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This study examines L'I.icro-sociGl,l processes in e comp?retively 

underdeyeJ.opec1 sector of our econony, tbe,t of 8):1a11-1..1..':1.it rent8,1 housing. 

Its specific focus is on oi'mer-tenant relations in Cc changing nelgbborrlood. 

An rttempt is ~l(1.de to identif"j 811'.1 describe socinl forces ct vlork in tbese 

re13tions and to tr::we their l;rrolications for neigbborbood decline. 

The tbeoretical perspective d.erives from economic nnthropolog:r 

:-:LYld centers around the social cha.racter of owners end ten~mts, tbeir str,~-

r.mc1 bargaining power, as vlell ,).,3 tbe ter;:,18 of reciprocity they enter 

into. 

T11e core data is based on intervievTs with 29 owners and their tenrmts 

in a tvro block erea of eastern Outremont. It suggests t11;:.,t social ele'nenta 

of pmrer and reciprocity ore closely interwoven -v.rith contro.,ctual econo~nic 

exch8nge, nnd b8ve specific implications for both rental re lations and 

neighborhood change. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

BACKGROUND 

This study a.ttempts to add to our understanding of the social rela­

tionships involved in housing. Such a focus seems relevant in view of the 

current debate over urban decay, to which poor housing is generally consid­

ered to be a major contributor. 1 At the same time, housing is less often 

seen as a complex social process with. its own dynamics. In particular, 

little is still known about the specific social context in which the pro­

duction, ownership, exchange, rental, and maintenance of urban housing 

occur. 

The dynamics of rental housing especia.lly deserve more attention. 

Rental housing involves t he major]. · ty of our urban popu1ation, 2 part'lCU­

larly those living in lower-income areas. For them, poor housing has 

always been problematic, for financial as well as other reasons. 3 The 

1 
See Charles Abrams, City is the Frontier, New York: Harper and Row, 

1965, p. 19 ff. 

2 
In 1961, eOO/o of dwellings in the city of Montreal were tenant-occupied. 

Dominion Bureau of Statistics, "Population and Housing Characteristics 
by Census Tracts: Montreal", Bulletin CT-4, 1961, p. 30. 

3 
In a survey of 2,595 Negroes in Newark, 66% of the responses on the 

major problems facing them were on rental housing. Even references to 
employment were far fewer. Market Planning Corporation, Newark - A 
City in Transition, Volume 11, 1959, cited in George Sternlieb, 
The Tenement Landlord, Rutgers: The State University, 1966, p. 36. 
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rental process also has implications for such basic features of our bousing 

situation as high tenant mobility and building deterioration and, tbere­

fore, for neighbourhood change. The research reported here focuses on a 

key structural element in the rental process, namely, the landlord-tenant 

rela.tionship and some of its implications in a. specific context. 

Little attention has so far been given to the landlord-tenant 

relationship. Works or surveys concerned with the social aspect of 

housing make no reference to it. 1 Neither do some recent studies of 

urban neighbourhoods and neighbourhood change point to rental relations as 

a, possible factor of importance. 2 This is to be compared with tbe dis­

cip1ines and sub-disciplines devoted to, for eXfu~le, the study of emp10yer­

employee relations. 

Articles and discussions of more or less direct relevance have 

appeared in the popular press and, to a lesser extent, in real estate 1itera­

3 1t ure. Among more scholar 'Jr research, we found only two studies that 

4·directly bear on our problem. 

1 
G.H. Beyer, Housing and Society, New York: Macmillan, 1965; B. Duncan 

and P. Hauser, Housing a Metropolis Chicago, New York: Free Press, 1960; 
W.L.C. Wheaton, G. Milgram, ~nd M. Meyerson, eds. Urban Housing, New York: 
Free Press, 1966. 

2 Herbert Gans, Urban Villagers, New York: Macmillan, 1962; Jane Jacobs, 
The De,ath and Life of Great American Cities, New York: Vintage Books, 1961. 

3 Mark Arnold, "Tenants Find a New Source of Power", National Observer, 
May 1966; Barding Dahl, !lA White Slum10rd Confesses", Esquire, July 1966; 
\I1i1liam Manchester, "The Life and Times of a Slum Landlord", The Reporter, 

November 1956; M. Mclnnes, "Living By Rent!!, Ne,,; Society, August 1966. 
Also: Ernest M. Fisber, Urban Real Estate Markets, National Bureau of 
Economic Researcb, New York, 1951. 

4 
George Sternlieb, op. cit. and Ted R. Vaughn, "The Landlord-Tenant Rela­

tion in a Low-Income Area~Social Forces, Vol. 16, No. 2, Fa.ll 1968. 
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Both studies approach housing from a micro-stru.ctural viewpoint. 

They suggest that large-scale urban processes, such as neighbourhood 

deterioration or the apparent inability of a neighbourhood to improve itself, 

can be seen as the logical result of specific social conditions and pro­

ceSSes. They suggest that these have to be better understood before public 

policy can effectively intervene in, and direct, the larger processes. 

Sternlieb has examined the social and economic dynamics of slum 

ownership in New8,rk shortly before the 1967 riots. A.mong other things, 

he ha.s discovered and described a vicious circle in which rental strategies 

and patterns reflect, and in turn reinforce, the decline of the area. 

V aughn , in his smaller study of a sl~~ area in Columbus, Ohio, deals more 

explicitly with o~lIler-tenant relations. He a.rgues and presents evidence 

that these are not merely economic contracts, but involve social dimen­

sions as well, specifically those of power and conflict. The resulting 

strategies are seen as having indirect consequences for neighbourhood 

change. 

This limited literature sets the theme of our study, which attempts 

to describe landlord-tenant relations in the context of a changing urban 

neighbourhood. More specifically, it will seek to: (1) generate basic 

data on the social chara.cter of owners and tenants and identify some basic 

types; (2) trace the relations between owners and tenants in a specific 

ecological and demographic context; and (3) begin to look for the way 

these relations reflect and ,':tffect neighbourhood change. The social char­

acter of owners and tenants, their rental stra.tegies and patterns, and 

neigbbourhood change will then be seen as a dynamic, inter-related 

process. 
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A changing area with a heterogeneous population and a presumably 

wide range of renta.l strategies was chosen. It is loca.ted in the eastern 

part of Outremont, a central Montreal suburb. In recent years, this area 

has changed from a predominantly native middle-class to an immigrant 

working-class district. 

Table 1 summarizes the major fa.ctors of change in the tract that 

forms the northea.st corner of Qutremont and includes half the study area: 

Table 	1. Major Changes in Tract 268 (1951-1961) * 
(in percentiles, ranked by variables) 

Increases in: 

Low income a.) 15.67 

Grade school education only 14.44 

Persons per household 12.82 

Persons per family 12.50 

Blue colla.r occupation 11.30 

Density 8.82 

Youth b) 8.26 

Decreases in: 

Long-term residence c) -22.98 

Jewish -lcL37 

Bilingual - 9·14 

British - 7.17 

a) below $4,000 in 1961 

b) under 15 years of age 

c) 5 	years or more 

* 	 Source: Dominion Bureau of Statistics, Bulletins 
CT-3 (1951) and CT-4 (1961), and Bryn Greer-Wootten, 
ItCross Sectional Social Area Analysis: Montreal, 
1951-1961" (draft), Department of Geography, 
McGi11 University, 1968. 

http:northea.st
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As this table shows, the area has experienced a rapid decline in 

recent years. In a city-wide survey of 281 census tracts, this tract 

and the surrounding area to the east and north were identified as an area 

of major decline between 1951 and 1961, in terms of such key factors as 

density, occupation, education, ethnicity, and income (See Appendix: 

1
Map 1). 

In fact, the district ha.s become a source of concern to Outremont 

city officials and is earmarked for urban renewal. 2 Significantly, rent 

levels and property values have not kept up with city-wide averages during 

this period of change. Between 1951 and 1961, average rents in the two 

tracts that form the eastern part of Outremont have increased only 2tJfo 

compared to the city (Montreal) average of 85%. Property values have 

increased in like moderation. In the face of city-wide inflation of 

rents and real estate prices, the area has, therefore, at best remained 

stable since the early 1950' s. 3 These factors of relative decline, on 

the one hand, and price and rent stability, on the other, provide then one 

1 
Bryn Greer-\'lootten, "Cross Sectional Social Area Analysis: Montreal, 

1951-1961" (draft), Department of Geography, McGill University, 196C1. 
Altogether, 27 variables were analysed to identif'y areas of decline. 

2 
See, Plan Directeur d'Amena ement et de Renovation Urbaine, by 

La Societe J.C. Lahaye 19 8 for an urban renewal report commissioned 
by the City of Outremont. In a preliminary study, the north-east part 
of the city was clearly identified to be in need of renewal (Labaye, 1967). 
See also, Appendix: Maps 2 - 6, relating the north-ea.st pa,rt of Outre­
mont (Tract 26(1) to the rest of the city. 

3 
If we take into account an annual inflation rate of ?I/o. 

http:north-ea.st
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speci:fic context :for studying the rental process and its relation to 

urban decay. 

vie :felt that, within the limits o:f our research, this could best be 

done by the detailed analysis o:f a Hmited number .of rental rela.tions. 

This would allow us to approach What have been considered primarily econ­

omic questions with the research methods of sociology and anthropology. 

Such a micro-social approach seemed justified in view of the litera­

ture cited above. This literature suggests that the rental process in­

cludes important social dimensions, in addition to, and separate :from, the 

speci:fically economic contract based on supply and demand. This broader 

socia.l context, moreover, bas economic consequences that, to a considerable 

degree, modify 'rational' market patterns. More specifically, in our 

research ethnicity, Lrnmigrant status and li:fe cycle, as well as elements 

o:f status and power, will be seen to play an important part in rental 

housing decisions. These factors, moreover, suggest a relation between 

rental patterns and neighbourhood change. 

Our vievT of rental housing will, then, be that o:f a changing, inter­

related pattern, or system, of reciprocal relationships whose dynamics are 

related to the strategies of participants operating in a given social con­

text. It leads us to ask questions ahout the social character of owners 

and tenants, their strategies and bargaining power, as well. as the terms 

of reciprocity they enter into. 

As pa.rt of a la.rger research project, rental relations are being 
studied in two other a.reas as well. One is located in a stahle, low­
income !turban village!!, the other in a traditionally middle class area 
that has been appreciating in value. The :focus and approa.ch in the 
three areas is similar and should yield compa.rative data.. 

I 

http:approa.ch
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An approach relating social reciprocity, bargaining power, and 

economic exchange ha.s already been developed in the literature of economic 

anthropology. Socia.l dimensions were found to be not onl~y inherent in 

complex exchange systems, sucb as gift exchange and peasant markets, but 

also to ba~e specific economic consequences. 1 A similar perspective on 

excbange has been elaborated in a broader, theoretical context by some 

. 1 . t 2SOC1.0 og1.S S. 

Housing, moreover, shaxes certain structural cbaracteristics with 

peasant markets. Both are still largely in the bands of small, part-

time operators who have little capita.l and la.ck an entrepreneurial strategy. 

In addition, Cl. large part of tbese operators do not calculate their return 

on labour or capital, nor do they' try to enlarge profits by expanding tbeir 

operations or rationalizing for efficiency. 3 

A view of exchange occurring in a structurally similar context, yet 

not based on a purely competitive model of economic relations directs our 

attention to questions not suggested by a rational economic model of the 

housing ma.rket. 

See: Alice Dewey, Peasant Markets in Java, New York: Free Press, 1962; 
George Foster, "Tbe Dyadic Contract in Tzintzuntzan 11: Patron-Client 
Relationship", American Anthropologist, Vol. 65, 1963, pp. 1280-1294; 
Clifford Geertz, Peddlers and Princes, University of Cbicago Press, 1963; 
Marcel Mauss, The Gift, Coben and \'Jest, London, 1954. 

2 
Peter Bla.u, Power and Exchans;e in Social Life, London: Jobn Wiley, 1964. 

3 
Cf. Geertz, ~. cit., and his discussion of the 'bazaar' type economy. 
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These considerations in mind, ,'re sought intervieifs with all owners 

of rental property 1 in a two block area. of eastern Outremont. T,le then 

interviewed one tenant of the ~lling owners. To obtain better comparison, 

four absentee owners and their tenants were added from two contiguous 

blocks. In this vla::h we obtained detailed information on 29 owner-tenant 

relationships. Separate interview guides were used for owners and 

tenants, but both centered around rental strategies. The interviews 

lasted two hours or more for owners, and somewhat less for tenants. 

Additional data were provided by census statistics, street directories, 

records of the City of Outremont and the Quebec Rental Board, as well as 

from interviews with rea.l estate agents and other persons knowledgable 

about the area. The writer, moreover, lived in the area for two years. 

Before "re can, how'ever, proceed to a more detailed analysis of the 

data., we must outline the general ecological and demographic conditions in 

which property ownership and rental relations occur, and how these affect 

the social character of owners and tenants and their selectio~ strategies. 

Once ife are familia.r with the overall context, we ~ll be in a. better 

position to understand the dynamics of particular owner-tenant relation­

ships. 

HISTORY AND ECOLOGY 

Our study area lies between Hutchison, Durocher, Lajoie and St. 

Viateur Streets. It is divided by Bernard Street into two blocks that 

form part of the eastern border between the cities of Outremont and 

Apartment buildings were not included, since our focus was on owners 
of sma.ll parcels, that is, duplexes and triplexes. 

1 
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Montreal (see Appendix: Map 7). The two block area consists mostly of 

densely built, residential row housing, except for some commercia.l estab­

lishments and large apartment buildings on Bernard street. 

Located about two miles nortb of the downtown area of Montreal, 

the area is easily accessible by ifay of Park Avenue, a major commercia,l 

street. (See Map 1). In direction downtown and to the east of Pa,rk 

Avenue is a. densely built area of old, dilapidated bousing wbich has 

traditionally been tbe area of first residence for new immigrants. Soutb­

west of tbe area, and west of Pa.rk Avenue, lies Mount Royal, whose northern 

slope has attracted many of the better-estahlished local families. The 

proximity of tbe downtown area, tbe traditional immigrant district, and 

the mountain are major ecological factors that have sbaped tbe area IS 

history. 

In the latter part of the last century, overcrowding and tbe rapid 

expansion of tbe old city core led to the settlement of Mount Royal's 

1
nortbern slope up to and along Cote Ste. Catherine. Tbese early settlers 

were generally 'vell-to-do French families living in large mansions. 

In the 1890 t s, streetcars began operating first a.long Cote Ste. 

Catberine and later along Park Avenue. Tbis led to settlement of the 

eastern part of Outremont, initiall.y by French and English middle class 

families along Laurier and Hutchison Streets, and by a sizahle group of 

Most of the bistorical information was taken from three sources: 
tbe archives of the City of Montreal, a name count of early street 
directories, and, to our knowledge, the only availahle book on the 
bistory of Outremont: St. Viateur d'Outremont, by Pere Hector Tessier, 
C.S.V., Presbytere St. Viateur, 1954. 

1 



'SL.P.t· D Of-"MAP 1 

flctJ ,.(~t! IiL 
LOCATION OF THE AREA 

_____.o____ w.,...,._______" ~;;.""".__~___ .~____=u_ _._~_-.._~___________...... . 

j

'. 
, 
, 
, 

- -------._-------_ ..- ...... ~...--~,-----------~----.----.---------...;.----



- 10 ­

French and English working-class families along Van Horne Street. (See 

Appendix: Map 8). Most of the latter were initially railroad employees 

working in the nearby Outremont Yard and Mile-End Station. 1 

These two nuclei of initial settlement influenced in important 

respects the ecological and demographic future of the area. The better-

off families along Laurier and Hutchison Streets preferred to Oi'Tn cottages. 

Similarly, the people settling in the area immediately to the north and 

west of them bought cottages. Later, many of the cottages in the more 

densely built-up areas, especially along Hutchison Street, were converted 

into duplexes. Generally, eastern Outremont below Bernard and above 

Laurier consists today of cottages and duplexes, most of which were built 

by 1920. The area along Hutchison and most of Durocher Street consists 

of row housing, while property further west is either detached or serni­

detached. The one section with more modern buildings belonged to a 

religious institution, which did not sell its land until 1925. This block 

lies il1'Jrlediately to the "rest of our study area, and together with the com­

paratively high-priced, non-rental housing to the south and south-west, it 

has been a formida.ble ecological barrier to people of vforking class 

origin. (See Appendix: Mall> e & 8A). 

The vmrking-class families who initially settled close to Van Horne, 

on the other hand, preferred more economical property or accommodation. 

As a. consequence, the district north of Bernard consists almost exclusively 

This information, as well as a. histoI'""jT of the transit system in and 
around Outremont, is taken from an unpublished manuscript: tiThe Montreal 
Park and Island Railway Company", by Mr. Omer Lavallee, Public Relations 
Department, Canadian Pacific Railways, 1962. 

1 
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of densely built rows of triplexes between 40 - 60 years of age. When, 

beginning in the 1930's, immigrants began to move from the older immigrant 

area into and through Outremont in large numbers, they found these tri­

plexes economically attractive. At the same time, the ecological barrier 

to the south served both as an impediment to further penetration by new, 

working class immigrants, and an anchor for better-to-do French, English 

and, later, Jewish families, which has persuaded same local families to 

stay who would otherwise have moved. 

Like other urban neighbourhoods, the area has been subject to a 

series of ethnic 'invasions' and'successions l The original French• 

and English population was to a large extent replaced in the 1930's by 

predominantly Polish and Russian Jews who previously had lived in the area 

to the southeast. 1 After the war, after they had become economically 

better established, this group left I en masse' for new suburbs that had been 

'opened upl as a result of the post-war building boom. They were, in turn, 

replaced in the 1950's by a mixed group of recent immigrants, mostly from 

southern and eastern Europe. At the same time, a smaller group of French 

working class families has also entered the area from the eastern part of 

Montreal. 

This history of change, together with the location of the area 

between two ecologically and demographically distinct districts, has 

resulted in a presently highly heterogeneous population. Reflecting the 

area's past and present, the major differences among residents are along 

ethnic and class lines. 

Rosenberg, LouiS, itA Study of the Growth and Changes in the Distribution 
of the Jewish Population in Montreal", from The Canadian Jewish Population 
Studies, No. 4, Montreal, 1955. 

1 
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The trend of increasing ethnic heterogeneity in both tract and study 

area. is expressed by the following tables: 

Table 2. Ethnic Change in Tract 268 (in %) * 

1951 1961 1968 

English and l<~rench 41.0 36.6 34.2 

JevTish 53.0 -57.0 16.9 

Others 6.0 26.4 1~b.9 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

-*- The study area is located in two tracts, but a.1l 
census data presented is based on tract 268 (1961 
census) since this tract is clear1.y more represen­
tative of the blocks studied. 

Source: Dominion Bureau of Statistics, Bulletins CT-3 
a.nd CT-4. The last column (included for comparison) is 
based on the Outremont Census (1968) and covers the two­
block area and parts of two adjacent blocks (N::::::343). 

Table 3. Ethnic Ghange in the Study Area {by name count; in ~l 

1921 1941 1951 1961 1968 N 

English and French Prxfl 65% 58% 53% L~2% 545-1L_IO 

,TeI,rish 3 25 29 28 24 218 

Other 10 10 13 19 34 173 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 

N 168 190 190 194 194 936 

Source: Lovel1's Street Directory 

Variations between the tV-TO tables, particularly the greater proportion 

of French and English in the study area as compared to the census tract, are 

accounted for by one of the two blocks which is located outside the tract, 
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south of Bernard Street. In this area, closer to the mountain, the local 

population has not been replaced to the same extent as elsewhere. Never-

theless , the tables shmV' that Jews and more recent immigrants bave to a 

considerable extent replaced the originally dominant group of local French 

and Englisb. 

At the same time, the district has become increasingly f run down', 

both physically and socially. The remaining long-term residents say 

that fifteen :lears ago it was still a 'first class district', a clean, 

~uiet residential area. They feel that this has changed and overcrowding, 

noise and poor maintenance ha:ve made the area a less desirable place to 

live. Moreover, long-term residents tend to l1ave a white-collar background, 

vlhile the new immigrants are more often blue-collar vTorkers, many of them 

unskilled. 

Table It. Occupational Cbange in the Tract * 

1951 1961 

Professional & IVianageria.1 23% 17(~ 

i-ihite -collar 40 27 

Service, transport & 
communications 10 17 

Craftsmen, labourers & 
other blue-collar 27 39 

100 100 

* 	Adapted from Dominion Bureau of Statistics 
Bulletins CT-3 and CT-4. 

A small survey of street directories over the last fifty years con­

firms this trend, and, in 8.ddition, points to the great increase of 

unskilled blue-collar ,'rorkers in recent years. 
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Table 5. Occupational Change in the Study Area * 

1921 1941 1961 1968 

Managerial & Professional H3% lC'1a l~ 9% 
l<lhite Collar 64 lf7 41 31 
Skilled Blue Collar Hi 3) 29 33 

Unskilled Blue Collar 0 6 Ib 27 

TOTAL 100 100 100 100 

N 17 17 lb 40 

Source: Lovell's Street Directory, Data for the last 
column (included for compa.rison) is based on sample 
intervievTS • 

To summarize, >,re find that the area under study bas changed consid­

erably in the last fifteen years, both in terms of ethnicity, physical 

appearance and class. It is well on the way to becoming a working-class 

immigrant district. At the same time, there remain, however, middle class 

locals representing the area.' s past. It is this context of heterogeneity 

and decline tbat has formed the present character of the neighbourhood. 

THE NEIGHBOURHOOD 

The district is in several respects a convenient place to live. 

It lies close to downtown Montreal and smaller stores are within vmlking 

distance on Park and Bernal'd Streets. In Outremont, parks, good schools 

and municipal services are readily available. Considering also the area IS 

1
Imf rents and large flats, it is not surprising that vacancy rates are low. 

1 
Based on intervie,,,s vrith owners and ra estate agents. Though it is easy 

to rent in the area, it is not as easy to sell. There is considerable demand 
for property by new immigrants. Several French and Jewish owners, for example, 
are bothered by immigrant strangers asking if they want to sell. Real estate 
a.gents r:md evidence from the interviews a.gree, however, tbat few owners are 
offered a reasonable price. The ';leak purchasing power of potential ilIDuigrant 
buyers is a major factor. 
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In the -past, the a.rea bas served as a stepping stone for successful 

immigrants I·rho left the older immigrant a.reas to the south-east, and later 

(like the Jews) moved to the suburbs to the north-west. This is changing. 

Increasingly, eastern Outremont seems to become an area of first residence 

for nevIly-arrived immigrants, 1 such as orthodox Jews, and particularly 

Greeks, vIho initia.lly stay I·;ith or near to friends or relatives who already 

live in the area. At the same time, local communities of orthodox Jews 

and Greeks have begun to form. 

These two ethnic groups are ~robably the most visible element to 

someone visiting the area for the first time. Most of the small stores 

and restaurants are mmed by Greeks or Je,-rs and cater to their needs. 

Some more conspicuous ones include Kosher ba.keries and butcher stores, 

Greek fish markets and travel agencies, as well as two Greek cinema.s on 

nearby Park Avenue, in a section often referred to as "Little Athens". 

Street life in the residential area is also dominated by immigrants, particu­

la.rly in the more d.ensely built sectors Irith triplexes and small apartment 

buildings. On summer evenings, anyone vTalking down one of the streets is 

likely to hear the sound of foreign, often Mediterranean languages or music 

from balconies or open windo,,",Ts. On J:i'ridays and Saturdays, small groups of 

orthodox Jews vnth black coats and long, fur-brimmed hats a.re a common 

sight. Dur:i.ng v,eekday afternoons, the cosmopolitan atmosphere is less 

pronounced. At this time, elderly French and Jewish couples are usually 

seen sitting on the balconies, \"hile the sidewalks and alleys become a 

playground for large numbers of children. 

