrom (1969) reported that the average white collar

vorker got paid "at least twice as much" as the average labourer-

(p. 91).

I have chosen bookkeepers and clerks to represent the white

TR ———
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collar group. Goheen found in 19th century Toronto that clerks

had an "especially privileged position™ (p. 14) in the working
clagss due to their educatiop which in turn increased their
earning power. Although under/ the heading "clerk" we find many
different types of clerks (bank clerks, office clerks, postal
clerks, and stor; clerks) Hanna and Olson have found in Montreal
that the "distribution des jloyers de l'ensemble des commis est
aussi restreinte et precise /gque pour chague sous groupe" (p. 7).
it would seem the various types of clerks shared common class
characteristics, insofar &s we can judge from the rents they
were able to afford. The steady increase in the number of clerks
betwveen 1847 and 1881 illustrates the growing importance of this
occupation and of the tertiary sector in general in the economy
of Montreal. Unfortunately, 1 was not able to find a
suffici;ntly numerous white collar working class occupation in

the building trades.

Within the ranks of the blue collar workers one can
distinguish among occupations requiring varying degrees of skill
and vocational trajining. The most privileged stratum of the
blue collar group vould be the skilled vorkers. In this group I
have included machinists, printers, coopers, foremen, and metal
workers (encompassed under the latter heading are brass
finishers, iron |founders, coppersmiths, and tinsmiths). I have
excluded tﬂ&se ‘engaged in the "luxury" metal working trades,
such as goldsﬁnths and siversmiths, as these occupations were
highly renumerative and probably atyp1ca1 of metal vorkers as &

wvhole. In the construction industry I have used nnsons,
g
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carpenters, and joiners to represent this group (Katz too
includes all of these occupations in his skilled worker
category).

In his study of the working class in 19th-centut§ Montreal,
DeBonville notes that machinists were part of the "new” working
class vhose fortunes were tied to the increasing use of machines
concomitant with industrialization. In Kingsfqp also machinists

occupation; they roughly "doubl®d -in numbers" (p.

284) in Levine's\ study period. Both Lamonde (pp. 98-99) and

so comment on their relatively high level

DeBonville (p. 87)

of wages in this era (8ge Table B).

Another occupation §n the rise in this period was that of
foreman. As industrialization progressed and the scale of

t where a single owner could no

production increased to the po
longer oversee all aspects of the process, foremen vwere
increasingly employed to supervise prdduction on the shop floor.
That they were clearly a produc of the progress of

industrialization is reflected in the Numerical growth of this

occupation; in 1847 only five foremen show

»

up in the tax rolls
as household heads in Montreal, in 1861 there ware only twevntf,
but by 1881, when the city had become  a much more truly
industrial centre, there were 167.

Poremen played a key role in the relations betveen
management and workers. In the early industrial per they had

vide powers in terms of job discipline and hiring, Close to

employees on the shop floor but far froin them in salary,

incarnated the arbitrariness and familiarity of persoral power '

foremen -

[
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Table B- Weekly Nale wa§03*ror Selected Occupations, in § <
, (1881) (1885) (1887) (1887)

Occupation 1 2 3 4 .
Clerks 6.50 .

Coopers : 10.00 7.50-10.50 7.50-10.50
Machinists 9.00-15.00 9.00-15.00

Metal Workers 11.00

Printers 8.00-12.00 8.00-12.00
Shoemakers 12.00 8.00 9.25-14.00

Tanners 6.00 7.50-12.00 7.50-10.50
Labourers 7.50 7.00 6.00- 9.00 6.00- 9.00
Joiners 9. 50 »

Masons 15.00 14.50 12.00-16.50

Carpenters + 13.50 10.50 9.00-12.90 9.00-12.00 ;
Stonecutters 12.00-18.00 12.00-18.00 ’
Painters 7.50-10.50 7.50-10.50

~

Sources:

1- From N. Belanger, et al., 1973, p.39.
2- From F. Harvey, 1978, pp. 150-152.
3- From Y. Lamonde, 1982, pp. 98-99.

4- From J. DeBonville, 1975, p.87.

(note that to obtain annual wages one cannot simply multiply
veekly wages by 52. This was due to the great irregularity
of employment, especially in wznter, among the working class)
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(F. Harvey, p. 134). I have included them in the skilled
segments of the working class because of their detailed
knowledge of the production process and because they did indeed
take part im this process. Mofiovif, in terms of social origins
foremen seem largely to have been drawn from this class (ibid.).

In contrast to machinists and foremen, coopers were eﬁgaged
in an occupation in rapid decline. According to F. Harvey,
»}épopers had once been among the most skilled of workers,'but
vith the mechanization of their industry starting in the late

1860's and the growing use of jars or bags instead of barrels,

their very existence had been put into .question by .:the early

A

1880"'s. ' i

While machinists were on 'the rise and coopers on ﬁhé
dec11nJ, in this period pr1nters nanaged to uTﬂQgijn a stable,
relatively privileged posxtion within the yérking class. The
printing industry was spared the type of crgf; degradation

experienced by coopers and others. F, Harvey notes that they.

avoided the "crise general™ that afflicted many 19th century
industries; there was no great hechaﬁization of their industry
that pushed the division of labour to the extreme (p, 120).

There was also no ‘si-plifica;ion of tasks and the associated

replacement of skilled workers wvith semiskilled or unskilled

vorkmen vho had only to vatch the machines, as occurred among
other tradel.'ﬂaées‘rnnained rgiatively high and the traditional
;yctan of apprenticeship vas -nintainod in this indultry,-until
typesetting lnchincs vere introduced in th. 1880°'s. l

Like the printers, the lkillod wo:ktrl I have chosen in 'the
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construction industry seem to have fared well in this era.

Belanger et al., note that masons were among the most skilled of
the construction workers, and t@at their wage levels remained
guite high throughout. this period (pp. 38-39). Carpenters and
joiners (two very aimilar'occupaﬁions, though ©lson (1983) has
speculated that joiners may hovc'been carpenters with a bit more
skil}) also seem~to have ‘maintained relatively high wage leveis
(Lamonde, pp. 98-99; F. Harvey, p. 150), and to have been little
affected by mechanization. l ‘

The nexg,ggfratum of .the working class is the oeuiokilled
workers. I. hagj used tanners and shoemakers.to represent this

group in the non-construction sector and stonecutters in .the

building trades. Of all occupations, shéemckcfc were puobably"

.among the first in Montreal to experxence the devastating

etfocts of 1ndu:tr1alization. Pormerly anong the most skilled of

" artisans, the ttansfor-utxon of their ctaft ﬁrom attxsanal to

shop product:on began as early as the 1820's (F. Haroox, P
lpt) In 1849 the craft  was still dom1natod by skiiled

artlsans, :}amclin & Roby, p.282), bnt by 1864 the industry had .

undergone a dranatic,1qdustr1alization due to  the introduction
A oo

of lnchinery'and steam power.
n- 1849 the Browvn & Childs Shoe Co. was the first in

Honéreal to introduce -nchinery and hire unskilled workors‘and

‘in 1850 vas ‘the first to use seving machines in the production

procoss (ibid ). Othnt coupunico soon followed suit and by 186&

O

" the result vas an extreme. division of labour and parctllizntion‘

of tasks that caused tr-gnnddﬁl deskilling and a goneral-d.clino‘ -

™
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in wage rate:.’hi early as 1856 three shoe. factories jointly

enpioyed about 1500 workers. As these factories strove to
mékimize'output, there wvas great overproduction, which cbmbined
with grovinb job competition (as men were -replaced w:th
machines) resulted in another . round ‘of w;ge réa;ctxons“ for
shoemakers (F. Harvey, p. 104).

' Tanners in Montreal eventually suffered the same fate, but
more gradually and not until somewhat lateti Hamel:n and Roby
£have dubbed the 1861 to 1881 period the "age 4’ or of tannefTis
here (p. 270) in terms. of{output. They . note a decl1ne "in the
industry from the early 1880'5,'p;ima;ily as a -result of
American competition (ibiq.). HarveyfA héweyer, has demonstrated

rade had started as

that mechanizaéﬁon and deskilling in fheir

seemed to be chnracterized by fairly low wage levcla in my stndy
pe&god, though shortly thereatter vages appeat to have

incweased. This may have reflccted a grovingﬂdemund for their

X
services as a result of changes in the buxldﬂﬂ? nnterzall

typxcally used in the construction of upper class héne;. In any
event the .cutting of stone does not seem to have demanded as
much skill as carpentry or masonry, and has been cbnsiddfed hcrc
as scazskilled, as it has in Katz's occupntional scale.

. At tho hotton of the class pyramid. vorc th

-
O U NP BT g

vorqus. In thé construction induotry I have rcprcacntcd this '

qroup with painters and more brondly with gpnoral labourers.

Information. on . stonecutters is more lzmxt‘d The occupntion ’

>

s St o mom e
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Many labourers piobably vorked on construction 'sites, thouqh ve

-

1

do not know how many. Katz has argued that tﬂL térm labourer

generally referred to an unskilled individual w*o was likely to

_.work cdsqallj and shift from employer to \emplé}er as one job

finished and another started (1974, p. 180). i

' 'Labbugers were byA far théf largest ;ingl?‘ océupational
group, alone constituting ituleast 15% of'ﬁouseﬁoldJﬁeaés in the
"city in both 1861 and 1881 (ana thislfigﬁre from‘ data‘whicﬁ'vg

have already seen probably seriously unde}estiﬁqteé':the number

of unskilled workers!). This group was the worst off in terms of
vage ' rafes and security of employment. However, vhile

technological inhovations usually threatened more skilled -

iofkers, they often meant more yofk than ever for unskilled

'labourers, ésp&cially in tﬁelfirst stages of industrialization

‘(The number of labourers fn Montreal increaieé eightfold betveen~=

'1847 "and 1881). Paintcrs, too, vete among the lovest paid- of all

’ccnstruetion-related vorkers (D@Bonville, p. 87; Lamondﬁ; PP.
- 98-99). Althouqh thoy vere certaznly not conplately unstilled

. as weré -dst"labourcrs, thcit: was ‘the loast nkxlleﬂ exa-ple I

could find of a distinctly building-:elntod ttado.

It is. clear from the preceding discussion that the ‘
occupational,lcqlq ;‘c-pIOy to czplerq the relntionﬂhip hotwaon‘

'ho-o ovnership and social class is : far from porféct. Certain
\occupations do not fit only .into k,j_ungln ehtrntrqorjr—vhilc

|
Wotur occupntionl (letcialiy in. the huilding
tndu) is- ncmty, incrusing thc difticulty ot pheing them

vith certdinty in onc or nncmhnr clasu st‘fa.
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Another problem is that some of the samples I will be usiﬁé
in,the~thir§ and fourth chapfers do not éontaiﬁ .a large enough
number of individuals in all of my sample occupations to provide
statisticaI;y‘reliablg results: Where this is the case I will
use the ' occupational categbries Katz utilized in his study of
Hamilton (1975), which aggfegates,more occupations and can‘be
applied to smaller sanples. The occupational ranking Katz

employé is a slight1§ modified version of that:. which was found

\

to be satisfactory in studies of five other 19th century North

American. cities. It/ has.thﬁsybeen vell fested’ and sﬂou;d allow
fairly easy compar1son of my results‘iniuontreﬁl with those of
research in other centres, which will be the sub]ect of Chaptet
Five. ' '

<

Katz‘clapses all oécupations into five cateories. The first

(Category I) genérally represénts - the bourgeoisie,.~ehé second

(11) the petty bourgcoisig-\pndvvhité cqlla; occupations, the
thira (Categovy I11) bkilléd Frades, and Catééories IV and Vv
lo;s skilled trades. In certain " case# I have ‘ndded a s1xth
catcgory, reprelentxng vxdows. Unfortunately, the data avaxlablc
are totally unnntx:tactory for uost female occuputions. ‘

Table C shows oxactly vhqre ny sauple occuputionn fall 1nto
Katz's categories, and theretore vhere his scale -and ny own

dif!or.' Although agggmm-;hQAApntqujznnrggnlnqoccuga%%qnt‘1n uy

" sample appogr in his Category 1 and some bourgeois occup-tionp
"only in Category II,?thc”f-portlnt thing to note is that all. of
,thc hourgcois and potty bou;qcoic occup.tions in my sa-pie are

found in his hfqhest tvo catoqprgct. siﬂilntly,f sond, of _the
‘ . . N - . R
s . J

Ed

.

ey st o it
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Table 'C- Position of Sample Occupations In Katz's

Occupational Scale —
Katz's Ocgupational . - -
= .
Categories Sample Occupations i
I1- Merchants, Advocates, Doctors .
I1- Contractofs, Builders, tharies, Grocers, Clerks,
Bookkeepers . .
LII- Priﬁters, Metal Workers, Machinists, Coopers, Tanners,
Carpenters, Joiners, Masons, Shoemakers, Painters
IV-  Stonecutters
V- Labourers '

Unclassjfiable- Foremen

T 4 o ) s B oA, R

R——"
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occupations desigriated here as semiskilled are included . in
Ratz's skilled yorking class category. This is probably because
industrialization in Hamilton in Katz's 1851-1861 study period
was ?ot" as advanced as jn Montreal, so occupations like
shoemakers and tanners had not yet experienced the deskilling
an? wage reductions they had here. Nevertheless, what is
important is that all of the occupations designated here as
working class (with the exception of the two white. collar
occupations, which are found in Katz's Category I1) appear in
the three lovest categories on Katz's scale. When interpreting
results based on Katz's model 1 vill therefore concentrate
mainly oh gt&uping his first two and last three categories,
which  should be rouéhlg equivalent to a working class vs.

non-working class distingtion in my own sample.

The major drawbacks of KRatz's .scale are that it vas

designed originally 'for wuse in pre-industrial 19th century

cities and that its class divisions are based on diffaren‘cel in

remuneration, not on position in the relations of production, It

nevertheless ptoducos class dnnnonl not uﬂlike those in my ovn

sample and thus should yield roughly co-pnrahlelrelults.

"As 1 noted e‘rlicr this type of scale (be it my own or
lai:z's) is designed only to aid our understanding and thus‘need
not make any claim to be a perfect representation of th‘ past.
As both scales are hll;d ypon the findings of several historical
ltﬁdfhl and seem to produce (as we shall see in Chapter Three)
very consistent results, I bclicve they are adtqmtc for ...... an

examination of class’ and  owner occupution Ers 19th-ccutur‘jv

-
El

~
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Montreal. This type of analysis is the subject of the following

chapter.
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Chapter Three: Home Ownersbip, Class,;and Space In Montreal

[
[ h
-

This chapter wi explore the spatial .and class
distribution of home /Jownership in Montreal from 1847 -to 1881.

The examination of space and home ownership will be based upen

an analysis of all usehold heads listed in the tax rolls,
vhile that of class and home o#nership will be founded upon the

occupational sample described above. 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 remt will include an &nnual
analysis of ownership on seven sample street segments (covering”
the whole spectrum of median rent levels’) while the _E?hegi’
sections deal with samples of street segments that wg;e,either

newly developed or destroyed by fire and ‘subsequently’

s

redeveloped. ’

Montreal In 1847

Despite the industrial changes that were slowly beginning
61 . .
to transform the city, Montreal ~in 1847 was still a

predominantly commercial centre. As such it exhibited many of

the typical characteristics of pre-industrial cities.

The CBD was the locus of the...churches, clubs, and
businesses of the wealthy...the poor lived where "higher"
demands for land were not imposed. The necessity of 1living
vithin walking distance of vwork meant shops were scattered
across the urban landscape where theéy were convenient to workers
and purchasers...artisans' workshops were often in their homes,
scattered outside the city core (Goheen, p. 9). ‘

-~

Not surprisingly, the spatial distribution of class in the

Montreal of 1847 reflected the typical pre-industrial pattgrn,_

3
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with the wealthy living in the city centre and the less affluent
on the peripkhery (Vance, 1971, p. 115). From Map 1, however,
which shows 1levels of home ownership on every street in the
city, it 1is evident that the spatial distribution of home
ownership was not as clear cut. 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 were distributed
fairly evenly across the urban landscape. Except for the Centraﬁ
Business District (the CBD being comprised of East, Centre, and
West Wards, known also as 0l1d Montreal), there were no
distinctly higlgor low home ownership areas. All wards were
characterized by a fairly wide range of house ownership on their
set of streets. More evidence of this comes from Table 1. This
table suggests that apart from the CBD, there were no wards
markedly 1low in home ownership. Moreover, only the two
easternmost wards, Ste. Marie and St. Jacques, displayed levels
of owner occupation much higher than the city average.

It is not hard to explain these exceptions. That the CBD
should have much lower rates of home ownership than the rest of
the city is one of the primary tenets of basic urban land rent
tgebry (Alonso, 1972; Muth, 1969). The downtown core was the
city's oldest and most densely developed area, and as.hlready\
noted was the home of its most important commercial, social, and
religiods activities. Bven residential density there wasd}ow, as
many buildings were shops, manufactories, and‘warehouses. It was

therefore also the area with the highest urban land values,

making the cost of owning a home there (especially the .cost of

bt
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Table 1- Home Ownership By Ward, 1847-1861

t Home Ownership no. Households

1847 1861 1881 1847 1861 1881
0ld Montfeal 9.4 7.2 6.4 822 B84 731
Ste. An 32.7 14.5 12.5 672 2583 3908
St. Antgdin 36.0 22.5 17.8 845 2050 5857
St.’ Laugen 26.9 17.4 12.2 896 1990 3046
St. Loujs 33.7 19.8 13.8 763 1588 3315
St. Jacque 42.4 22.6 14.3 882 1926 4717
Ste. Matie 45.4 24.2 13.3 509 1390 4282
St. Cunegoride -- -- 9.0 -- -- 896
St. Hendi - - 24.5 - -- 1361

Westmounit -- -- 51.6 -—— -- 190

‘Total 31.6 18.8 14.7 5389 12,411 28,303
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the land needed to build it on) prohibitive. Being 1less
affordable, home ownership was also less common.

The same logic applies in reverse to the high home
ownership districts of Ste. Marie and St. Jacques. As these
suburbs (especially Ste. Marie, vhere house ownership was
greatest) were among the most recently settled and least densely
developed, land was cheaper and owner occupation therefore more
affordable. Indeed, another pillar of urban land rent theory is
that land decreases in value with increasing distance from the
CBD. Ste. Marie being the most distant suhurb in the city, land
there ;as cheapest (we will note later on in the chapter that
almost all the streets with the lowest dwelling rents were
. located in Ste. Marie, while those not in Ste. Marie vere in St.
Jacques). This made house ovnefship there more feasible for a
larger segment of the po;ulation.k N

It is also interesting to observe from Map 1 that in St.
Jacques those streets furthest away from the CBD (in the north
around Sherbrooke St. and in the- east near the border with Ste.
Marie) were also those generally displaying lower levels of home
ownership. In west end Ste. Anne as vwell, owner occupatidn
seems to have been'highqst in the outer reaches of the ward.

Home ovnership may have been fairly uniformly distributed
over space in 1847, but,such was not the case with fespect to
social class. In Table 2 we see that large differentials
existed in the prevalence of ‘home ownership among the various
classes. Ovner occupation was loyest among the bourgeoisie

(17.7%) and qigheqt among the petty bourgeoisie (33%) and the
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Table 2- Home Ownership For Occupational

™~

9%a

%‘Home Ownership

1847 1861

1881

Bourgeoisie 17.7 28.0

Petty 33.3 29.0
Bourgeoisie

Working © 32.0 14.8
Class

White Collar 15.5 11.0

Blue Collar 33.3 15.3 .

Skilled 5039 27.1
Semiskilled 24.8 1§.4
Unskilled 18.8 7.2

» .
GRAND TOTAL 30.1 17.1

(all sample occupations)

37.5
29.1

7.8

10.3
7.3
13.3
8.1
3.6

12,1

Classes, 1847-1881

no.

1847 1861 1881

334 603 1135 '
300 373 954

1745 4874 10,446

. \/_

148 507 1479

1597 4367 8967

662 1411 2916

307 793 1659

628 © 2163 _ 4588

2379

5850 12,728 ' ﬁ

|
Ltk i ot
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i working class (32%). - ;L
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A more detailed appraisal of iofkiyg closs home ownership,
honever, shows that it was really only high among ‘the most
privileged section of that class, the skilled workers. I
believe this reflects the latgely‘pre-industtial nature of the
city in 1847. In an ’era vhen the separation of home and
workplace was not yet compie;e, skilled artisans often owned
the:r own homes as - these were also theif workshops. The home

ownership raté for skilled workers (50.9%) was about twice that ‘

-of semigkilled workers (24.8%), and $bout three times that of

unskilled and white collar - werkers (18.8% and 15.5%,

Y

respectively); .
In contrast, home ownership amoog the building tredes
occupations displayed'a very different olags pattern. For each
clqss‘tﬁe home ownership rate in -the building trades was mucﬁ
higher than it was .in the ;eet of the ecooomy (54.5% vs. 15.1%
among the hourgeqisiep ,47:4§ ] vs. _3029% 'for the petty
poutgeois;€3 " and §0.2§ vs, 20.8% for the working class--&eei

Table 3). Within the construction sector itself we do not find

great discrepancies in }eveia - of. home 'ovnership; ‘owner .

occupition ‘rates for " the bourgeoisie, petty boutgeoxsze, and .

' proletariat are about .the same. (Thxs may be due in part to the

smallet numbers of bourgeois and petty bourgeois individuals in

' ‘my sample of the conet;uctlon. sector). H1th1n the« working .-

class, “in  the Buildihg _tnadee as -elsewhere, the 'eame

relationship existed between levels of . skill and -house °

qﬁneéship. skllled‘ yorketQ»vefe.nolt ‘likelyfto own theirlowp

oo

s,
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‘ Table 3= Ho-c Ownership For Sample Occupations, 1847-1881

S ownership no.. households
1847 ‘1861 188 ' 1847 1861 1881
., Non- qustrﬁction ' .
Bourgeoisie .. . B V R S
Merchants - 15.1 2431 35.3 . .312 526 946 - X '

' Petty Bourdeoisie . \ o ' - ‘

. Advocates . 34.5 35,3 36.5 8¢ 102  .178 . -
Doctors, 25.5 26.9 28.0 - 858 78 161 g ]
Grogers . © 30.9° 20.7 24.9 123 - 145 537 -
Total ©30:9. 26.8 27,9 ‘262 325 B7e .o

Working Class . 20.8 9.6 6.1 ° 1098 3545 8379 '
‘White Collar R ' ‘
BooEEeepers . 0 -12,2 10.3 .- .11 72 329
Clerks ‘ - -16.8 10.6. 10.3 .. 137 .435 1150
~ Total . 155 II.9 10,3 - 148 507 1475
Blue Collar  -21.6. 9.4 5.1 950 3038 6900
‘ ille o S -
Coopers- 56,1 '21.8- 11.2 -~ ' .57 ' 131 152"
Printers 15.4 7.3 7.5 - 39 55 214
Metal Workers 41,7, 19.2 8.2 48 151 428 . . - N
' Machinists - 14.3 9.4 -=" 35 277 R
Foremen --_ == 15,3 - . = -- -196 )
Total - %0.3 17,7 98- - T1&d% - 372 1267
Semigkilled L ’ o L :
"+ Shoemakers 20,6 ,13.6° 6.9 .. 243 631 1408 !
-Tanners. 30.8 '25.0 ° 7.1 -_13.  32° 56 3
Totai , - 21,1 142 6.9 256 €63 Td64
“Unskilled - ' T -
Labourers - .. 16.9 6.2 . 3.1 = 550 . 2003 - 4169 Co :
Construction Secpe : L o "
, Bourgeoisie’ ™% ' o - . ;
uilders -, - 61.5 55.1 58.9 lg 49 - 78
Contractors 40.0 53.6. 48.6 9. 28 - 111
Toral - . 505 505 323, 72 77 TES |

' Petty Boutgeoisie o . o
~_L{_L““‘Notar es 47.4 43.8B 43.6 - / 38 - 48 - 78

el
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hone;, seniski#led uerkers less’ likely, and unskilled votkers :

leaat likely to do so.

_ The pos:t;ve correlatzon between home ovnershxp .and skill |
+in Ehe working ‘class is hardly}pnexpected,ngven the,aasoc1atzop
. between greatef skill and- greater earning .potential, and

. therefore greatér ‘market pover. What is more surprising,

that home ownership vas more common among the

-

vorking class than it was among the bourgeoisie.' Qrigﬁnaily,‘x

‘thought‘this*may have beéen the result of combining vorking class

occupetzons in the building' .trades . with . those in

'non-construction trades under one heading.. Indeed,‘higﬁ' home *

ovnersth among the large percentege of workers involved in

Aconstructxon (38% of the entire vorkxng class in my sample in

1847 were in ‘the buxidxng trades,” vhile only 7% of the -

~\

- bourgeoisie in the gemple wvere in ‘this sector) coulﬂ.'lerye to .

inflate ' the gbial’ working" class .figure‘ Hovever, when the

con+truction, sector is eliminated, hoﬁe owhefshié\ is still

. 7

' . . o 1 : % . .
’ higher for the working class as a vhdle-(20 8%) than it is for .

the bourgeoxs1e (15 1%), and even . the least skilled strata wvere

~

characterized by higher hone ovnership than the bourgeoinie.

*  How then are we to explain the low ho-e ‘ownership among the
’béurgeozsie? It vould-seem the answer = lies 1n the spatial
dxstrfbution of this class. rrou Table ¢ wve can eee that over‘,‘
‘half the merchants in the c1ty- (53 8%) lived in Old Mbntreal,ﬂ

ptohebly to belclose to their own businesses -as well as those ofl'

theik suppliers or buyer:. This type of phylicel ptexx.ity wu!

pa:tiqglarly inportant for bulinesl in the age ‘before t eleph

e fa o e
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Table & Home Ownership In 01d lbntronl ror Selected
Occup-tiona, 1847 ¢ 1861
S OUnorlhig $ Resident in

- 1847 1861 1847 1861  Occupstion
- 0ld Montreal

1 5.9 10.0 53.8 15,2
Montreal 25.7 26.7 - 46.2 84.8. = Merchants .
" - Total 15.1 2¢.1 100.0 '100.0
. 0ld Montreal 6.3 - O . 26.0- 13.8 - C
Montreal 39,6 '24.0 ° _74.0 86.2 " Grocers
Total .30.9 20.7  100.0 100.0
'0l1d Montreal {'] 6.9 ‘6.6 6.7
_Montreal - 18.0 10.8 93.4 93.3 Clerks
Total. ‘ 16.8 10.6 100.0 100.0
-Oid¢ﬂ§ntt931. .0 ¢ 05 33.0 14.5 .
Montreal . 23.1 8.5 67.0 85.5 Printers
7.3 ° 100.0 100.0 S

Total | 15.4-

AN
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or public transport. Ve have alrcady noted the extremely low

‘dcgree of hoyse - ovnerlhip existxng in the CtBD due Lo the grcater

dcnsity of settlement and hlgher land values there. A depressed ,'

rate of home ownership among merchants vas quit* logical if they
concentrated in such a lov hone’ouhersth area. ' '

Por nerchants living outs1ée old Montreal the home
- ownership rate was 25.7%, comp&red to a rate of only 5.9% for
thoae\iiying downtown. In other words, ‘a merchant living outside
the CBD was over four times as likely to own his own home as one
liviqg in that zone. The same relationship wvas foﬁnd for other
occupations that concentrated in the downtown core. é:infais,
for example, were found to have the lovest home ownership rate
of all the skiiléa .working class occupa;ions‘in‘ my sample
(15.4’,“;;n¢st identicgl to the 15.5% figuté“for merchants). Not
> coincidentally, they ‘vere alsolfoﬁnd 'to'be éovérrepresented in

the CBD. Thus OId uontteal wvhich ~conta:ned only 15% of all

houschpld heads .in the city, had 33& ot the prxnters. Hoag-

ownership nnong printers living outt;de old uontreal vas 23, 1%,

but among those residing in this d;atr1cﬁ”1t\vqg zero.

This may also have been the reason house ownership among
) th; poéty_ bourgeoisie ;as‘ not -higher, as 268 -of :gtocers_(who
uidé up 41% Sf\the p?tty. urgeoisie in'my sample) lived in the
‘CBD Home. ovnerbth among |these grocers was a - mere 6. 3%, while
the rate for grocers 1ivin4 outsxde Old Nontrdal was 39.6%.

In sum, both the e?en sput1al distri utxan of hole

" ownership noted earlier and the class distri ution of home

ovncrnhip seem tq ) have Ehoen a functzon . of the spptiqu

\
.
v
\

|
- . ; '
N . \ '
. } . -
. LI . \
s I i A
* . kg
s i R \ ¥
N / " - ’ W ' \Ir‘ e
~ l 1} .
' ~ ! ¢ |‘ " \ 0 . i . »
o - Ly ) o

‘e

o



100

distribution of class. In a sense the location in space of the
,ﬁiéﬁest classes (6n‘higﬁer“vaiu§ central 1564)‘sgensr td'héve
negated the advantages 6; their superior class position with
respect to theii hoﬁ@ ownership rate. Por the “lower classes,
however, their geographical pqsition (on the 1lovest priéed,
peripheral land) a;loved a greater access to évner occupation

despiteithéir disadvantaged class status.

Montreal In 1861 o
By 1861 Montreal had started ‘- to undergo .a ~s;gnificant'
process of industriilizationh and therefore started to exhibﬁt
some of the typical characteristics of industrial centres. One
of these was the complete ~reversal of the ,cit&'s class

distribution in space as a result of a Bodigeois

suburbanization. In response, by 1861 both the spatisl and-class\o

distribﬁiion of home ovnérshiﬁ had changed cdnsideraply. From B o

Map 2 we see that home'ownetphip\was“definitely b:coming_more_of
a' suburban phenomenon. Note the concéntration of high home
ownership values on the easterﬁ'edge of town @n Ste.. Marig,'in'
» the north above Sherbrooke St., and on the vest§fn petimetér of -
the city in the upper part of St. Antoine ward.iTh%s is ip\sﬁark'
contrast to ,the inner city agea,‘ vhere much 1owgr’ hdbje‘
'ovnefship values dominate the map. \
. This pattern is even more e#ident from Map - 3. This ’n;p
divides street segments in the city intq.high (above the‘ci;y
T average -of 18.2% home. ownership) and 1low (belo; 18.2%)

‘categories. Again note the near total absence of above avgfige
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~

streets from the inner areas around the CBD and the overwhelming
predbminance of these streets on the fringes of town. On this
map I have drawn a circle with a radius of about a miie around
the heart of the‘ city (the centre of the circle is the base of
McGill 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 1is 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,.
wherﬁas 0l1d Montreal contained 15% of the «city's population in
1847;\by 1861 it held only 6%." As the bourgeocisie and the petty
bourgegisie departed the downtown core they moved particularly
to St. A@toine, which in this period became firmly entrenched as
_ the subﬁrb of the elite (especially in the northern section
\%bove St. Antoine St.). This is probably why house ownership
he};*did 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 1lowest home ownership was found in the
inner city wards, St. Laurent and St. Louis, and the new working
" class ward, Ste. Anne, where the home ownership rate experienced
the greatest drop since 1847.

Note from Table 5 how house ownership ratés dropped all
over the city from 1847 to 1861. The city average declined from
31.6% to 18.8%, a reduction of over 40%. Some parts of town,

however, were hit harder than others by the decline. Ste. Marie

—

*

b o -
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Table 5- Change In Home Ownership By Ward, 1847-1881

1847-1861 1861-1881
change % change change $ change
0l1d 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 -40,5 - 4.1 -21.8

v

L
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and St. Jacqgues, with the two highest home ownership rates in
1847{ each 'experienced.a 46.7% drop. Even worse off was Ste,.
‘Anne, where the owner qccubation rate plummetted 55.6% in the 14
year period. In contrast, the home ownership rate in 01d
Montreal declined only 23.4%, probably because it was so low
there to begin with it could not go down very far.

What explains the general reduction in home ownership,
especially in some wards? In the most extreme case, the
development of the Lachine Canal's hydro?ower potential in Ste.
Annie-wvard meant a rush of new industries to its banks in the
1847-61 period. DeBonville has described Ste. Anne as "le
premier bassin industriel de Montreal™ (p. 31). Naturally,
following the concent;ation of industry there came a large
influx of workers wishing to reside near their places of
employment. As Linteau (p. 74) has noted, the first public
transit service in Montreal--the horse-car omnibus--was only
established in 1861, so physical proximity to the workplace was
a necessity. -

Ste. Anne was increasingly becoming 'a suburb for the "new"
industria14vorking class. These nev.reéidents vére generally not
the traditional, skilled artisans among whom home ovnepship had
been high, but the factory operatives and tenders of machines.
Given the deskilling associated with the early stages of
industrialization and the positive‘ correlation we have
demonstrated between levels of skill and lavéls of owner
occupation among the working class, a declining home owneiship

rate in Ste. Anne is not surprising. -
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In association with the industgialization of the vard,‘Ste.
Anne received several waves of Irish immigrants in this period.
As a result, its population grew quickly. Whereas the numbek of
household -heads in Montreal increased 130% from 1847 to 1861, in
Ste. Anne the increase was 284% in the same peériod. This
population growth meant that the land, -especially in the older
part of the ward east of the canal, was being se;fled at greater
densities. According to the theory of urban land rent, greater
densities mean rising land values, and higher land values would
create an obétacle to home ownership. Empirical evidence for
this comes from the fact that house ownership was . much higher ‘in
the never section of the ward west of the canal, which aue to

the recency of settlement was not as densely populated. From Mﬁp

3 we see that the only streets in Ste. Anne to have home.

ownership rates above the city average in 1861 were those on the

wvest side of the canal in the newest part of the ward.

I suspect that this was the case in other wards as well.’

That is, érogrgssiveldeskilling of the working class and greater

population density were making home ovne}shfg less affordable.

In Ste. Marie, which registered the second largest drop in home -

ovnership,‘along‘vith St.Jacques, house ovne;ship-declined'mdbt

1

severely in the older, western section of the ward (Comp#re'naﬁs

1 & 2). In the never and less d¢nsely settled eastern portion,

though, it remained relatively high.
In St. Jacques too the decline was most serious in the

older, soutﬁern part of the ward closest to the CBD, ihile‘fp

_the never northern ‘section (above St. Catherine’ St.) home"

-

A+
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ownership was generally higher. - In St. Louis afi/#l. Laurent as -

vell owner occupation was lower by far in “the older, - more

denécly settled . areas. in the south- than in the newer northern

suburbs above Sherbrooke St.

This dichotomy \hetween suburb and inner city in home
ownership is probably also rooted iﬁ the class composition of
the suburbs. In the era prior to public transit, suburbanization

was confined to the upper class, 'as thost of the working class

had to stay nearer the centre of town with its greater variety-

of employment opportunities. The type of people m§vihg to the
suburbs in this period would probably have been those who could
afford home ownership mo;e'easily. Warner (1968) makes the same
point about suburbanites in Boston in the pre-streetcar era,

I1f the data' for 1861 show a mﬁch clearer positive
qorrelation~betweén home ownership-aﬁd distadce'from the city
_ centre than in 1847, the same can be said for the relationship
between home ownership and class. Ftom Table 2 ‘we can see that
the prevxous class differentials in home ownership have reversed

themselves; in 1861 it was the bourgeoisie and_ the pettf

bourgeoisie who were most likely to own their own: homes, with

house bvnershfp rates of 28% and 29%, respectively, and the
wvorking class which vas' least 1ikeiy to do 80, vith]l&lB% hoﬁe

ownership. This “was undoubtedly due to the deskilling‘ of the

working class qonéﬁﬁ?&ant with’indugtrialization; and .the flight
of the -bourgeoisie out of the CBD to the suburbs. Home
- ovnershxp rates among thg bourgeo1s:e and petty- bourgeois:e '

might have been even h:gher had their exodus to the suburbn been,A

PP
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: « &
‘more complete. In 1861, they vere still overrepreaented in then
CBD (see Table 4). o

Within the working class, the 'same'pbsitiye' correlation
between level of skill and level of home ownership existed in .
1861 as in 1847. 1In the non-construction sector, skifzzgﬁ\\\\\\\
‘ vorkefs continued -to have the ’highest rate of home ownership, '
éemiskiliqd workers the seéond highest, and unskilled ahd vhite
collar workers the lowest. Note also that fgr,all seéments of

the working class home ownership had decreased mhrkediy from

1847 levels, with the most and léast skilled workers being the

R DR

hardest hit (gee Table 6).‘Among .the pbtif bourgeoisie, in
contiaét, hoﬁe-ownershfp decliﬁed ohiy slxghtly in thxs period, ‘
while among the boutge0151e it Juﬁped 60%. ‘

In the construct1on sector the pattern was' mﬁch the'hamg,‘
but the rate of home ownership” for each class 'remained higher .- .
than the general rate for the same class in the economy at large~
(for the boutgeo151e, petty boutge0131e, sk1lled and sem13k1lled
'workers ‘home ownership was about tvzce -as hxgh in the

' construction séétor; and for less skilled uorkers about threef

txmes as hzgh). Wxthxn the working class in the bualdzng trqdes
also home ownership was h:ghest among skxlled vorkers, 1ower for
pemlskxlled w0rkers, and }ovest among the unsk111ed. In. the'v ~
coristructioh sector too it was the most and least ‘skflleé
workers who were most affected by the drép {n_é;ner 6écupation,

Like the petty bourgeoisie in non-construction traéeg,’hcﬁe\':';
ownership among this class in the conutruct:on‘ aector-dedlinéd'

iomeihat; vhereas among the bourggois;e»it remained unchanged.'