All four im.rnigrants in our sample v/bo had entered the country v1i thin the 
last three years had moved directlY' into the north-eastern part of Outre­
mont. All four have friends or relatives close bY'. 

1 

http:Dur:i.ng
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In spite of the outiiard appearance of an active social life among 

residents, it seems that there is no close contact among neighbours. Of 

!.~9 residents asked, 3L~ have a 'talking I relationship 'iTi th one or more 

1 
persons in the block, but only fourteen visit each other. Of these, 

only four visit "nth more than one family vlithin the block. It seems 

that close social relations are limited to, and kept ,rlthin, particular 

ethnic gro"ll:ps. Of the fourteen residents who visit, twelve are orthodox 

Je''iiS, Greeks or F:eench Canadians. All but ti-ro of these fourteen visit vlith 

others of their ethnic group only. This does not me8n that many iT!lJ1lignmts 

?do not have friends and relatives in the larger e,rea. The evidence on 

this point suggests, hmTever, that most, if not all, the broader contacts 

in the surrounding area are aga,in Hmited to one I s ethnic group. 

Kinship or other "old country" ties:5 and ethnic institutions such 

as the synagogue seem to be the basis of social contact, rather than innned­

iate geographical proximity. The dominant attitude is that one had better 

not get too involved vlith one's neighbours for fear of 'bad experiences' or 

· , . lj.1oSJ.ng one s prJ.va.cy. 

1 
In another six instances, ovmer and tenant have visited ea.ch other socially. 

2 Another survey (Gilrnour, 1969) of (31 households in the same area (tract 260) 
shovTS 19 having relatives in the "a.rea" (left undefined). Most of these were 
Greek or French C8nadian. 

:5 The social contacts of Greek immigrants in Montreal are often limited to 
people from their o'Vm village in Greece. See Sheila. Arnopoulos "The Inll'ni­
grant I s Dilemma", The Montreal Star, 1968. It seems that this is true 
also of' other ethnic groups in tbe area, pa.rticularly Italians and orthodox Jeitrs. 

4 
Friendship among children, however, was sometimes observed as providing 

an indirect social link runong neighbours of ,:Ufferent ethnic background. 

http:prJ.va.cy
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Often, moreover, neighbours are unable to speak another's 

Our sample alone includes French and English Canadians, Je,'ls, Greeks, 

Italians, Portuguese, Chinese, Poles, ~~nd West Indians. Some speak only 

French, others only English, and others only their mother tongue (espec­

ially ,'TOmen and older people). 

These linguistic problems are compounded by cultural differences. 

Long-term residents, particularly, feel that the district is becoming run 

dmffi by the new immigrants and their way of life. 1 It has become 

? 
11 crOifded!l, "noisy I!, at'ld "less vle 11 cared for". ~ The more densely built 

areas do indeed give this illI9ression. Of course, the buildings are by nm'l 

quite old, most of them having been built over 50 and even 60 years ago. 

(See Appendix: Map 2). 

1 
Real esta,te brokers tend to a.gree. The t'l-TO 'Ive spoke to feel that the 

district is "run down" and "finished ff 
• 

2 
It is a fa.ct that "population density has increased (see Table 1). 

This results from the tendency for "poor immigrants, especially Greeks, 
to share flats either inth relatives or other families and thereby save 
on rent. 



CHAPTER II 

miNERS AND TENANTS 

RECENT TRENDS 

Changes in the area are reflected in the traits of both owners and 

tenants. The proportion of :cesident owners of other than French, English 

or Jewish ethnicity, most of them post World Har 2 immigrants, has doubled 

since 1961 (See Appendix: Table 1), so that nOl..r they represent over ha~f 

the resident owners (See Appendix: Table 2). 1 On the other hand, many 

Jewish resident owners have left the9.rea during this time, and at present 

there are only half as illflny Jewish owners as there are other, more recent 

immigrants. The onl,y group 1\'"hose relative size has not changed since 1961 

are French and English resident owners. 2 These owners form a stable 

minority in the area. 133% of :;:"esident French owners in 1961 still owned 

their building six years later, cOIlI!?ared vlith 5'1% of Jevdsh and 61.~% of 

'other' owners. 3 

1 
Data. on present ethnic distribution, age, and fmnily size is taken from 

the 1960 census conducted by the City of Outremont. Figures are based on 
the extended study area. which includes the two block area. and parts of t~.;o 

adjacent blocks on Hutchison Street (N of 91). The data on ethnic change 
since 1961, on the other hand, is the result of a survey of name lists in 
tax: rolls and street directories. This survey i-raS limited to the smaller, 
two-block area (N of t~o). 

2 In 1961, 25% of residents in tract 260 1-lere of French Canadian and 11% 
of English Canadian origin. }'or brevity, we will henceforth refer to 
"French" owners, meaning, however, both French and English. There are, 
moreover, no English owners in the sample. 

Based on an N of 41. 

- le ­
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The new immigrant majority differ in age and family size from the 

French and Jewish O'Imers wilo remain. French and, to a lesser ~xtent, 

Je\·lish owners tend to be e1der1;y people whose children have left the area 

and whose families are accordingly small. 'other' O'l'mers, however, axe 

much younger and have large families (Table 6). The present distribution 

of French, Jewish, and ! other' resident owners, and the different stages in 

lifecycle that they represent, clearly suggest that these three ethnic 

1'groups' also represent different successive stages in the area's history. 

Ta.ble 6. Ethp.icity and Life-Cycle for Resident Ovmers and Tenants 
-)\­

(study area, in means) 

Resident OYmers 	 Tenants 

Age 	 Family 111 Age Family N 
Size Size 

French 	and English 6t} 2.2 17 50 4.) 99 
2,2Jelvish 50 ).4 36 45 J+.9 ../) 

others 36 5.2 34 ?)) 5.6 120 

N 	 87 2:52 

Source: Outremont Census (1960). Data for this census is collected 
:yearly by the City of Outremont and "\'TaS kindly made available. 

Together with ethnic change has occurred a decrease in absentee 
r, 

ownership, from 34iJ~ in 1961 to ;:-:'4'/0 in 1967. "'- In fact, absentee ovmers 

1 
The ethnic shift is also reflected among absentee ovmers. In the two­

block area, the proportion of French and J'e'l'dsh absentees has decreased 
,)0%, vrhile that of 'others I has increased from zero to 400/0 (Table 1 in ~1?T)endix). 

2 
This contrasts with the COnID10n notion that absentee Oimers buy into a 

declining neighbourhood. 
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have been mainly responsible for the high turnover of property in recent 

years. Of a total of 37 9roperty transactions 1 since 1961, 7CJl/o of the 

sellers (and 53% of the buyers) were absentee owners. Low return on 

investment and rea(~r immigrant buyers seem to have been main rea.sons for 

selling. 

Among tenants, the proportion of post World Wa.r 11 immigrants has 

similarl-y- doubled since 1961 (See Appendix: Table 1) and they now represent 

over half the tenants in the area (See Appendix: Table 2). 2 The number 

of .Jewish and French tenants, however, differs from tha.t of owners. There 

are three times more French than Jewish tenants, altJ:1ough, among owners, 

Je"Ts outnumber the French. When we comps,re owners and tenants, moreover, 

we find that only half as many Jews, l')ut twice as many French Canadians, 

are tenants. The proportion of French tenants was even la.rger in 1961. 

Low mobility may partly account for the comparatively large proportion of 

the latter. Thirty-six per cent of French tenants in 1961 were still 

renting the same flat in 1967, compa.redwith 28% of Jewish, and 17% of 

3
'other' tenants. 

As with owners, ,ve find tha.t t.hese broa.d ethnic categories relate to 

successive stages of the life-cycle tha.t, in turn, reflect the area's past. 

The household heads of French families are older, and have smaller families 

than Jewish, and especially 'other' tenants (Table 6). 

1 
Involving half (49%) of the buildings in the two-block area. 

2 
The I Jewish I category includes a considerable number of 'Post TIlor1d tA/ar 11 

immigrants. 

:3 
Based on an N of 110. 
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Among both owners cmd tenants we find, then, that new ethnic elements 

representing a younger stage of the life-cycle are ta.~ing over the area. 

These new l~esidents, as ,>le have noted in the previous section, also bring 

with them a different cultural and class background. As a result, we find 

a mixture of old and new', pa.st and present, that has important consequences 

for the rental process, particularly its first step, the selection of 

ovnlers and tenants. 

SELECTION PATTERNS 

An important link in both the rental process and neighbourhood change 

is the mutual selection of owners and tenants. That recruitment is not a 

1
random urocess is clearly indica.ted by Table 7. It suggests that two 

basic d,ynamics underlie the selection process, one chara.cteristic of 

resident owners and their tenants, the other of both resident and absentee 

owners. 

Resident owners and their tenants select each other on the basis of 

'" ethnic (and cultural) affinity. c.. Jews, especially, select ea.ch other 

32.:5 times as often as by chance alone. The same, though to a lesser 

4 
extent, holds true for French owners a.nd tenants (1. 9 times chance). 

1 
See also Table .5 in the Al?pendix for a similar pa.ttern of ethnic selection 

of o,~ers and tenants in the sample. 

2 
As defined in tel1mS of our three broad ethnic categories. 

30% as c~npared to 13%. 

4 
The data allows no conclusions as to the direction of selection. 
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Table 7. Ethnic Selection by' o-wner and Tenant (Stud.y Area) 

Resident Owners Absentee OYmers Total 

F&E Jevls Other F &E Jews Other Companies % N 

Tenants 

F&E* 75% 33% 2&{o 58% 3&10 23% 17% 39 99 
Je't'Tish 30 la 5 11 23 1'7 I':; 33 
Other 25 3'7 64 3'7 54 66 40 1m 

ofoI 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

N 213 46 66 3t) 55 13 0" 2:52 

* French and English 

Among absentee owners, on the other hand, only the French select 

each other fI'equently (1.5 times chance), v[hile Je.rish absentee owners and 

tenants choose each other less often than would be expected by chance (11% 

as compared to 13%). 

It seems clear that ethnic affinity among absentees and their 

tenants does not pla.;y- nearly 3,8 much a role as vIi th residents. One reason 

ma.y be that the latter are choosing not merely partners to a rental contract, 

but also neighbours. Cultural and ethnic compatibility may then become an 

important criterion for selection. The difference may, however, also be 

seen as part of a broader pm'fer interpretation. 

Table 7 shows that French tenants rent in declining order of fre­

guency vIith French, JevIish, 'other', and company owners, respectively. The 

same is true of 'other' tenants, except that the order is here reversed. 

The most plausible explanation of this pattern is that French tenants, having 
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. 1 t b .. 't' 1a f al.r y s rong argaJ.nl.ng POSl. loon, are best able to exercise their 

preference of one owner over another. Using their choice as indicator, 

it seems tha.t resident owners, particularly French resident owners, are 

preferred owners. These owners can then afford not to accept less desir­

able new immigrant tenants. As a result, the latter find themselves 

renting with im..rnigrant resident, or immigrant and company absentee, owners 

w'ho are unable to attra.ct better tenants. 2 

These considera.tions suggest tha.t ethnic affinity as a factor in 

owner-tena.nt selection must be vievred in a context of relative power advan­

tage, since only the powerful are able to effectivel;-{ exercise choice. 

This interpreta.tion 'lfTOuld help a.ccount for the greater pressures 

tOl'l'ard mutual selection among I~rench, compared with I other t resident owners 

and tena.nts. 3 These exist among absentees and their tenants as 'lflell, 

though to a lesser extent. The difference could again be seen in a. power 

perspective, tha.t is, in the better :position o:f resident OImers to exercise 

choice. 

1 
In the sense that they are considered desirable tenants and have had 

considera.ble renting experience. This is in contrast to 'other' tenants 
who often overcrowd to save on rent, a.re considered to have 'different' 
standards, and have little a.cquaintance with local renting customs. 

2 
The fact that, regardless of ethnic ongl.n, tenants renting with 

absentee owners have la.rger families than those renting with resident 
owners (See Appendix: . Table It) supports the general point that the weak 
end up ,vith the '!freak. 

Note that the ethnic heterogeneity of 'athers t may a.lso a.ccount for 
the lack of selectivity shown here. 

http:owner-tena.nt
http:attra.ct
http:argaJ.nl.ng
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The one exception to this pattern of ethnic recruitment is J"ewish 

absentee owners and tenants. As we have seen, they select each other less 

often than would be expected by cbance. A much higher proportion of J·el"lish 

tenants rent with 'other' and company (absentee) ovmers instead. One 

reason for this may be that in recent ;'years, many Je,vish owners have sold 

their property, while their (mainly Jewish) tenants often continued renting 

with the new ovmers, including companies and ex-resident immigrant owners. 

It is, however, also possible that (new) JewiSh tenants are finding a ma.rgin 

of power advantage in renting I'nth these millers. 

This analysis of selection patterns in the area suggests, then, 

that social, non-economic factors play an important role in the establish­

ment of ovmer-tenant :l~elations. It is, however, j.ndividuals, not traits, 

that select each other. We I'.r:ill, therefore, move from a general, area­

,vide interpretation of the data to a more detailed description of particular 

ovmers and tenants. 

OWNERS AND TENANTS AS SOCIAL TYPES 

Moving to a more concrete level of analysis, ''le find that owners and 

1tenants in our sample fall into several distinct groups or types. The 

factors that identify them are both simple and basic. They are: innnig.rant 

status, length of owning or renting, and, with owners, place of residence. 

Our smnple is reasona.bly representative of the larger area, both in 
terms of ethnic character (See Table 8 and Appendix: Ta:ble 5) and the 
proportion of absentee owners (31% in the sample compared to 27% in the 
extended study area). Deviations are, however, not Cl. critical problem 
since we tried to identif'y types rather than closely describe the area. 

1 
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Among property owners we can distinguish three broad tyPes: 

Local Resident owners, Immigrant Resident owners, and Absentee mmerS. 

These groups differ by place of residence 9-nd immigrant sta.tus. Locals 

are those 'VTho either were born in Canada or entered before 1945, while "",11 

those who came after 194? 'fill be referred to as Immigrants. This means 

primarily that Jews of pre-'i'Torld War II immigration i-Till be treated together 

vd th French Canadians as Locals (See Appendix: Table 6). lie found it 

more useful to distinguish ovmers on this basis than in terms of ethnicity, 

since :i.mmigrant status reflects more accurately the changes that have 

1occurred in the area and rtlso relates closely to other key data. 

For tenants, the Local-Immigrant dimension is again basic. There 

is 9, clear distinction between French and English tenants and the other 

groups "'(·rho have come since the War (See Table 8). 2 Unlike vrith owners, 

however, a sizable number of locals have entered the area \'li thin the last 

ten years. These New Locals differ in social cha.racter from the Residual 

Locals who came before and ,viII accordingly be treated separately. Sim­

ilarly, we ;;nll need to distinguish Ne,., Immigrants vlho have been in the 

country for two years or less from Established Immigrants vTho came earlier 

(but after 19L~5). We can altogether, then, d.istinguish four ma.in types 

of tenants: Residual Loca.ls, New Locals, Established Immigrants, and New 

Immigrants. 

1 
Data. on immigrant status "ras unfortuna.tely not available for owners 

and tennnts in the larger a.rea. 

2 
As vlith owners, this again means that Jews who were born in Cnnada or 

arrived before~vorld Wa.r II \"ill be grouped 1nth French a.nd English Locals. 
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Table 8. samE le Tenants, by Ethnicity and Time of Arrival in Canada 

Area -)(. 

"Locals" "Im.migrants tI Sanrole ( tenants ~_ 

Natives Before 1949-59 1960 + N ofo ofo 
1939 

French and English 10 1 11 30 39 

Jewish 1 ./" 1 5 17 13 
others u Cl 5 13 11) lj·o 

N 11 1 11 6 29 100 100 

-l(- Based on an N of 2)2 

Local Resident O\mers 

The nine local residents in our saffil)le are a residual element. 

Three have owned for l~5 yea.rs or more, and only one owner has bought in 

since 19)tL 1 As a. group, local residents bought in before the time of 

marked ethnic change, a median a,verage of 17 yea,rs ago. 

These owners are in several respects the most homogeneous group. 

Seven of them are French Canadians and two 8,re Jews of pre-\iorld Har II 

L.'!lmigration. Similar to French owners in the larger area, local residents 

are la.te in the life -cycle. Six household heads are over 60 years of age 

and only one is under 50 years old (mean age: 62). These owners 2.re 

elderly couples or widovTS '<Those children have left the area. Four live 

alone and three others share with only one person (mean family size: 2.1) . 

The three long-term owners all own triplexes, while the most recent one 
bought a duplex bordering on a nevler, higher priced area. 

1 
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The older loca~ residents originally all came from central and 

1eastern Montreal. The t"TQ most recent ones, on the other hand, previously 

lived to the west and southw'est (See Appendix: Map 9). 2 There seems to 

be no clear relation between either time of purcha.se or area of origin and 

occupationa.l status, but six of the nine loca.l residents have or bad white­

colla.r occupations. They include, moreover, the only three resident 

o\ffiers wi tb a. mana.gerial or professional background. (See Appendix: 

Table 7). The six owners who no longer work derive a stable income from 

rents, pensions, and, in some cases, investment returns. Since, in a.ddi­

-Cion, a.ll but one have paid off their mortgages on the property, tbe 

financial position of local residents as a group is fa.irly secure. 

In their a.ttitude to the building, local resident owners set economic 

considerations in second place. Their main concern is a long-term home or 

residence in which to settle. The desirable features of the area as a 

residentia.l district constituted an important fa.ctor in their initial 

purchase of the property. 

Since then, they feel tbe district bas changed for tbe worse. They 

do not like the new im~grants witb their large, noisy families and their 

'different i>la.y of life f, but they feel there is little they can do about it. 

Moving is not seen a.s an alterna.tive. As one owner sa.id, "Oh, no, I'm too 

old. Besides, where would I move to?!! At the same time, their social 

1 
One O\-mer had previously been a resident of Outremont but origina~ly also 

came from the eastern pe,rt of Montreal. 

2 
Note again that a.ll directions refer not to the 'true' co':ordinates 

but to common local pra.ctice tbat equates Park Avenue vrith the North­
South axis. All areas east of st. Denis Street are, moreover, included 
in "tbe eastern part of Montrea~!1. 

http:purcha.se
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intera.ction w"ith neigbbours is limited, except "There some old French or 

Jew"ish neigbbours have rema.ined. Even then, they prefer to keep to tbem­

selves and genera.lly restrict social contact to cha.ts on the street, 

1 
across the backyard, or over tbe telephone. 

Local resident ovmers, then, a.re a stable group of elderly, mostly 

middle class owners who entered the area when it ,fas still considered a. 

desirable place to live a.nd are now faced with neighbourhood change. 

Table 8 (see Appendix) expresses the shift from locals to ir.amigrants in 

terms of their time of purchase. 

Immigrant Resident Owners 

This group of owners form part of the increasing number of inunigrants 

who have bought into the area in iAecent years. All eleven owners in the 

sample origina,lly come from southern or eastern Europe. They arrived in 

Canada a median average of fourteen years ago and bought their present 

property a medien average of six years ago. All bought in since 1958, 2 

a year that may Ivell serve as a benchmark for change in the area. 3 

The Itgood name" of Outremont, together with good services and facilities 
for its residents, is another factor that has induced these owners to stay'. 
Although they react negatively to their inunediate neighbourhood, all feel 
that Outremont is a. "good areall 

• 

2 
Seven of the nine inunigrant resident owners for whom information is 

available bought from Jewish owners. 

3 
Note also that only one local resident owner has bought in since then 

(page 26). In street directories and tax rolls, moreover, the first 
Greek names do not appear till 1958. 
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Immigrant resident owners are of quite va.ried ethnic origin, unlike 

locals. There are three Greeks, three orthodox Jews, three Slavs and 

two Ita.lians in the sample. As a group, they are also much younger than 

local owners ten of the household heads being between 25 and 4e years 

of age (mean a.,ge: 39) and have much larger households, seven of them 

with five or more nersons (mean family size: 5.2). 

The great majority have moved into Outremont from the poor immigrant 

sector immediately to the east and south-east (See Appendix: Map 9). 1 

This relates to the working class background of immigrant O'iffiers. Seven 

of them have mainly skilled, blue -collar jobs. Due to their mortgage pay­

ments and large families, they' are, moreover, financially not as secure as 

local resident owners. 

Like local owners, immigrants did not buy for primarily economic 

reasons. In fact, most have no clear idea., conSidering their investment 

and other expenses, what it costs them to live in their homes. Their main 

reason for buying is, rather, a desire for econ~nic security and independ­

ence, the feeling of 'being your own master'. Tradition is also a factor. 

As one Greek owner sa.id: "We I re from Europe, I had a house there, and 

my father and grandfather had houses. The first thing is to have a house. 11 

Coming to eastern Outremont and owning a house is part of making a 

better nlace for themselves and their family in the new country. As the 

ne\f element in the area, these owners are not concerned about neighbourhood 

change, if they are awa.re of it at a.ll. Of those who are, some 2 welcome 

1 
The tvlO immigrant mmers >iho previously lived in Outremont moved there 

initially also from the south-east. 

2 
T\w of the three Greelt owners. 
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the fact that more people of their ethnic group a.re moving into the 

area. 

Several i~nigrant owners have close friends and relatives in the 

area, particularly the Greeks and orthodox Jews, who have begun to fOTIa 

local communities. Since tbese two groups constitute more than ha.lf the 

immigrant residents in the sample, it is not surprising that, as a group, 

these ovmers like the area a.s a place to live in. 

There are also external restraints on their mobility. Two immigrant 

O'tmers want to move to a newer district and have tried to sell their property. 

For ti'TO years, however, they have so far not been able to obtain the desired 

price or down pa.yment. However, regardless of vThether individual immigrant 

owners stay or leave, the uroportion of these owners in the area is clearly 

increasing. 1 

Absentee Owners 

The nine absentee owners in our sample include both owners who once 

lived in the building (ex-residents) and owners who did not (outSide inves­

tors) • They include, moreover, immigrants as well as locals. Absentee 

owners are therefore a fairly heterogeneous group 'iTho do, however, share a 

primarily economic attitude to owning that sets them apart from resident 

owners. In addition, their occupational status is typically higher. 

Seven of the eight individual owners are either :professionals or indepen­

dent businessmen (See Appendix: Table 7), 2 and six now live in well-to-do 

suburban areas. 

1 
Inferred from the ethnic data for 'other' owners in the larger area. 

2 
Three owners own or co-own small stores or restaurants. These small 

entrepreneurs ha,ve been included in the "white collar" ca.tegory. 



On the basis of their time of purchase, we can distinguish two 

major subgroups. Those owners who bought their property fifteen or more 

years ago, that is, before the time of marked ethnic change, will be 

referred to as Residual Absentees. This is in contrast to New Absentees 

who all bought in within the last ten years. 

Of the four residual absentee owners in our sample, two are French 

Canadians and two Canadian-born Jews. These middle aged locals (mean 

age: 48) have mmed for a median average of 33 years. Three of them are 

ex-residents. Their parents ha.d originally bought the building as a 

residence, but after their death, their children, the present owners, had 

in each case left for new suburbs to the north and northifest. They 

decided to keep the building, llowever, and two have bought additional 

property since then. 1 One Jewish ex-resident and. the French outside in­

vestor, tn particular, bave fairly large holdtngs of 29 and 79 dwellings, 

respectively. These are scattered over mainly low-rent districts in the 

Montreal area., and include duplexes, cold flats, and small apa.rtment 

buildings. In addition, both own corrunercial rental property and stocks. 

All residual absentees mm for long-term investment and revenue and are not 

planning to sell. The multiple-parcel owners, moreover, buy rental property 

to diversify their investment. 

1 
The exception here, as in other instances, is an 84-year-old French 

Canadian ex-resident who has not sold for sentimental ratber than economic 
rea.sons. 

2 
By contrast, three resident owners, two of them immigrants, own other 

rental property. Two ea.ch ovm a sm8~1 apartment building, the third a 
triplex , all in the area or nearby. None of ·che resident owners owns 
more than t\fO buildings. 
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The five new e.bsentee owners have bought in a. median average of 

only two years a.go. They include immigrants as vrell as locals, more 

specifica.lly a F'rench Canadian, a Cana.dian-born Jew', two Chinese, and a 

company. The two immigrants are fairly young (mean age: 38). One is an 

ex-resident while the other nlans to move into the building. The other 

1
tvlO owners a.re elderly (mean age: 63) outside investors. The immi­

grants mm no other rental property and are relatively inexperienced. 

The two outside investors, on the other hand, a.re real estate broker and 

chartered a.ccountant by profession and own 43 and 22 dwellings, respectively, 

2
in addition to commercial property and stocks. They and the residual 

absentees with larger holdings are, moreover, the only mmers in the sample 

that rationally calculate their return on the investment. Nevertheless, 

these new outside investors bought for different reasons. One wants, 

together vIi th the immigrant absentees, a. sta.ble long-term investment and 

rental income, "i'1hile a.t least one of the other tvro outside investors bought 

for short-term investment only. 

Neighbourhood change is seen by absentee owners in basically economic 

terms, namely in hmr far it affects va.cancies, ma.intenance, rents, and, 

for some, prices. The ma.in source of concern for residual long-term in­

vestors is the increasing difficulty in finding good tenants, together with 

the physical deterioration of the area. Those vrho more recently bought 

1 
The company owner is excluded here. This is a wholesa.le groceries 

firm that acquired the property through a. merger. It owns no other 
resiclentia.l renta.l property. 

2 
The distribution of dwellings by area and building type is similar to 

those of multi-parcel residua.l absentees. 

http:wholesa.le


- 33 ­

for resale, on the other hand, are only marginally concerned about 

tenants and change. 1 

\tIe can summarize the ma.in features of owners in our sample by the 

following paradigm: 

Types of OWners 

Local Immigrant Residua.l New 
Residents Residents Absentees Absentees 

Length of ownership long short long short 
Median (in years): 17 5 33 2 

Immigrant status local immigrant local varies 

Age 
Mean (in years): 

elderly 
62 

"ouni2: tothJ.ctctIe age 
39 

middle age 
4C3 

varies 
50 

Farilily size 
Mean (in years): 

small 
2.1 

fairly la.rge 
5.2 

Building type duplex/ duplex! triplex triplex 
triplex triplex 

Occupation vTbite blue white white 
collar collar collar collar 

Financial position secure insecure secure varies 

Main reason for to settle 'senti­ income income 
owning mental' 

Approacb to owning long-term medium to long-term varies 
long-term 

Attitude to neigh­ concerned not con­ concerned varies 
bourhood change cerned 

Main conce rns neighbour­ financing long-term investment 
hood (ten­ investment 
ants) (tenants) 

It is these o\vuers, however, that may play a role in introducing new 
ethnic elements. Of the first ten Greek families in the area (according 
to tax rolls), eight rented "rUh absentee owners. 

1 



Residual Local Tenants 

Among local tenants in the sample, there are four who entered the 

area before the period of greatest change, that is ten yea:rs ggo or more. 

These tenants have rented their present flats a median average of twelve 

yea.rs. All are French Canadians >rho, like most local owners, originally 

crune from the central and eastern l?art of Montreal (See Appendix: Map 10). 

They were looking for long-term homes and considered ea.stern Outremont, 

as one put it, !la top neighbourhood at the time". 1 Friendship and kin 

ties were also a reason for moving here. According to another tenant: 

"I wanted to move back into the Outremont area where we had grovrn up and 

i-There many of our friends VI·ere liring. 11 A third tenant moved into his 

sister's house when the university where he "Tas teaching ,.,as relocated 

closer to Outremont. 

Residual loca.l household heads are now elderly, between 51 and 64 

years of a~e (mean: 56), and their families ~re small, varying between 1-4 

persons (mean: 2.0). Two no longer work, but three have or had a white-

collar and one a professiona.l occupation. (See Appendix: Table 9). 

Their solid middle class background is in contrast to newer elements 

in the area, and is experienced as such. All residual local tenants feel 

tha.t the d.istrict has deteriorated in recent years. Moreover, surrounded 

b:r immigrants \>fith a different way of life and speaking a different language, 

they fee 1, a.gain like local ovrners, increasingly isola.ted. So far, good 

This tenant rented in 1957. Her ste.tement is further evidence that 
most new immigrants entered the area later, a.fter 1958. 

1 
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landlords, low rents, and the trouble of moving 1 have kept them from 

moving. Long-term French and English neighbours may also be a. reason: 

"Mr. Thompson next door, and Mr. Roy on my right, are very close. I would 

have moved if it wasn't for them. We form an old coalition in this 

immigrant neighbourhood.!! 

From interviews , it is, however, apparent that many of these older 

local tenants have by now left the area. Three of the four tenants in the 

sample are, moreover, planning to leave in the near future, two for French-

speaking suburbs to the north. They explicitly cite neighbourhood change 

as the ma.in reason. 

New Local Tenants 

There is another, larger group of eight tenants who represent a more 

recent f counterflow' of locals into the area. All have rented within the 

last Seven years, a median average of four years ago. Their social char­

acter is less homogeneous than that of residual locals and we can distinguish 

at lea.st two subgroups. 

In one group of four families, the household heads ar~ or were, 

middle aged to elderly (span: 48 - 69 years) blue-collar workers with 

fairly large families of 4- - 7 persons. Two are of French and two of 

English ethnicity. The former come from the -poor central area to the south­

east, the latter orj.ginally from rural areas in eastern Canada. All may 

therefore be considered upwa.rdly mobile. For them, the a.rea meant a better 

These long-term tenants have their fle.ts extensively furnished. The 
furniture, e.g. piano and dishwasher, tends to reflect the tenants' middle 
class ba.ckground. 

I 
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p lace to live, and they liked its central location, large flats, and 

low rents. 

There are also four new local tenants who have artistic and white­

collar occupations and who come from better-to-do a,reas. 1 Ethnically, 

three are French and one a local Jew. Two of the l~rench tenants are young 

(under 30), newl.y married couples, one ;;vith a small child. They work in 

an artistic milieu and v[ere attracted to the district by its cosmopolitan 

flavour, as well as the low rents. The two remaining household heads are 

middle-aged locals (between 45-50 years of age) 2 who came to rent with 

relatives. 

Middle class values have made this second group of new locals invest 

considerably more in their flats than the working class locals. Neverthe­

less, none of the new local tenants are certain that they will stay, and 

five ulan to move in a year or two. Of these, four want to stay in Outre­

mont, but in the better-to-do residential area to the west. 

The reaSons for moving vary. Neighbourhood change is a factor, at 

least among the middle class locals. Only one tenant, however, mentioned 

it explicitly iJS a reason. Another factor may be the lack of close friends 

in the vicinity. Only two of the eight new locals have neighbours or 

friends nearby whom they visit regularly. 3 

1 
Two came from middle class areaS to the west, like the two most recent 

local resident owners. Another tenant previously lived in an eastern 
suburb. The fourth came from out of town but was born in the area 
(See Appendix: Map 10). 

2 
One is a widow and lives alone, the other has a family of five. 

Ovmer relatives not included. 
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Established Immigrant Tenants 

The largest group of tenants in the sample are thirteen immigrant 

tenants who have been in the country for several years, twelve of them 

seven years or more. In terms of median averages, they rented the present 

flat four years ago, that is, five years after arriving in the country. 

Their previous residence was typically either in Outremont or the older 

1
immigrant area to the southeast (See Appendix: Map 10). Again, low 

rents and large flats w'ere important factors that attracted them. Some 

also came to stay near to, or with, relatives or friends who ha.d moved here 

2
be fore them. 

These tenants represent the wave of upwardly mobile immigrants that 

have transformed the district in recent years. They include three Greeks, 

three orthodox Jews, two Hest Indians, one Lithuanian, one German, one Ital­

ian, one Portuguese and one Chinese. The household heads are young to 

middle aged, between 28 - 47 years of age (mean: 39), 3 and have households 

of 3 - 14 persons (mean: 5.8). The great majority, eleven out of thirteen, 

have blue-collar jobs, of which eight are skilled (See Appendix: Table 9). 

They like eastern Outremont as a lJlace to live, especially now when ethnic 

1 
A study on migration patterns of 81 households in tract 268 (most of them 

tenants) found that 25% of la.st moves occur within the tract and 4210 within 
the Outremont area. Moreover, statistical analysis of the last three moves 
of each household shows the preferred route into the area to be from the 
immigrant "corridor" to the southeast. The data suggests that this migrant 
pattern applies particularly to immigrants. (Gil~ur, 1969). 

2 
The sharing of flats to lot-Ter the rent is common practice among poor im­

migrants in the area, particularly Greeks. Our sample includes one house­
hold of fourteen persons and consisting of three Greek families. 

3 
One tenant, an exception, is 63 years of age. 
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services are improving, and consider it to be a better place than the 

older immigrant area where most had lived before. Tbis is particularly 

true of Greeks and orthodox Jews, wbo also have close friends and relatives 

in the area. 

In some cases, these ties act as a restraint on further mobility. 

On the otber band, at least four tenants have friends who moved to newer 

areas and are considering going there themselves. These four tenants 

will move '''hen lease expires. Two want to go to outlying suburbs 

to the northwest, one to a mainly Jewish area in the same direction but 

closer by. The fourth tenant (Greek) wants to stay in Outremont close to 

his relatives. 

New Immigrant Tenants 

There are four tenants in the sample who are newcomers not only to 

the area, but to the country as 'well. All have immigrated to Canada within 

the last two years. Two, with the help of friends, moved into their present 

flat aL'1lost directly upon arrival, while the others stayed first with rela­

tives for a few months. In every instance, relatives living in tbe dis­

trict were responsible for bringing these new arriva.ls directly into eastern 

Outremont. 

In contrast to most established immigrants, none of these newly­

arrived immigrants came from Europe. Instead, they are from Turkey, Israel, 

Hong Kong and the West Indies, respectively. The heads of the households, 

whicb vary from L~ - 6 persons, and in two instances include parents (mean 

family size: 5.3), are young, three being under 35 years of age (mean: ) • 

Their occupa.tiona.l level is the lowest in the sample. All four have un­

skilled blue-collar jobs (See Appendix: Table 9). 

http:arriva.ls
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They regard their present flat as convenient because of its low 

rent and its location close to friends or relatives. Basically, however, 

they see it as a temporary, makeshift residence until they have better 

established themselves. Since they have little furniture and only very 

limited social contact with their new neighbours, there is little to hold 

them ba.ck. As we shall see, hmvever, it is primarily conflict with their 

landlords that makes them want to move. 

The following para.digm outlines the social character of our four 

major tenant types: 

TYPES OF TENANTS 

Residual New Established New 
Locals Locals Immigrants Immigrants 

Length of renting: long medium medium short 
Median in years: 12 4 3 1 

Age: middle age varies young to young 
to elderly middle age 

Me ans in :y-ears: 56 4-0 39 32 

Farnily size: small varies medium to medium 
large 

5.8 5.3 

Occupation: white varies blue unskilled 
collar collar blue collar 

Approach to renting: long-term medium mediu.'Tl to short-term 
long-term 

Attitude to neigh- concerned varies not con­ not con­
bourhood change cerned cerned 

Main concerns neighbour­ location location rent 
hood rent rent 

rent space 



CHAPTER III 

TYPES OF ONNER-TENA..~ RELATIONS 

The dynamics of neighbourhood change, implicit in tl1e description of 

o'Wllers and tenants, become more explicit in their inter-relations. As ife 

have seen, mmers and tenants tend to choose ea.ch other in terms of their 

social and historical character. The selection process, in turn, has 

consequences for reciprocity and. patterns of rent and maintenance. 

Our frame,vork of four owner and four tenant permits sixteen 

possible combinations. He find that five of these 22 of the 29 

OImer-tenant rela.tions in our sample (Tnble 9). These are: Local Resident 

o1mers with Re sidua,l Local tenants, JJOcal Resident ovmers with New Local 

tenants, Immigrcmt Resident mmers with Established tenants, 

Residual Absentee owners with Established Immigrant tenants, and New Absentee 

o1mers with New Irmnigrant !C1rrivals. These combinations, or types of rela­

tionship, not only appear as the most frequent in our s , but, more 

form a consistent :9attern whose logical opposite is empirically 

absent. 

Table 9. ~mer-Tenant Selection by Type 

Tenants 

Local Immigrant Residual New 
Residents Residents Absentees Absentees N 

lJOcals 7-
,) 1 4 

5 2 1 8 
Established Immigrants 1 3 1 13 
New' Immigrants 1. 3 4 

N 9 11 5 29 

- 40 ­
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To show how this patterning of rental relationships relates to 

neighbourhood change, we will describe in some detail the four ma.jor types 

1
of owner-tenant relations in the sample: 

1) Local Resident owners with Local tenants 

2) Immigrant Resident mmers with Established Immigrant 
tenants 

3) Absentee OWners with Immigrant Tenants 

(a) Residual Absentees with Establisbed Immigrants 

(b) New Absentees with New Immigrant Tenants. 

Although in each type of relationship the number of sample ca.ses is 

small, 't-re feel that their internal homogeneity as vrell as their logical 

continuity point to more general dynamics of owner-tenant relations and 

neighbourhood change. 

Local Resident OWners with Local Tenants 

There ,3re sixteen owners and tenants in this group. They have 

rented longer with each other than any of the other groups, an average of 

7.0 years. Seven of the eight owners and the three Residual Local tenants 

moved here ten or more years ago, before the time of greatest change. As 

we have seen, they are a remnant of the area's past, and, together with the 

five NevT Local tenants, represent the French and older Jewish minority in 

the area.. As a group, the owners and tenants are elderly, middle-class, 

and financially relatively secure. 2 Ethnicity, life cycle, and class 

I 
Since the rental patterns of Residual and New Local tenants are Similar, 

we Ivill simplify the discussion by collapsing them into one type. 

2 
Cf. pp. 26-27. 
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set them apart from other owners and tenants and influence importantly 

their rental behaviour. 

Local resident owners are quite particular about the kind of tenant 

they want. Common to a.l1 but one of them is that their tenants be ethnic­

ally and culturally compatible. Of the six French owners, five have only 

1 .French. tenants. Of the two Jewish owners, one has French, the other 

French and Jewish tenants. 1fith one exception, therefore, none of the 

O'vmers has immigrant tenants. The reasons are largely cultural. As one 

landlady rather typically said: III refuse immigrants because they have a 

peculiar way of living.!l Others, in a,ddition, want !I vrell educated 

persons, no workers. It is easier to deal with such people. !I At least 

three mmers definitely do not \'I'ant children in the house. The fact that 

half are renting to (younger) relatives suggests that they are also looking 

for tenants on whom they can, at least occasionally, rely for help. Eth­

nicity, class, family size and kin ties seem, then, the crucial factors 

considered in selecting tenants. Directly or indirectl.y, these effectively 

exclude immigrants. 

Local owners are willing, and able, to wait for the right kind of 

tenants. One mmer left his flat unrented for five months in order to 

find a suitable tenant, and, as El, group, local m'ffiers take a longer time to 

rent than other (im~igrant) resident ovmers. (See Appendix: Table 10). 

Tbis is partly due to the fact that half the owners prefer to find tenants 

through private rather tha..'1 uublic means (Table 11). Tbis includes regu­

1 
These six owners have a total of ten rentable flats. Nine of these 

are rented to French Canadians. 

See A~p)en(lix~. 
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larly scanning the newspa±,ers: "When I have a vacancy, I never announce 

it. I don't \-Tant people to 't"alk in all day. I read the ads in the news­

paper and choose my tenants by their description and by whs.t they desire. 

Only the people I contact come to look at my flat. They're either English, 

Scottish, or I<'rench Canadian.!! 

Two other owners announce tbeir vacancies in newspaper advertise­

ments that specify the kind of tenant tbey '''ant. 

Local owners not only take care in recruiting tenants, but also 

check them carefully. All five ovmers "rho did not rent to a relative ask 

for references, and four make a point of checking them. At least one 

landlady, moreover, has a tenant relative (her son) 1 visit the prospective 

tenant! s flat. In one case, the tenant actually became quite irritated 

with the owner's thorough "research!!. 

Local tenants are likewise selective in regard to whom they rent with. 

They are looking for a building that looks reasonably respectable and well 

cared for, and whose other tenants (or resident owner) are 'decent, quiet 

people. In addition, they feel that they can understand ea.ch other better 

if the owner ha.s a similar ethnic and cultural background. This is 

reflected in the way these tenants select owners. Three tenants rented 

,.,ith relatives, another advertised, and specified his preference, in a 

(French) newspaper, while a fifth tenant looked for a month and a half and 

,.,a.s "so eXhausted looking for a place 11 • (See Appendix: Table 12). 

Underlying what we have said so far is the owners' desire to rent to 

2
long-term tenants, and, conversel,y, the tenants! desire for a long-term home. 

1 
Not included in the sample. 

2 The exception here, a.s in other instances, is one young, artistically 
; lit"'1; lIPn ('>onn 1P • 
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This is evidenced by the fact that half the tenants initially signed 

three-year 1ea.ses (See Appendix: Table 13), while another two had long-

term understandings with their ovmer relatives. Tenant turnover, more­

1 
over, is lower than among a.ny of the other groups (See Appendix: Table 15). 

Hhat, then, are the main themes of exchange ...·Tithin this selective 

long-term context? Our data suggest the relationship of local owners and 

tenants is one of selective reciprocity. This refers to the tendency for 

both parties to co-operate in certain aspects of the relationship more than 

in others. Its specific fona is related to the social character of these 

ov,TJ:lers and tenants and underlies their major pa.tterns of rental behaviour, 

particularly those concerned "Idth maintenance and rent level. 

Local owners a.re unri11ing, or unable, to look after repairs in 
r'j 

their tenants I fla.ts. c:. Some go as far as to stipulate this in the lease: 

"The tenants must take my conditions or leave it. I won I t do any repairs 

or repainting. This is "I'Tritten into the lease. 11 

This emphasiS seems related to the ovmers' age. Owning and looking 

after general upkeep is a.lready a burden, and assuming responsibility for 
7; 

their tenants t flats is more than they feel they are able to do at their age • ./ 

1 Half the local owners, moreover, presently have tenants they have rented 
to for 1;' years or more. Two owners also mentioned spontaneously that they 
had had tenants for 15 and 29 years, respectively, in the remaining third flat. 

2 
An exception are two of the three relations between kin. 

3 
One owner is "Tilling to co-operate but the tenant feels he is not in a 

position to do so effectively. As he puts it: "He's very nice and co­
operative. Only, he t s past 80 and he and his "Idfe are very ill. 11 As a 
result, the tenant looks a.fter his own repairs. 



- 45 ­

They feel tha.t since they have chosen their tenants carefully, they need 

not feel concerned with the latter's standards of maintenance. As one 

landlady sa.id: "l leave everything up to them. I chose them well And 

feel I don't have to check them. I haven't seen their flat in two years.1! 

The veYlJ fact that they hesitate to get involved in these repairs 

is a further safeguard against undesirable tena.nts. For example, only 

two of the eight owners repaintecl the flat before renting. This serves to 

attract only those tenants vnlling to invest time and energy into their 

flats, namely, long-term (local) tenants. 

Local resident owners do, however, care for their properly and its 

over-all upkeep, '''hich they accept to be their responsibility. Since they 

see upkeep in a long-term perspective, they prefer to have repairs done 

vIell. As one tenant said about her owner: ''When something goes wrong, 

he calls the best people. He doesn't have things done cheaply and is con­

cerned with the upkeep of the house, as you may have noticed. 11 

In fact, five of the eight tenants feel that their owners keep their 

property in better than average condition (See Appendix: Table 16). 

Their impressions are supported by a more 'objective! survey I in which 

the buildings of ha.lf these owners were rated in very good or good, that is, 

better than average, condition. (See Appendix: Table 18). 

Long-term concern with good upkeep tends to lower ;naintenance costs. 

Since tenants are left to look after their own repairs, it is not surprising 

-1-> 

Done independently by two sociology gra,duate students. Buildings 
were rated in terms of structure, painting and cleanliness. (See also 
Methodology section in the Appendix). 
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that local owners have the lowest maintenance expenditures in the samp le 

1(see Appendix: Table 1-7). 

At the same time, local owners are not willing to make renovations 

or major improvements. This may be due partly to their age, but several 

owners give another explanation: fir don I t make improvements because I know 

r i'>Touldn I t be able to keep up with expenses. 11 

still, the key to the appa.rent paradox of good upkeep and tenant satis­

faction, together with low maintenance costs, seems to lie in the mutual 

agreement among mmers and tenants that the latter assume responSIbility for 

their flat. All tenants (renting with non-relatives) seemed quite willing 

to accept this a.rrangement. As one put it: fI;,'le agreed on everything. It 

i'>TaS up to us to fix eve rything the way we ;.ranted it. It 

others even seemed to prefer it this way since 11 we wanted to be 

able to redecorate as we liked. 11 A third tenant is perhaps an extreme 

example of willingness to invest in a new home: n'i'1batever vTasn I t there, 

we just ordered and arranged for ourselves at our expense. 'l1e took away a 

useless chimney, had a different ceiling placed in the kitchen, ••. tiled 

the floors, put in central heating ••• We must have spent around $2,000. 11 

A rough tabulation indicates that at least half the local tenants 

have their flats well furnished and in better than average condition. (See 

Appendix: Table 19). This investment in their flats clearly expresses as 

well as reinforces their long-term intentions. 

This is particularly true of local triplex owners. 
1 
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Lack of involvement by owners in tenant repairs is matched by lack 

of social intera.ction. Local owners and tenants generally do not borrow 

or exchange items or establish persona.l ties in other VUl.yS. (See Appendix: 

Table 20). There are exceptions. One landlady tries to please her 

tenants with It little extra. services !I, such as taking care of parcels in 

their absence. As she sa,Ys: "Good relations are important. 11 The tenant, 

however, denied an,y exchange of favours. In five of the eight relation­

ships, owners and tenants have, in s-pite of their long-term contact, never 

visited each other socia.lly. (See Appendix: Table 21). 

Undoubtedly, this 'social distance' is partly the result of differ­

ences in class 1 and life-cycle. 2 Perhaps more importantly, it also ex­

presses the owners' attitude toward renting. They feel that: "Business 

is business", which has led one tenant to complain openly about her owner's 

lack of 'friendliness'. 3 

As with maintenance, owner-tenant relatives ::},re again an exception. 

Social reciprocity here is frequent and 'dense'. In the words of one 

tenant: ''li1e do so many things for each other. 11 At least two owners rely 

considerably on their tenant relatives. When one owner still owned other 

1 
Three of the owners a.re of clearly I higher' cla.ss (occupa.tion) than their 

tenants J ....rhile the reverse seems true in two other ca.ses. 

2 
The median 8,ge of local resident owners is 66, compared to 50 for 

tenants. 