1 ¢ ‘—"1
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Tablé 6- Change In Home Ownership ?or‘Saﬁple Oécupatiops

 1B47-1881,

Non-Construction

Bourgeoisie '
- Merchants 9.0 .

‘ ok

- 1847-1861
change $ change - change & change

60,0
' petty Bourgeoisie ,
Advocates 0.8 2.3
Doctors 1.4 . 5.5
Grocers . -10.2 ~-33.0
Total: Y -13.3
Working Class  -11.2 -53.8
White Collar o ’
Bookkeepers IR S --
Clerks T = 6.2 -37.0 -
Tota SR T -29.0
Blue Collar ' -12.7 -56.5
Skilled . - . . '
‘COOPQI'S . —3‘03 -6101
P!‘i‘ntel‘s - 8.1 -5206
Metal Workers . +«22.5 -5370
Machinists- - . == -
Total B . ~22.6 ~56.1 _
' Semiskilled = ,
."Shoemakers, - 7.0 -34.0
Tanners ‘ - 5.8 " -18.8
Total . -6.9 . 327
Unsgkilled . - .
Labourers ©=10.7 -63.3
'Congrhétion<§e&ibr . '
Bour§ebisie' . , L
_Bullaers - ~ 6.4 -10.4
‘Contractors - . 13.6 34.0
" Tota . O '
- Petty ‘Bourgeoisie
, Notaries .= 3.6 - 7.6
‘Working Clags: ' ~-21.6 -43.0

1861-1881
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"segregation. The development of spe

*. property there, which made them important to .the analysis here

106-

Home * ownership - ‘among - the builders and contractors of the

_bourgeoisie probably did not rise as it did among the merchants..

because they had not prev1ously been concentrated in ‘014 -

Montreal They therefore d1d not experxence a flxght from the

CBD and a subsequent rise in home ownership,' especially given’

the already vAry substantial pilportion: of them that owned their

own houses. \

1
Ve
{

Montreal In 1881

N - ‘ . .
r . . 4

The groving industrialization of Montreal continued to -

manifest itself spatially oy a vwidening physical distance

between classes, an  inc class-based residential

areas, and of high versus low home ane‘ hip distrxcts in the

suourhs and inner c1ty respectxvely were both - illustrations of

_ this. The segregatxon was even moré pronounced in 1881, 95 the

process industr1a11zat1on by then‘ hed become even more
aavanced. The o%erall home ownerlhip rate had-- also "fallen
further, to 14.7%. o

.

On Map 4 three entirely new ,eteae apbear, ;he eubuibe of

st. . Cunegonde, ‘St. Henri, and Cote St.: xhtoine; ollo‘«qalled

Westmoudt.'Though thef vere not part of the c1ty of uontreal
ptopet, they are included in the analysas because as. suburhs
they vere funct1onally, if not politically, 1ntogtatod ‘with the
city. ,Mapylof their residents worked in Montreal and owned

—t
+

.~ and in Chiptot rour.»Thc:ihgoo suburbs cover the range of rent '

L]

v -
- " B

ifically vorking class -

R p—,




n "cxty average as there were above it 1n that year.

. in town,

207 L /_-,
levels, from.higﬁ on-%he hill (in Cote St‘ Antoine) to low at_
the level of the canal (in St. Henri). '
Despi;e the increased.size of the builo-up:ateh in 1881,

from ﬁaps' d*and 5 it appears the spatial- d1str1butxon of home

. ownership 1n the city had hardly changed. More than ever, home
‘ovnershxp vas a suburban phenomenon,_conceotra;ed in the vestern
suburbs of Westmount, Upper St. Antoine, and St,-Henri.' The.
inner c1ty, conVersely, waslalmosf completelj devoid of stfeet
segmentsrvzth ‘home ovnershap rates of over 15% {the inner oity
is defined here - as 0ld Montreal St Anto1ne vard below St;‘
Antoine St., Ste. Anne east of the canal, and St. Louis and ét.‘
Laurent wards‘ below Sherbtooke St.). Even Ste. Marie and St.
Jacques, tvo formerly hlgh home ownersh1p vards, showea £ew hxgh
home ownershxp stfeets 1n 1881. _ There were as many ' street

Al

segments in ' these wavds w1th owner occupat1on rates’ below the

Much of the terr1tor1a1 expansxon of the o:ty between 1861

' end 1881 was assoczated with “the open1ng of a " horse-drawn
tvﬁmyay-setvxce in }861. The 1ntroduct1on of publxc tqansport
'meaot‘ohat for ohe firq;'time, Montroal was no longer a :alkxng
.oitf. 'Tﬁe‘ bond’thai had held the work1ng class in the 1nner'
city, the need for physical - proximity to soutces of employment,i '
‘was stort1ng to break. some vorkers could now take advantage of
public transport to move out to: the suburbs and commute to- jobs

The vord *gome™ must be stresnod here, as this<vas 11ke1y

ks

‘only an option far the uore okilled vorkere who could atford the

’
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cost of public transit ‘and who had relatively stable )obs in one

locatlon for an extended period of time, The less sk;lled, more

dependent upon casual employment and phffting,from one emﬁlo er

4

to. another, probaply still needed to . reside near inner areas to
be closer to mpLoiole sources of vork. Moreover, they -often
could ill afford the cost of public transit, '

A oertain‘ working-class suburbanization was nevertheless
‘occurring. Whereos the move/to the subnrbs in 13&1 vas prina}ili
an uppet class m;grat:on, 1n 1881 it seems to have. encompassed a

w1der class spectrum. The newly developed areas in Westmount,:

St.'ﬁenr1, and St. Antaine were characterized overvhelmingly by’

high home obnership, -while new Streeﬁs added in - Ste. Marie and

Si. Jacques - were mostly . low in . owner occupation (the

}elgt}ongnip between newly developed 'streets and home ownership

‘will be pursued in greater depth‘somevﬁbt later {n’the chapter).

What seems to have been happening was the forpation‘ot'distinét
/uppef and working class suBurbs, the former in’ the iesi end

'character1zed hy :elat1vely high Ievels of home ownershlp énd

\

the latter in the east end characterxzed ‘by - lover ones. That |

this was part of a growxng residentxal segregatxon of class

‘vell 1llustratéd in -Table 7, whlch shows the proportlon of

houﬁehold heads in Montreal 1n my 22 sample occupat:ons liv

in each vard.. - s . o

Here ve note the grea% ovqtrepresentation of bourgeois and .

1

»petty bourgeo:d occupatxons in the high hone owné&ahxp areas.

Thus st. Ant01ne vard“’with 11% of the populat;on of q;eater .

) s

Hont:eaL 1n 1881, contained 38% o£ the cxty s merchants, 29& ot

A,




Table 7- Propoztaon of SQ-ple Occupatzons Reszdent In
Bach wWard, 1881

Mercharnts -
Advocates
-Doctors
Grocers
Bookkeepers
Clerks
Foremen
Machinists
Coopers
Printers
Metal Workers
Shoemakers
Tanners .
Labourers .

t

Builders.

- Contractors
Notaries.
-Joiners
Masons .
Carpenters
Stonecutters

Painters

Population As A .

$ of all households

' in Montreal

’
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stl‘o‘ st.e‘- sto
Antoine Anne Laurent

38 - B 11
29 2 8
41 - [ 13
15 © 18 6
35 3 18 .
17 7 16
19 19 12
25 34 12
16 . 37 3
14 13 20
26 20 8

9 5 5
11 4 ~—2
12 25 4
26 -3 26 ..
24 .5. © 11
31 4 3 .
17 6 3

8 10 3
22 22 9

2 3 N |
17 '9.” 12
20.8 13.9.. '10.8

St. St.
Louis Jacques
16 A4
19 23
15 14
12 17
24 11
25 23
13 10
6 5
6 16
29 18
11 11
11 29
0 5
.6 13
26 *158
15 29
21 28
12 25
12 20
9 11
28 22
18 20
11.8 “16.7
‘.
.h,

Ste.
Marie

el
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Table?7 - (...cont'd)

ola . - St. St. West- .

Montreal Cunegonde Henri mount  Total

Merchants 4 2 7 2 100%
Advocates 8 0 3 4 -100%
Doctors 1 1 3 o1 100%
Grocers 1 7 5 0.2 100%
Bookkeepers 2. 0.3 1 1 100%
Clerks 3 1 1 1 ©100%
Foremen 3 0.5 9 . 0 100%
Machinists 0.4 3 6 0.4 100%
Coopers 2 .3 3 1 100%
Printers 1 0 0.5 0  100%
Metal Workers 1 7 6 . 0.5 100%
Shoemakers 1 3 & 0 100%
Tanners 0 0 48 0 100%
Labourers 1 5 . 6 0.05 100%
Builders 0 0 0 1 100%
Contractors 4 1 2 0 100%
Notaries I 1 3 1 100%
Joiners 0.5 -9 6 0 100%
Masons . 0 13 11, 0 100%
Carpenters 1 w 4 6 1 - 100%
Stonecutters 0 0 3 0 100%
Painters 1l 5 4 0 100%
Population As A 2.6 2.8 4.8 0.7 100%

$ of all Households -

In. Montreal

poT

Note: Most figures in this table are rounded to the
nearest percent. B

bt sy s e
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I

‘its<advocates,‘4l% of its doctors, 26% of its builders, and 30%

of its notaries. Conversely, working class occupations were
grossly&underrepresented there, St. Antoine having only 12% of
labourers and 8% of shoemakers in town. -

éimilarly, with only 0:7%vof ‘the population,(Westmount had
2.3% of the city's merchants, 4% of its doctors, 1.3% of its
builders, and 1.3% of its noéariés. Many working class
occupations, however,‘were totally abs;nt from the suburb. There
were absolutely no printers, shoemakeqs, brigklaYers,
stonecutters, or painters to be found there. Even St. Hé;ri, the
other high home ownership area, having only 4.8% of the city's
population had 6.6% of its merchants. waever, St. Henri also
contained 9% of foremen and 48% of all tanners (it was
originally known as St. Henri des Tanneries)."C1early its
popﬁlation was not as markedly bouggeois as that of St. Aftoine

or Westmount, the high owner ocgupation rate there being more

.probably due to the recency of its -development,

The situation in low home ownership areas was exactly the

’

reverse. Ste. Marie, with 15% of Montreal's population, had only

2% of its merchantsﬁ 1% of advocates, 9% of doctors, 4% of

bu;iéers, and 8% of notafies. Working class occupations were
much béttgr‘fepresented there; 28% of\the city's labourers and-
30% of its shoemakers resided in the ward. The same type of
class composition can also be found in Ste. Anne.

Given the abqve information, the results of Table 1 fé¥
1861 are hardly surprising. Here we note that wards with the

lowest levels of house ownership were either those populated

' . . . -

- \
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v
predominantly by working class residenmts (as in St. Cunegonde,
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 lome ownership were either
the suburbs of the elite (like St. Antoine) or more distant
suburbs\w{:h 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, experienced the
two lowest relative decreases in home ownership between 1861 and
1881. 1In contrast, Ste. Marie and St. Jacgues in the east were
home to the largest declines, while the two centre wards, St.
Laurent and St. Louis, suffered intermediate declines. These
decreases are displayed graphically in Figure 1. 01d Montreal
showed the smallest decline, but again that is probably because
home ownership there was so low to begin with (by 1881 only 2.6%
of household heads still lived in that area).

Spatial variations in home ownership were increasing over
time in Montreal, as the city was divided ever more visibly into
distinét high and low house ownership areas. I have argued that
these spatial discrepancies were largely a function of more
sharply defined class-based residential segregation and class
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 qor}elation
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Table 8- Population Density By Ward, 1871 & 1881

1871

Area Pop. per

(acres) Pop.. acre
0ld Montreal 144 5264 36.5
Ste. Anne 605 18, 630 30.8
St. Antoine 1117 23,925 21.4
St. Laurent 280 13,106 46.8
St. Louis 216 14,916 69.1
St. Jacqgues ) 363 17,680 48.7
Ste. Marie 574 13,695 23.9
TOTAL 3299 107,225 32.5

Source: Choko, 1980.

1881

Pop. per

Pop. acre
4635 32.2
20,433 33.8
33,845 30.3
14,318 51.1
19,375 89.7
25,398 67.0
22,733 39.6
140,747 42.7

Gl iiibba, g oy L
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yet between class and owner occupation. These tables show tﬁat
h9mé ownership ;nlﬁrsai “was highest amoné the bourgecisie
(37.5%), second highest,among'the petty Bourgeoisie (29.1%), and
lowest for the working class (7.8#). Within the working class
owner occupation var}ed with skill level, skilled workers
displaying higher home ownership (13.2%) than both semiskilled
(8.1%) and unskilled (3.6%) labourers.

In 1881, white collar workers no 1longer have the lowest
home ownership rates in the working class; qith a rate of 10.3%
they are above semiskilled and unskilled workers and just below
the rate for the skilled group. Indeed, if one excludes the
skilled workers in the building trades (whose ;£Qditiona11y high
figures inflate the total for the group as a whole) than home
ownership among skilled workers becomes 9.8%, somewhat lower
than that for the vhite collar group. This undoubtedly reflects.
the rise in importance/of the tertiary sector in the economy, of
clerical positions i; business in particular, and perhaps a
degree of suburbanization among clerical workers. _

As was the case betvgen 1847 and 1861, home -ownership
declined noticeably among all segments of the working class from
1861 to 1881, (see Table 9) though some vere harder’ hit than
others. Once again it was the'white collar group that fafed best
and blue collar workers who lost the most. Owner occupation fell
only 6.4% among‘vhite collar employees in this. period, as
opposed to.50.9%, 50.6%, and 50.0% for skilled, semiskilled, and
uﬁskilled workers respectively.

¥

Among the petty bourgeocisie, however, home ovnarhhip




Table 9- Change In
1847-1881

Bourgeoisie
Petty
Bourgeoisie.
Working

Class

White Collar

Blue €ollar
Skilied‘
Semigkilled
‘Unskilled

11la

Home Ownership For dccupationil Classes

{
)

.18;2-18615 1861-1881 _ ~
change & change ~é:hang§ 3 change
10,3 58.2 9.5 33.9
-4.3 -12.9 0.1 0.003.
-17.2 . -53.8 = 7.0 -47.3
- 4.5 -29.0 < 0.7 - 6.4
-18.0 -54.1 - 8.0 -52.3
-23.8 -46.8 -13.8 -50.9
- 8.4 -33.9 - 8.3  -50.6 |
-11.6  -61.7 -50.0
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_actuarly 1ncreased sl1ght1y, and for tbé bourgeoxp;e 1t went up

"a hefty 46.5% (changes un home ownershxp by occupatxon are shown

graphically in Figure 2).- Once again, this tremenﬂoug increase’

in owner qccppation among the béurgeoisie was associated vifh an
excdus fgom the-CBD. Whereas in '1B61 15.2% of the city's
merchants still lived in Old Montreal, by lsal'only 3.8% resided

there.

Most of the éeneral class ,pptéerns of acﬁess' to  home

ownership are also typical of construction-related dccupanibns.

Thus in the building trades house ownership wvas higheét among

the bourgeoisi? (52.9%), somewhat lover. .among 'thé petty

bourgeoisie:(43.6%), arid lowest among the vorﬁiqg class (15%).

Of working ¢lass occupations in, this sectov, skiiled and
hemiskilled workers had the highest ovner occupat16n rates

(16.1% & 16.9% regpectivéiy) and unskilled workerq the. lowest -

rate (8.6%). In ’additibn, . home ' ownership .among skilled,

semiskilled, 'and unskilled.conxfructioq workers declined by

47.9%, 39.0%, and 47.6% in this period, " similar to declines

among vdrkens " in non-constructlon occupat1ons (thdugh ~these’

rates of decl;ne wvere sonevhat lower). Aaong both the petty

bourgeoisie and bourgeoinie it re-ained fairly constant.

4

. Honz 0vnersh12 and‘gent*

Several. conclusions lay ‘be dtain"frou the' pinccding

-

_ discuusion. The first is that Honttoll in thin porxod' vas.

increasxngly bocéming a caty of . tengnts. Hone ovnership vas

dccreasing, auong both whzte and.blue collar vorkers, thongh for
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. white coll&erOfkgfs the drop was not as séve;é»thogg‘the.pétty?
'bourgeoisie it remained fairly stable, whereas among the
béurgeoisie.it increased sharply.v&he dream of the iefSrmerslfor

widcéprEad.vorkihg class home ownership in Montreal was Sécoming;

a un1que1y upper class reality.

Indeed, owner occupatxon was correlated -strongly not only

with class‘pobition, bit -also with position in space, becoming.

increasingly a suburban phenomenon, and suburbanization was to a

. degree a class move. High house ownership was related to
" distanceé .from ‘the city 'cenpie, and ever more confined to the
relatively vell .off western suburbs as. the elite moved out. of .

the inner wa;ds to .these. locations. The eastern suburbs

\

§iperienced‘-t§e largest‘ declines in hﬁme ownership as they

Became the {oci of a working class suburbanization, especially

with the industriéliidtioﬁ of‘the eastern wards ’after 1861 and —

.

.the establishment of sighificant iocal labour matkets there.

Hontreal by " 1881 w&s already exhxbxtxng -many of ‘the

‘character18t1cs of what ‘we vould call a 'nodern' city. One of

these traits was the groving segregation of social classes into

" different residential areas. The fragmentation of the city into

areas of high and low home" ownership was one manifestation of

this residential differentiation. Other manifestations can also

"be identified. - . . )
' Hanna and Olson (1983), tqr exn-ple, hnye also fo d rent

levels to be cornlntod with {:\ccupntional clasl. As 1 h- e found'

correlated with levels of

ownership, it follovs\ that home - ovmouliiﬁ should

'
SRR bt SN MRl b o4 St AT % e g
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"corrplated with rent'lqéblsAtod. ~This section will attempt an

examznatzon of the felationship betveen house ownership aqd'

rental values,. rent level bejngf\another surrogate measure for

social class which can be érawn‘ from_the\gméiridnl (tax roll) -

dltﬂ. . ) " P - |
We have already noted 1n Chapter Tvo how rental values vete

esﬁablxshed by the c1ty assessors. Rents were either cop1ed down

case of owner 6ccypfed.8wellings, xhe'épumerafors estimated the

.on the basis of information supplied by the tenant or, in the -

rental value of the unit. Hanna and Olson have divided the range .

of rental ‘- values found in the fassehsmgﬁt into nine  rent -

éitegorieé.(Table_;O shows the houndafies of these categories).:

Households in the lowest rent caéegory were .paying ;30\pér year

or less in rent, while ihoée in the highest were 'paying over

Y

$1020 in rent annually. | ,' ' -

They have also d1v1ded the streets of 19th-century Montreal. .
~1nto street segnents (415 in" 1881), and calculated the median

rent value on each sequent. This has enabled them to. pllce

_ every. street ‘segment’ 1nto ‘one of theirﬁnnipe median rent

caieqdfics, and to come up with a spatial qistribuiion of median

of stréet segments. s -

From Table 11 there does not appear to have been & linear

*

.rent values throughout the city. For ease ot comparison, in this .