3 
This refers to the persona.l a.spect of the relationship only. This 

tenant considers her owner a very good landlord. The latter has, moreover, 
helped another tenant by granting deferra.ls in rent payments. 

http:deferra.ls
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property, his tenant daughter agreed to administer it. Another tenant had 

this to say about her owner-relative: tlHe's happy I'm living here. It's 

a. security for him. Besides, I take care of his mother, my aunt. So, 

I'm useful to him. It 

In return for their demands, local owners are ready to make economic 

concessions. This is most dramatically expressed in their low rents. 1 

These owners have the lowest rents in the sample, both in terms of 

absolute rent as well a.s rent per square foot. (See Appendix: Tables 22 

and 23). TY1>ically, local triplex owners have not raised rents in at 

least one of their flats for an average of eight years. This strategy of 

low or flexible rents 2 serves to ~ttra.ct potential tenants and thereby 

increase the owners I choice. On the other hand, it expresses the owners' 

hesitancy to raise the rent of good long-term tenants for fea.r of aggra­

vating, and perhaps lOSing, them. In effect, this often means that rents 

are ra.ised for new tenants only: 

"For my previous tenant, the one who lived here 29 years, I tried to 

r~t qe the rent a few years ago. He was driving around in a new Buick and 

was a well-ta-do old bachelor. When I tried to raise, he didn't like it 

and showed it. He said I had no right to raise. I felt I just couldn't 

raise and didn't.... When he moved out, I raised the rent for my new tenant. I! 

Some ovmers are quite awa.re of using low rents as a levera.ge for getting 
tenants to accept their conditions of maintenance, such a.s the landlady i-Tho 
said: 'Ny rent is always reasonable but I have my conditions. I won't do 
any repa.irs, I won t t repaint or do anything for my tenants. tt 

Rents vary with the tena.nt I s appeal. One owner says he would charge 
$20 more to ,9. new tenant with several children than he would if the latter 
had none. 

2 

http:levera.ge
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~;J'hen loca.l owners do raise the rent, it accordingly tends to be by 

a, higher than average amount. Nevertheless, it is clear that they have 

1not been able to keep up with rising property and school taxes. As 

several OImers said: lIyou can't just increase the rent ea.ch time taxes 

f:1re raised." This is so, although all 	eight tenants said that a $5 increase 

in rent ,-{Quld not make them leave. 

Tenants realize that their rents are a. bargain. All eight tenants, 

four of whom know rents in neighbouring 	flats, consider their rents very 

2
low or 10l</'. (See Appendix: Table 24). All, moreover, think it would be 

difficult or impossible to find 8. similar flat for the same rent. 

Local owners are willing to m·9.ke other kinds of economic concessions 

as well. One temporarily unemployed local tenant, for example, is three 

months behind in paying his rent wi th the owner 1 s consent: III know he's 

reliable and tha.t he's having a. hard time. 11 Another owner, when approached 

by the tenant, was willing to share $400 painting expenses, although the 

lease ha.d. been Signed shortly before a.nd repainting had not been discussed. 

The de-emphasis of formal renting conditions, in these and other instances, 

in favour of r:l. more informal understanding of good will is also expressed 

by the fact that half the tenants now have automatically renewed leases (of 

less clea.r legal force)3 \-1hile a fifth tenant has no lease at all. 

1 
In the last 7 years, property snd school taxes increased by 122%- During 

this time, the typical local triplex mmer, as we have seen, did not raise 
rents in one :fla.t. In the other he has raised rents once by a.n average of 
$10. 
2 

One tenant even decided to raise his rent $10 to be fair to his owner-
relative. 

3 Province of Quebec Bill No. 7, An Act to Promote Conciliation Between 
Lessees and Property Owners, Section 16, a.utomatically nrolorigs leases tha.t 
are not terminated in writing. TtTe have not investigated relevant legal CB.ses, 
but most people seem to :feel that 8. current 1 lease is more binding.t 
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The ca.reful selection of tenants, the initia.l agreement on owners' 

non-involvement in tenant repairs, flS well AS low rents these fa.ctors 

tend to minimize conflict between local owners and tenants. Wbere it does 

occur, it is again dealt i-ritb informall;y, that is witbout appeal to outside 

agencies. None of the three tenants who have eXt)erienced some tension 

with their owners has complained to the City of Outremont or gone to the 

Rental Board, although a.ll owners and tenants are avTare of its existence. 

All three of these tenants a.re Ne-vT Locals anti, perhaps surprisingl.y, two 

I),re relatives of the mmer. The owner's unwillingness to do repairs for 

the tenant is the :9roblem in two instances. Both involve the re lative ly 

short-term Jewish OIillers 1 tv-ho initially do not seem to have sufficiently 

emph[;',sized their intention not to get involved in tenant repa,irs. The 

third case involves a small r9ise "tv-hich, in the tenant's eyes, violated the 

informal terms of reciprocit:r that had developed between herself a.nd her 

mmer-relative: III was shocked and surprised for $5! 1fTba,t is it to 

him! If he vlOuld have asked for $15, I vlOuld understand, but $5! It was 

very embarrassing. It 

Ti.;o of these tenants ;:),re planning to move as 8. result of this tension, 

wbile the tbird has resigned himself to doing his own repairs. It is sig­

nificant that only one tenant, bowever, has complained to his owner. These 

tenants, it seems, prefer not to articulate any grievances either outside 

or -vTithin the renta.l relationship. As several sa.id: III don 1 t like to 

These two owners are also the consistent exception to the good over-all 
upkeep by owners in this group, both in terms of tenant evaluation and in 
terms of our survey. One of them, moreover, was tbe only resident o-vmer 
sent a mandatory repair notice by the City. 
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argue or complain." None of the owners, moreover, ha.s ever been involved 

with the Rental Board as the result of a tenant's complaint, in spite of 

their long term of owning. 1 

On the other hand, one owner successfully used the Rental Board to 

have two tenants evicted. Another owner intended to take lega.l a.ction 

a.gainst a previous tenant, but ,·ras dissuaded from doing so. His situation 

points to a more general dilemma: 

"The tenant living upstairs blocked the faucet. We said he was 

responsible, it Was his doing, and he would have to have it repaired. 

He refused to, so ..Te went to 8, nota,ry ••• He finally advised us to drop 

the case. For such a small amount, it ..Tasn' t worth the trouble, he told 

us. So we just had it fixed and paid. But we didn't like the idea, and 

we weren I t on good terms ''1'i th the tenant after that." 

In sum, we find that these owners and tenants engage in a selective 

form of reciprocity. Local owners are unwilling to compromise in regard 

to the kind of tenants they rent to, the social relations they enter into 

with them, and the repairs they a,re willing to do for them. On the other 

hand, they are ready to make economic concessions and, with tenants they 

know, informal leasing f:\,rrangements. These demands and concessions reflect 

the defensive strategies of a remaining middle class minority of long-term 

elderly 1?eople in an area of ethnic change. 

On the other hand, all Rental Board cases in the area since 1961 (a 
tota.l of seven) involved French or English, that is, local tenants. Six 
of the cases were directed against3.bsentee owners, none aga.inst French 
or English resident owners. 

1 
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Tenants a.re looking for long-term homes and are, accordingly, also 

selective. They ,.,ant to rent in a bui Iding of good upkeep l'llld with the 

right kind. of owner. In turn, they are willing to look after their own 

repairs, and, if there is cause for complaint, not involve outside 

mediators. 

The long-term orienta.tion of both local owners and tenants, and their 

1mutual give and take make these relationships relatively stable. This is 

especially true of kin-based relations where reciprocity tends to be more 

diffuse and multi-faceted than is usual. 

It seems that neighbourhood change ma,y threaten this stability and 

gradually increase turnover. 2 Another, more important, consequence of 

neighbourhood change is that nOyl, as evidenced in the low rents, local 

tenants tend to have the power advantage over local owners, once the initial 

selection has been made. Long-term loca.l tenants are increasingly difficult 

to find. OWners lmwilling to rent to immigrants are obliged to make con­

cessions to attra.ct and hold them. Dependent local residential owners 

with low rents then emerge as a new element in the area. 

Immigrant Resident Owners with Established Immi~rant Tenants 

If locals renting with locals represent the area I s past, immigrants 

renting with immigrants reflect its present. Although immigrant owners fj,re 

1 
See Appendix: Table 1,. 

2 
He have only scattered evidence on this point. Several owners, however, 

mentioned long-term tenants ,.,ho have moved in recent yea.rs. Severa.l local 
tenants, moreover, have expressed their intention to move as a result of 
neighbourhood change (cf. page 35). 

http:attra.ct


not fully represented in the sample, this relationship is still modal 

(Ta.ble 9). The eight owners and their tenants ha:ve entered the area only 

recently, all but one 'within the Ip...st ten yea.rs. The great majority are 

1 young to middle aged blue-co11a.r \vorkers. 

T\iO factors are perhaps central to an understanding of this tY'Pe of 

relationship. One is the weak financial position of both owners and 

tenants. 2 The other is the short-term (compa.red to locals) character of 

the relationships. Irmnigrant owners Md tenants have rented with each 

other an a.verage of only two years. Only three tenants have rented longer. 

One reason may be the upwa.rd rnobili ty of immigrant tenants, as suggested by 

their fairly high turnover. 

These relationships also lack the social 'density' characteristic 

of those between locals. Six of the eight tenants are of different ethnic 

3origin from their owners:. and in no case are they related. Unlike with 

local owners, we therefore find little evidence of selective recruitment on 

an ethnic basis. On the other hand, immigrants tend to rent with immigrants. 

TW'elve out of a total of fourteen flats are rented to im.'11igrant rather than 

local tenants. It seems plausible, however, that this is the result of 

exclusion by local tenants rather than by immigrant owners. 

In the sample, 711'k of established irrunigrant tenants and 64% of 
immigrant resident owners have blue-collar jobs. 

2 
All owners, for example, have mortgages on their property. Their retu.rn 

on investment, moreover, is the lowest in the sample. (See Appendix: Table 17). 

3 
The exceptions a,re two pairs of orthodox ,Jewish owners and tenants. 
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Ir:rmigrants see f13t or ten~lnt se lection (,s less of a problem th'tll 

locals. All of the tenants were 1villing to rent the first flnt that was 

clean and had the right rent. Most looked at up to five flats before 

renting their present one, And t1V'0 rented the first one they looked at. 

(See Appendix: Table 12). Of the mmers, four o:t' the five who have so 

for had vacancies accepted the first tenant wi lling to le a.ve 8 deposit. 

The follovring comment is typical: "Most would say they'd phone back, 

and some said they COUldn't pay till next Saturil.ay. I rented to the 

1first person who offered to pay on the spot. lI 

These owners say they ha.d "no trouble getting tenants!! and four of 

them (out of five) rented their flat "I'rit11in a vreek. (See Appendix: 

Ta.bIe 10). The one qualification they have is that the tenant does not 

she..re his flat w'ith other families, since they have ha.d, or hea.rd of, 

2
problems with large tenant households. 

This lack of selectivity does not mean that irrnnigrant owners 

are not concerned about tbe kind of tenant they are renting to. 

They feel, bowever, that getting good tenants is mostly a. matter of 

luck and outside their control: "You never knovT if you get good 

people 11 , or "It depends bovr lucky you are. 11 This attitude is 

1 
In this particular ca.se, tbe (Greek) owner rented to a. German, although 

most of the people who visited the flat 'iV'ere Greeks. He clearly did not 
select tenants by ethnic criteria. 

2 
As already mentioned, tbis is a. widespread. practice among poor tenant 

families in the area.. 

http:Saturil.ay
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reflected in the way immigrant ovmers recruit and select tenants. In 

contrB.st to local ovmers, all five inrrnigrants with vacancies announced 

them by public means. Three mmers "9ut up "for rent 11 signs only and just 

one m-mer, advised by his friends, I:'u:lvertised in El. newspaper instead. 

(See Appendix: Table 11). 

Moreover, only one of these five owners thought it worthwhile to 

check references. Most ha.ve little confidence in their value. As one 

owner said: "He gave me the name of his boss 8.t work who I s not going to 

sa,y anything a,gainst him." An exception f'lre a,ga.in two orthodox Jews \.,ho, 

because they are pe~rt of an ethnic community, were able to ma.ke reliable 

inquiries. 

The Signing of the contra.ct is typically a short affair, with the 

owner specifYing the rent and minimal term of lease, vThich is usually not 

less than two years. (See Appendix: Table 13). Owners see no need for 

lengthy discussion of conditions. One owner said this of his prospective 

tenants: Ilr don t t want people who a.rgue because they f 11 argue later $,11 

the time too." 

Only one, relativel~r long-term, owner 1 states more detailed condi­

tions. In turn, four of the five new tenants accepted the owners r conditions 

right away, especially since the latter repa.inted, or promised to repaint, 

2
the flat. In one case, the tenant pressed the mmer to put in a new 

stove, which he agreed to do. 

1 
This owner is one of the biO inrrnigrant resident OIffiers who mm other 

rental property, namely, a. triplex in the old immigrant area where he had 
lived before. 

2 
Most owners are also willing to pay for the paint if the tenant wants to 

repaint the flat at a later date. (See Appendix: Table ) . 

http:contra.ct
http:contrB.st
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Once initiated, the relations between immigrant mmers and 

(established) inunigrant tenants take, as among locals, the form of selective 

reci-procit:y. This reciprocity, however, grows out of a different economic 

a.nd social context. 

Immigrant owners are in an economic "squeeze" and cannot make rent 

concessions like local mmers. In terms of both absolute rent and rent 

per squa.re foot, their rents are higher than those of locals. In fact, 

they are the highest in the sample. 1 (See Appendix: Tables 22 & 23). 

Immigrant owners also raise rents more often than locals, an average 

I 2of once every L~.5 years. This is partl,y because they feel that tax 

increases leave them no other choice, partl,y because they don't have long­

term tenants who might make raiSing rents difficult. 3 

On the other hand, these mmers hesitate to raise rents for their 

present tenants due to the risks and inconveniences of a. vacancy. This 

attitude is expres sed in the following cormnent: "A few dollars don I t make 

much difference, considering I may not get good -people and conSidering the 

trouble of cleaning and renting. !I 

These figures do not take into a.ccount and control for the quality of 
the dwelling and maintenance service by the owner. 

Compared to a raise once every 6.4 years for locals (per flat). Only 
o....mers vlho ha.ve owned five yea.rs or more are included here. 

Unlike locals, inunigrant triplex owners have raised rents in both 
rented fle,ts within the la.st five :fears. 

2 
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Several owners feel that they could easily get tenants even if they 

raised their rent $10, out they "want to keep a good tenant!', and "don't 

want to take a chance t1. 1 Besides, most owners feel that "the people 

(tenants) can't pay more; they aren t t rich." In fact, however, only tvTO 

of the eight tenants said they would definitely move if the owner were to 

raise tbe rent. Only one tenant felt his rent wa.s too high. Most (five) 

found it reasonable, and two tenants actually considered it low. 2 (See 

Appendix: Table 24). 

Immigrant resident owners, then, aTe under economic pressure to raise 

rents, while a.t the same tirrle fearing the loss of good tenants if they do so. 

As a result, most have so far Hmited their rent raises to neif tenants. Of 

:3 a total of nine tenants, seven hail their rent raised only ,.,hen they first 

rented the flat. 4 The fairly high tenant turnover, however, allows owners 

to raise (ne;;q) tenants sufficiently often and thereby not fall too far behind. 

tax increases. In some cases, moreover, the tenant! s initiative prevents 

a rent raise: "I wanted to raise last year when the tenant's lease "Tas up. 

1 
For similar reasons, two new immigr13nt o"Vmers, \"ho prefer to live on the 

ma.in floor, have instead moyed into other floors in order not to lose a. 

gaad tena.nt whO' wauld atheI"tlise have left. 

2 
Half the tenants knaw other rents in the immediate vicinity. 

3 
This refers to the tatal number of -past and present tenants whO' rented, 

or rent, with the five immigrant resident awners that have awned their 
property five years or mare. 

4 
To justify this raise, immigrant o"mers usually repaint the flats before 

renting. 
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They said, 'Look., we want to stay here a. few more years if you don't raise. 

Wetll clean and fix up the "place.' I said, ·Ok.ay, I won't raise if you do 

that. ' So they painted a.ll over and fixed it un. It cost them $400." 

Conversely, another owner did not raise for six ;years "because I 

didn't ,'lant to paint 11 • It is ,'lorth noting that both these insteJlces in­

volved orthodox Jewish temlnts, who have both rented for over five years 

and show no intention of leaving. 

Regardless of the immigrant mmers' hesitancy to raise rents for 

their -present tenants, the fa.ct remains that their rents are compa.ratively 

high. On the other hand, since the owners did not choose their tenants 

ca.refully, ea,rning the latterls good vrill becomes all the more important. 

They do this by good maintenance and friendly relations, in the hope of 

reciprocation. As several owners said: "If you're nice to them, they'll 

be nice to ,you." 

These owners, proud of their new home, invest in it and improve it 

\>[i thin their economic ability. 1 In contrast to local owners, they are 

also \villing to look. ':"',fter tenant repairs. Beine; relativel;/" young and 

manually skilled, this is not e, uroblem for them and the reward in good 

relations vTith the tenant seems well worth the small effort. Half the 

mmers, for example, feel that tenants sometimes c:'l,ll them about things they 

should be able to fix themse lves. Three of the four owners nevertheless 

At least three owners s'!)ent $2,000 on the building in their first two 
years of ownership. Another immigrant resident owner in the sample spent 
around ~;6,ooo in the first three years to improve his property. Still 
another ovmer cited several immigrant acquaintances in the district vTho 
did the S8me. 

1 
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1 agree to do the repairs. Other owners, such as the follovTing, are even 

more explicit on this point: "When she (the tenant) wants something 

fixed, it's ~y job to fix it." 

Since the owners do many renairs themselves, looking "i.fter tenant 

maintenance is not as an economic burden as it could be. Even if 

larger sums are involved, hO,\,Tever, several mmers give priority to 

tenants and their f18.ts. Perhaps the best example is an owner whose 

property exterior is in clear need of repair. Yet he recently to 

nay 6rY/o of his tenant I s redecorating expenses. 2 The concern for tensnts 

may account for the tendency of immigrant ovmers to allocate their 

limitea budget to repairs and improvements inside the house while, at least 

initially, often neglecting the outside. This 1'fould, in turn, '3.ccount for 

the fact that, in spite of sometimes fairly extensive early , the 

exterior maintenance of more than half the irn.migrant resident owners in 

the s81lil)le ( five) is less than satisfactory. (See Appendix: Table ) . 

Whereas owners to please their tenants, the latter are, in turn, 

fairly demanding. feel that maintenance is the owner 1 s responsibi­

lity.• As two put it, rather strongly: "The house 'belongs to him, so let 

him nay. fI It is not surprising, then, th!3.t at least ti'lO owners feel their 

Although these added res,?onsibilities had in no case been to 
initially. 

The outside of the building was ranked "poor" by two independent 
observe:cs. The O'Imer was willing to Ghare the $400 expenses because the 
tenant i-ras :1 "good", long-term one who, furthermore, accepted SI, ra.ise in 
rent 8.t the same time. 

2 
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tenants are sometimes Itfussyt!. Still, they have so fa.r always agreed to 

(to the repairs. As 8. result, ma.intenance is not seen 8S a "9roblem by 

1 
tenants. Of six tenl1nts, three consider their owners very, and two 

reasonably, concerned "lbout the 1?roperty 3..nd re1?airs. (See Appendix: 

Table 16). 

Converse ,seven of the eight owners feel tba.t their tenants take 

reasonable to very good care of the fla.ts. Tbiswa.s also the vlriter IS 

im"9ression. (See Ap1?endix: Table 19). It seems that long-term tenants, 

that is, tenants renting for five ~'ears 'lnd more, are the best tenants in 

this respect (among immigrants). They g.re willing to invest more than 

other immigra..nt tenants for more and better furniture, for example. All 

three flats that were in better than average condition were rented by long-

terra tena.nts. In general, tbe main threat to good upkeel) of the tenants t 

fla.ts CJre the latters I cbildren, 2 but only one owner sees this as ':l. 

serious ·problem. 

Host immigrant owners also co-operate witb tenants by making them­

selves socially accessible, at least more so than locs,l owners. In six of 

the eight relationships, owners and tenants help each other out in small 

vrays, such a.s occa.sionally lending tools, taking ca.re of 1?a.rce is, and looking 

after children. (See Ap1?endix: Table 20). It seems, moreover, that in 

most instances owners do things for tenants, ra.ther than the reverse. Half 

1 
Two tenants felt they were not yet able to make a judgment. 

2 
Esta.blished immigrAnt tenants have Cl fmnily size of 5.0, compared to 

3.:5 for local tena.nts. 



the:Jwners Rnd tenants a.lso !:1'1:ve visited each otber at one time 

1 
or other, though in one case (See Appendix: T~ble 21). 

Some owners feel that too close socia.l contn.ct involves certain 

risks. One landlady, for example, bas stopped visiting bel' tenants since 

the latter would tben mention repairs they wanted clone. A second owner 

vrmts to move out of the building, citing tenant demands 'lS one reason. 

Most ovmers "lnd tenants, however, consider each other as "not friends, but 

friendly people!! with whom have some, though often irregular, social 

contg,ct or exchange. 
') 

~ 

Direct, intentional rectprocit;y seem.s to be the -oasic dynamic of 

most relationships. In several jnstctnces, however, another dynamic, based 

particuJJ:l.rly on life-cycle 'md ethnic R'f'ftnit,',r, CO''1es into n18~{. Tbree 

immigrant owners ~md thelr tenants luwe children of similar"lge '\'lho 

lvitb rmc1 invite each other. Another 0wner, a Greek, h6,S a. ,ddowed mother 

who regularly visits tbe )llotl1er ofg Greek tenant for a chat. It is dif­

z 
ncult to estim8te the indirect effect of these ~~dded social ties ) to the 

miller-tenant reli:1,tionahil). 

In three re l(l,tionsbips, owners 3,nd tenants ha.ve tnvitecl each other to 
parties. 

2 
In f8.ct, tbe b,tter ovmer Jlas more social contact >;dth bis temmt than 

B,ny other ill1,xnigrant owner in the S Rmp le • The directio,n of exchange is 
indic.,),ted tbe t.eng.nt' s comment: "He's l)een kind to us. tt 

3 
Personal ti.es '1lUong hea,ds of households seem ):'a.re, especially if they 

Are of different etbnic or linguistic origin. Langu'l.ge seems often the 
nroblern. Social class also exerts an indirect inhibiting influence in 
tbat 1:18.i1J temnt f')milies (men and "Tomen) have long ifOrking hours that 
keel) them '1Wrly from the home. 

http:Langu'l.ge
http:t.eng.nt
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Although tenant dema.nds c01Jld be a source of -potentia.l conflict in 

irnmigrant-tenl1nt "e la.tions, the elements of co-opera.tion that T,ve nB.ve 

described above seem effective to cont a.in it. Only tvTO re la.tionships 

ShOVl strong signs of dissf:).tisfaction. Both involve ne", owners confronting 

yulnerable ten::mts. In one case, a, new owner will not renew the lease for 

I 
a tenant \·lith five children 1-Tho he feels ~.re too and destructive. 

The other instance of conflict concerns a 6c)-year-old immigrant tenl'lnt 

2 
\·,110 11 9.S lived in the bui Idi.ng the seventeen ·'ears. He is 21armed 

the f1'l.ct tha.t his new mmer (who ba.dly needs ;"i10ney to pa.y off his mort­

3g~.ge) has raised the rent twice in the last three years. This tenant, 

morec:>ver, feels tba.t the owner (in fact because of his economic situation) 

is "doing nothing" in 1~eturn. This situation seer(lS a. clear eX8xrrple ofa 

1Jreakdown in tenant co-opera.tion 9.S '3 result of the owner IS inability to 

reciproca.te. 

'1'he long-term tenant just l'eferred to ha.s hea.rd of the Quebec Rental 

Board but seems skentic':l.l of any outside agency. So far, none of the 

tenants or owners has h~d contact with the Rental Board. One owner, 

bowever, "i..rho O'NnS two tr:i:plexes, bas tbree times successf'ully gone t,o court 

"l.gclinst otller tenants. This man is the one resident owner who 01lffiS other 

1--""'- ----- - .,.~ 

It is worth noting that this tenant is the only one in the grOlrp who 
"Tas initiall;v recruited an Absentee owner. 