-

‘ n@pfion I will employ the same rent categor:es as Hanna and

Olson, while I have already been usxng in this chapter their set \

home ownership vas high at the higliest rent levels, it'yai even
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Rent Ciqss 1= 30 or less .

~

Rent‘class\

'Rent Class

Rent Class

Rent Class

~

Rent Class

Rent Class
Rent Class

Rent q1a§s

\

v

2=

3=
4=

5=

6=
7=
8=
9=

.i "

]
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- ~ .

. +

31-60

61-90

91-120
121-180°
181-300
301-540

SRP—aozo'

over 1020

\

45

¢105\
150
240
420°
780

Source: Hanpna & ‘Oléon,.p.zs-—note—thai the
are mnot equal -
values increase, there are fewer people

of rent.

after rent-

level four.

Therefore, to get suff;cxentlg large numbers

rent level 1ntervals
This xs because as rent
able to afford that level

of street

segments in each rent level category, the range of each rent class
must increase as tents increase.
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Taﬁle 11- & Home OVnérship By Rent Level of Street and Ward, 1861

"

Rent Level of‘Streetz

Low -
, 1
Ste. Marie 33.7
+ St. Jacques 42.4
St. Louis 52.9
. St. Laurent
, St. Antoine S /
Ste.. Anne ’

. 01d qu;real

CITY TOTAL 37.9

2

.21.9

23.2
20.5
17.2
17.1
14.0

18.6

(excluding Old:Montreal)

-

.

\

-~ \

114b o

N

. -

. , High

3 4 5 6r9
19.4 .
13.2 29.1 . 22.2
14.0 20.4 . 24.8
13.5 17.7 15.2 50.9
13.9 25.5 35.1 35.2
16.6 13.8

8.8 2.7 6.2 5.8

14.7 21.3 20.8 - 35.5

Table 12- § Home Ownership By Rent Level and Ward, 1881 -

‘Rent Level of Street:

High

. Low .
1 2 3 ) 5 69

Ste. Marie - 10.7 . 14.4 10.4 0 -
St. Jacques 9.7 12.3 17.5° 11.1 36.0 36.5
St. Louis 11.4 11.6 26,.0 26.0 23,2
St. Laurent 9.1 9,0 ' .2 17.3 29.1
St. Antoine 2.5 8.1 « 14.3 -~ 10.9 21.8 33.1
Ste. Anne 10.2 24,1 . .

* O0ld Montreal . 1.9 8.0 ° 8.7 0 40.9
St. Cunegonde 1.0 9.7 60.0
St. Henri . 18.8 25.1 '"17.2 . T
" CITY TOTAL .11.4 12.0 12.3 11.9 23,2. - 32.3
{excluding. Old Montreal) ' ' g o .

\

-
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greater on streets vwith the lowest median rent values (rent
level -1 sﬁpeets). Owner occupation got much lower on rent level
2 streets, reached its lowest ebb in rent level 3, and started
climbing again in r levels 4 and 5. Thus, instead of a linear
relationship a mofe U-shaped curve is produced by the data (see
Figure 3).

The explanation for this 1is fairly straightforward. The
vast majority of households 1living on rent level 1 street
segments were found in Ste. Marie ward (222 out of 306, or 73%).
I have noted earlier how in 1861 Ste. Marie had the highest rate
of home ownership of all city wards, mainly because its distance
from the city centre reduced land values and made owner
occupation more affordable there.

If owner occupation was found to be highly correlated with
both high and lov rental values, then, it is because at the top
oiﬁthe scale high rent—itreets represent streets of upper class
segtlenent vhere a greater proportion of the inhabitants can
afford to own their own homes. At the bottom of the scale low
rent streets were generally higher in home ownership due t;
cheaper land values vith greater distance, and the inability of

___the poorest among the ioEi{EE“Eidg;rtg-subufbadizé in 1861.

If this was indeed the case, then by 1881 the correlation
between high héze ownership and lowv rent level should be less
clear, as by that year population growth had resulted in greater
density of settlement in Ste. Marie and therefore higher land
priées, vhich would have reduced home ownership. The arrival of

the tramwvay and the industrialization of tg}a area would also

A
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have meant a greater working class suburbanization and less home
_ownerslip in Ste. Marie. The situation in 1881 (Table 12) shows
a remarkably linear relation between hoyse ownership and rent
level. In 1881 home ownership was lowest among households
residing on low rent streets, and rose as the median rent
increased, being highest among households on streets with median
rent levels over $181.

As streets and areas were becoming more homogeneous in
terms of home ownership, so too were they becoming more
homogeneous in terms of rent. In 1881 Hanna and Olson found a
somewhat smaller range of rent values, and conversely a greater
concentration of rent values arpund the median value, on most
street segments than they did in 1B61. Clearly, the relatively
even spread of home ownership over space characterish&gwof the
pre-industrial era was fast disappearing. This is well
illustrated in Figqures 4 and 5, which show the distribution of
house ownership on the set of streets within each rent category,
both for 1861 and 1881. In 1861 the vast majority (78%) of low
rent (level 1) streets fell into the highest home ownership
category. This was even greater than the proportion (57%) that
dig éo on high rent streets (levels 6 to 9). Most rent 1evei 2
and 3 streets displayed intermediate levels of owner occupation,
while home ownership on rent 1level 4 and 5 streets fell more
among the middle to high value range.

The p;ttern in 1881 was much different. In that year home
ownership figures for low rent streets (levels 1 and 2) were

very low, while in rent levels 3 and 4 they focused more around
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the middle of the scale. Streets of rent level 5 exhibited a
more marked clustering around higher home ownership scores,
vhile in the highest rent levels (6 through 9) over half of all
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 Ownership: An Annual Sample

Thus far, data have been collected only for three sample
years: 1847, 1861, and 1881, Trends . and spatial patterns
discovered have been based on analysis at these three points in
time. But what was happening to home ownership in the 14 year
hiatus between \1847 and 1861 and in the 20 year interval from
1861 to 18817 In order to examine more closely changes in
patterns of home ownership over time, I have recorded the owner
occupation rate on a small 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 ownership were occurring. It will also allow u; to relate
changes in home ownership to cycles in construction. There were
two major residential building booms in my study period, one in
the mid and late 1850's (Saywell, p. 12) and another starting in
the late 1860's and running through the decade of the 1870's
(Hanna, p. 1). I expect to find that changes in home ownership

vere more likely to occur vhen there wvas a lot of construction
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going on, when the city was expanding and the housing stock
increasing. Not only would a building boom provide new
opportanities for home ownership, but as Easterlin (1968) and
others have explained, they usually occur in response to large
increases in population. Growing numbers of people without a
proportional growth in the city's housing stock means greater
population densities, and higher rental values, which will lower
the rate of home ownef%h p- Conversely, during periods of
stagnation in constructio;\and population growth I expect litpge
change to occur. The street segments included in the sample can
be found in Table 13.

Street segments were chosen at seven different 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
708 of their rental values falling inside the two quartiles
around its median rent value. This ensures xthat the street
segment represents what was happening to home ownership within a
particular rent category, and that the median rent value on the
street is not the average of a vide range of rent values. To
obtain geographical coverage, street segments were selected from
all parts of the city, from all wards, from the inner city and
suburbs, to ensure a balanced areal ™ representation. Por
statistical reliability, street segments had to have a

sufficient number of households (minimum of 15) to furnish

statistically reliable results.

el e -
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Table 13- Annual Sample Street Segments, 1881

Street : Froms To: n
Rent Class 1- St. Alphonse Dorchester St. Catherine 33
Rent Class 2- St. Etienne Wellington St. Patrick 42
Rent Class 3- Balmoral St. Catherine Ontario 43
Rent Class 4- Mayor Bleury Aylmer 32
Rent Class 5- Aylmer Berthelet Sherbrooke 30
Rent Class 6~ Lagauchetiere St. Denis Campeau 15
Rent Class 7- McTavish north of Sherbrooke 17

Table 14- Occupational Profile of Annual Sample Streets,
1861 & 1881
(% of household heads on each street segment
in each occupational category)

{

1861
Ratz's Occupational Categories
High
1 2 3 s 5 Total

St. Alphonse 6.7 66.6 6.7 20.0 100%
St. Etienne 3.4 24.1 6.9 3.4 62.1 < 100%
Balmoral 8.7 30.4 60. 100%
Mayor 23.5 11.8 41.2 23.5 100%
Aylmer 33.3 47.6 19.0 100%
Lagauchetiere 44.4 33.3 22.2 100%
McTavish N/R N/R N/R N/R N/R Nﬂ?
1881 ‘
St. Alphonse 40.7 25.9 33.3 100%
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

71.4 28.6

McTavish

N/R= not enough residents to yield meaningful results.

s
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Because the street segments were not chosen randomly, and
because the proportion of individuals at each rent level in the
gsample 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
cl;ss. However, because such stringent requirements were met in
the street selection I 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 Figure 6. The
1860's seem to have been a critical period of divergence in
rates of home ownership between the different rent levels.
Around 1860 home ownership levels on all the sample streets were
bunched closely together. Between about 1860 and 1866 a sorting
out of streets occurred, as owner occupation rates for streets
in the five 1lowest rent levels all showed a relatively uniform
decline. The decline continued, although at a somewhat reduced
pace, through the 1870's, with the exception of the rent level 5
street which showed a moderate increase in home ownership in the
latter part of this decade. In contrast, house ownership rates
on the streets in rent levels 6 and 7 increased markedly
throughout the 1860's, with a tapering off in the 1870's.

The results of the annual sample seem to be somewhat at
odds with the hypothesis stated earlier that changes in levels
of home ownership would more 1likely occur in conjunction with

booms in residential construction. If anything the greatest

changes in owner occupancy occurred in a relatively quiet period
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for construction, the 1860's decade. In contrast, during the
building boom of the 1870's decreases in rates of house
ownership on streets at most rent levels were not as pronouﬁced.
This may be due to the fact that Montreal expefienced a fairly
heavy population increase throughout the ' 1847-1881 periad
(Choko, p. 153). During the 1870's boom new dwellings being
built may have helped accomodate thehnew people to be housed, so
home ownership rates did not drop as substantially as in the
1860's, when few new houses being built meant greater densities,
more crowding, and less home ownership. |

In any case, it is clear from{ 'the annual sample that by
1881 a more straightforward correlati between owner occupation
and rent class had developed. In that year the four lower rent
streets are clustered at the bottom end of the home ownership
axis, the rent category 5 street segment is somewhat higher, and
the level 6 and 7 segments much higher. The same pattern can be
found in PFigure 7, which shows three year moving averages of
home ownership on each sample street segment. This reduces the
problem, noted in Chapter Two, of year-to-year fluctuations in
the data due to an assessment by different enumerators.

As home ownership has been found to be highly correlated
vith occupation, a similar sorting out of streets into more
homogeneous units should have been occurring occupationally as
vell. Table 14 illustrates thag this certainly seems to. have
been the case. This table gives anloccupationul analysis of all
households on each of my sample street segments, in 1861 and

1881 (It uses Katz's occupational scale "instead of my own,

2
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hovever, as there were not enough individuals in my 23 sample
occupations on these streets to yield meaningful results). This
table shows that streets in the sample were indeed becoming more
homogeneous occupationally. In 1881 1low rent streets were
populated overvhelmingly by the lowest occupational categories,
while high rent streets were inhabited almost exclusively by the
highest occupational categories, and intermediate rent streets
by the middle occupational groups. This pattern existed but was
not ‘as pronounced inglesl, especially on the rent level 1 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 seens largely " to reflect the findings from the--

analysis of oc;upational class and house ownership earlier in
the chapter. 1In 1861 the industrialization- of the city was not
as advanced and the tramway had not yet made an impact on th;
city. Home ownership was still high in all suburbs, including
Ste. Marie, where the bulk of low rent (category 1) streeés were
located. This spatial arrangement produced the stro?g
association between home owners and lov rent: the low income
home owners were a suburban population.

By 1881 the growing residential segregation of classes
concomitant with industrialization and an increasing density in
working class 'suburbs spurred by their industrialization and the
arrival of the tramvay, produced much more distinctly
recognizable high and low class areas. The creation of high and

lov areas vith respect to home ownership and rent class were two
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other sides *of this same coin, and reflected an increasingly
direct relationship between occupation, rent, and home
ownership. Figures 8 and 9 show just how clear that relationship

had become by 1861 and 1881.

Home Ownership and Redevelopment

"From a provincial city of 50,000 inhabitants in 1850,
Montreal's population had almost tripled by 1870" (Hanna, p. 1).
This is how one author describes the phenomenal growth of the
city during my study period, Unfortunately, expansion of the
stock ©f housing did not keep pace with the explosion in
population. Montreal's housing stock "which had stood at about
8000 units...ip 1856, lost some 1500 wunits in the huge fires of
1850-i852, most in working class districts, plus uncounted
hundreds more from the near total redevelopment of the old
walled city into a new business district during the 1860's"
(ibid., pp. 1-2). Thus, by around 1870, "the net housing stock
had only’managed to double to about 16,000 units while the
population was tripling” <igig,, p. 2). )

This tremendous population growth was accomodated in one of
three ways: redevelopment of housing after the fires, the
extenai?n of the city on its periphery (suburbanization), and
the settlement of existing built-up areas at greater densities.
We need therefore to grasp the relation of tenure to each of
these habitats. As some of the effects of greaster population
‘densities on home ownership have already been outlined, this

section will £focus on the rolntioﬁlhip betvocnh home ownership
-5

o



122a

% Owners

Pigure 8

Home Ownership and the
1 Rent Levels . 2 3 4 5 6 7 Proportion of Household Heads
At Fach Rent Level, 1861

7"8'& 9 ' ’
80 |
~
60 {
40 | ¢ i

B .
—
20 | N\
A

20 20 3 80
% Households at Each Rent Lavel




/
/

Figure 9~ Home Ownership and the Proportion of Houséholda at Each Rent Level, 1881

¢
Rent Levals
1 - . . 3 __, 4.5 6-9
80 180
60 {60
L
™~
N
-
AO J40
]
2
®
20 120
o= P
20 40 60 80

% Households at Each Rent Level




~—

3

123

and post-fire redevelopment and suburbanization.

In the early 1850's the city of Montreal was ravaged by the
worst\ series of fires in its history. For example, on. the
Saturday\ afternoon of June 15, 1850, a fire started accidentally
by two youths playing in a lumberyard eventually destroyed about
one third of Ste. Anne's ward, causing 80,000 Pounds damage and
the loss of over 200 homes. Perhaps the worst fire on record
occurred on Friday, July 9, 1852. 1In 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. Dominigue Street. Hundreds of men worked

heroically for hours to contain the blaze. They had

successfully 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 alight, starting
another fire there that moved east and burned right through to
the following day. By the time the last flames were
extinguished, "everything around Dalhousie Square had vanished

"(Montreal Gazette, July 12, 1852, p. 2), a wide swath of St.

Jacques and Ste. Marie wards between St. Mary and Lagauchetiere
streets had been laid waste, and a rectangﬁlar area in St. Louis
ward bounded by St. Lawrence, St: Catherine, St. Denis, and
Dorchester streets was no more. The two fires had caused 400,000
Pounds worth of/ damage, consumed 1200 dwellings, and left from
12,000 to 15,000 people homeless.

This section will examine the effects of these fires on

home ownership in Montreal. Although all the areas involved were

ol
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subsequently rebuilt, they were so 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 1n the
city. Moreover, redevelopment of this type was probably
indicative of the incentives to developers to meet the demands
from various classes for different types of tenure.

Table 16 gives home ownership rates for 17 street segments
that were destroyed by fire between 1850 and 1853. It also shows
levels of owner occupation on adjoining segments of these
streets untouched by the fires. In all cases the unburned
segments chosen were 1mmediately adjacent to the burned segments
on one side, and sometimes on both sides. The social class
composition and rent distributions of the set of burned segments
matched closely those of the unburned segments before the fires.
The complete list of theSe segments is shown in Table 15.

When the total set of burned street segments is compared to
the matched set of wunburned segments, owner occupation was
higher on unburned segments. This applied both for the city as a
vhole and in each of the three wards where these streets vere
located. Fires therefore seem to have had a depressing effect on
home ownership levels in Montreal, and the dominant
redevelopment strategy was for rental accomocdation.

Using Katz's occupational ranking, we find that the burned
segments were generally resettled by/a higher class of occupants
than those living on the adjacent segments (Table 17). The
burned segments had a much higher proportion of residents in the

top three occupational categories and a much lowver percentage in



Table 15- Burned and Unburned Sample

Street

Ste. Anne
Prince
Nazareth
Dalhousie
Queen
George

St. Louis
St. Dominique

St. Constant
German

St. Elizabeth
Sanguinet

1242

Burned

Segment

Ottawa to Common
Ottawa to Common
Ottawa to Common

Lagauchetiere to Mignonne

Dorchester

Dorchester

Dorchester

Dorchester

St. Jacques & Ste. Marie

Campeau

St. Nicholas
Tollentin
Amherst
Wolfe
Montcalm
Visitation
Panet

St.
St.

St.
St.
St.
St.
St.

Mary
Mary

Mary
Mary
Mary
Mary
Mary

to
to

to
to
to
to

Wellington to Common
Ottawa to Common

to Mignonne

to Mignonne
to Mignonne
to Mignonne

Craig
Craig

Craig
Craig
Craig
Lagauch.
Craig

Street Segments, 1861

Unburned
Segggqt

William to Ottawva
William to Ottawva
William to Ottawa
William to Wellington
College to Ottawa

Vitre to Lagauch.

and Mignonne to Ontario
Lagauch. to Dorchester
& Mignonne to Ontario
same as above

same as above

same as above

Craig to Lagauch.
Craig to Lagauch.

Lagauch. to Dorchester
Lagauch. to Dorchester
Lagauch. to Dorchester
Lagauch. to Dorchester
Lagauch. to Dorchester



Table 16- §% Home Ownership On Burned and Unburned
Street Segments,

Ste. Anne
Prince
Nazareth
Dalhousie
Queen

George

Tota?

St. Louis

St. Dominique
St. Constant

German
St. Elizabeth

Sanquinet
Tota

St. Jacques & Ste. Marie

Campeau
St. Nicholas
Tollentin
Amherst
Wolfe
Montcalm
Panet
Visitation
Tota

GRAND TOTAL
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1861
Burned
Segment n

6.6 76

12.1 66

7.4 54

14.3 14

20.0 55

11.3 265

6.3 80

11.9 67

15.7 121

34.0 47

17.9 78

15.8 393

6.5 31

10.5 19

15.2 33

24.1 29

18.8 16

28.0 23

25.0 25

15.4 176

A
14.9 834

Unburned
Segment n
12.5 32
11.1 27
14.3 35
18.8 16
12.5 _24
13.4 134
16.4 67
20.0 75
37.7 80
24.2 33
17.3 75
22.7 330
18.8 32
25.0 32
9.5 $2
22.7 22
28.6 28
18.2 45
0.0 _44
19.6 245
19.9 709
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Table 17- FPire and Repopulation By Class, 1861
(% of Household Heads In Bach Occupational Category
on Burned and Unburned Street Segments)

Katz's Occupational Categories

High Low

1 11 o v n
Burned 5.6 22.2 51.4 8.1  12.7 716
Segments
Unburned 5.6 16.9 46.4 11.8 19.4 629
Segments
Total 5.6 19.7 49.1 9.8 15.8 1345

Table 18- Median Annual Rents On Burned and Unburned
Street Segments, 1861 (in §)

Burned Unburned "

Street Segment Segment
Prince $48 $60
Nazareth 68 60
Dalhousie 60 48
Queen 60 120
George 60 40
St. Dominique 60 52
St. Constant 96 48
German 72 60
St. Elizabeth 60 ' 80
Sanguinet 60 52
Campeau 48 48
St. Nicholas 60 48
Tollentin

Amherst 48 30
Wolfe 48 48
Montcalm 48 56
Vigsitation 56 48

Panet 36 36
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the bottom two groups than did the non-burned set of streets.
Since the two sets of streets were much alike before the fires,
this is an indication of the impact of redevelopment.

A chi-sqguare test on the two sets of data (burned and
unburned street segments) yields an obsetved 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 Qypothesis (which states
that no significant difference existed between the populations
of the two streets) and conclude that the burned street segments
were indeed repopulated by a higher class of inhabitants.

59% of burned segments were also characterized by higher
median rents than the matching unburned segments (Table 18). On
three streets (18%) median rents 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 should display
higher median rents and a higher occupational profile than those
unaffected by fire is not altogether surprising. In these
redeveloped areas housing was new, and therefore possibly of
higher quality. Newer and better quality housing 1is generally
more expensive, and more expensive housing, in turn, is only
afforded by a higher class of individuals. Moreover, the extent
of fires and shortages of dwellings is likely to have bid up the
price of housing in the surrounding area. This may have
generated some subdivision of dwellings on adjoining streets,
thereby lowering the average rental value on these streets.

Not easily accounted for, however, is the somewhat lower
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home ownership generally found on street sections ravaged by
fire. Perhaps the higher price of the newvw housing on the burned
segments made ownership there less feasible, despite the higher
class of residents such new housing attracted. Or perhaps many
small owners, having lost everything in the fires, were induced
to sell their property to a smaller number of larger owners, who
rebuilt houses and rented them as an investment. This too might
have decreased the proportion of owner occupiers, though
=

definitive answers must await further research into property

values, owners, and developers.

Home Ownership and New Development

Much of the new development having to accomodate the city's
burgeoning population was occurring on newly-built streets or on
street extensions. This meant that new development was largely
suburban, these new streets and street segments springing up on
the periphery of the built-up area. This section will compare
and contrast home ownership rates and the occupational structure
on new streets with those on previously existing ones, in an
effort to determine how strategies of new development may have
affected the spatial and social class distributions of owner
occupation in the city.

~ Map 7 shows home ownership levels on street segments built
between 1847 and 1861. These were found almost exclusively on
the fringes of the city, and were characterized predominantly by
high home ownership values. Owner occupation was higher in newly

built areas than on older streets, the only exceptions being new

R
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streets in Ste. Anne and lower St. Antoine. In table 19, we see
that house ownership on the entire set of newly developed
streets .in 1861 was 28%, well above the city average of 18.8% in
that year. In evety single ward in 1861 home ownership on the
nev set of streets (built since 1847) was higher than the vangd
average. A chi-square test on the two sets of data (home
ownership on old vs. new streets) lends more support to this
conclusion. The calculated value at the 0.05 significance level
was over eight times greater than the critical value, indicating
that there vas a gsignificant difference in home ;wnership on old
¥ and new streets.

*The findings are consistent with my earlier observation
that owner occupation was becoming increasingly confined to the
suburbs. Previously, I posited that cheaper land in the suburbs
made ovngrship mor; affordable, and that the people most likely
to suburbanize were better able to afford home ownership. wgiéagif//
now introduce some nuances into the interpretation.

Tablg 20 compares the occupational profile of newer and
older streets. In 1861, the newer streets contained a somewhat
larger proportion of bourgeois residents, a somewhat smaller
percentage of petty bourgeois inhabitants, and a very similar
proportion of working class occupants (this was the result of ;
balancing of relatively more blue collar and fewer wvhite collar
wvorkers). A chi square test on the two sets of data reveals a
significant difference in their occupational composition, as the
calculaged value of chi-square is over four times the %€ritical

value at the 0.05 significance level. This diffeéerence persists

e
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Table 19- Home Ownership on Street Additions & Older
Streets, 1861 & 1881

a

. $ ownership on:

1861 1881
o1ld New 0ld New
Ward Streets Streets Streets Streets
St. Antcine 21.5 26.4 17.2 19.4
Ste. Anne 12.4 24.2 11.3 17.9
St. Laurent 17.4 : 25.0 11.2 22.8
St. Louis 19.8 38.5 13.1 17.4
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 0Old and New Streets,

1861 &« 1881
$ residents in each class on:
1861 ’ 1881
- 014 New .01d New
Class Streets Streets Streets Streets
Bourgeoisie 9.7 13.3 8.7 9.1
Petty 6.8 2.9 8.0 6.3
Bourgeoisie
White Collar 9.0 5.1 12.2 10.1
Skilled 23.9 22.5 22.4 22.6
Semiskilled 15.6 10.3 13.0 16.0
Unskilled 35.0 45.9 35,7 35.5
100% 100% 100% 100%
Total Blue 74.5 78.7 71.1 74.1
Collar
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 almost
three times the critical value.

The suburban population of Montreal in 1861 contained both
a bourgeois element that had left the inner city and a working
class element that had to live where rent was cheapest and close
to their 3jobs. These two populations, though both suburban,
were not found in the same suburbs. Ste. Marie and Ste. Anne
contained 68% of all labourers on new streets in 1861, but had
only 1.4% of merchants living on new streets in tﬁ&t year, while
St. Antoine and Westmount contained a grossly disproportionate
share of doctors, advocates, merchants, and notaries (Table 21).

Map 8 shows the distribution of home ownership on the next
generation of new streets, built between 1861 and 188l. Once
again .street additions were to be found overwhelmingly 1in the
suburbs, but unlike the situation in 1861, only in some suburbs
were they characterized by high levels of owner occupation. In
the western and northern suburbs of Westmount, St. Henri, upper
St. Antoine, St. Laurent and St. Louis, these high values

dominate the map, whereas in eastern Ste. Marie and St. Jacques

The impression conveyed by the map i$ supported by Table
19. Here we see that the rate of home ownership on the set of
newly built (built since 1861) streets in 1881 was only 15.4%,
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 was higher than the wvard average, vhereas

in St. Jacques and Ste. Marie it was lower than the ward
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Table 21- § of Sample Occupations On New Streets In Each

Ward, 1881
Ste. St. St. St. St. Ste.
Anne Antoine Laurent Louis Jacques Marie
Merchants 0 46 12 2 11 2
Advocates 0 37 6 9 28 0
Doctors 0 27 8 4 23 15
Grocers 6 9 3 5 18 22
Bookkeépers 2 55 8 11 12 3
Clerks . B 29 10 13 23 5
Foremen 6 27 2 2 11 18
Coopers 7 12 5 5 17 3
Machinists 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 S 0 0 3 20
Labourers 9 9 1 2 10 36
Bui lders 5 46 14 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
Masons 4 6 1 - 0 21 24
Carpenters 19 12 2 6 10 21
Stonecutters 2 2 0 30 35 23
Painters 8 17 2 5 21 18
Total 6.8 16.4 3.0 5.3 16.7 23.9

* et ion e - *



Table 21 (...cont'd)
West- St. St.
mount Henri Cunegonde Total

Merchants ° 8 7 11 100%
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%
Machinists 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 8 4 100%
Joiners 0 23 14 100%
Masons 0 21 24 100%
Carpenters 2 17 11 100%
Stonecutters 0 9 0 100%
Painters 0 13 17 100%
Total 1.4 15.5 11.0 100%

Note: In most cases the data have been rounded 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 qQuarter of the population in my
occupational sample on newly built streets. Yet at the same time
Ste. Marie contained over a third of all unskilled labourers and
shoemakers 1n 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 advoEFtes, 45% of
the builders, and 28% of the contractors, versus only 9% of the
labourers and 3% of the shoemakers. There was not one process
of suburbanization in Montreal but two: a bourgeois
suburbanization to the west and north and a working class
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
working class from this form of housing tenure. It has also
identified a spatial concentration of home ownership in suburban
areas and on streets with high median rental values. These have
been related to the changing class structure of the city and to
the changing distribution of classes in space with
industrialization. Yet from this data we still do not know

F)
anything about the types of owners characteristic of various
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residential environments or about how ownersh:p may have been
employed as part of a strategy by certain groups to get ahead.
Such 1nformation 1s vital to an understanding of the part home
ownership may have played in the political struggles of the
period. Chapter Four w1ll adress 1tself to precisely this type
of analysis, and will place special emphasis on the role of the
duplex, a residential habitat fairly wuniQue to the Montreal

property market.

R RN
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Chapter Four: Home Ownership and the Duplex

The duplex represented the archetype of housing i1n Montreal
during the latter part of the 19th century. As Copp relates, in
this period the lofty tenements of New York and Chicago were
absent here. "Instead, the typical home vas a five room flat 1n
the terrace of duplexes” (p. 190'. Hanna and Olson too explain
that 1n this era triplexes and other multifamly évellxngs had

only begun to appear, and that they constituted only une

portion i1nfime de marché...Le duplex reste la maison type de
Montreal” (p. 7.

In working class neighbourhoods the duplex reigned supreme,
some of these neighbourhoods being almost totally devoid of
single family houses. Saywell contends that "The Montreal of
193]1...where over 90 per cent of the wage earners did not live
in detached houses, had taken shape by the end of the 19th
century. As far as can be determined 50 per cent of all
Montrealers lived in multiple family 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
the, lower west end, almost no one 1lived in a single family

Y
dwelling (p. 43). .
But as we noted in Chapter Two, existing literature on
home ownership deals only with two groups of owners; absentee
owners with tenants and resident owners without tenants. Nowhere

in the 1literature is the duplex owner, wvho 1is both an owner

occupier and a landlord, considered. Because of their

3
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intermediate position, such 1ndividuals may be expected to
demonstrate political 1interests not i1dentical to those of the
other two groups of owners. They therefore warrant special
examination. This chapter will pe devoted to an analysis of
class distinctions among the three groups of owners on the
Montreal real estate market --owner occupilers, absentee
landlords, and duplex owners--and among the tenants of these
three groups of owners, as well as between the ovner§ and thear
tenants. 2

This chapter will look at these three sets of owners and
tenants found on the sample of seven street segments in 1881 as
developed in the previous chapter. Because these streets do not
Yield 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®ed in Table 22).
These streets wefe chosen on the same criteria as the original
seven, to obta%ﬁ a sample stratgfied by rent, with the
additional requirement that most of them (9 out of the 12)

e v
contain a large number of gpplexes.

This type of analys&%‘éould only 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 1in 1881 I was
unable to find street segments in median rent levels 6 andﬁb
with significant numbers of duplexes (and only one street 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 lower rent streets (especially levels 1 & 2

e f owgna



Table 22- Street Segments For Ownership Sample

Street

St. Alphonse
Beaudry

Fullum

St. Btienne
St. Dominigue
Dominion

St. Elizabeth
Hermine
Balmoral

Fulford
Mayor
Laval

Aylmer

Lusignan
Anderson
Donegani

Lagauchetiere

McTavish
McKay

132a

From:

Dorchester
Mignonne ,
St. Catherine
Wellington
Roy

St. Jacques

St. Catherine
Jurors
St. Catherine

St. Jacques
Bleury
Roy

Berthelet
St. Jacgues
Lagauchetiere

east off Bisson

St. Denis

To:

St. Catherine
Ontario

Ontario
St. Patrick
Duluth
St. Antoine

Ontario
Lagauchetiere
Ontario

St. Antoine
Aylmer
Duluth

Sherbrooke

St. Antoine
Dorchester

Campeau

north of Sherbrooke

Dorchester

St. Catherine

rent
class

—

K g n LK - (VS N RPN ] NN

~N o~

33
188

21
42
61
30

126
32
43

46
32
31

30
27
33
24

15

17
32
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streets, on which single family homes are hard to find) 1n
itself says much about the type of tenants and the social
relationships between owners and tenants in duplex housing. I
would expect to find that duplexes were generally occupied by a
lowver occupational class of tenants, while a larger social class
difference probably existed betveen duplex owners and their
tenants than between the owners and tenants of single family
housing.

Not only have I divided owners into resident, absentee, and
duplex proprietors, but 1 have further divided the group of
duplex owners into resident and absentee duplex owners. I have
done this on the grounds that, as Levine notes, "the
reiationship of a landlord to his tenant 1is likely to be
gualitatively different where both 1live on the same property
than where contaéts are less fregquent and more 'businesslike’ in
character” (p. 285). A landlord living in the same building as
his tenants miéht be more responsive to his tenants' complaints
about the guality of the dwelling than one 1living elsewhere.
"Recent evidence indicates that resident landlords are less
willing than absentee landlords to 1let their properties
deteriorate beyond 'sociafly acceptable' standards" (ibid.). I
have had some difficulty employing the standard definitions ofl
'absentee' and 'resident' 1landlords, though. Generalfy, a

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

»

J

e
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assumed to be unrelated." An absentee landlord "is an individual
vho is assessed as the freeholder on a property at which he is
" not resident” (ibid.).

There were, however, several cases vwvhere an individual
ligted in the assessment as the owner of a building does not
live in the building itself, but does reside in the building
next door. Some individuals were resident in‘oné building in a
row of four or five adjacent buildings, all of which they owned.
Theoretically, such an individual may be classed as a resident
or an absentee owner,ibut for the purposes of this ana{ysis he
will be considered a fesident owner. Living next door, or in
the same row of buildings, would increase an owner's contacts
with his tenant# and make him more sensitive to their
complaints. It voﬁld also decrease his willingness to let his
property deteriorate beyond 'socially acceptable' norms. The
lanélord living next door to or among his tenants is still
likely to have that "qualitatively different” relationship with
them, as Levine describes it, that the owné; living further away
does not. To assess the occupational structure of various groups
of landlords and tenants, I will employ Katz's scale.

-~

Duplex Owners and. Qther Property Owners In Montreal
N h ) . _
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

only a few properties out of hundreds in the sample). Table 23

o
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gives the occupational distabbution of each of the four groups
of owners in the sample: absentee, resident, absentee duplex,
and resident duplex. There is very little difference between
absentee and resident owners of single family dwellings. Both
vere highly concentrated in the top two occupational classes,
though there vas a somewvhat higher proportion of owner occupiers
in the middle and low occupational categories.

There was a significant contrast, however, between absentee
and resident duplex owners. Absentee duplex owners were more
highly concentrated in the upper two occupational classes (much
more SO than any other of the three groups), whereas resident
duplex owners were concentrated in skilled working cl;ss
occupations (Katz's Category III).

This may suggest the existence. of two 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 primarily 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 know whether house ownership gave them (as Rose found in
certain districts in Britain) ownership and control of their
workplace, but this seems highly unlikely. i

There is also a high proportion of widows among owners of
single family homes, especially émong ‘absentee owners. This

suggests home ownership may have been seen as a type of family

b



135a

Table 23- Occupational Profile of Owners, 1881

S in Katz's Occupational Categories
High Low {widows)
Owners I 11 11 v v Vi n

Single FPamily

Dwellings
Absentee 29.3 25.9 20.7

1.7 1.77 20.7 58

Resident 22.0 31.7 26.8 6.1 1.2 12.2 82
Duplex Dwellings

Absentee .3 36.7 20.0 5.0 6.7 3.3 60

Resident 5.9 31.4 45.1 9.8 7.8 51

TOTAL 21.9- 31.5% 27.5 5.6 2.4 11.2 251

7

Table 24- Occupatibnal Profile of Owners, By Rent Level of
the Street On Which Their Property Was Located, 1881

$ in Katz's Occupational Categories:

rent High Low (widows)
class I II 113 v v Vi n
1 12.0 20.0 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%
4 14.3 42.9 -~ 34.3 2.9 5.7 35= 100%
g 24.4  38.3 28.9 2.2 11.1  45= 100%
6-9 50.0 30.0 3.3 16.7 30= 100%
[
My
. ® %
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security against old age or death. This is congsistent with
Kemeny's argument th;£ home ownership acts as a type of
privatized insurance where social welfare programs are weak,
which was certainly the case in in 19th-century Montreal.

Table 24 shows the occupational distribution of the total
set of owners by the rent level of the streets on which their
property was located. The, proportion of owners in the top two
occupational categories inéreased steadily with higher rents,
while the percentage of owners in the lowest two occupatibnal
classe; decreased steadily with increasing rent level.

The positive correlation between the occupations of owners
and the rents in the environments of their property is
consistent with our earlier findings. Owners on low rent
streets t:nd to be of a lower occupational class than the -same
type of owners on high rent streets. For example, the duplex
owner on a low 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 who
owns his own home 1is 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 owner: a
resident, single family own;? occupier. In a sense, then, we are

comparing "apples and oranges" when we subsume under one broad

heading owners of many different sizes and qualities of homes.

“Even when size and quality of the building is held constant,

buildings on low rent streets might still be of inferior value

.y
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due to the perception of the neighbourhood in which they are
located as less respectable. Cheaper house prices in turn would
mean more lower class individuals could afford home ownership.
ghfs accords well with Rose's (1979) concept of neighbourhood
differentiation as a means of maintaining class differentiation.