2 
In both respects, he is a, clear exce)Jtion to the t;vpical imrnigrant 

tenant. 

3 
Tl1e mmer 8,lso wanted tbe tena.nt to -p13.y the wa.ter tax, but the la.tter 

refused. The :)'tmer, wanting to keep the tenant, did not insist further. 

http:reciproca.te


1 
rental nrcrpert;;r. He '1·ras ::1.ble to evade the Rental Board largely because 

the tenants seerl1ed una:ware of its existence. In fact, not only i!l'Ll1igrant 

tenants -but many immigrant mmers ''is we11 seem ignorant of their legal 

2
rights. Only three of the eight (established) inL'1ligrant tenants and 

half (four) of their immigrant resident owners knO'tv of the Rental Board. 

In fact, most immigrant owners seem to feel tha.t there is not much 

t)oint in lega.l action, or even "1.rguing vTith the tenant, even if they are in 

the right •. An example is tlle following (parapbrased) '1.ccount of an i!l'Llli­

grant owner ~bout one of his previous tenants: 

"I had two Greek families living in the fla.t upste.irs. They bad 8. 

two-;;rear lea,se. One decided move after one ;rear. The otber family 

tben said tbe pla.ce vTflS too large for them alone and a.sked me if they could 

1ea.ve too. I said, !All rigbt.! Wh at could I do?!! 

Tllis owner seemed to be aware of his lega.1 rigbts, but felt a b:W;fer 

would cost more tb8n tbe trouble T([ll.'3 1'lOrth. Besides, "I don 't ,,,ant to have 

tenants that I have to bold the neck." 

In sU'u, ,-re :rind t.bat, like local owners an.d tenants, tbe immigrants 

in tbis group also enga,ge in selective reciprocity. Its st)ecific form, 

bowever, differs from tha.t of locals, matnly as '1. result of differences in 

econornic strengtb, length of ownership, life-cycle, and class. 

owners, immigrants h'3,ve high mortga.ges on their property. They ",lso ha.ve 

3fAirly la.rge families and their blue-collar jobs 3re not. p.lways well pl'l.icl. 

I" ... .... -, .-....~ ..­-~ -.-.--~-

Whose decisions "'.re of no cost to tenents 9nd, cmrrparecl with courts, 
3re favoura.ble to them. 

2 
The Rental Board is the only official, genera1ly avail~ble source of 

information on rent8.l regu1a.tions. 

3 For exati.ll) le , one is 8, painter, another r-l. clothes presser, and two more 
are cooks i.n small restaurants. 

http:exati.ll
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This situation creates a greater than usual dependence on rental revenue 

as an added. source of income and accounts for the high rents of these 

owners. 

On the other hand, especia.lly since they do not choose their tenants 

carefully, immigrant owners must gain their tenants' co-operation and good 

will. Accordingly, theyempha.size 'friendly' relations with tenants, 

doing repairs for them and mainta.ining at lea.st some social contact. 

This form of reciprocity limits overt conflict. It also suggests a rough 

balance of Dower. 

Absentee Ovmers with Innnisrant Tenants 

There are seven sucb re lationships in the sample. Characteristic 

of all is the geographical and social distance betvreen ovmers and tenants. 

None of the owners, by definition, lives in the luilding, nor, for that 

matter, in the area. Relations are, as a consequence, impersonal. 

is, moreover, a considerable social gap between owners, who a.re Tlredomin­

antly of upper middle class, and tenants, who B.re mostly semi- or unskilled 

blue-colla.r workers. This gap is increased by the fact tha.t all the 

tenants are immigrants, vThile most owners a.re French Canadians or Canadian-

born Jew·s. These differences influence the attitudes and, ultima.tely, 

the behaviour of owners and tenants. An examp le is one absentee OIffier I s 

comment e.bout his tenants: "They're new immigrants, poor people. They 

arrive with a chip on their shoulder and think you're out to soak them for 

eve~Jthing they've got .•• They're nice people, but excitable and some­

times a bit of Cl nuisance. tI 



Another example of differences betl'leen the background of Absentee 

owners and immigrant tenants relates to the latter's relative inexperience 

with renting. As one mmer said: "They (the tenants) don't usually know 

what it I S all about. They go by show.1! 

This situation to 0, large extent accounts for the poor maintenance 

and open conflict that we find between absentee owners and their tenants. 1 

To some , the absentee owners I poor building maintenance may be 

accounted for by rising taxes and \-rages, increa.ses vlhich only two of the 

nine owners have been able to get back through higher rents. Typically, 

however, it is the single parcel immigrant resident owner and, to 1:1, lesser 

extent, single parcel ex-residents who are most concerned about tax in­

creases, illhile the multi-parcel Dbsentee has his greatest trouble ,nth the 

kind of tenants he is able to find. 2 

These relations, then, lack the personal contact and common back­

ground tha.t serve to limit tension Among resident mmers 3nd their tenants. 

More importantly, both owners and tenants have a predominantly economic 

attitude to mrning and renting that prevents the establishment of co­

operative, reciprocal ties such as ,'le find among the rel.ationsbips discussed 

1 
:More than three times a,s many' complaints and twice as many repair t·rarn­

ings w'ere received about, or sent out to, absentee owners by the City 01' 

Outremont than could be expected on the ba,sis of chance alone. Moreover, 
64% of all Rental Board ca.ses between 19;:,1-1961 (N = t54) involved absen't,ee 
owners, although in 1961 they represented only 27% of all owners. Since 
tben, again, six of the seven Rental Board ca.ses have involved absentee 
owners, although their overs,ll proportion has decreased. 

This supports Sternlieb I s findings in the shun areas of Newark. 
(Sternlieb, cp. cit., pp. xvi & 212). 
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so far. Tbere is little, if any, sentimental s'ctachment to the property 

1 
or flat. Unlike resident mmers, moreover, most absentees own otber 

residential and commercial property. Those "rho do calculate the ir return 

rationa.ll;y, also unlike resident owners. 2 Tenants, on the other band, 

(especially New Arrivals) rent because they did not have time to look for 

better fla.ts or carmot ~i.fford the higber rent. Tbey found the present 

flats convenient to rent, but 6.0 not consider them to be long-term homes. 

Both owners and tenants, therefore, have a distinctive contra..ctual, 

. 3(economically) rational 8':l)1)I'oach to rentulg. 

Within this common context there nre differences vThich can perbaps 

best be expressed by distinguishing absentee millers ,qho bought into the 

s.rea before its dramatic change, that. is, fifteen or more years ago (Residua.l 

Absentees), and those vTho bought in since tben (Ne'vT Absentees). He find 

that :::;,11 three (immigrant) tenants renting with Residual AbSentees are 

Established Immigrants, while three of the four (immigra.nt) tenants renting 

with Ne"T Absentees are Ne,q Immigrant 8,rrivals (Table 9). Alt.hough their N 

Three of the seven millers are ex-residents, and another bought to live 
there eventually. This, however, seems to make little c1ifference to their 
present economic attitude to renting. 

2 
They all, however, look ·~fter the property themselves. They have no 

managers Dnd all tenants can reach them directly by telephone. 

3 
This orientation does not apply to all absentee owners in our sample. 

A notable exception is the French Canadian ex-resident alrea.dy referred 
to. She seems to own mainly because of sentimental attachments to the 
property' and her tenant friends. (She is 81 years old). She is also 
an exception in other re sT,>ects • Close co-operation between mmer and 
tenants makes this the best-maintained parcel in the s8:rrIf)le. At the salTIe 
time, her rents are far below market level. All her tenants, however, 
are French and the parcel could therefore not be included here. 

http:alrea.dy
http:immigra.nt


is very small, there are sufficient differences betvTeen these tiro sub­

t;ypes to make a separate descri-ption seem worthwhile. 

a) Residual Absentee OIm.ers wtth Established Immigrant Tenants 

Residual Absentees include long-term investors \'lho represent the 

1
decreasing proportion of French and older Jewish ex-residents, as well 

as outside investors who bought in before the time of greatest neighbour­

hood change. All are locals and own other rental property. The three 

owners in this group, tvlO Je,vish ex-residents and a }i'rench Canadian out­

side investor, bought their property between 1927 and 1951. 2 In addition 

to the triplex included in our srunple, each owns an average of other 

dwellings. 'l~TO owners also own commercial real estate. 

It is their rational, long-term strategy that distinguishes residual 

from new absentee owners. This, in turn, affects the 'ifay residual ovmers 

recruit tenants, the arrangements they ma.ke ,·Tith them, r'llld the consequences 

for rental behaviour. 

It is not surprising that none of the three tenants is a newly-

arrived immigrant, for residual absentees are careful about the tenants they rent 

to. Many they reject before having even met them: 

1IA lot of people called, but I didn't think it worth ,-rhile to go 

and show them around. I weeded them out on the '1)hone already, asked 

See Appendix: Table 1, although ex-residents and outside investors 
are here combined. 

In two cases, it was the owners' 'Parents who originally bought the 
building. 

2 
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them where they lived before, hOvT long, the number of children that's 

verJ important and asked for references I went down only twi ce 

(to show' people the fla.t)." 

They are looking for long-term tenants who will take reasonably 

good care of their flat. Although they 8gree that demand for flats in 

the a.rea is high, it usually takes them two to four ifeeks before finding a 

suita.ble tenant. (See Appendix: Table 10). All three owners ask 

detailed questions of potentia.l tenants, and also ask for references. 

They do not usually check them, hmfever, both for lack of time and because 

they find references to be unreliable. Instead, tvTO owners make ita 

point to visit the prospective tenant's flat. The third owner does not 

take the tune to do this, but feels he has had enough experience to recog­

1 
nize fl. good tenant. 

The three tenants, etll fro!l1 southern Europe, are equally selective. 

As witb their mmers, this selectivity is, unlike tha.t among local resident 

owners and local tenants, ba.sed primarily on economic considerations. Hith 

2
fairly large families and low-pa.ying jobs, they are forced to look for 

1 
It is an indication of the vlep..,k bargaining power of Residual Absentee 

owners that none of their nine tenants in the three sampled buildings are 
locals, although they consider them desirable tenants. For example, one 
m'1ner, talking about another building, said that only the one French 
Canadian tenant he ha.s so far bad seemed to treat his flat like a. home, 
"trying to make it look comfortable, decorating the 'IfindmoJ's for Christmas, 
and looking after most of the small re-pairs bimself." 

2 
Kin ties also seem to be a consideration. Unlike in the first t;ype of 

rela.tionship discussed, bm'lever, tbe ties are between tenants, not tenants 
and their owners. TYrO of the three tenants have relatives living in the 
same or neighbouring buildings. 
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flats vtith the right size and rent. These are not ahlays easy to find, 

for these tenants looked at an average of twelve fla.ts before renting tbe 

'. 1la.st t~me. (See Appendix: Table 12). 

Detailed conditions are set down and discussed before renting. Two 

mmers insist on three-;rear leases, the third vrants at least a tw·o-year one. 

All have a 'talk' with new tenants about redecorating, wha.t the~'I have to 

pay themselves, the deadline for paying the rent, and hmT many relatives 

they 8,re allowed to take in. Only one owner, hOvTever, has these specifi­

cations written into the le8,se. 

Tenants ha~e their own demands and sometimes the owner gives in: 

"There is a,lways some ba.rgaining, usually about repainting. Most of the 

time I offer paint if they repaint; sometimes I give in I'Ti th a good tenant 

and repaint myself. Usually, I repaint only if the tenants accept a 

three-year lease." 

After the new tenant has moved in, the mmer makes ita point to 

check on the upkeep of the flat. One mmer sees his tenants about once 

every two months, while another "make(s) it a business to pass by once in 

Q, vrhile". The third mmer, ,'J'ho ha.s the largest nu..Tl1ber of tenants, feels 

she has good tenants whom she can trust. still, in some cases, sbe 'drops 

in' to check on them. Rep,sirs often provide an additional reason (or ex­

2cuse) for such visits. These visits are clearly not of a 1 social' nature 

Refus8~ by resident owners may have been El. factor here. 

Rent payments provide no opportunity for contact, since, at the mmer' s 
request, all three tenants send payment by cheque through the mail. 

2 
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and only underline the L11personal, 'distant I character of these re lations. 

(See Appendix: Tables 20 and 21). 

'rue mmers try to keep their property in good enough condition so as 

not to lose on their investment. (See Appendix: Table lb). Maintenance 

for these ovmers is a long-term, la.rge scale, rational operation. Since 

they mm several buildings, they can cut costs by rotating repairs, that 

l
is, making only certain repairs in a. particular ye a.r , but in all buildings.

This economically rational procedure, however, to some extent creates fric­

tion with tenants and City Hall 2 vrhen ovmers hesitate to act on specific 

complaints that do not fit the pattern, even if they a.dmit responsibility. 

This has led two of the tenants to feel that their owners do not really 

care for the property (See Appendix: Table 16), since they delayed promised 

repairs for three and six months respectively. 3 

These tvTO owners try to keep the property in a.d.equate condition for 

long-term investment. They 2-re, however, unwilling to do repairs for 

tenants if they cannot recuperate the expense. As one of them said: 

1 
Expenses vrill vary vrith the kind of repairs done in any yea:r. The high 

maintenance expenses of :residual absentees over the la.st three years are 
unusual (by their own 13.C'.:TIlission) and must be seen in this context. It is 
worth noting that, even so, their return on investm.ent is the highest of 
all the owners. (See Appendix: Ta.ble 17). 

2 
Ti'lO of the three owners received repair warnings from the City ot" 

Out:remont vrithin the last tyro years, one of them twice. 

3 
In one case, pa.rt of the ceiling plaster had broken off, and the tenant 

had to complain to City Ha.ll before the owner had the damage repaired. 
In the other instance, the mmer had promised to put in aluminum window's by 
March 1st in return for et $10 ra.ise in rent. The tenant \fa,S interviewed 
in late Ma.y, by which time the \findows ha.d still not been installed. In 
retaliation, the tenant was withholding payment of rent. 
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"1 give service for 'I-{ha.t I charge, but I want *3 clear for every $10 I 

spend. " The French Canadian mmer also has a long-term -perspective on the 

property, but, unlike the tyro Jewish ex-residents, feels that this some­

times implies concessions to tenants: "My tenants never read their lease 

Dnd I don't keep to it either. Toilets Dnd that is their business, but 

.....have to send somebody all the .... :une. If you don't look after it your­

self, ~rou can be sure tnat a.fter a yea.r or so it Irill cost you more. 11 

On the other hand, this policy allows her to control the qUB"litiy 01' 

the tenantry a.nd [;"lso raise rents: "They tu'e good people and pay good 

rent. I don It '.mnt to let then go, so I have to look cl,fter the place ••• 

(Besides), it pa,Y's because it mA,kes the place clean nnd I i!,et [~oocl (nevl) 

tenants tha.t 'tray. Also, it 81101'7S me to raise. It 

The other mmers as "rell tr.{ to combine repairs and minor inrprove­

1 
ments \·rith rent ra.ises. In several instances, this has brought them into 

d.irect confrontation with older, long-term tenants vTho (often successfully) 

resist these (3,ttenrpts clt renovation, part because they fee 1 comfortable 

the vT2,;y tIley are, but because they 'i{ent to avoid i.'a.ise in rent.(3 

It is because of these long-term tenants that residual owners 

t;'rpically raised rents in only tyro of their three fla,ts in the last five 

~;re3rs • In these t'im flats, however, they raised an average of 1.5 times 

more frequently than other owners. 

The rent strotegies of these mmers vaX"J, partly vrith the owner's 

size of holdings. The mmer with the sma.llest holdings tries to maximize 

See the previous footnote. 
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rents. He JGries not only to keeIl up with, but ahead of, the fairl,y higb 

. 1 
recent tax ~ncreases. Although he seems ready to make concessions to 

his one long-term tenant cnd 1ti,'lOuldn It do anything to make him leave", he 

......has nevertheless raised. his rent 1)y $20 in seven yea.rs. He considers vnese 

raises just, since the building (like his small business) bas to return a 

stead,V profit. Besides, he is 1filling to do something for them in 

exchange: "The tenants are getting an increase, so they demand something 

in return, and usually I go along with 'i'Tha.t they ask for ••• I give service 

for l<That I get. It 

The other two, Flulti-parcel owners are less Clggressive in regard to 

rents and rent raising. They have raised in response to tax increases Imc1 

the rising cost of living, but admit that, at least for the moment, they 

cannot recoup them. They could raise rents more often, but feel that, 

nIt's better to have less profit and keep Cl good tenant ", and tilt I S worth 

$5 a month (less rent) not to be bothered. 11 For good, usually long-term 

tenants, they often charge very low rents. One mmer, for example, has 

raised one of these tenants (in another building) only $10 in 23 years. 

The rents of these owners (in the sampled buildings) vary, therefore, 
') 

from high to fairly Imf. ~. None of the tenants, hm-lever, consider them 

excessive:p (See Appendix: Table 24) although all tbree k..now other rents 

in the immediate vicinity. This may 'Partly account for the fairly low turn­

1 
\ATe vTOuld not ~'iant to suggest a cle'rr' relation l)et"reen size of holdings 

and rent strategY'. The highest rents in the sample a.re charged by two 
other (new) absentee owners, namely, the company mmer and a }i'rench long­
term investor who owns a total of 22 flats. 

2 
See also Tables 22 and 23 in the Appendix. 
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over of tenants. (See Appendix: Table 1)). Residua.l absentees are the 

only group, aside from local resident owners, vd th tenants that have rented 

1for fifteen years or more. 

For tw"O owners, legal sanctions are one reaSon why they have not 

raised rents more often. As one said: "Tbe Rental Board is still existing, 

so you can't raise unless you ma.ke improvements or have a tax increase. 

2
I ma.de some (improvements), so I raised, but Mrs.:M. "rent to (the Rental 

Board) court three times.1t 

The rent-maximizing owner, however, is more determined, and ready to 

get justice on his ovm terms: 

lilt dO'esn It matter wh9.t the Renta.l Board says. If I feel I am not 

getting my legitimate ~()rofit fO'r my services, I just don't send the plumber 

right m'TaY, or turn off the heat in Ma,y till October, and so on. It's 

different if I charge more than across the street, but if I cha.rge less 3 

nnd still don't get my ra.ise, then it's only fair to take such 8.ction. tt 

All three ovmers have been taken to' the Rental BO'a.rd by tenants with, 

as ''le see, varying success. None of the three sampled tenants, hO'wever, 

4·ha.s so far cO'ntacted the Board, although two of them know of it. 

1-' 
Long-term residence may vary with the owner I s rent strategy. There are 

three lO'ng-term tenants, renting vdth absentees, all vdtb nO'n-maximizing 
owners. The latter, moreover, mentioned such long-term tenants renting 
in their other buildings as I'Jell. 

2 
A Jelnsh lady and her husband ".t1ho have lived in the building for 27 years. 

3 
He seems to refer here to rents cha.rged in a recentl.,v built, mO'dern 

aparunent building. 

4 
Skeuticism 3,bout the Rental Board is not restricted to O'wners. One 

tenant'j s impression of it ,'las: "Much talk, but no results It. 

http:times.1t
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Most of the tension between residual absentees and their tenants 

revolves less a.round rent rnises as such, but') more basic lack of co­

operation. To the Olfner concerned with his property, this is a source 

of constant fl~stration: 

liThe ones you help the most give you the most trouble. One tenant 

stole a new hot wa.ter tank •.• One is four montbs behind in his rent, 

another two. When I try to talk 'vith tbem, they -pretend they don I t under­

stand (the language), I'md ',[ben I so there, they don I t answer the door. 

As soon as you let them get a.way without paying for one month, you're in 

1 a bad spot. It 

The two large-scale owners find that they ha.ve to bave undesirable 

tenants evicted quite frequently. They do this through civil courts, 

2rather than the Renta.l Board, where they are represented by their own 

law:yers (unlike most tenants). Recourse to tbis form of legal action, or 

tbe tbreat of it, is seen to be in most instances the only effective way of 

dea.ling witb uroblem tena.nts. 

The problematic behaviour of tenants is, however, sometimes also 8. 

reaction to what is seen as negligence on the owner I s part. Delayed rent 

payments offer an example. Faced with a delay in promised repairs, yet 

1 
The observation that the strength of the debtor's 1)osition increa.ses 

with his debt has been made by Geertz in his study of pea.sant markets 
in Java. (Geertz, 1963). The structure of these ma.rkets allows for little 
social or legal control of economic exchange. Our data, suggest elements 
of a similar situation for rental housing in our area. 

2 
They find tha.t this procedure brings quick, positive results, and is 

well 1110rth the a.dded expense. 
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Iat the same time unwilling or unable to move, tenants decide to withhold 

the monthly rent to force the miller to action. If the owner chooses to 

take a, I ha.rd line', the thre at of legal action is often sufficient: 

"Sometimes they won't send the rent until something is fixed. Well, I 

ca,n I t a.lways get a. man to go there right Bway. I have to get tough about 

it and threaten to call my lai..ger; they give in. !I 

In sum, these are relations set in an economic, rational context 

where owners try to preserve a long-term investment by screening out ques­

tionable tenants, asking for a (comparativel.v) long-term commitment, ma,king 

rent concessions for good tenants, and having undesirable tenants evicted 
I") 

through court action. c. As experienced, multi -:pa,rce 1 landlords with 

rea.dy access to legal sanctions, they seem to have a clear power advantage 

over the tenants. They do basic maintenance on a, rotating basis to keep 

the investment, 'but additional repairs are usually bargained against rent 

raises. The owners I concern for long-term investment and steady rental 

income results in a f'1irly low tenant turnover p"nd, more generally, a, 

stabilizing influence on neighbourhood ch8nge. 

b) New Absentee OWners with New Immigrant Tenants 

'~Jhereas the relations of local yesident owners with local tenants 

are long-term and peaceful, those of new absentee owners and their new 

imm.igrant tenants are short-term and conflict-ridden. This contrast fits 

1 
Due to the fa,irly long lease. 


2 

Or threatening to do so. 



- 76 ­

the logic of our -paradigm of 01lffier and tennnt types (See Tables pp. 33 & 39) • 

Moreover, new absentees and new immigrant tenants are a new element in 

the area and its decline. Their interaction lea.ds to conflict, low 

maintenance, high turnover and forms an elementary slQm profile in 

e~stern Outremont. 

All three owners bought their buildings within the la.st ten years, 

two of them within the last five. Two are Single-parcel, immigrant 

1 owners, of whom one previously lived in the building, 1<{hile the other 

bought it for future residence. For the sake of convenience, we i.vill 

refer to both as 'ex-residents'. The third owner is a Canadian-born 

Jewish re9.l estate broker vrho owns other property as well. Unlike the 

two 'ex-residents I, he bought the building for Short-term, economic 

2 reasons. 

Compa.red to residual absentees, these owners a.re considerably less 

selective -2bout the tennnts they rent to. They announce vacancies by 

'For Rent' signs on~y and rent their flats quickly. (See Appendix: 

Tables 10 and 11). The •ex-residents I in particular seem 1/rilling to 

accept the first tenants thBt offer to rent. For one owner, apparently, 

"any tenant is good as long as he pays", while the other feels uneasy 

about questioning tenants closel.y !:md prefers 9. "trial year". Neither of 

them asks for references. Similarly, the outside investor fee Is he has 

neither the time nor energy to check on most tenants. Instea,d, he judges 

1 
For ba.ckground information, see Page 32. 

2 
He plans to payoff the (unamortized) mortgage five years after purchase. 

As a. result, leverage with his capital ,voulct decre~se and !lit would' be 
foolish" to keep the building any longer. 
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them b~y their appearance, admitting that this method is not alwa.ys success­

ful. In further contrast to residual absentees, none of these owners 

meokes it 3. point to visit the tenants' previous flat. 