One particularly inteEesting feature of house Ownership in
MontrealA is indeed tﬁe néighbouthood aspect of real estaée
investment here. From Table 25 we note tifat well over half
(57.9%) of all absentee owners in my sample (those of single
family and duplex housing) lived on the same street as or very
close by (wvithin a 1/2 mile radius of) the property they owned.
This was somewhat more true of absentee duplex owners than of
absentee owners of single family homes, though the difference
was not great (60% of the former versus 55% of the latter group
lived near their properties). This 1local type of housing
investment characterized streets of almost all 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 1local investors using
intimate knowledge of their areas to guide investment decisions.
This may also have been a factor in the degree of French
Canadian involvement in tbé property market. Whe;eas seyeral
economic historians have commented on the anglophone dominance
of Montreal's com:lercial and industrial 1life ‘(e.g., Linteau &
Robert, p. 28{, French- Canadians seem to be well represented in
my“fmple of house owners. In 1881 they constituteg a majority

of 'all owners, and were particularly dominant among both

i g s
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Table 25- § of Absentee Owners Living Near Their Property,
By Rent Level of the Street On Which Their Property
Was Located, 1881

Absentee Owners of Single Family Dwellings

rent no. no. near $ near

class owners Propert Propert
1 7 g EE.I
2 4 1 25.0
3 10 6 60.0
4 9 5 55.5
5 12 4 33.3
6-9 9 7 77.7

Tota T1 28 53.9

Absentee Duplex Owners

1 15 8 53.3
2 10 4 40.0
3 20 , 14 70.0
4 N 5 83.3
5 9 4 44 .4
6-9 3 3 100.0
Total 63 38 ~60.0
All Absentee Owners
1 22 13 59.1
2 14 5 35.7
3 30 20 66.7
4 15 10 66.7
5 21 8 38.1
6-9 12 10 83.3
Total 114 66 57.
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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 ovefwhelmingly on the lowest rent
streets, while the holdings o} English Canadian owners were
focused primarily in higher rent areas. This indicates that
French Canadians were generally smaller investors, owning
property of lower value than their | English Canadian
counterparts.

It is as owners of duplex housing that French Canadians
dominated. Resident duplex owners (and it was among among these
owners 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 prévious chapter we have already noted that higher rates of
home ownership were found among those in consthction trades.
From Table 28 the sample of owners is seen to have a great
overrepresentation of individuals in the building trades. 1In
1881, when the number of people in the building sector compr ised
only 8.1% of the city's workforce, they made up over 20% of the

owners in my sample.
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Table 26- Linguistic Profile of Owners, 1881

ro. Owners in each group:

Absentee Resident
Absentee Duplex Resident Duplex Total

French 26 47 36 40 149
Bnglish 42 - 30 53 17 146
Institutional 1 4 -- -- 5
Estates _3 3 -- - 6
Total 72 B4 89 57 302

§ Owners in each group: .
French 36.1 55.9 40.4 70.2 49.3
English 58.3 35.7 59.6 29.8 47.0
Institutional 1.4 4.8 -- -- 1.7
Estates 4.2 3.6 ) - = -- 2.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

4

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 51 25 42 13 6 7 149
English 7 18 28 28 47 22 146
Institutional 2 2 1 -- - - 5
Estates il il 1 i 1 3 6
Total 60 45 72 2 54 32 302

™\ $ Owners at each rent level
‘Rrench 85.0 55.6 58.3 30.9 11.1 21.9
ERglish 11.7 40.0 38.9 66.7 87.0 68.8
Institutional 3.3 4.4 1.4 -- -- --
Es%ates -- -- 1.4 2.4 1.9 9.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
/ ¢
. .
/
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Table 28- % of Owners In The Construction Secfor, 1881

-

Single Family

no. owners
with known no. in $ in
occupations Construction Construction

Dwellings
Absentee 59 7 11.9
Resident 87 17 ‘ 19.5
Duplex Dwellings
Absentee 64 12 — 18.8
Residegt 57 18 31.6
TOTAL 267 54 20.2
Table 29- Occupational Profile-of Tenants, 1881 -
Tenants of: $ in Katz's Occupational Categories: *
High N - Low (widows)
1 11 1S SN v Vi n '
Absentee 10.5  33.9 27.4 9.7 8.1 10.5 124 4
Owners
Absentee 4.5  35.6 31.1 7.9 9.7 11.1 331
Duplex
Owners
Resident 1.9 17.7 40.5 8.2 23.4 8.9 159
Duplex
Owners y h
TOTAL 5.0 30.6 32.7 8.3 12.9 10.4 614
at
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Owners with occupations in the building sector were
especially prominent as duplex owners,. both in the resident and
absentee duplex proprietor groups (they made up 31.6% and 19.5%
of these groups, respectively). That they were particularly
prominent as resident duplex owners is not surprising. Absentee
landlords, for vhom housing was first and fé?emost an
investment, could more easily hire others to do the house
building for them. For resident duplex owners of modest
occupations, housing was probably most important as a use-value,
and with less money to invest, they would more likely need to
expend their own labour power (and perhaps that of their friends
and family as well) in the building of a house. Experience in
the construction trades.Q;;id allow these individuals to become
home owners despite the Bhﬂe%ty of their investment capital.

That almost one in every three resident duplex owners was
involved in the building trades and that this group was found to
be of a distinctly lower class standing than other groups of
owners reinforces my suspicion that it was these owners who
could least afford their homes. They thus opted for duplex
ownership where a tenant's rent would help pay the mortgage.

This explanation of duplex ownership is by no means
complete, however. Many resident duplex owners could have
afforded ownership of a single family home, but chose duplex
ownership instead, perhaps to be able to live vith close family
or kin. Family relationships, age, and cultural values must all
have combined with class to affect the prevalence of various

types of home ovnershiﬂl\and these should be studied further.

&
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Tenants In Montreal ,

On the 19 sample street segments in 1881 there were 629
tenant households. Of these 15 were engaged in unclassifiable
trades vith respect to Katz's occupational scale, and thus only
614 are considered as the basis of Table 29, which shows the
occupational profile of the various tenant groups. The Table
distinguishes tenants of absentee owners of single family
dwellings, tenants "of absentee duplex owners, and tenants of .,
resident duplex proprietors.

A clear pattern emerges from this table. The proportion of
tenants in the top two occupational classes was highest among
tenants of absentee landlords, somevhat lower among those of
absentee duplex landlords, and much 1lower among tenants of
resident duplex owners. Conversely, while the percentage in the
bottom two occupational categories was about the same for
tenants of absentee and absentee duplex owners, it was much
higher for duplex tenants vhose owners resided on the premises.
Indeed, almost one guarter of these tenants were found in the
lovest occupational category (labourers) alone. The proportion
of skilled workers (Category 1III) was also highest by far in
duplex houses of resideng owners.

We may conclude that tenants 1living in single family_//Y
housing owned by absentee landlords were generally of the
highest occupational status, tenants of absentee duplex owners
usually occupieg an intermediate position on the occupational
scale, vhile tenants in duplexes with live-in owners vere of

working class, low occupational status backgrounds. That
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tenants in single family homes should be in a superior class
position is not surprising. Rentsvfor single family dwellings
are generally higher than those for a duplex ‘unit, which is
usually smaller and therefore commands less rent than a single
family home. Duplexes are thus more easily accessible to a lower
class population.

The explanation for the difference in occupational
structure between tenants of absentee and resident duplex owners
is less straightforward. 3perhaps absentee duplex owners saw
their ownership of housing mostly as a revenue-generating
investment, and thus tried to maximize returﬁs from the
investment by keeping rents high. To resident duplex owners
housing may have been primarily a use-value, and as the tenant's
rent vas desired only to pay off the mortgage, they may have
kept rents somevhat Ilower. Lower rents would have allowed
individuals of lesser means to live in their buildings.

This would seem to be consistent with what we found in the
previous section about duplex owners. Absentee duplex owners
were of higher occupational standing than resident ones. The
very fact that they did not live in their buildings suggests
ownership for investment purposes; they wvere people with money
to invest who chose to put this money into housing instead of

other forms of investment. If housing was to B® competitive with

other forms of investment, rents would have to be kept high to

ensure good returns.
The size of the investment is perhaps also a factor in

sifting both owners and tenants. Bigger duplex units require a




' 142

heftier investment, hence a bigger investor. They also command

more rent, so only a highér élass of tenant could afford to rent

then. j

Two simple tests have been constructed ‘to verify these
hypotheses. The first (Table 30) checks my speculation that
rents in duplexes owned by absentee landlords would tend to be
higher than those in duplexes with resident owners. A
comparison of rents paid by tenants of thé two groups of duplex
owners sggma to confirm this hypothesis, On most streets in my
sample, the median rents paid h§ tenants of absentee duplex
landlords were found to be higher than those paid by tenants of
resident duplex owners. o

In Table 31 ve see again the rental environment of the two
types of duplexes. Shown here is the concentration of the
property of resident duplex owners on the low;st ren; streets,
and their virtual absence from higher rent class areas, Abséntee
duplex owners, in contrast, had more property on streets with a
median rent value in level 3 and above. Over one third of the
resident dupléx.ownets in my sample owned property on very low

rent (level 1) streets, vhxle}alnost -two thirds had property on

low rent (levels 1 & 2) streets. Conversely, over one third of

the absentee duplex proprietors in my sample owned property on
middle rent (level 3) streets, and 20% on high rent streets (in

levels 4, 5, 6, and. 7), so that their tenants paid higher rents.

The second test was designed to verify vhether the duplex-

vas primarily a use- or an exchange-value to its resident owner.

Figure 10 plots the rental value of the unit inhabited - by the

r’d

st
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Table 30— Median Rents, By Rent Level of Street Segment,
For Tenants On Sample Streets, 1881 (in $)

4 *

Tenants of: - .~ Rent Level of Street Segment:
“Low v High

_ 1 2 3 4 ]
Absentee Duplex 30 50 80 100 160
Owners
Resident Duplex 30 40 70 50 160
Owners - 3

"oy

o]
»

Table 31~ Duplex Owners Holding Property On Each Sample
K1

Street, By Rent Level of Street, 1881

no. of ovwners:

{ rent level of street:
Low . High

1 i 2 3 & 5 1  Total
Absentee 22 W2 27 5, 10 2 78
Duplex
Owners f:) -
Resident 19 16 / 13 3 - 55 -
Duplex - v .
Owners

¥

S _of Owners: _
Absentee 28.2 15.4 34.6 6.4 12.8 2.6 100
Duplex ”
Owners P ‘ o
Resident 34.5 29.1 23.6 5.5 7.3 - 100
Duplex , ,
Owners .
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duplex owner against that of the unit inhabited by his tenant.
(.5 The rental value of the unit occupied.by the owner was generally
superior to that of the dwelling occupied by the tenant. This
means the residefft owner probah}y kept the biggest or best of
the two units in the &uplex for himself ?nd rented_gnt\\she
other. Had r;sident owners.not seen the duplex Pprimarily as a
use-value (i.e., as a place to live) but as an exchange-value
(i,e., as a revenue-generating investment) they wouldkgggg\been
more inclined to rent out the better of the two units in pursuit
of a higher monetary retuén.

Thisg is~ consxst!nt~w1th the _fznd1ngs of Hanna - and"otson,

who argue (p. 1} that generally the upstazrs was the more

-

’,l’/ffd)ﬂesrriﬁle of the two units in a duplex in this era, because it

was larger and further away from the noise, dirt, and damp pf

e e

the street (p. 7--for example, in the period before public snow

removal in winter the snow would pile up and cover the windows

. of the lower unit, blocking the sunlj ). Resident owners wvere
more likely to inhabit th t units and rent out ' the lower
ones.”

.- Owners and Their Tenants

Bach group of owners was of a higher occupatgénal standing
than‘?:a'tenants. To explore this more elaborately, I considered

" in pairs all the occupations of landlords and their tenants on
my sample -street seqm;nts. Bach individual landlord-ténanb

relationship was considered as oﬁznﬁiii?””if*a~%aad%orﬂ’555/?§;;

different household heads as tenants, he appeared in five'

( N

.
\\\\ —_
1 ]

U

.i.w

i
{

————




much higher proportion of

occupational category, and a much
' ‘one. The proportions

cntcgory

large concentration

duplex investment.. —~ ~—

separate pairs. .

The results (Tabl% 33) appear fairly conclusive: godt

owners were in an occupﬁtional'category equal to or above that
of their tenants. A majority of

a higher category than

proprietors were in their tenants, this
- L3

being true of only slightly less than a majority of resident
duplex owners:. In only 18% of the tenant-landlord pairs was the

landlord found ta be i a lower occupational category than his

tenant. This was most common among resident duplex owners, and

accords well with what we noted earlier about resident duplex

owners being in a somewhat inferior class position vis-a-vis the
other types of ptoprieiors. . '
Table 34 compares the overall occupational profile of the
set of landlords and their tenants. In every group there was a
owners than tenants in the highest
smaller percentage in the two
lowest occupational categories, especially in the very lovest
of owners and their tenants in the middle

ranges were roughly comparable. Note, hovevcr, the

| v(:tual ahsence of both resident duplex owners and thcir tenants’

from the highest occupational group, and in contrast, the rather
of absentee duplex owners in the hxghest
qccupﬁ;iggal group, although their tenants were rarely found
there. Thi; is consistent with what I have noted aboyt the two

different types of owners and strategies for owning involved in

' Over twice as many owners of single family homes were in

ZN

N

v

absentee and absentee dupleg.
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Table 32- Occupational Profile of Tenants By Rent Level .

s’q Of Their Streets, 1881

$ in Katz's occupatzohal categones:

rent High- Low (widows)
class 1 11 111 LAV 4 vi 1}
. 1. 0.5 8.7 41.5 14.8  25.7 8.7 183
SN 2 0.8 16.7 42,0 ° 8.7 18.3 13.3 126
‘ ’ ‘ 3 4.6  41.4 34,2 6,6 — 3.9 —92 —152
¢ T 1.4 48.6 28.6 5.7 5.7 10.0 70
o 5 12.3 58.9 9.6 2.7 1.4 15.1 73
., 6= 35.0 52.5 2.5 - -- 10.0 40
5.1 30.4 32.6 8.4 12.6 10.9 644
Ve M A

+ 0o - - ‘rota‘l
no. 3 no. 3 no. % no. % ”
‘47 65.3 17 23.6 '8 11.1 72 100 -
AD 99 51.0 66 34.0 29 14.9 194 100
) " RDs, 61 48.4 43 34.1 22 17.5 126 100
. + = Landlord m higher occupatioaa& category tham
0= " - " jdentical as i
- = " ~lower " " than ." =

- K= hbnntoe
AD = Absentee.
RD = Resident

owners -and their tenants
duplex owners and their tenants
duplex owners and their tenants

BRIt

e i

Occupations of Tenants and Th'ei:" Landlords, 1881
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Table 34- Occupational Comparison of Owners and Tenants, 1881

% in Katz's Occupational Categories:

. Type of High \ Low ({widows)
Owner 1 11 111 1v v vi .
Absentee 29.3 25.9 20.7 1.7 1.7 20.7

(single family houses)

_ __Their Tenants” 10.5 33.9  27.4 9.7 B/ K365

Absentee Duplex 28.3 36.7 20.0 5
Their Tenants 4.5 35.6 31.1 7

& ————

Resident Duplex 5.9 31.4 45.1 9.8 Q 7.8
Their Tenants 1.9 17.7 40.5 8.2 23.4 8.9
1
Regident 22.0 31.7¢ 26.8 6.1 l.2 12\.2
(single family houses) o :
Tenants in 10.5 33.9  27.4 9.7 8.1 10.5

single family houses

I\ . .
Table 35~ Occupations of Tenants and Their Landlords,

. By Rent Level of Street, 1881 \
rent level 4+ 0 - Total
of street no. § no. % no. % no. % '

1 59 58.4 26 25.7 16 15.8 101 100
2 54 68.4 16 20.3 - 9 11.4 79 100
3 53 ¢8.6 37 33.9 19 17N 109 100
4 22 40.0 26 47.3 7 12.7 55 100
5 . 7 22.6 18 58.1 6 19.4 31 100

6-9 11 68.8 3 18.8 2 12.5 16 100

S

s




< Table 36- Oecupationzl Comparison of Owners and Tenants,

) By Rent Level of Street, 1881
('* ‘ $ in Ratz's Occupational Categories: -
rent level High LOWM
o of street I 11 II11 v . —v— Vi
e 3 owners IZ.0  20.0  38.0 —14.0 -8.0 - 8.0 —
Tenants 0.5 8.7 41.5 14.8 25.7 8.7 y
2~ Owners  29.7% 18.9 32.4 8.1 2.7 8.1
Tenants 0.8 16.7 42,0 8.7 18.3 13.5
3- Owners 9.7 43.5 24.2 3.2 3.2 11.3
N Tenants 4.6 41.4 34.2 6.6 3.9 9.2
4- Owners 14.3  42.9  34.3 2.9 0 5.7
Tenants 1.4 48.6 .28.6 5.7 5.7 10.0
5~ Owners 2474 33.3 .,28.9 2.2 0  11.1
:I'enants 12.3 58.9 9.6 2.7 1.4 15,1
6~9- Owners 50.0 '30.0 3.3 0 0 "16.7
Tenants 35.0 52.5 2.5 0 0 10.0
w °< .
/
w4
.
\
. \ )
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tﬁe highest occupational category than Qrenters of such homes,

vhile onlyfone—eigth as many of these owners were in the lowest

occupational group. The same distinction. between owners and-

their tenants appears vhen analyzed by rental value of the
dwelling instead of by tenure category (see Tables 35 & 36).
All these findings are particularly relevant with respect to

Saunders'’ argumenf (reviewed in the second chapter) about how

,\§\ghome‘ownership produces a clagss difference between owners and "

tenants. It would seem from thes%, tables that in the 19th
century, at least, insofar as occuﬁation adequately evaluates
class position, such a difference already existed. This was
precisely the point made by Edel in his interpretation of
Engels' writings on Ehe hohsing problem.

We have noted in this cﬁapter that significant differences
existed between the various groups of owners, between the groups
of tenants, and .between owne;s and théir tenants. I intérpret
them as social class differences, although they are inferred
from differentials of rent, space, environments, and occupation.

Among the owners, particularly pronounced were the discrepahciés

‘between resident duplex owners and other groups of proprietors.

Resident duplex owners were found to be of lower occupational

standing, and a high percentage of such owners were directly .

involved in the building trades. These owners could substitute

their own labour power for capital in the building of a house

and thus home ownership for them did not require the same type,

r
of capital investment as it did for other groups of landlords. .

The difference in'occupntional ’htatué between t?nants"of“

)
) 4

b ° ]

o i
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resident and ab;entée dupie; landlords is ;ela;edgto the va;idus
strategies of’jﬁwnership pursued by the two sets. of owners. To
absentee landlords duplexeg were esigntihlly an idi?stment, 80
rents were kept high to mdximize retlins. Their properties were
less concentrated on 1low rent streets than were 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
were‘somewhat lover, and the owner seemed tolkeep the besi'of
the twvo units (gene;ally the wupstairs). To these owners, the
duplex was a way of owning a home and having .someone else (the

tenant) help “repay the. mortgage. As they were the worst off

proprietors occupationally, they would be most in need of rent

° 8
payments to help finance their home ownership.
The great proportion of ‘duplex construction appears to be
unique to this city. Consequently, the ex{sting . literature is

silent about the role of duplexes and the position of duplex
b

owners in political struggles around housing. Any political’

analysis for Montreal must take the dﬁplex owner into account.

¥

The data in this chapter is meant- both as a starting point for
this type of research and as a measuring rod against which other
a v o “ *

studies may be compared. It is to this kindng\ccmparison"tpat 1

now turn.

k]
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Chapter Five: The Comparative Picture

In Chapter One we noted that one of the major problems with
the structuralist analysis of home ownership is its propensity
to erect specific historical forms into monolithic, universal
classifications. Thus Castells posits some of his observations
on the role of the state in the housing market of Dunkirk as
laws about the role of the state in advanced capitalism in
general. In the conclusion to Chapter One I argued that what is
needed is not this type of gquest for models. Instead, it is
necessary to compare the findings of studies that have examined
the emergence of home ownership historically in a number of
different contexts.

In this way we may distinquish elements common to all
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 knowledge. This chapter is one small attempt
to lay the groundwork for such an empirically-rooted theoretical
understanding. It will compare and contrast my findings on home
ownership in 19th-century iﬁntteal with those of studies of
other 19th century cities.

Before attempting such a comparison, it is instructive to
review briefly the findings of the previous two chapters. In
condensed form these are: .

y,
1) Home ownership decreased over the study period. From 31.6%

for the whole city in 1847, it shrank to 18.2% in 1861 and to

et e WA
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14.7% in 1881.

class

2) The decline in home ownership did not affect a

equally. The working class and particularly itg less skilled

segments were hardest hit. House ownership or the whole

working class went from 35% in 1847 to 15.1% in 186IN\and to 7.9%
in 188l1. For the unskilled segment of this class, it decreased
from 18.8% in 1847 to 7.2% in 1861 to 3.6% in 1881. Conversely,
for the bourgeoisie home ownership increased from 17.7% in 1847
to 28% in 1861 to 37.5% in 1881. Home ownership rates for the
petty bourgeoisie were fairly constant, declining slightly from
33% in 1847 to 29% in 1861 and 29.1% in 1881.

3) Areas of high owner occupation began to cortespond to areas
of high rental values as time went on. Both rental value and
home ownership in turn were found to be highly correlated with
occupational class status.

4) Spatially, there wvas a sorting out of streets and areas in

e

this period by social class. Neighbourhoods were bec&ﬁing more
homogeneous with respect to the rental values, levels of home
ownership, and occupational classes living in them, reflecting a
groving residentially based social segregation.

5) Home ownership wvas becoming an increasingly suburban
phenomenon in this period, but not all suburbs displayed high
rates of awner occupation as two processes of suburbanization
were 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 ownership was positiveiy related to distance from the

A e O W o N
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city centre and negatively correlated vith density of
settlement.

7) At all class levels house ownership was higher among those
employed in the building trades than for other occupations, but
the same class differentials in access to home ownership existed
in the construction sector, and home ownership rates fell among
the wqfking class in the building trades as well,

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 was more confined to properties of
inferior value than dai\fhat of English speaking owners.

8) Investment in home ownership was often a very local affair,
with a large proportion of absentee owners living on or very
near the street on which their property was located.

10) A significant <class difference existed between duplex
owners and other groups of owners. Resident duplex owners
particularly were in a lower occupational class position than
others. Also, the occupational profile of each group of owners

wvas higher than for their tenants. )

What do other studies say about home ownership in Montreal?
Although there has been nothingselse done in my study period,
evidence from studies looking at slightly earlier and somewhat
later eras seems to confirm my results. Thus in their analysis
of land ownership and society in early 19th-century Montrea{!

Linteau and Robert found that the owner occupation rate in

Montreal in 1825 was 31% (p. 27). This is virtually identical to
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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 pl;ce 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 I found for Montreal in 1881. As I have demonstrated that
home ownership rates among the working class were lower than for
the city as a whole, the difference between his findings and my
own probably reflect the overwhelmingly working class
compesition of his studx 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 11.5% in that year (p. 14).

Only Choko has produced results that are somewhat at
variance with mf own. He claims that in 1871 50% of Mon?real
households were home owners, a figure which had declined to 20%
by 1900 (p. 19). Based on my own findings, both these statistics
seemed far too high, In the appendix to his work (p. 155), we
see that 1in calculating his figures, Choko simply 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 with this calculation. PFirst, we should recall the
probleﬁ noted earlier of the definition of a‘dvelliné in the

census. Secondly, many owners recorded in the census were owners

s
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of businesses or of vacant land only, and did not own homes. In
a footnote Choko specifies this: "le nombre de propriééaires
correspond a tous les propriétaires de toutes sortes de biens,
comme par example, ceux de compagnies, de magasins, de
terrains...Le nombre des seuls propriétaires immobiliers 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

owner occupation rates here coﬁpare with those of other 19th

5.0

century cities? Montreal's home ownershi; rate seems to have
been abysmally low in ref;tion to those both in other Canadian
and American cities. Levine, in an examination of home ownership
rates in three Ontario centres, found that in 1881 the home
ownership rate for Toronto was 33%, for Hamilton 30.5%, and for
Kingston 37.2% (p. 275), all higher than the 14.7% figure for
Montreal in 188l1. According to Saywell, as late as 1931 o
With the exception of Verdun (which itself is a working
class suburb of Montreal) Montreal had the lowest percentage of
owner .occupied homes among Canadian cities over 30,000. The
highest was Kitchener with 56.6%. All the large western cities
vere over 50 per cent with the exception of Winnipeg (47%);
Toronto had 46.5%, Ottava and Quebec City 25.3%. By 1941

Montreal had fallen to 11.5 (per cent)....Toronto had fallen
during the same” decade to 43.8 (p. 14).

Studies of 19th centufy American cities have tended tdq

emphasize the relationship between home ownership and social

mobility rather than home ownership per se, but still allow for

some interesting conpnrisons.\The only study of an American city

I have found that produces a lower home ownership rate than that

in Montreal is Worthman's (1971), yhich estimates a rate of 10%.

cbb'
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for Birmingham, Alabama in 1870.
Warner found that in 1890 "one quarter of (suburban) Boston

families owned their own homes"™ (p. 26), while only about 1l1% of

their inner city counterparts did, for a combined oq?f: :
7

occupation rate of about 18%. Perhaps the most instructjve
findings, thoﬁgh, come from Robert Barrows' study of pattetnsiof
American urban housing hetveeq‘igzg‘and_1930. Here he prgduées a
table showing home ownership rates for 28 major American cities
in 1890. Interestingly, the Montreal rate for 1881 ’vas lover

than that of 27 out of the 28 cities 1listed; only New York City

had a home 6€;ership figure lower than that for Montreal (p.
416—-this/ﬁh§&e has been reproduced ip this thesis under the
heading of Table D). , - ‘ . |

Barrows notes that "in almost every city considered

here...there was an increase in home ownership rates betwveen
1890 and 1930. In a few citics‘tpe increase was quite dramatic;

the percentage roughly doubled, for example, in Baltimore,

Cincinnati, Omaha, and Philadelphia®(p. 415)) This seems also- to
apply to many Canadian cities; we e /already noted that

Toronto's home ownership rate rose from 33% in 1881 (as reported

by Levine) to 46.5%, in 1931 (as reported by Saywell). 1In
chtraal,'ﬁbvever, the rééerse seen; to have been true, as the
owner occupation rate deﬁlined marginally kfrou my figure of
14.7% in 1881 to Saywell's 1941.statistic of 11.5%.

'por the city as & whole, home ownership rates were much
lower here than th;y wvere in most other major North A-gric-n

centres. Montreal wvas also an_exception to the North American

“
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trend toward rising' house ownership rates in the 1880-1930
period. But vhat of the home ownership rates among the various
classes in'the population? We have already seen howv in ﬁonirdal
important class differentials existed in access to home
ownership. We nov turn to an examination of how typical this was
in the experiencé of other cities as well.

Again we may aivide the cities to be used as comparisons
into-Canadian and Amerxcan examples.€>oT the Canad1an side, Katz
(1975) found that between 1851 and 1861 in Hamilton, Ontario,
"the propbrtion of home owners among poor and middle ranking
groupaﬂdropped notably, but, among the iealthy,’ home ownership
actuilly ;ncreased' (p. 77). Though Katz's study period is
somevhat oa:l:ar than my own, ‘this is precisely what I have
found to be thi case in Montreal. )

‘In his study on Msisonneuve antcau does not give precise

. . home ownership rates for various classes or occupations, but he
Aépeé note which occupations were over or underrepresented among
. the‘grbuﬁ of property 6vners in tﬁat suburb of »Montreal. Not

_'surprisingly, he finds such occupations as merchants, grocers,

entrepreneurs; and contrhétors to be overrepresented, vhile
h-oqg the ﬁoct underrepresented groups are }abourcq},
shoemakers, and. machinists (p. 177). These results ébrrespogd
vell with my 6wn~£indings about the prevalence of lome ownership
among the bourgeoisie, petty bourgeoisie, and working classes in
ﬁontreal.‘

In another sﬁpdy, Levine gives home ownership rates for

wvhat he calls 'social status groups"™ (p. 281) in Kingston and



Table D- % Home Ownership In American Cities

1890

1110? ny 26.9

Baltimore 26.1 -
Boston 18.4
Brooklyn 18.6
» Buffalo 40.0
-_Chicago 28.7
" Cincinnatti + 19,2
Cleveland 39.1
Denvel . 29.1
Detroit 41.7
Indianapolis 33.1
Jersey City 18.8
Kansas City 23.1
Louisville " 24.3
Milvaukee 42.1
Minneapolis 31.1
Newark 22.0
Nev York City 6.3
Omaha 25.9
Philadelphia 22,8
Pittsburgh 27.9
Providence 20.7
‘Rochester 44.0
- St. Louis 20.5
. $t. Paul 40.2
San Prancisco 21.5
Washington 25.2

Source: Barrows, p.416
!

1930

50.3
25.7
42.6
31.1
36.9
36.6
44.8

41.3 -

41.6
23.9
39.0
.1.1
42.3
‘6.‘
25.4
20.2
51.1
50.7
40.2

32.2 .

51.8
31.3
50.7
31.9
37.6

change

- 1890-1930 .

-~

24.2
7.3
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Toronto in 1881.- ~ Though ,not’ strictly equivalent to my

occupational class categories, some of h}gkgroupings_ate roughly
sinil_ar ‘and when  juxtaposed to i\! own ~ findings produce

interesting results. He'fihds that among unskilled, semiskilled,

and skilled vorkers in Toronto the rates of home ownership were

21%, ;@%; ‘and .28%, respectively, while i Kingiton home
ownership among unskilled workers an& a combination of skilled
and semiskilled groups ran at 26% and 39%, respectively. These
are high;r thah my own tiguteb.fnr'nontténl in lq 1, vhich"for
pkilled; semiskilled, and unskilled labourers were {13.2%, 8.9%,
and 3.6% respectively. -

Also intcrcgting<are his home ownership staf stics for
"professional™ occupations and for large probrietors, wvhich are
roughly eguivalent to my petty bourgeoisie and_ bourgeocisie
groups in Montreal. Home ovner;hip' among btofessiona s in

Kingston in 1881 ran at 308, a figure'virtually identical to my

29.1% rate for the'petty bourgeoigie in Montreal. Among large

proprietors in Kingston it was 36%, again quite similar to my

- R s ‘
37.5% rate for the bourgeoisie in Montreal.

It would seem, then, that at the top of the occuﬁaéionaly

iaddcr home ownership, rates were much the same in Kingston and
Nontreal”.;t’vas at the bottom of the "scale, amongst the working
class, that home ovneéship in Montreal lagged. far behipd that in
other Canadian cities. These extremely depressed levels of
working class owner occupation are probably the major cause of

the low overall house ownership rate here.

;COnparilohs of home ovnership‘ between Kingston, Toronto,/

o ’ \
.
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in 881 ths largest and most industrxaixz-d city in the country,
re truly ‘urban’ place than any‘of the other three. Por this

reason comparison with industrial cities soutb of the border

are also in order. In his study of the small 19th century

ownership was "rare" among unskilled labourers (p. “28)
running at about 9. & (this is still higher than the 3.6% fxgure
for unskilled labourers .in Montreal in 1881). Ho concludes that
the vast majorxty ot labourers in his study owned no property at
all, and the few who did held "very small amounts” (ibid.).

The more ~'skil}cd’”75?ibt8, ‘though, displayed higher

ownership rat;s, _and Thernstrom concludés that home ownership
wvas "not just a possibility, but a strong probability" (p. 117)
for, vorkers wvho stayed in town for an extended petioh of time.
BnQiccn 33% un; 508 of all workers owned some property after ten
years of residence in Newburyport, while after 20 years of -

residence between 63% and 78% of workers were property owners.

R - v
Tha{pstrom also réborts that the percentage of vorking class

owner occupiers was increasing over time as a result of

‘selective worker migration. Workers with no property had less to

tie them to the community so they 1left town in larger
proportions than their property owning ‘Eounterparts. 80% of
vofking class property owners resident in Newburyport in 1850
were still there in 1860, versus only 33% of ptopertfless

workers.

Although heavily industrialized, Newburyport was a fairly

industrial town of Nevburypott, Thernstrom (1968) coﬁ‘Iﬁa*I“thtt~\g\\*
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smsll town, snd may not have been representative of a larger
industrial city with a broader __econémic base. It also  _

A e ML e g, sy -

experienced little pofulation growth during Thernstrom's
185043880 study period, and its stagnation may have made housing
conditions there atypical of those in larger metropolitan

centres like Montreal, with their bﬁigeoning populations.

"7 ——inally, Irish Catholics constituted an extremely -high

.

proportion of the wd?i?ﬁE‘MCIiii‘in—~Neuhnxgpgggi so it is

possible this study might say more about home ownership among

Irish Catholic workers than about ownership among ‘workers in

. general.

Las ol
<

Thus, studies of larger industriql centres. may 'yield
somevhat different conclusions. In. his 1902 studf of York,
Bngland, Rowntree found only a 6% owner occupation rate lléng‘
the working class as a vhole (p. 166), wvhile study of B;il;oi‘ih':
1838 reported a 0.3% home ownership rate for unskilled y&tkcrt
there (quoted uin Thernstrom, 1968, p. 116). Important to note
here is that in all these cities home ownership rates may have
differed from those inm Montreal but thc‘g!t£§§ﬁ remained the
same: class dittcrcﬁ;ials in access to %ouc ownership meant more
ogﬁer occupation among the bourgeocisie and petty bourgeocisie
than the proletariat, and vithin the working class itself among
the skilled workers then semiskilled and unskilled groups. ‘

. In Montreal the exception to this rule was the construction

industry. Workers with even the barest of skills in the building‘~

trades were characterized by extremely high ' rates of home

B /\//'
ownership for their class, although the trend in home ownership

/
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wvas downward among the building trades as it was among
non-construction occupations. Studies In other cities have also
found high rates of home ownership among the building trades.

Katz (1975) éoncludes Jhat only one working class occupation in

"his occupational sample ranks "consistently and understandably

high” in terms of owner occupation; "57 per gent and 53 per cent

of cn}penters, in 1851 and 1861 respectively, owned their own "

homes, a figure no doubt reflecting the ability of carpenters to
build the roofs over their owncheads"™ (p. 8%};~
Levine found that in 19th century Kingston the three

construction-related occupations he included iN his occupational

_sample had among the highest levels of home ownership of all

trades (p. 284), although they. do not seem to have followed the
Montreal trend toward decreasing home ownership rates. "Masons

and carpenters...maintained relatively high levels of

‘hpi.ovnership despite the vagaries of the local economy. In both

.oécupntions approxinatel& half the workers owned their own

homes. These workers probably built their homes with the help of

friends in the triﬂc'.(p. 285). 1In 19th century Boston Warner

‘wrote that "a majority" of his sample of property owners vas

involved dirocily of indirectly in the building trades (p. 129).

‘1 we knov‘Ehat‘Tho-e ownership among occupations in the
building trades in Montreal vas quite high due to the ability of
thelé individuals to build their own ;;;bs, and thatl this wvas
typical of other cities as well, we must also ask ourselves the

reverse question, That is, vhy was the home ovnership rate so 1

low here among the rest of the vorking class? Why was owner
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Joccupation in Montreal so low in comparison to othar.cities?

Culturnl.and demographic factors may be part of the answer.
For example, the \large size of the average French ’Cén;di;n
family in this era ;ay have prohibited many French Canadian
workers from being able to afford their ovn/%%mes. This is only
speculation on my part but certainl§ bears further research.
) A more important factor was probably tne peculiar economic
structure of the city. Several economic historians have‘noted
(Faucher & Lamontagne, 1964; F. Hatiey, 1978{'Hamelin & Roby,
1971) how Montreal's industrial development was pr;dicated upon
the establishment of a series of low waée, labour intensive
industries. As 4€he industrialization of the city progressed, an
ever larger proportion of workers shifted out of artiganal typés
og production into these new, low wage industries. This would
mean an ever greater percentage of workers would not have been
able to afford their own homes. .

This would also account for the fact éhaf cities like
Totongp, Hamilton, and Kingston, not nearly as industrialized as
Montreal in this period, had higher home onnershiﬁ rates, It
would also explain why American industrial citiqﬁ, ?specially
ﬁav industrial centres (like Pittsburgh) with their leading
edge, relatively higher wage indiustries, were characterized by
. higher rates of home ovnerlhip. |

However, it still does not explain why cities in New
lnglaﬁd, such as Boston, vhose economic ‘develop-ent wvas also
said to yave been based on a concentration of low wage, labour

- intensive industries (Psucher. & Lamontagne, p. 234) vere found
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by both Warner and Thernstrom to have relatively high levels of

owner occupation, nor does it explain why home ownership was
actually increasing in these American cities as

industrialization progressed.