Their tenants also do not seem particular about what and where they 

rent, as long as they can afford the rent. Of the three tenants in tbe 

sallTple, two rented the first flat they saw and the third visited only t'tfO 

1
others (See Appendix: Ta.ble 12). All three are poor, new to tbe country, 

2md needed a flat at a time vThen most flats were D.lrea.dy rented. Their 

choice \faS, therefore, highly restricted, and one of the tenants found him­

self renting a. flat he did not really like. 

There are, however, two things thet these tenants do find convenient. 

The mmers are willing to a,ccept tenants on a one-year lease, in contrast to 

residual absentees (See Appendix: Table 13). LoW rents are even more 

appealing. Except for the local resi,lents, the rents of new absentees are 

the lowest in the sample (See Appendix: Tables 22 Bnd ). The tenants, 

moreover, consider them reasonable to low (See Appendix: Table 24). 

Nevertheless, rising taxes have forced both 'ex-residents' to raise 

rents. They do not, however, do so indiscrimine,te1:.1 • One owner, for 

eXc'1nple, has so far raised rents for only those tenants 'fborn he considers 

undesira.ble at the end of a t trial year' • An even clearer example of rent 

illonipula.tion is the instance 1.-{bere be ma.de one tenant move by raising the 

rent, and then louered it again for Bnotl1er, seemingly better tenant. Tbe 

other 'ex-resident' is more determined to raise, but bas ;4,lso ma.de compromises. 

1 
See -pages 

http:D.lrea.dy
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i:'l'hen he announced a rent raise of $5 for all his tenants, one of them insisted 

tha,t he repaint the flat in exchange: "I said, 'No, I won't paint' • Bu.t 

then I thought that by the time he decides to move, I may have trouble 

renting, so we agreed. on:), $2.50 ra.ise. The otber flats I raised $5. 11 

The outside investor seems least concerned about ta"{ increases find 

rent raises. In fact, be ba.s not rldsed rents in five years, <],lthough, 3.S 

a,lready mentioned, taxes increased 107% during tbis time. In bis other 

buildings, be has found th~t rent raises sometimes antagonize tenants to the 

'l)oint that they ruin tbe flat and cause bim more of' a loss th2TI he 'iTOuld have 

gained by raising rents. Alternately, he fears they may go to tile Rentpl 

Board, ~"bich be considers t.o 'be",n 8nacbronism, cmd ,·[bicb 1iTOuld not <]llow 

him to raise unless he made improvements. "This wou Id be foolish in th such 

8n old building in this kind of (old) "'rea." At the some time, he feels 

that the tenants he rents to are poor and could not afford a raise. His 

oninion is supported by the ,:,.ttitude of the three tennnts, lIfho aTe lUlanimous 

in that they vTOU Id not accept a rent raise. One 0f them, ',vho :ls about to 

move out, gives the follmv:Lng account: 

!lA few' dr:ws AgO (the mmer) C8JDe to ask me why I was leaving. He 

offered to repRint Comd nut in fl ne,,, heater. But he wDnted .'PIO more rent, 

Hbieh is more thrm I "ras "Tilling to pay. He said he couldn't charge nXl;l! 

less heeause it ':[ould cost *500 and he I et lose money. He's an 0 ld man. I! 

Rents 'lre 'l)IJrt of these owners' genera.l 8pproach to the building. 

Although the insecure financial position of 'ex-resident' owners forces tbem 

to raise rents in response to tax increases, concern for their investment 

leB.ds them to do so selectivel,y. In effect, they l)Se rents as a leverage 
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in specific situations to retain some tenants and evict others ''lhom they 

consirier undesirable. Since rents then vary "rith particular tenants, the 

economic strategy of these owners is not clearly articulRted. In fa.ct, 

the h'lo 'ex-resident' Oi-mers do not 1;;:eep a. precise record of revenue or 

expenses, nor do they have a clear idea. of their return on the investment. 

All this is in contrast to tbe outside investor, I'Tbo works vlithin a. certain 

margin of return on capita.l. His approach is economica.lly ra.tional Bnd 

sophisticated. Unlike the 'ex-resident' owners, for exmrrple, he took the 

possibility of tax increases into account before he bought the building end 

is, therefore, not overly concerned about them. Since he has income from 

otber properties as ,'1ell, his financil1.l position is also stronger. His 10l-T 

rents and disinclination to raise them seem to be, however, less e. function 

of his economic posiHon than of his short-term strategy of keeping his 

expenses to a minimum. Tbe result is poor service and ma.intenance, ,,,bieh, 

as we have seen, is reinforced by the owner's inability to get money spent 

on improvements back through increR.sed revenue. 1 

A ,'leak financial position, in the ca.se of the I ex-residents " and a 

short-term economic strategy, in the case of the outside investor, lead to 

the poor :ua.intenance characteristic of new absentee owners. Their maintenance 

expenses a.re, except for local residents, the lowest in the sample (See Appen­

dix: Table 17). Two of the three buildings are, moreover, in clea.rly less 

than sa.tisfactory condition. That of the outside investor, in pa.rticular, 

Like other owners, vTith the exception of some im:migrant residents, this 
owner considers it quite unlikely that he would get any money spent on 
improvements back through resale. He feels the F,),rea is too old to make 
this nossible. 

1 



1 

- eo ­

is the vrorst ma.intained property in the sample. (See Ap:pendix: Table lb). 

Of the three tenants, two feel that their owners do not care for the 

building and are s,low in doing repairs, if they do them at all. (See 

Appendix: Table 16). Both have called severaltimes a.bout a leaking hot 

water tank :::md a defective roof and ceiling, respectively. They say that 

the owners agreed to look after the matter, but "nothing happens". One of 

the mmers, an ex-resident, finall.y told his tenant that tbe high taxes make 

it impossible for him to spend money for a net., water tank. His tenaJ),t feels 

irritated and chea,ted: "Every time you ca,ll, he talks about taxes .•• 

What's the good (of a good rent)? If he doesn't do anything in the house, 

the money is no good." 

The other case involves the outside investor vrho, as a multi-parcel 

mmer, finds it more economical to repair one thing, such as plumbing or 

roofs, on all bis buildings at the same time. I1110re importantly, a,fter he 

h::1os deducted his Illegitimate" profit, there is often not enough money left 

to deal vTith repairs demanded by tenants. As a result, repa.irs tbat a,re 

urgent to the tenAnt, but not seen as essentia.l by the owner, are postponed, 

if not ignored. This may account for the fact that the o,mer 1>1hose tenant 

had called a:bout the roof and ceiling repl:tired the hole in the roof, but left 

the ceiling untouched. To the irate tenant, this is "Oroof that the ovmer 

is "only willing to ma.ke enough repa.irs to stop the building from falling 

elm-m" • Both this tenant, and the tenant quoted previously, feel tha.t further 

The third tena.nt felt she "laS unable to say whether the owner cared for 
tbe building because she is ne,,, to the country. It seems, bowever, that 
this owner, who until very recently lived in the building, takes somewhat 
better ca,re of it than the other two new Y3bsentee mmers do of tbeirs. 

1 
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:protest is useless and that moving is the only solution. As one of them 

put it J~G.ther strongly: "Perhaps others won't be as stupid as I was (to 

rent). It 

The outside investor, on the other hand, feels that immigrant tenants 

have the wrong idea. about their owners: 

ItThey think the landlord is the c8;t?italist and they are the noor 

'People, but they forget that I had to ''fork e.nd save hard before. Also, I 

net onl;y $5 out of ever::r $65 I charge. That's not too good if you figure 

the trouble and the extra time I spend." 

One reaSon for this is that new immigrants It... aren't handy. They 

can't do even simple things, like sta.rting a furnace, and don't do their own 

painting. They bother you more often -to get things done. tI 

This owner feels tha.t if tenants i'70uld at least take rea.sonably good 

ca.re of their flats, he w'Ould also be able to spend more money on the property. 

As it is now, the costs of "tenant traffic lt 
, that is, the negligent and even 

destructive behaviour of tenants ,rho then move, are high. 

An example of the unco-opera,tive attitude of tenants viaS given by one 

of the Tex-resident I owners vrho, during one of his regular visits to his 

"Id' 1OUl lng, asked two of his tenants to be more careful that their children 

not damage the v1ells. Their reply was essentially: "'lie paid tbe rent, 

didn't 'we?" Similarl.y, the tenont of the outside investor, when asked 

whether be had spent any money on the fle.t, answered: liNo, why sb.ould I? 

I'm not crazy." 

B.otb I ex-residents I visit their tenants once a month for the rent, while 
the outside invester does so m.ore irregularly for major repairs and "to see 
1101v things are going". Tbese visits keep .owners informed en tenant ma,in­
tenance, but alse allew tenants to 8.ir their complaints more effectively. 
Necessa.ry 8,8 these visits are for the owners, they nevertbeless put them in 
3, More vulnerable position. 

1 
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It is not surprising, then, that tenant turnover among new absentees 

is the highest in the sample (See Appendix: Tlble 15). Short-term leases 

and minimal furniture make it easy for ne,., immigrants to move. As one 

temmt put it succinctly: "If you like it you stay, if you don't like it 

you move. 1f Two of the three tenants will move this year, and the third as 

soon as he feels he C9I1 afford it. The main reasons for moving are, aB 

already mentioned, dissatisfaction with poor service, and, in one case, a 

raise in rent. 

'Tenant traffic' is a major problem for new absentees, and, as we have 

.1 
seen, al three try to keep reasonab y goo d tenan s rom movlng. Another 

problem is tenants who do not keep the conditions of their contract they 

do not pa.y the rent, break their lea.se, or ruin the flat. This is not uncom­

1 1 tf 

2 
mon, Bnd it seems that the ovmers can do little about it. Legal action 

is effective only within limits. One of the 'ex-residents' went to court 

three times against bad. tenants. He succeeded in having ea.ch tenant evicted, 

but also suffered CL considerable financial loss. In one case, for examp le, 

the (new irmnigrent) tenant h3.d, not paid his rent for five months. Since he 

"VIas finally "kicked out" in vrintertime, it took almost two months to find a 

nel., ten8nt. As the tenant I'TaS too poor to repay anything, the owner 'tvas 

faced with a loss of seven months' rent, in addition to his court costs. Tile 

outside investor had similar difficulties. Referring to Greek tenants in 

another building who broke their lea.se, he sa.ys: "They can leave and there IS 

nothing ;,rou can do. You c8n 1 t sue them. The furniture's worthless, and 

often they go back to Greece. If 

See quotes on page 7~. 
r) 

c," To some extent, as "re ha,ve suggested, t ex-residents' n.re able to exercise 
some control by means of rent raises. 

1 



This le.ck of lega.l control means th8t owners, in effect, have to 

subsidize tenants on occasion. A relev8nt incident involves the same 

o"mer and another Greek tenant. The ten1mt complained n.bout a cra.ck in the 

toilet four months after the owner had installed a. new' one. The mmer bad 

it re'Pa.ired, but ',{hen he held the tenant responsible, the latter refused to 

After tlv"o months, the issue w'es still not settled. Hhat is 

striking, bm'lever, is tbe resigned attitude of the owner, vTho feels that the 

tenant is clea.rly 8,t fault, but "be probably ,-ron t t pay, so I'll bave to. 

I don't he:ve much choice.t1 Incidents such as these may well be p8.rtly 

responsi-ble for tbe umrillingness of these mmers to do future repairs for 

On the other hand, w'hen external sanctions are applied, owners have 

more ready access to them than do tenmts. Unlike tensnts, for example, 

botb millers who have gone to court were represented ;);{ their own lrHv,fers. 

New imrnigrants, moreover, often seem to be unaware of their legal rights. 

Unlike their owners, none of the tbree tenants we interviewed kne'\'f of the 

Rent","l Board. 

In sum, these relg,tions take the form of a narrm'll:y" contractual, 

conflict-ridden exchange of rent for space. The result is a. 'vicious 

circle' of noor maintenance and high turnover. Economically vulnerable 

owners !"l1d tenants a.re obliged to take risks 'I'dth each other. Mutual dis­

trust and dissa.tisfaction, ':'J.s well as the lack of effective social control, 

encourage negligent upkeep and high tenant turnover. The Intter, in turn, 

leads ovmers to engage in short-term, exploitive stra.tegies. 

http:choice.t1


CHAPTER IV 

SUMi'1ARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

In this paper we have tried to trace the dynamics of rental rela.tions 

in a declining area, as w'ell S,8 their relation to neighbourhood change. 

He have presented evidence tha.t rental rela,tions occur in a specific social 

context, that the;y- involve important elements of nower and reciprocity, and 

that these social elements h3ve economic consequences. In a.ddition, 'I're 

have seen rental relations and neighbourhood change a.s part 01" one inter­

related 'Process: 

Rental Relations and Neighbourhood qhange 

Social Character of Rental Relations Rent Level 
O>;'ffier and Tenant Pmver ---+ Upkeep 8c 

Investment 
Strategies Mobility 

Neighbourhood Character 

Much of the rental housing market in the r'~rea is in the bands of 

independent, smeLL-time operators who are neither financia,ll.y very secure 

nor economically ration8l. This means that rentB.l rela,tions usually take 

on'Jn individualistic, intuitive character that varies with the soci'11 

chara.cter ::no. baxgaining l')osition of the 'Parties involved. At the same 

ti~i'Je, Cl1Dnges in tbe are8 have led to dirferences in the soci~)l background 
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of owners 'mc1 tenants \vhich plDY ~:n importsnt pg,rt in their ElUtual selection. 

SpecificD,lly, moffiers and tenants \fere shovm to recruit each other in p 

market restricted by factors of ethnicity, innnigr:mt status, family size 

[md mmers I :plnce of residence. 

Our analysis suggested 81so thaJ:; the relative e:Dpe~31 or bargaining 

:position of mmers and tenants in the f18.rket j.s an important eleiuent in the 

selection process. Specifically, resident owners seem to heve 8 b2,rgaining 

adv2ntage over absentee mmers, :md locals over, ·pa.l'ticu18,rly new, immigrants. 

The .omverful, trlen, select the powerful (8,ttr8,ctive) and tbevreak £Ire left 

'in tll t be '\1e ok. Our uaraoigm of mmers f'nd ten3nts and their key relations 

f:i.ts tbe logic of this pattern. 

Socir:l character and bargaining -position affect not only the "ray 

..... ovmers Hnd ten3nts select en,ch other, but 81so "De elements of reciprocity' 

tbat they bring to tbe rela.tionship. Closely' intervTOven with these are 

elements of ]?Ovlel' and rJe'l)endence th8,t Jetermine renta.l strategies "nd 

eventu2.11y influence the llousing :!lSlTket. In our sample, for instance, 

elderly loca~ resident ovmers are looking for reliable tenants of their 

etlmic group Clncl willing to look after their own repairs. Such tenants ere 

in abort supply, and etS ,<1, result, these ovmers are forced into a dependent 

position, es evidenced by their very low rents. This is distinct from 

their strong position in the market, indicated their e.bility to select 

tenants care fully. In clear contrast, residual absentee owners have e. 

Iv-eaker position in the market, but Cl fairl;! strong one relative to their 

immigre.nt tenants. They give little service for the rents they chs.rge, 8re 

eble to demand fairly long lee.ses, and have ready' :3.ccess to legal sancttons. 

http:immigre.nt


In the other two relation types, vie f'ind a rough power balance. 

For L'Thlligrant owners and tenants, co-operation in ma.intenance tends to offset 

the conparative ly high rents these owners charge. Neither party, moreover, 

is 1-rithout alternatives~md therefore in 8. dependent position. New e.bsentee 

mmers and new immigrants, on the other hand, represent the 'veak elements in 

the market, end owners soon find themselves in conflict ,'fith the 'undesirable' 

ne,., immigrant tenants they have to accept. The new immigrants, in turn, 

have no bargaining power 2nd can only move, 'while the mmers 8,re also in no 

position effectively to control tenant negligence and tenant 'traffic'. 

Elements of power inherent in rental rela,tionships may then ha.ve 

implications for rent level, maintenance, 8nd turnover. In a.ddition, some 

relations are more complex and peaceful than others. Here there is n clear 

difference between resid_ent and absentee owners. The extreme case is tha.t 

of local resident mmers ,nth tenant relatives where rental relations a.re 

part of broader, multi-faceted social ties. other relations involving 

resident mmers are also marked by elements of co-operation tha.t go beyond 

the forma.l rental contra.ct, such as informal arrangements about deferred 

rent payments, doing repairs :for 'fussy' tenants, or exchanging favours 

and visits. Among absentees and their tenants, reciprocity based on mutual 

interests is replaced by a continuously emerging conflict of interests that, 

moreover, cannot be absorbed b;y the typically specific, narrowly contractual 

ties of excha..nge. 

Inter-rela.ted elements of power, conflict and social exchange emerge 

from and in turn determine the rental stra.tegies of mmers and tenants, which 

in turn relate to neighbourhood change. The impact of these dynamics for 

rental relations in our sarnple is summarized. in the following paradigm: 

http:contra.ct
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Profile of Owner-Tenant Rela.tions 

Local Residents-­ Immigrant Residual New Absentees-­
Loca.ls Residents-­ Absentees-­ New Immigrants 

Established Established 
Inulligrants Immigrants 

Recruitment selective not selec­ selective not selective 
tive 

Rents lOvTest highest 	 mediuIl1 low 
low service lm.; service 

Me-.intenance good outside by as funds 	 fair poor 
owner 	 are 3vail ­
good inside by able 
tenant 

Leases 	 long-terrll medium-term medium-term short-term 
flunderstllndings fl (2 years) (3 yea.rs) (1 yefJr) 

Turnover low medium 	 medium high 

This table shows not only that rental patterns differ by the social 

type of ovmers and tenants, but 8.1so that some rental relations tend to 

stabilize change ,{hile others accelerate it. In our sanwle, local resident 

owners, in particular, 8.re under pressure to maintain rents 8.t lOvT levels, 

while different terms of reciprocity end power advantage permit higher 

rents in other relations, -particu.larly those of immigrant resident owners 

and income-oriented absentees. Again, some relations, those of established 

and fin~mcially secure irmnigrant, resident ovmers, result in good upkeep 

and. maintenance, while those of new absentee owners in particu.lar clearly 

contribute to the decline of the area. Finally, some relations effectively 

restr'1.in tenant turnover, 3S in the case of local Oimers and tenants, "Thile 

others, particularly those of nei., sbsentees Dnd new' immigrant tenents 

accelerate tenant 'traffic' end building deterioration. 

http:restr'1.in


If "le can geners.lize from our lLrni ted data. to eastern Outrenont, 

tbe process of decline is counteracted by middle cb.ss or upwardly mobile 

local tenants continuing to move into the areEt. Tbe fa.te of the neigbbour­

hood ,dll, bovlever, more likely depend on the number of immigrants v1bo Id11 

remain ono upgrade the area as they become better established. At present, 

it seems tbat most irmnigrant tenants want to leave the area sooner or later. 

This may in turn loosen the millers I commitment and lead, as ,dth Jews in 

the 1950's, to anotber exodus of the successful. It is doubtful wbether 

the 8ging e.,re a could again survive this. 

Of tbe immigrant owners leaving the area,;nany may decide to keep 

their property. Potentia.l immigrant buyers often cennot afford tbe price 

asked for and outside investors seem willing to buy' .in at bargain prices 

only. Small lmit buildings in tbe area. do not seem economic on otber 

terms. It seems, tben, that cn outflow of successful immigrant millers 

''lOuld, at the same tL'TIe, result in an increased })ro:portion of ex-resident 

absentee mmers. 

Both factors would 8ccelerate the decline of tbe orea., for absentee 

owners clearly do not seem to care B.S well for tbeir property as those v1ho 

live in it. In Et market v,here money spent on im.provements ma.y be difficult 

to recover, onl.y economically irrational borne-oriented resident owners sre 

"Tilling to renova.te tbeir property. Tbis j.s pa.rticularl;:r true of young 

immigrant owners wbo, moreover, are often not 1,-{ell informed about market 

trends. 

http:renova.te
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Residenti8.l ownership seems a key factor jn improving the area, not 

only because of the owners I greater vrillingness to invest in their home, but. 

also bece.use of the implica.tions for tenant upkeep. Resident owners are in 

a better position than a.bsentee owners to supervise tenants on ~J continui:l.l 

basis. In addition, residentie.l ownership narrmrs the destructive socia.l 

gap between absentee mmers and tenants and opens the possibility of 

greater co-operation. Resident owners who stay will, furthermore, tend 

to upgra.de the district with their economic success and crea.te a base for 

loc~-l.l leaders that could effectively articulate the needs of residents in 

the a.rea.. 

To encourage resident ovmers to stay, it may well pay, in the long 

1 run, to offer them tax relief in the form of "homestead rebates It , coupled 

with a stipula.tion thn.t these be used to improve the property. Moreover, 

it is clear that new il1mligrant mmers, who are in the gre8.test finenchd 

"squeeze ll 
, would be in a better position to mainta.in the property if they 

were better informed on such matters as financing and rente.l policy. For 

example, our interviews and the fa.irly high dovm. 'Paym.ents of these owners 

(See Appendix: Table 17) indicate that they pursue an ownership stra.tegy 

of maximal equity without investiga.ting the economica,lly wiser strateg-y of 

financial investment. Their method of recruiting tenants 81so is unsophis­

ticated nnd leaves much to chance. Lack of entrepreneuria.l skills rmd 

housing education in turn adversely affect m8.intenance. 

'See Sternlieb, op. cit. His findings 81so indicate clearly that single 
parcel resident ownersare a key to good maintenance in low income areas. 
pp. xiii, 176 Rnd 

http:mainta.in
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Sinlilarly, immigrant tenants new to the country need to be better 

inforrued about local housing problems, renting procedures, ('md legal cdd. 

Rent subsidies for these new Lmmigrants, et least in their first year 

after arrival, would perhaps enable them to avoid relations vnth absentee 

owners the,t are unhappy ones for both parties and a ~lw,jor element in 

neigb~bourhood deterioration. 

This points to the high element of risk in renta.l relations, a key 

factor linking the rental ma.rket to neighbourhood decline. A public 

referral agency could effectively intervene in this cycle at a strategic 

·ooint. By keeping '1 record of the needs of specific owners and tenants 

as Vle 11 as of their past performance it vlOuld be in p position to recommend 

compatible mmers or tenants to [~ny applicant. Moreover, the recorded 

comments of 8 particular owner's previous tenants, or the reverse, \iOuld 

further reduce the risk fa.ctor anci provide 'ln element of control. If 

this were done on a sufficientl,y la.rge scale, such a referral procedure 

might help to lower the rate of tenant turnover. Tenants who are satisfied 

,'nth their owners vlOuld probably be more \'nlling to invest in the flat, 

Which, in turn, could lead some ovmers away from short-term exploitive 

stre.tegies. 

In this study, we identified some 01' the d:ynamics of rental relations 

and traced their implications for neighbourhood change. Refinal and re,'.j,f­

firmed on [1. larger scale, our findings may, hopef'ully, lead to more 

nccura.tel:y aimed public :policy. 



APPENDIX A 

METHODOLOGY 

In order to describe Gnd analyse in detail a limited number of rent<tl 

relations i'Tithout, on the other hand, losing sight of their context, data 

were collected at different levels of intensity. 

On the broadest level, general information on past end present trends 

in ea.stern Outremont wa.s obtained ma.inly through records of the City of 

1',10ntreal archives, as 'fell as through interviei<ls with real estate ::>"gents 8nd 

other l)eople i-lith knowledge of the "rea. At this level, we also used 

Dominion Bureau of Statistics Census da.ta to describe recent changes in a 

representative tract. 

He then collected more information about the ethnicity, age, and family 

size of each rental household tn 'l three-bloc1<;: area on the eastern edge of 

1
Outremont. These data vrere taken from surveys conducted annually by the 

City of Outremont. Further information on buildings, taxes, complaints, and 

so on, 'ViaS 81so collected for this area from City records. 

Data. vlhichproved difficult to obtain on a large scale was limited to 

8. still smaller core area of t1<l0 blocks. Inclucled bere are tabuletions of 

name lists from tax rolls and street directories, 8's well a,s records of rental 

disputes m2,de available by the Quebec Rental Boa.rd. This core a.rea, moreover, 

served ~s the ba.sis for dete,iled interview da.ta on 29 mmer-tenant ):,elations. 

More precisely, this ·grea consists of two blocks and the east side of 
ti-l0 ad,jacent blocks to the north t~.nd south, respectively. 

1 
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To arrive at tbis sample, interviews were soughttrlth all o\mers of 

renta.1 T)roperty in the core area. 1 For better comparison, four absentee 

mmers were randomly added from two adjacent blocks. This became necessary 

because of th.e small nu.rnber of absentee owners in tbe core a.rea and their 

high refusal rate (see below). We then sought interview's witb one tenant 

of each co-operative owner. In es,ch case, we tried to contact the head of 

the household, but vlhen this 1-m8 not fea.sible, the spouse '\'ras ~,ccepted as Cl 

suhstitute. 2 

Eacb household, except for absentee owners, was contacted in person 

rather than by telephone, since this procedure proved more effective in 

securing intervie,rs. A household that could not be contacted a.fter the 

third e,tternpt 'vas dro:,!ped from the sample. If' a tenDnt could not be con­

tacted, or refused to be interviewed,mother tenant in the building "TaS 

contacted 'irhenever possible. If no tenant could be intervie,ved, the building 

W8S dropped from the sal'llple. Altogether, eleven owner interviews were, 

therefore, taken out of the sample. 

The sample does not perfectly reflect the character of the larger area. 

Unco-operative or ine,ccessible household heads end, to a lesser extent, 

languBge problems, '..rere the maj or sources of distortion. Forty per cent. of 

owners, particularly absentee owners, and 23% of the tenants, did not want to 

be interviewed. Among both owners and tenants, French, English, and older 

Jeivish restdents were less 'trilling to co-opera.te than I'ecent immigra.nts. 

1. 
Hith the exception of ap8xtment building owners. 

Of the 29 owners interviewed, 26 -vrere household heads, as "fere 19 of the 
29 tenants. 

2 
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In a number of households, moreover, -oarticula.rl,y those o:t' immigrant 

owners, the long and irregular 'i'fOrking hours of respondents made it difficult 

to arrange an interview, despite vTillingness to co-operate. As a result, 

several households ha.d to be <-tropped from the sample after they had been 

contacted five or more times. 

Distortion due to language difficulties was minor, in compa.rison. 

This "TaS largely due to the assistance of Miss Marie Goldberg, El gra.duate 

student in the Department who intervievTed nine French-speaking households. 

In 8nother five cases, older children served as interpreters for t.heir 

parents. Only one or two families had to be excluded from the sample for 

langu8~e reasons. In any C8,se, our main concern was to identify types of 

rental rela.tions rather thfl.n closely describe the area. Differences between 

sample and area, are then not a critical problem of method. 

The interviews were conducted with the aid of interview guides, 

different for owners and tenants, that had been thoroughly pre-tested so as 

to make our reses,reh relevant to the area and its residents. In a. prelim­

inary survey, the writer interviewed 34 owner and tenant households that Were 

chosen at random from the three-block area. Half of these households "{ere 

intervie"md without I'l schedule, but vlith a focus on rental relations and 

problems. The other half \fere approached with preliminary interview guides 

to test the usefulness of more specific questions that had suggested them­

selves on the basis of the earlier interviews. An uil.ditional source of 

data 8:t tbis stage were shorter interviews vTith ohout 30 owners in the 8rea, 

conducted by three lmdergl'aduute students for an Urban Sociology course. On 

the basis of this -oreliminary material, TtTe designed the interview guides 
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used for our final sample of 29 owner-tenant relations. 

In the interviews, "lire tried to discover the strategies that ovmers 

and tenants bring to bear on the rental process. In terms of practical 

'issues' that face ovmers and tenants, 'tfe asked questions about recruitment, 

rents, l~le,intenance and turnover. In terms of our theoretical perspective, 

lTe looked for elements of social exchange, cooperation and conflict, and 

social control. The interviews took the form of a. 'conversation t tha.t 

lasted from two to three hours for owners and somewhat less for tenants. The 
1 

intervielv guides were used ma.inly as reference and a. final check on key 

questions a.t the end of the interview. They ,vere also used as guides to the 

detailed report 'lirritten after each interview. 

T\>TO difficulties should be ri1entioned that limit;ed the kind of da:ba 

,ve vrere able to obtain. One arose from the impatience of some respondents 

with questions that struck them as irreleva.nt. As a result, it became difficult 

to obta.in consistently good da.ta on some aspects of renting that required 

detail, such a.s barga.ining about rental conditions. HOVTever, it was not our 

iro1pression the.t such infor'"c1ation I·ms vrithheld on purpose. In fact, coopera­

tion was e2:::cel1ent in most caees. The other difficulty encountered rele.tes 

to t1~e problems of 'pa.rticipatory observation t in a fragmented, bighly bete­

rogeneous district. Altbou.gb the writer lived for tvlO years in eastern 

OlxtreCClont, the Idnd of releva.nt information obtained in this vlay I·ms scattered 

Rnd uneven. Indeed, it ';lOuld seem tbat in this heterOGeneous C),rea, and 

uith our focus, the role of 'stranger' is a ''lore fruitful one than tl1at of 

'neigbbor' • At least, it 1·m3 the 1'rriter IS experience that residents vlho 

In tbe interv:i.e1"T guic.es (see end of Appendix) these questions are underlined. 
1 

http:releva.nt
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did not know that he lived in the area. Tllere more vTilling to tollc o-penl.;-r 

about rents and problems 1fgh their owners than those who c~id. One reason 

may be the grea.ter likelihood of information !lleak lf if resident miller and 

tenant have the same neighbour (with possibly highl;y un-pleasant consequences). 

Another factor seems to be a general attitude of reserve, if not suspicion, 

among residents, especiaJ.l,y in regard to members of El different ethnic group 

from theirs. 
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APPENDIX B 

Table 1. Shifts in Owner and Temnt Population {1961-1968) by Ethnicity 

and Owner Residence 

(core 8.re a ) 

Owners Tenants 

Resident Absentee 

1961 1960 1961 1968 1961 1968 

French and English 
Jewish 
Others 

Company 

2CJllo 
55 
16 

20/10 
38 

33 

53% 
43 

4 

27% 
20 

ItO 

13 

6210 
19 
19 

4b% 
HI 

34 

TOTAL 

N 

100 

41 

100 

48 

100 

21 

100 

15 

100 

lIb 

100 

111 

Source: Lovel1 1 s Street Directory and tax rolls. 

Table 2. Owners and Tenants, by Ethnicity and Pla.ce of Residence 

(extended study area) 

Owners Tenants 

Resident Absentee Combined ':eotal 
% % % % % N 

French & English 20 27 22 39 33 126 

Jewish 27 44 13 20 73 
Others 53 2tj. 45 40 47 176 
Company b 

r 
1 2 

TOTAL 100 100 100 100 100 

N 91 34 125 252 3Tt 

Source: Outremont City Census 1960. 
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Table 3. Owner-Tenant Selection in the Sample, by Ethnicitr 

Resident O,roers Absentee O~ers 

Tenants 
French & 
English Jewish Others 

French & 
English Jewish Others Compan,y N 

French & 
English r 

0 2 1 2 11 

JevTish 3 1 1 5 

Others 1 I' 
0 1 3 1 1 13 

N 7 5 8 3 3 2 1 29 

TDble 4. Tenants' Mean Family Size, by O~er's Place of Residence * 

Renting with 

Tenants Resident Ovmers Absentee ~mers N 

Frenc:tJ and English 4.6 5·2 74 

Je,fisb 5·5 19 
Other 5.9 111 

N 116 204 

* Temmts in duplexes a.re excluded. 
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Table 5. Sample Owners, by Ethnicity, Residence, and ~:::t~.U.ingT/l)e 

Resident Oi'ffierS 

Du;plex Tri;elex 

Absentee 
O"mers 

Triplex * 

Snm:()J.e 

If ob 
t:.. 

*1(
Area 
fovmers) 
~ 

Individuc,ls : 

French CMadian 

Jewish 

Others 

3 

2 

2 

6 

3 

:3 
2 

10 

E 
10 

28 

34 

22 

32 

45 

Companies: 1 '1 3 

12 0 
-' 29 99 99 

* No l~bsentee mmers mm duplexes 

Based on an N of 125 

Tnble r-
D. Sample CJl.mers, by Etlmicity and Time of Arrival in Canad.a 

"Locals" "Immigrants" 

Na,tives Before 19~~5 191~6-49 1950..:59 1960-68 N 

French 10 10 

Jevlisb 3 2 1 1 1 El 

Others 1 9 10 

N 13 2 2 10 1 2ti * 

* excluded: 1 company owner 



Toble 7. S:1JlPle 01me!'S, by Occupation 

Ma.nagerial & 
Professional 

1ifhite Collar 

Skilled Blue 
Collar 

Unskilled Blue 
Collar 

N 

Resident O,\·mers Absentee Owners 

Locals Immigrants Ex-Resid.ents Outside N 
Investors 

]( 
./ 1 :5 7 

-;z; 
./ 

Lf 3 10 

1 c:: 
,I 1 7 

2 ? 4 

9 11 5 * 

Excluded: 1 compnny O'imer. 

Table 8. Local and Immigr8nt Sarrrple O,mers, by Time of Purche.se 

a) MediM 
Local 

InllTligrBnt 

b) Span 

Locs,l 

Immigrant 

N 

Resident O1mers 

1951 (9) 

1962 (11) 

1913-1962 
a 

1958-1967 

20 

a 
Only one olmer bought after 19:>d. 

b 
Only one owner bought before 1962. 

Absentee Owners 

Ex-Residents Outside Investors 

1927 (3) 

1962 (2) a. 


J'..I
041-10/ t: b1912-1950 ",00 

1958-1965 

1.15 

http:Purche.se
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Table 9· Sample Tenants, by Occupation and Type 

Residuc:,l 
Locals 

Nevr 
Locals 

Established 
Innl1igrants 

New 
Immigrants 

lif 

H2nagerial and 
Professional 

White Collar 

Skilled Blue Collar 

Unskilled Blue Collar 

1 

:5 :;; 
,/ 

:3 
2 

3 

9 

1 4 

1 

9 

12 

7 

N 4 (3 13 4 29 

Table 10. Ovrners' Recruitment Methods, by ~~e of Relation 

(b3,sed on last vacancy') 

* 

Private 

LR - L 

4 

lR - El RA - Er NA - NI N 

4 

Nevlspaper only 

Newspaper and sign 

Sign only 

No vacancy 

2 

2 

1 

1 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

8 

4 

N 8 n u 3 22 

* LR 

IR 

RA 

NA 

- L 

- El 

- El 

- NI 

= 
:::: 

:::: 

:= 

Local Resident Owners viith Local Tenants 
Immigrant Resident ~Tners with Established Iw~igrant Tenants 

Residual Absentee Owners with Establisheo. Immigrant Tenants 

New Absentee Ovmers "I'lith NevT Immigrant Tenants 



- II ­

-x­
Table 10. Oi'mers I Renting Time, by Ty1)e of' Relation 

(based on last vacancy) 

LR - L lR - El RA - El NA - NI N 

1 month or more 1 1 

2 - 4 w'eeks 2 3 5 
1 2 "reeks 2 1 2 5 
1 • ..reek or less 1 4 1 

N.A. or D.K. ** 2 

8 o r 3 :3 22 

See Table 10, p. 11 

** •.1'.. == not npplicable 
D.K. = don It knm., 

-l{­

Table 12. Other Flats Visited by Tenant, by TYKe of' Rela,tion 

LR - I, lR - El RA - El ]'ITA -NI N 

10 or more 1 1 2 1+ 

6 to 9 1 1 2 

1 to 5 1 !~ 1 1 7 
0 5 2 2 <) 

N 8 8 :3 3 22 

-l{. 

See Table 10, p. 11. 



--------------------------
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Teble 13. Length of Initia.l Lease, by Type of Relation * 

LR - L IR - EI RA - EI NA - 1\11 N 

1 :lee.r 2 1 2 5 
2 years 1 3 1 1 6 
.", 7­
J years 4 ./ 2 9 
no lease 1 1 2 

QN Lt e 3 3 22 

"* See Ta.ble 10, p. 11. 

Table 14. 

LR - L IR - Er RA - EI HA - NI N 

1 year 2 2 3 7 

2 ~tea..rs 1 :3 1 5 
3 years 2 

"Automatic" lease 4 1 5 
No lease 1 2 3 

7;N (' "j 8 3 22J 

* See Table 10, p. 11. 
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Table 1,. f,'enant. Turnover * by Type of O,mer 

(in tenants I years per fla.t) 

Loca.l Immigrant Residual Ne"l'r N 
Resident Resident Absentee Absentee 

Duplex 4.t3 6.0** 4 

Triplex ~~_.7 3.4 4.5 3.1 14 
Duplex and Triplex 5.4 3.9 4.5 3.1 If3 

c!If '7 .J :3 3 

* Only owners wbo bought five or more ~,'e9rs ago Cl.re included • 

.,H(­
B'sed on 1 case. 

Table 16. Tenants~inion of O,mer Meintenance, 1?y Type of Relation * 

LR - L IR - El RA - Er 'HA - NI 

Good 5 3 6 

Re S.sonable 1 2 1 4 

Poor 2 1 2 2 7 

o n 
3 3 22 

See Table 10, p. 11. 

N.A. not a:pplicable 
D . K. don! t know 



1 
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Tn:ble 17. Financial Data 1 by T~~e o~ OWner end Building ~jpe 
(in means of dollars) 

Local Resident 	 L'nrnigrant Res idu '::> 1 Ne\'[ 
Resident Absentee Absentee---,.--­

Dunlex Triplex Duplex Trip lex Triplex Triplex 
(N==L~ L ~N=4.2 (N=4· ) ~N=4) {N==3) (N=:;~) ) 

2
Original Mortga.ge 	 l.i,250 11,250 15, lfOO ,bOO 

Dmm Pf~,:ym.ent 6,000 3,250 6,000 	 5,750 

Lender 	 mostly private/ private/ mostl.,v 
-oriv[tte Bank Bank priva.te 

Interestj;-r. 260 400 1!·95 	 55? 
TR'<es/rY'.} ,.• 3 560 600 	 590 :;50 1'55c,.,. 530 


3
Heinten:3llce 	 31+0 Ib? 370 600 675 

Total Expenses 
Lf 

1, 1, 1,360 1,,{['O 1.,290 1,4·9') 
3,5Gross Revenue 1,97, 2,[302 310 2,,{20 2,640 2,T(c) 

3I'let Surulus 	 b75 1,815 950 9LiO 1,350 1,2f5 

Equi 	 14, 15,250 12,100 ll,090 I~OO ,600 

Retu.rn on EcuitJ 
6 )3. q!J 	 8.7% lb.9}b 10. 

Retm.'n on Total 
/- .r:f 	 ()Ce.pit[C.l 	 6. 11.0(;~ 7. 1,). (tt) 16.9% (, . 

Bpsed on interviews idtl1 mffiel':; (vn:tll the exeeution of tax cla"i.:;a). 

Onl~r buildings still 	mortc,;r~ge0. "Te incluc1.ec., 

Based on figures for 	1967 (fisc8,1 year), 

J-!­
Duplex o'V'mers t;,;rpically p8y for their tennnts' lleo.ting, I'Tbile triplex 

mmers llpve cold flats. Tbis \'Tas controlled fo:~' deducting mmers! 

8XDenses in ]j.ee.ting their mm flats. 


Gross :~evenue includes cm cmproximate rent for the resident owner's fIst, 
teken 0S equal to trle rent ctl::J.rged to r1is -cenents. 

Five of the eight duplex mmers bad (' net retur'n of 4. 7-6.07~, ,{ell belmf 
ielo (in 1967) of' 6 :JL~S~ on?lternate invest;:lent in savings certifice·\~es. 

http:incluc1.ec
http:priva.te
http:Mortga.ge


------------------

+ 	 ~ 
Table lb. Condition o~f: BuiliIing 	Exterior, __by T~~})c o:f Re lEtion 

- El 

good 1 1 

Good 4 1 5 
Satisfactor.), 1 :5 1 1 

;~~ 4 0. 

c 1 o 

POOl' 1 1 

3 22 

+ 	
Rated prior to interviewing the writer, ana, incienendently, by 
Ml'. Berke ley Flening, a graduate student in the De~oa,rtment, in terms 
c)f It structure It and "paintin311. 

See Table 10, }:l. 11. 

Table 19. Condition of Tenant I s Flat;, + by, TJpe of Re lation * 

LR - L lR - Er 

High Investment (Good) 4 '7 

Me cli urn If 

1 1 10 

1 2 

N 3 3 

+ 
Based on an appraisal lilade during interviews of If})8in'Gingf! , "condition 
of furniture t! {md the extent to ,Ihich the f18,t could be considered 
1111ell furnisbed lf 

• 

See T::ble 10, p. 11. 
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Table 20. Social Exclwnge 'md "Favours 11, b:,{ T:ype of Relation 
-'{-

' 

LR - L IR - El RA - El NA - J!IT N 

Frequent 2 2 It. 

)-1.Some 3 f 

None 3 1 3 3 10 

Not applic8.ble 1 1 

N 8 8 3 3 :22 

--,----.-~ 

* See T2.b1e 10, p. 11. 

Table 21. Exchange of Visits, by Type of Relation * 

LR - L lR - El RA - El NA - NI N-_._-----------------------­
',­

Frequently 2 1 3 
Occasionn.11y 1 + 3 4 

Never 5 3 14 

Not cpplicab1e 1 1 

UN B Q 
) 3 22 

See Ta.b1e 10, p. 11 

+ Relatives 



- 17 ­

Tcl,ble 22. A1)solute Rent, by Type of Rele,tion * and Building T,',rpe 

(in mean dollars) 

LR - L lR - El RA - El NA - ~rr Combined N 

Duplex s38(l;. ~p1.90 • $91 5 
F<f)Triplex 71 ,-",,- 19 76 7;; 17 

Duplex 8: Triplex 79 8!l 79 76 81 

';I: 'y'\N 8 3 j l-c' 

---_._--­
-1(­

See Table 10, p. 11. 

Table Rent per Square Foo't2 by T:;{pe of Relation * and Building Type 

(in mean cents) 

LR - I, IR - El RA - Er NA - NI Combined N 

Duplex 5.4 6.5 5.8 5 
Triplex 5.0 6.1 6.1 5.1 5.6 17. 

Duplex & Triplex 5.1 6.2 6.1 5.1 5.6 

c' f")0N U 8 :'5 :5 C.t..... 

.j(, 

See Table 10, p. 11. 
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Table 21+. Tenants I Attitude to Rent, by Type of' Reletion 
-):­

LR - L lR - El RA - El NA - NI N 
~---

Very lOVf 4 4 

Low 1~ 2 1 1 f3 

Reasonable 5 2 2 Q.­

High 

N 8 

1 

8 3 -z 
j 

1 

22 

See Table 10, p. 11. 

Ta.ble 25. vlho Pays for the Paint, by Type of Relation * 

LR - L IR - Er RA - El NA - NI N 

Temmt pa,ys 4 3 1 1 9 

Shared 2 1 3 

OWner nays 2 3 1 1 7 

Not applic8,ble 1 1 1 

.* 

!if 

See Table 10, p. 11. 

S 8 3 3 
.__._­

22 
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Table 26. 

Resident Oimers-------­ -----­ Absentee Ovmers Total 

French, English others of 
,0 

or Jeifisb 

Interviel'1'ed 5()'Jj; !ICfth lt9 11·0 

Refusals 43 j2 40 

Not contacted B 11 

TOTAL % 100 100 100 100 

N 28 29 25 

* Includes those intel"Viewed with fina.l schedule on1:"1. 

Table 27. Contacts and Refusa.ls for Tenants,* by Etbnicity 

French, English Others Total ~t, 
or 

Interviewed 72 66 37 

Refusals 28 10 

Not contacted 11 6 

TOTAL ~ 100 100 100 

N 

--~'---~--"--~-

* Includes those interview"eel w"itb final scbedule on1,Y-. 

http:Refusa.ls
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SOCIAL AREAS OF MONTREAL: 

DEFINITION Of "e NGE" AREAS ~ 
1"0 

I-'1951 - 1961 

UPWARD-MOVING CORE AREAS 

ZONE OF RELATIVE UPWARD INSTABILITY 

~ww"!m·l DOWNWA RD-MOVI NG CORE AREAS 
Tract 268 

1><1 ZONE OF RELATIVE DOWNWARD INSTABILITY 

(f) 

o 
~ 
Ii 
() 

ro · 

Q 
Ii 
ro 
ro 
Ii

k N 
o 
o 
rt 
rt LAWREN CE Rlvl:' ~ ro " 51. RI:S 

I-' . 
\.0 
<l' 

QJ 

SCA LE: 9. 1 ?- ~ 4 ~ MILES 

,.-r--... 

00 



MAP 2 * 

MAP 3 * 

Density 

persons per acre 

50 or less 
51 to 100 
101 to 150 
More than 150 

Occupational Groups 

Mainly professional 
and administrative 

-Prof ./Admin. and 
White Collar 

Mainly White Collar 
Mainly Blue Collar 

........ 

MAP 4 * Ethnic Origin 

French predominantly 
- French and Others 
Others predominantly 

*Source: Greer-Wootten, 1968a 



MAP 5 * Increase in 
Blue Collar Occupations 

. (19S1-61) 

Percentile Changes: 

o to -9.9 
o to +9.9 
10 to 19.9 

MAP 6 * Male Earnings 

Abova' $1)35'0 
Between $t)3~0 and $4000- Between $40()0 and $)000 
Below $)000 -

* Source: Greer-Wbotten, 1968a. 
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MAP 8 

,,' 

t" 

LE GEND •.::.:~;: .. 

SinCAL::i:::::r:i:i::::::q­
Errmm­
l11li­
'[B-

1930 -

1920 

1910 -

Before 

..... ... ... -­- LIMITE 

1940 

1939 

1929 

1919 

1910 

OE LA CITE 

-...... · · · · · · · 
· ·., 

", 
••••!_-:.-::::.:..­ ...:. .,.,,· ·•·· · · · · ,I ..' .,.· · ·, ·,......, 

•••••••••••••••••••••• ~.! ~...!. ~ .~ ••&/ 
............. -=- ­

~~-~ 
./ 

SOURCE Lahaye (1968) 
(Adapted) 
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MAP 8A , 
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LEGEND 

1mH:]-- Single Family

1 Dwellingselm - - Bi-F 9mily 
Dwellings _--Multi-Family

J DwellingsI: ::J ---COMMERCE 

---INSTITUTION- --- TRANS PORT - ---IN DUSTR,:'Im 
--_. PARks 

r+"'i"++l ---C;METE"'~ ' l....±..:U..J 

--C.ityLimits 

SOURCE SOCIETE 'JEAN - CLAUDE LA HAYE , '''fl:.7. 



MAP 9 Resident Owners' Previous Residence (Sample) 

- I - ­

• Immigrant Owners 

• Local Owners 

t 'C ; • . ; 



1 
MAp · 1 0 Tenants i ~revious Residence (Sample) 

• Immigrant Tenants 

• Local Tenants 
Of 1: _ 

1­

I f previously resident In t he Montreal area. 
1 
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INTERVIEH GUIDES 




1 

... L't 
:.:cG111 

·'.iJl 
IJ.l:·, ..L~' ";; 

• tl 1 no~Owr 

3 
4 
5 

2. CEl(.'3 II'.mb~r: 
Adc-.t'Qsa f building: 

Tt 0 u '1t.1.r9ns: 
Nw!lft : 
111tic.no~T..ty: 
:m:ic ~~tt otL\i.U": 

e 5. ~lhrtll die. J."l • DOVO- to +11::: c: ~:'t. n+.? 