An important factor might be the rglative weakness of
institutionalized mortgage lending in this city. In this period
chartered banks 1in Canada'were strictly forbidden by the 1833
Bank Act to get involved in mortgage lending. "Une .banque ne
préte pas sur hypothéque, ni sur garantie de marchandises; elle
ne peut speculer sur des terres ni sur des maisons..."(guoted in
gamelin & Roby, p. 232). Yet Hanna also notes that the dearth
of mortgage lending institutions here went further than just the

exclusion of chartered baﬁks from the mortgage market. He

contends that in the 1870's -

Insurance companies were not yet a factor in hausxng
development and would not become significant participants until
after the turn of the century. Savings banks were. and remain
virtually non-existent...The Caisses Populaires (Credit Union)
movement was still several decades into the future. Building
societies (mortgage and loan companies) were the sole
institutional source. avazlable, yet they were remarkably weak
for a city of Montreal's size. In 1868...only eight such
societies existed...in 1877, the number had grown to a mere 25.
This was somevhat comparable to the mortgage money outlets
available 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 sized metropolitan centre such
as Baltimore (ibid., pp. 7-8). . ; .

Further evidence of the comparatively feeble number of
mortgage lending institutions here can be found in Hamelin a;h

ﬁoby,“whanote that a‘large number of building societies sprang

up all over Ontario in the late ibth and early 20th century (p.

337). Warner found that starting as early as 1834 many mutusl

(&
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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 all mortgéges in
the town (p. 121). )
The presence of such institutions 1in those areas was
probably very important in determining their relatively high
rates of home ownership. Barrows found that in several
communities he studied "there was a clear correlation between
home ownership...and the pe gigfage of families borrowing from
local building and loan assoK;g;ions" (p. 416), though he found
this was not necessarily true of all communities. ‘
Whatever mortgage money existed in this city had to 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 -and transactions
bet;een potential borrowers and investors. Hamelin and Roby note
that the petty bourgeoisie as a whole and general store owners
in particular were heavily involved 1in this type of investment,
mortgaging parts of people's property so in bad times when
clients could not pay debts they had something fp collect.
Because mortgage, lending was left to scores of private
individuals : with a little money to invest, "financing was

extremely disparate and small scale, and however obtained,



161

tended to be quite expensive--between six and eight per cent per
annum" (Hanna, p. 8). The expense of mortgage financing was
probably another facto} that kept home ownership lov here.

Despite the preponderance of small scale, private mortgage
lending, it does not seem that Montreal was a completely
atypical 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
owners a?d builders in small Quantities for terms from six
months to twelve 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 with a
lump sum repayment of the principal when the mortgages expired.
In Newburyport, Thernstrom too found that most sums borrowed
from mortgage 1lenders were small, interest was substantial
(usually about 7%, but up to 10% for short-term mortgages) and
that self-amortizing mortgages were not common.

One of the conclusions Warner has drawn is that many people
preferred mortgages to other types of investment: because 'small'
investors easily acquired expert k ledge” about their own part
of town, and used this knowledge to plan investment (p. 119).
This may account for the phenomenon 1 observed in Montreal of a
large proportion of absentee owners (55.7% of them in 1881)
living very close to the property they owned.

The local nature of property investment does not seem to
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have been unigque to Montreal. Warner asserts that multi-family
buildings in suburban Boston were often "owned by a family
living in them or a landlord 1in the immeéiate neighbourhood who
put his savings in this form of investment” (p. 88). Similarly,
he relates that the typical builder in Boston "used his
knovledge as a local resident” (p. 127) in his selection of
property to build on, and that he usually "built near his own
house” (ibid.). Thus 70% of builders were found to reside in the
same sSuburban community as the property they were building on,
while 35 to 40% lived "within two blocks of the houses they put
up” (ibid.).

Studies of other cities have produced similar results.
Dechéne reports for the Quebec City suburb of St. Roch that many
of the absentee landlorés there, especially the aged ones, were
people of the suburb who rented out their dwellings while ihey
lived "en pension™ with children or friends (p. 577). This may
well have been the case in Montreal too, and would account for
the high proportion of widows, about 12%, I found among .the
absentee landlords in my sample of owners. In the Toronto of
1870 Goheen too found that investment on or near one's own blbck
"characterized land investment by the aspiring middle class" (p.
136).

,ﬂg The small scale, priyate, and local nature of housing
-investnent in Montreal produced a real estate industry that was
atomized in the extreie. Hanna arques that "the city's housing
development industry was dominated by small builders,” with

about 97% of all builders in Montreal in the 1870's being
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classified as "small scale” (p. 2). The relative absence of the
traditional Montreal bourgeocisie in the housing market probably
accounts for the preponderance of French Canadians I found in my
sample of home owners. Shut out of the anglo-dominated business
elite for linguistic and cultural reasons, real estate was one
avenue of investment wide 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 all the real estate
in Montreal but received only half of all revenue from property.
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 were already concentrated on low
income properties. ra

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 to more risky business
ventures (p. 27). Other writers insist that real estate
investment was no more secure 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 investment
and of their exclusion from the anglo-dominated business world.

In Maisonneuve, Linteau found that French Canadians

dominated the property market, while anglophones dominated

Sy
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commercial and industrial life. He gives three principal reasons
for’this: N

1) The rural. soil belonged from the beginning of colonization
to francophones who from gengration to generation tfansmitted a
real estate heritage. When the time came to urbanize théaland, a
certain ethnic solidarity existed which favoured the tise of
French Canadi;n owners and promoters.

2) Less dependent on exterior markets than commercial activity,
less affeqted by the demands of the new teéhnology than
industrial activity, real estate activity depended upon a
network of information internal to Quebec society. The nature of
operations, transactions, and finances did not necessitate
outside interventions.

3) Knowledge of local conditions and the need to co%laborate
closely with municipal officials favoured French Canadians in’
real estate. Prench Canadian entrepreneurs found in real estate
a sphere of activity where they cou%g exercise their business
acumen and their intimate personal knowledge of their districts
without the large capital outlays needed to enter commercial or
industrial enterprise (p. 233). .

In this sense the property market: Linteau found in
Maisonneuve closely tegembied~the one I discovered in Montreal.
One thing Lintepu did not find in Maisonneuve, however, was ‘
class based residential segregation. "I1 n y a pas," he
concludes, "a Eropronodt parler de ségrégation résidcntielie“
(p. 174). This is in direct contrast to most of Montreal, where

I have demonstrated a growing homogeneity with respect to




165

occupational structure, rent distributions, and levels of home

ownership in Montreal snggets and neighbourhoods,' starting in
the early 1860's.

1861 marked the opening of the first tramway service in
Montreal, and %t would seem that the arrival of the tramway was
related to the spatial sorting out of classes into segregated
streets and neighbourhoods. Stelter argues that the. social
landscape of Toronto‘ghanged dramatically also in the 1860's due
to "iqproved public transportation, industrialization, and rapid
growth...as the place of residence became ‘separated from the
workplace, social distance now translated into spatial
segregation by economic rank" (p. 434). |

Warner makes the same point in his study of 19th century
Boston. He argues that an informal class basgd regsidential
segregation resulted from the ‘varying transportation
requirements and income capabilities of various classes. More
distant suburbs of Bosfon vere connected to the metropolis by a
singléﬂstreetcat line, as their population Qid not make greater
service profitable. The innermost suburbs, in contrast, received
qaguperior crosstown service (i.e., intersecting lines running .
both north-south and east-west) as they had the population
density to jpstify such service. According to Warner, only the

upper and upper middle classes (though he never defines these

_ terms operationally) could afford to live in the more distant

suburbs. The lower middle class was confined ttsg the innermost

4 suburbs because it required access to crosstown streetcar

service, an essential service to families dependent on multiple
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employment and to workers whose locations of work changed

frequently .(p. 56, such as construction workers). . The

transportation imperatives of each group thereby produced a 'dii

facto zoning" (p. 73) of classes into different suburbs.

There is no reason to believe that a similar process was
not occurring in Montreal during my study period. We have
already seen how the bourgeoisie abandoned the CBD in favour of
the elite suburbs of St. Anto;qe and Westmount. New areas
developed in the 1840's and 1850's .ve;p built in large part for
the wealthy and were thus gharacterized by high rates of home
ownership, while areas built after 1861 were not all typified by
thgh home ownership, indicating a greater working class
suburbanization was underway by then. This would also account
for the occupational and rental sorting out of neighbourhoods

. into fairly uniform areas, as the classes which could afford to
do s0 took up the new suburban resideﬁtial opportunities made
possible by tramway service, leaving an’increasingly homogeneous
group of poorer urbanites behind in the central city.

Indeed, this process is exactly what Hanna and Olson
reported in their study ot 19th-century Montreal. Increasingly,
they note, there was "un isolement, une fragmentation, un
cantonnement” (p. 20) of‘yariéus classes in different districts.
Usually, the prelencglof\ one class in an area indicated - the
absence of another. In 19th century Toronﬁo, Goheen found the
same process at work, commenting that the "segregation of
economic classes” that had started in the 1860's was so complete

by 1890 "as to mean the rigorous exclusion of certain.classes
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from certain areas" (p. 153). He also concluded that by 1890
many of Toronto's new suburbanites were renters, indicating that
working class’' suburbanization vis underwvay (p. 199). His Q;pc
shov howv working class districts stretched along street railway
lines, reflecting the great dependence of the vorking class
suburbafiization on the street railway.

As 1 argued at the beginning of the chapter, it is
important for an 'adequate theoretical understanding of home
ownership to compare the findings of studies that examine
empirically the historical emergence of home ownership in
different conf&xts. In this way we can distinguish elem;ntl
common to all cities from those iore the result of temporal or

geographical specificity. In the late 19th-century Montreal had

much in common with other North American centres with respect to

owner occupation. Home ownership was highest among the
bourgeoisie and petty bourgeoisie, and 1lowest for the working

class. It was becoming an increasingly suburban form of tenure,

vas much higher in the building trades than in the

non-construction sector, and was often a very local affair, with
absentee ovners living near their property. ‘

Yet in many ways home ownership in Montreal was also qéite
atypical. It was much loger here than in almost all other major
North American cities, e}pecially among the working class. In
the latter part of the century it was declining in Montreal,
vhile in most cities on the continent it was on the rise.

[+

Finally, while working class home ownership in most other cities

entailed possession of a modest single family dwelling, in
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3

Conclusion ' ‘

¢

\

Lawrence Veiller, the well-known urban reformer, wrote

approvingly in 1910 that "the normal method of housing the’

working population in our cities is small houses, each house
occupied by a separate family, often with a small bit of land,
with privacy for all, and vith a secure sense of individuality

and opportunity for real domestic life" (quoted in Barrows, p.

402). As we have geen in Chapter One, more recent scholars have

become involved in qQuite a heated debate over the exact .

implications of the "privacy", the "individualipy', and the
atomization of "real domestic life" associated ‘with the home
ownership which Vieller praised so highly.

" ‘At the end of the first chapter, I argued that before an
examination of the political effects of home ownership could be

undertaken more had to be known empirically about the historical

" emergence of house ownership as a form of housing tenure, about

levels of owner occupation, and about class based differentials
in access to home ownership. I also asserted that to achieve the

solid empirical grounding needed for a theoretical understanding

:f‘hone ownership, it was necessary to compare the results of

uch research in a number of historical settings. This paper:

has been an attempt to meet both of these objectives.

The most important finding of the stuéy has been that the
ownership of "small houses, each occupied by a separate family,”
was not "the normal method of housing the working population" in

late 19th-century Montreal. This does seem to have been more
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common on ' the American urban scene and in the rest of Canada,
but it was certainly not true in Montreal.
At its peak (in 1847) home ownership among the "working
population” reached oply 32%, declining ptecipitously in only a
generation to a mere 7.9%. In the same period owner occupation

among the petty bourgecisie hardly decreased at all, and among

. the bourgeoisie it doubled. Increasingly, tenancy was the sole
]

form of housing tenufe left open to the 80% (Ames, p. iQZ) of
Montreal households that comprised the working class. J
Working class homef;wnership in Montreal was far, lower than
it was in virtually all other North American cities. This is a
conservative statement since, as I noted in Chaptef Two, the

data tends' to overestimate house ownership among the working

class. It declined aé the deskilling, overproduction,’® job
competition, and vage reductions associated with
industrialization progressed.

American cities ‘too experienced a rapid in&ustriaiization
in the late 19th century (sometimes ‘more advanced -than in

S
Montreal) and yet in these cities ownership was generally

‘increasing. I have attempted in Chapter Five to explain inferior

rates of owner occupation here vifh reference to the comparative
absence of institutionalized soufées of méttgagé iinance, and to
a structural emphasis in the city's economy on labour-intensive,
lo§ wvage industries, _

But this explanation is still incomplete, as otheryfdctors“
conbintfwgth class and ecqnoqic ‘po:itidn to influence levels of

home ownership. Thus distance from the city centre and density

P
1
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of settlement were found to mediate the .effects of class on home

ovnership in this study. Other factors are abpropriately the

subject of further research.

One example of such a factor could be culture. In the
ihtroduction I noted how a study of home ownership is important
as the decision to buy a home is one of the areas vhere class
and cu%tg;n—Q;%teract. Other tuthors, most notably Stephen
Thernstrom, have also briefly discussed the relationship between
owner occupation and cultural or ethnic values. Thernstrom, for
instance, found that immigrant Irish workers in Newburyport were
more likely than’most workers to own their own homes, as they
brought with them the perception, rooted in their experience in
rural Ireland, of land ownership as security (1968, p. 147).

A secgnd impt:tant avenue for future research might be the
relationship between house ownership and age. Katz found in
Hamilton that related to the life cycle, home ownership
increased with age, peaked at middle age, and declined in the
twilidht years.i "In general, as people married in their late
twventies, established households and had Eﬁildren, they
increasingly bought’ their own homes. As they aged, their
economic position often worsened and they sold their homes,
perhaps to q&::in méney wvith whiFh to live in their old age”
(1975, p.83). If this were also the case in Montreal, it would

be necessary to consider the age structure of various

. occupations to obtain 'a more precise understanding of the

effects of class on home ownership. We do, however, find widows

an important category of home owners.
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Another‘ﬁossibility for further study is the relationship
betveen family size and home ownership. In Hamilton, Katz
reported that "Men with large numbers of children...vere more
likely to own their own home” than others (ibid.). He found that
among the 30-39 year old group, 71% of men with no children

rented, vhile only 60% of those with three or four children did.

Particularly interesting is the manner in which family size

may have moderated the effects of class on house ownership. For

example, among the poor in 1851 Katz notes that 90% of families

without children rented, versus 82% of thoge with three children
and 72% of those vith five or more (ibid.). A similar
relationship was discovered among the middle and upper classes.
"In short"” Katz concludes, "a man's age and the size of his
family acted independently ;f his occupation and wealth to
affect his decision to rent or to buy the house in vwhich he
lived” (ibid., p. 87).

. For a discussion of the political implications of home
ownership, perhaps the most relevant topic for future research
is the relationship betveen owner oc¢cupation and social

mobility. Did the potential of house ownership for the

accumulation of real wealth, as Saunders argues, enable home.

owners to improve their class position? Luria and Engels, as
was noted in the second chapter, believe that it did not. They
agsert that if anything, home ownership only-chained workers
down to a particular location, which in turn reduced their power
of resistance to wage cutting or poor working conditions, as

they were no longer as free to move elsevhere. The mortgage debt

-
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associated with house ownership was algo said to force workers
~ to actept job discipline and eschew labour militancy in order to
maintain the steady income necessary to pay off the mortgage.

The problém‘with these arguments is that they have not been
proven empirically. Even Luria's study of the Boston housing
market is insufficient, as it deals with an extremely limited .
period of time (20 years). More thorough empirical research into
social mobiLéty in 19th century New England seems to éon;radict'
his results. Thernstrom found that working class property
owners in both Boston and Newburyport were more 1likely to
display some occupational mobility than their non-owning
counterparts, though this mobility was usually quite 1limited
(1968, p. 148).

I have argued elsewhere (Hertzog, 1983) that although home g

ownership may offer increased chances for social status, I do

____not believe _ it necessarily alters an _individual's objectively ., §

defined class position (i.e., his position in the relations of
production). The immigrant janitor who saves his money carefully
to buy a home probably remains a janitor following the purch;se
of the property. And vhat of the worker who is able to quit his

former job and open his own small businesé as a result of the

L
revenue from his ownership of housing (such as a duplex owner)?

'His objective class position has been changed, as he is now "a

self-employed owner of his own means of production, a pettyr
capitalist. However, this may not have been due tarhis ownership
of- housing. Rather, his property ownership may hgve reflected

wvhat was a more privilegea occupational position to begin with.

"

L
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What I consider more likely 1is that home ownership may
affect the class mobility of the owner's children. It 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 their class position. To
verify this 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
owvnership 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 was normally accomplished
by sending the children to work at the earliest possible age and
utilizing the additional income to purchase a small home.
Investment in "human capital"--in formal education, lengthy
lowv-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 ownership (1973, p. 99).
In Boston, however, this was not the case. "Working class
fathers vho accumulated property in Boston did not do so at the
expense of their children, as had been the case in
Newburyport...the ownership of a modest working class dwelling
simply made no difference either way" (ibid., p. 101).

In saying that home ownership does not. alter one's

objectively defined class position, 1 am not arguing that it

could not make a significant material difference' in people's
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living conditions, or tpat it was not important. On the
contrary, Saunders noted how it often meant a significant
potential for the accumulation of wealth not available 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 potential 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 was 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) "stake™ in the
capitalist system. At the same time, Rose and others have
explained how home ownership was used by various skilled
artisans to maintain control over their means of production and
to resist the extension of capitalist social relations, while
other workers used it to gain access to status and revenue
denied them by the deskilling and wage reductions associated
with the advance of industrial capitalism.

Clearly, just hov important home ownership was to various

classes in particular places and times, and the precise nature
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of the "stake" it implied in the capitalist system, is
debateable. 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 class 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, I have been content merely to
speculate on the role of these variables and to suggest some
possible avenues for future research. For the same reasons I
have refrained from exploring the implications of my findings
for political struggles in late 19th-century Montreal. Rather,
my analysis has primarily been an attempt to provide the
empirical foundation upon which future political research must
be based. It has identified differential class levels of home
ownership in late 19th-century Montreal, -demonstrated a
progressively more unequal class access to this form of tenure,
and has illustrated socioeconomic distinctions between different
types of.home owners.

Such research into land tenure embraces one of the most
fundamental of geographical concepts, that of the relationship
between people and the land in an urban society. To understand
the manner in which property ownership may have been employed as
a strategy to "get ahead™ in this society, and the precise
meaning of the political, economic, and ideological "stake"
property ovnership gave to various classes or groups within the
social structure, is a step toward comprehending the very nature

of our urban vqud.
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