9 
10 
11 

6. ';'MyqH di(l y \. -~, c re), ~? 
C'nec':r .U't'.--.......,4.1.. 

'Du ~J.ci·l ~'G t~1'C 
IlL or /J../? 

7& 

13 

\'lha) l do ;;I>il or:' r,j, 'lll;-r 
A.. " n.d your p.Jro: to'~ 

(I' , i!r.rJ:i .. mt) ','{llO • t.i. -

c'u 

"vi. 

L 

f) 

? 

,. , • r "'''1''''1,,\ • 

15 

0 ., • 
J .. le J r C' t. n i;': 

Jl: Hot: , :; U'.1. ~nt? 



20 c'(,l.';/;:' 1,l}JO:..~t~ l1'i:u (~.i.0, ~rC'l : :l "'C • lO'..-t 
21 ('~ ...(l 

22 iJuilC:inc 1.::1110 
23 

24 14~ Who.t l:ind. of C\1 UIYrlL'c'7;;.1nt \'i x::; you !{lGl~' llC f(';',:? 
25 11.2..1:£' !,:,cili'aoot t,;..;J:"&'ic.)o 

26 GPQCe 
:,"Nlt 
oolo:nor 

Did you D::.."Ofar to r~l.1,t in thi~ uist!'L-;/v'? 
A. (If :roe) Yillyf 

Hou: l.c(la.tion U"(I..,:i/GY! , eiC'll'oo~hC:(\n 


29 16. 	~'31.'a you cor..cEllI'Md ui, th 'IJiw.t i~ind of n. I,!. you ,10ruu hzrro? 

30 ll! 	(Ir O';;lWr. ia PJJ) ','{hen you r:....ni, GJ_7i too ap'/;~ \Iho u:10-;n(! ~~Ot;. ~'.l.'o~.md o.nd told 
you D.1."Out :t:'olntinc ,~o1l6i;.ions? 

;2 ,19. 	',n15n Y(}!l of.'f'e!".E.d to :""fJnt ~ did 'C:lO o\:n(1'l:' (m.' :oop) n.c~9Dt. I'it1~'i; 11~'TOyz or tnum t t. 
h3 ~'!.i)10 tv aiw a .d:..illl:" Cllls,,'a,:' X';,Ght '~h:.n? 
A :.;..:; .I.. lA'.'

,., ... ",
~""'I
..- \ \ ' 1',.. '"C'tll~" noof.?

• \...... 	 \11.:.", 'V. 

33 20. l,'Ihnt mdCJ you dc"Oid& t.:J '·;ul~.;'J this (lIl'G.? 
;:t.: 91.l:~!?1'\:. t fo.o11':' tieo ~1c1 ~...'17,·i·,,:,o(l 

CIX1·00 
1. : .•t 

35 21. Wll!lt fa.,il:i, tio~ nnd ['-G ...... >",n 
~6 - Gh0C1c~ hdn:t (u;.at kl \1:) 

---~ ~loctr!c~~y lux,.i tu::-:~ 
p:U'l~ina (CJ..1'.::l(,;:» jn.ni·;:or 
stOJ:'.::l'79 ul1t:'ce o'1;ho::­
UGG (If 7.,"r.du.~1 
1.';1.f:,·j.CIJ:':'":. ro~,~ 

http:l.'o~.md


36 l~~ 	00\;',,:1, ;rOl.~ c-- '" l.,) .1 1:' 7':<;).'3 t~·fJ()U'; ·:l·."] Up·~ r.n'~ t { )1: ./''1''.D? 

39 ~h~OE: 
t,~o :It.:.c.b:.r of l'OCru;; 
41 n.UI(it~r or ooch,'Oo.T:o; 

uu~1:~= of ~rc{):w ol1r~incr .:\pt .. I 
, :ront (-Ulcl. \'lata)!." ttl,Z'?) ~ 

lODLiih of 1( nr:(.'\ : 

l3.utc,-c..cO,t5.cally 2.·cn~t1"(l gir..ol3; 


(Qh~s con(li+'l.''ln of a.pt .. ) 


44 1.i! Was 1;110 ral1t ZlOU no- U1. to '[10..."1 t.a-a on:.. thct the om1fJ?: h.c,rj 0;;:-5 !j~ll,..... f'zl:o(. ~ox? 

45 A. rlhat o.b0t<~ tho 10Lct'h ~f tlID 1cn,s::;? 

46 Prooo, Whnt lon~b. (Ed :,ou oX'ici.a'Jlly '1a.n1;·( 


47 24. (If diaouaab,J.) Wh!lt lUld(lro'tuw~s.:J{;' did ~rou O·(,~ to'f 
46 L WaD it :-'D':o:rd.ed in ~~!'.:} 1"3~:i:'i' j:"O ~ ron-fJ 
49 lor~ 

2';:;dC~Ol~~;inc; 

51 26.. 	 UO(l (1£·~n i;:i tL:i.u tho i.8nt ,j ..w :m";,."(. y;)~l (. -:;\'<:.n w. to\.<ch ·'Ttth ~roul.' I.L 0.1>oU:i-; 
:"Op'1.ir:"1? 

52 

53 ~	 "!.l' AL, IIot: do yo....t l)ll~r th!1 reirc':? 
A,;TI'f c()ntec'~) lio YiJll wn~ l'.lJ()u·;j T'.:mt...ll r\!.\ ,(J,'I.',:; on t!:ox ()oCl(l~io_l:J? 

56 
57 

;i~.!' 	 J. 0-':. t.':~ C\'1!" ~r :;:}U1 c()r~_.l~d \::. ~~l ;~~':'=-<ir, {"ht, TlTOp-urty :t,.! ryYJd c'mclitio~-: 
1"_., ,~'J ha t' 'l} ~y !,,!~L~)'; ':n i1G\':. ": ~"b~n{;:j .. ':i:n:1'? 
l' .. D~a3 11'~ ,:.;1J!:; '.i.r L ni.'~~.:;l.· (,.) :-~1 ~ ro;::>3::..r; to ;:-~')(1tJcc::_'n /..: ct:' '0 n~::o 01:11::1.' 

i.:r::.'rc...(!::~. i:,? ~i~;~1 'l;;' -:161 n:11: ~ ..:r; h'; Lt fb:~t!· 

http:D':o:rd.ed


---

65 }~.• 	 ';ioul<!. yo" C tC2V loo y(\U" rolnc":'Or.5.1ir '::.0 :l~.l.j ~ 'jj~ill::lG ).:J.- fIr I~ . -' ;.' l:,Jo~'!~J.? 
A. 1:0 "JOt. Dl'€f.t)l." .:..( ~r:h1.l:~ rlt'~4' 

66 35. 	Ita:ve yo';! o,....1.' vioi~Qd 0[lnh o-('it-:!:t' aoo:i.all~"'? 

Nut0 s lIo" often?-
67 

68 
69 in th:i.s bide., 01.~ h3~.p ou.eh Citl~l' ("].~ '.n 0 ·,n[;.:r '\J~;;jr! 

lOllc1 thin,cz A.a.. \;ool~'J~ .t;){)U :l. tel.~~= 
·~xo!:.::m.';'O '!:mckc O~ ~x;.::ipe:'i 

~lp in :'apair "'TOX:C or 0 :'~l(':r. t\~:j: ,r _~o' #1 t1 t"! hCJln~ 


tal,lY c.'x er tl e ch 1 etx. 


:rive o.d.v:l.c.... 
()~O;lC.'it-:e l~lftB 


do oceD.c~.Ol':ll Oil0}11):.lJC 


civa 0. l.~.d.') 


o;'h~::' 


(P:!.G.C(; 0., 1 ~ Ol:' 0 oo::;ic1.o ·j• .;t.i::':;, dcr:-n";':~~ on fani.J;y) 
~: B}!ch~ e-) ;1i.th Ht? 

A. ~ot'ld t.llis 110 of'~'?n? 

l ~ 40" D" y:;m !;:nO\'i othm.' ~i' i;o 5.n t.W l">_'l ~gt:;-"'_'l '10 ? 
( ; A~ Do :/0', IT''('rl tL-:> ot,l~ ":;:" l. ,!~"~rJ "in ';ili b '.d ~. '? 

lk;t4! l!v~r" Y.'lMto cite(~ 

71- !it: 	1) you !';}l{)i7 tho :.."Cni, ]!£lid h~i ti 0 )rQ~iou j 11 
1. (Ir YOfJ) 'f! at \7~':; i'ti':­

7, .§"b 	 JI.'J.G \·ou·,? o. t i:.i:.l..'l :,.'~i~J"tt 
,'l.. (If yo 	) ',', ,m? 

Ih71 !lie" ;}"{P':. r,.1 O.t-:)J.'; a!:;."": 
! t. ·, .~\It-..: 't? Ho,;? 



19 

. I 

'la i:.. \", ... (..u i _1. ( l 'fSculii.o_ , P " .. L' ',L ,). 
A" ( ! : ;{4C } \;!lC.T t~~'u " ? 

,so !l~4:-~' (ri' : ~b"tJt ~ . o!,:.lirc.;) C'; u:: t. l:n \ 1:, rofJr><hl...H,lti •. i7h~ - " .. 
l: L.:;;i"r1..1 m"'" l1nOf'~B ·lI':l? 

A..T'OIl Co~ 


T~!.~ Co&, lh~oor 


2(5) ~ (I;: d1~)oont). Wn:lt htlpy;oDod":' 
2(6) A" (If oourt e~) mlO n;;,nt to court firet? 

~, Q.fiB oaoo'~ 

45.. 	 (Ii" ne oourt case) lhvc) yr:u GV02' e;nno 'CO 8003 poreo!) or :~ucy for l()cnl 
- ad\TiOG on l'l..ntal natt:::ro? 


notez Y1h:i.o~? 


-A. (If ;1'90) 'J!mt a.bout? 

DC) (If' not) TIlW not? 

46. 	Do you knOt7 of tr a ;~u(iooc R{;11'i;[>.l oonrcl ? (if n:li j't.:>t r.rt1!l~don~d) \' '"h!lt i o ~ om:.' 
iT lPNcsion.? 

2!lO) 41(; Do :'i"OU blC~ or mv ca.se n!1a r03 c.·! [ o.{~!"''eenclli '1bou'i; rontnl C!'.ttero (~ ,:lr;:) befo r e 

2 11 '1;100 r.,:nta.l bocrll or before El CJ;.Q' t? 

2 J.2~ !lo to & HUlUb ;.:r, j.n -;;'11.0 o.raa? 


llhat Id-nd of \7orl~ do you do? (doe.,; yO<!'i' :,uG"::-nd do?) 

A.. 1;000 your uife (~';)U yOt"X'ooU' j ala::. \7u··.c? 

13 .. (15~ no-:; ;-,'Ozol:irtt;) ]0 you (pt '~ 0t17 ~o_ !., ~.f fA)a o;;ion? 


510 (If think:Ina of OiYim.c) Wh~:~ l~:~n::!. •)Z n 1}1::'05 ('lI'(j Y(l '-l loo:::i.r~ ~.'(,r? 
~I ori!(l't bw.d:l.ll~ t;;r:!:~ 

52 .. (H' not lJ07in{r) Ar:e tr~ro (Jam t hi'il::r. ',lu t !:!ol:o yo:.~ t!rln": of DOVi1l0+? 
9h9ck (:md r.'ODk) a ~o'b roiu'hbo:cllC}d ~hl\rooter 

~;ron~":J01·tc~-i;:i.o'1 eilO.:t'nc'v')r :)t~ 1.T/othor ~ltJ 
~.~ 	 :i."wmt 
fncll-ltiG:l: !1!)!"·;ica· o'~hol' 

http:bw.d:l.ll


Ha (r.f nyi" 	I~) Arc ;;ho.:-;) thj.nc~ ~t ~.eh . r nl:-:, .. t Du ( .( 0 ''l:J? 
2~. (:md l.··ml1d! 

job 1 ~i[~}Lbo~l1r:.d ch~c~·:.g;:, 

tXo.ne!X)!·t~~~i021 ohm.-. of J.L!Gthm:· ,";1 •• 

up['e@ :rent 
£u"ili·~;!.C;) t ~r..,5.o~o othG~ 

25._' 	 Do you tldlll: it t1o'_tld b.) oony or h.-u'C'. tc fit.<l (lllotiw:: rq~. you JiJzod ,j.~t 
08 0011 or be"tt~:- ~ for the acu::..:.;; l'ant? 

;?, 2J) 56.. 	 !lo~inr; unst 1~ c"l"'"!-3thin(; of [] r/r.o~)lc:1. Do yeu h:-;.'Il~ t'J.:'iondu to ! ll1p J'Oll or 
\10uld you acl.l 0. r:.\:) "1'43 cocr..:-i.1y (; t yl 'l a"1\'j~ (icoidoti. -00 DC ,/.,)1 

511) \1iil 11O\'i 	 fll.ll1Y of yO:U" neicllb.')y:o <10 you htl:"'~ G. i"r:I.Gr .:).;1 talk fa.i.t'~:' oi"(,'::;~1? 
A. Hcu o{vim 	t10uld th·:.t3 l:3? 
~E!.s nation£lli'G.V, .Lk;.hc 

~ot()S ta In" outr.d(~3 -~hd blr1~'i 


, I. Po').:.. :n 59 ViOt!ltl you l"ny -H.\~t ohw:-uo t:o:L' (f '-'hiG 7:" : r;t1bD~hoQ~l !W.C ba<r.l~ OI'l.lllL;:V:C: ~.n 
,,1 ~:~ ! 

., tl 	 re('l~n1; ,/",ara'i' 

~F.~ (if !l;."lplio:b1 o) 0 i'ir.o.·;; [!.')"Lt pj :>P.. :r'l:y ::..nin~lJ'.n;')1 


60 .. 	 Jo 1;11<3:i.. (lny;'hit!{~ 
. 
..: 

, 
~ 


noowea;' on'? 


6;00 	 I h..~vo Man nSK.mc y~n r. ::"0, of' ~u")r t~Qn)w PO::l"l.r...n, V-era is E()d')th~" • 
;:r01.t tTOU1_ r \. lilcCi try ~G. W 7 

, (:;5) 

2(:») ) 

?,( ~'1) 

http:i"r:I.Gr


.' 


])opt. of focd.<:IlOr,) ffi1.'· J.ntil.ro!,~loQi· 
!.1cGill ,J i"i" r3i'~~' 

2 .. 3. G~ nt'l'~OO!,' 
1'~.:"ID:)30 of buildi.ngr 

;; Ot:a<l}:'B addroso ((,; r!.oo~): 
4 IhJlC' 

I!~t1 ,,',n!llit~.,: 
In; jT.'OOl-;; 3to.tuo: 

5 

6 

'7 ';0 Cor f. ition of. bu.HdulIT 

a 

9 

15 1,,, \'r:...o:""C clo :Nu Ol.~~.t:in.!l.llJ 001 ir:J fl"On? 
i6 A.. J'l.ml -:FJ'l1. ~2J.,-,n·(.)? 

19 16D ("er RI. 0:'.' AL \7hc \'i:!!j P!,-;"j.our:ly X'CDl(l::'ltr) t7hn'~: w:.Cb y6t~ '~"oidl) 'i;.o l)uy c 
h·)uoo? Did you c.1co:~d.o to i)l.:'Y or..:· <~u GC ..; '1 no yG ~ou:l.d afford -Go, o:r 1:;''Wj;>"? 

," .,-;~ ,_ ....... ~ 



Cheekz.- Hc..i.;; (,='nd) 

Elactl"icity 

Pc.~)d.!I(r (~~) 

St~~ Spac9 

US;) of Cnrdtin 

RGfr~J8l'o.tor 
St,ovQ 
FvrnitU1'~ 
Jt.nit4!' 

Otbox' 


25 214 	 JUoe thoro fY.)~ thit1tj6 c.o(mt operating a IJi:'OpoX·ty Ctt-Jh ftil th:i.s thnt ~ 
oore p:rob1300tiQ thm'1 otiwl.'a? 
CMok; 11hioh ~~o the root mpo:t'Utnt? 

26 22. 	 Iron mn,y Ta haw you ~d co fr.:r? 

lli Could you toll m a. !J,ttlG a'cout ~roUf.' To'? 
Chookt A~ c.- . 

To/.;al no. of roo:'l!: 

liuwoor of bec1:oool.!lS 

P.~nt ( ineludLYlC aatel' '~fl.):?) 

Leucth of Loa.'}Q 

.\utoIll.a·.;1cnlly renew-'. (linoa: 

lta,.'cion9..11t.y 

Lonr.,-th et et!ly 

n\mj~tlr of ~roo:w 


Oc-oupa'!i1oZ\ 
Wi..:-,,'a C)oourntioa 


(Check: conrlit::l.on of .!l~try:n'~) 


43. ~.. \Tho:'; abou Co YOll.I' :..'~~'Sn·t i,'V.c.r.,n~:i.oo? 
Ch~cl.s~ Laat Socond wt 

Year of lr.wt 	VO,{~~y46 '.::i.:D it '~ol: 	-;;0 r:n-;,;4'1 (If "o~~t) Ho:) J.O!lCYl\)3 
I k '? r,-"1;:- C ('iliK) '~ C'ti':J?:19 
~!O""l l 'j!1 ~r of·f·: r'~'" ·~v ~.. lr;,'?5',) 

5~, 

52 
53 

http:i,'V.c.r.,n~:i.oo
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54 25 (If 001"0 tmm 3 ";,Mtmeioa) lisn 'a·~ tir:!) it ta2u.n 'IIn 7.'{ll;lr ~ 'll!a.. tnent 
ah!l.~d in :roC'~nt ~roa~'i' 

56 n... If' Al: \1hon you b.rNo s -.:c.of1.l1.oy,. Tlho mw-ally denl~1 uHh the p50ple Iloz:Wl.{! 
5'/ to 930 th.e apnrtro~~? 

A. (If not th:) ouner hirlDal£) rlli.o:t inat~:"oot:i.onc c10 ~'OU leo.-ro? 

58 26 .. 	 Do you Ml~lly accept tll$ fire'!; T I7Hlin{; to pay thQ l."Ont? 

59 £2.0 	 (If not) Whllt, sor':; of 'l'c do ycu "'-r.y t<J {"t'? 
60 Chock I 	 aocura job 

c-<;od pl)sition 
no ohl1d..,n 
(not of a.) ca~tnin !W..tir.moV.ty 
~en.? NlspoI1!JiblG,. oaroful 
~ coopo~nti~c 

u:l·::IO par3-:>nn1 i ty 

oUlQX' 


61 ,0. 	(If 801eotin) Do you el~cJ\: on 'llh0thQT. this io the kind of I you rmut? 
Ilotal Vioits T'e apt? 

62 ~l. AN ;rou loo!d.tt6 .ror To 'Oho .ar& uill1l!{,; ~ o~'\Y, MY t~t 101),u, 3 yeara,. 0:: 
ro-an't you too couec~d. "hltl~{lr they oUJ..v [;;,C~ lOllift 

64 ;3() 	Do you lmo" tl".k'J :ronta ior oini1~ build:.nr,a ).:l .. th aroo.? 
Horo I liOi"! do::hc ~nt::; ho !:Cn-l;:I.onn con,:::,~ t..' hi J ct:iT.1? 

-- Ho',; :.l!11lj OOD3 ho J.:nlJ:7 ('f? 

)1.. 	 Do :i( U normru.ly nOlJtd.3 oofoI"&h~L<.(l Iht~ ouch rout you m:mt for an aJ.X'.l'tn~nt: 
01' aro yoi.\ ~r' '::-:"..ad to (;i\'iJ Cl.' t:..1. J :l 10\1 <101l.ll.ro ck:!t:md~.n(; on tho 
c iNU!:l.otall! :..~ 

lo() Whr-.t alJout ti l·.m.Cth et tl:o 1~::'!3 : 

D() m~"l;.r O::JOU~~ :i'",d.::1o~;i:,5.{ n "";.1;. :."}lJCiX'!: ~ 


http:101l.ll.ro
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66 :'5. Till") lnat tioo :r(~tl 1.: ;n~.;"l .:.u1 ll!.lll!'tl' , Jv, ej..< t!: .. · l~"l~""'J)' Cl} 0 __t1 ..... .:.(Co 

rlr.;h t cunY.t or ViM thDT'".J fl0l131 diSCUGoioil'? 

A. (If tho lat·~ 17') \That UaldlAl't"3tar.diT".{j d:id :I.-m ccr...:... ';A)r( 

B. \latJ i t ~;oo=dtsd tn tho J.e~a1 
C. Was this ~y:):~ca.l? 

61 )S. R9.e my rci.1Uintlnc had to bo dono cithGr inoid12 '~M buiJ.dinf,' 0::'· outoid£: ii 
158 sine:) ye'l bo1lt~t "~'? (reoo!'il only frc:.J 1960 orA) 
69 Cl".ttolc: Dt!l1.:~ipi;im; &.Id Dates.... 
70 

0.. 


b" 

0 .. 

(Uc.t~u p£".:L''tly or r.holly) 

oolcoDy 

C'J.llory 

f ... oni: tmll 


Probo N IIp b~ \i 2 	 bofore Ta Z::~d in? 

paintOO ~ T? 

vIw !>Q.id tor 'ch') !Xl.1.l1t1 


71 21 \That ropo.ir trork had );0 b$ c:.Ofi.9 .tor your :::'~:Go:mt 'Is? 
'72 Qll!.?k: ';'lorlr. you Worl: ;/C u 
7; Di,]. lIi~'cd 

74 
75 
76 
77 
10 
79 
80 

2\1)2 2) 
2 3) 
2 4) 

:;0 Yn1'Ju Tia~l tr~ J.r..iot 
C1.ac](:---	 c, 

2(6) 2,2" Do ~TOU uu~~ u po::!."'lt of 1:o3::.~inc up \ n ·'ih!:th.£.>~':· th~ ~.r.G.t'{... (}llts aN !."'ntj .:opt 
in coed o;)nd~~/.;:il)a·? 

It. (If: no~) 'thy not? 



40. 	10 yO I ...'-'x,cl thc.t 11s ::Y,I]Q':;i..'':.?ro c::.lJ. you nllout ~,;;L.!.~'eo th::~.., ~::'jy oh,)t~lct 
00 nbll& to fi.."t thcInaQlvsc? 
~I "hioh To? 

A. (fr yeS) IIhl.l.t do you WJooll y do uhen t his hu.pp-:ma', 

41.. 	 Hnve ye u end your Pl"t)~nt ~o 0V01' 001IlIlU!liO::ltad :in m-itit'l(j? 
UO'GG C)ccasi onn. 

2(10) ~.. ,"[auld you cle&eri'bu ~'our )~lt:.t!ol!1Jhj.p to ~t:on un bu~J.neonliL."O or nl00 
2(11) r:ersono"i..? Ch£.£!.~: Q... boO 00 

A.. 10 Jvhn'~ tho 'O?f!.y yO~1 pTSfor it? 

2(12) 	 43. So you n.ner (Do YCJu th~".l) wirJi t £oo~.any\~,ith any of YOur' T~l? 
nota: \7hioh TBs oo'\J ort~n. 

44. ~ :.Any of :rout f' ~e~.)i!'.:Uy ~OOlWl>CUV" in {":>r:..."t voyo?2!13) 
2 14) Ao I f BLs Do ;vot. no~tioon exeh:x.lffO or 00.....1,..0'>72 15) hilp-aach utilel." out j.ll ~thor 770.;/(3';' 

£..~k: 	 lond thi~ Dt' Ch ~<oolo, foods 
Qxc!1' ~Ilr";O bo01:~1 or :recipe/) 
holp in ropc':"" \70r!c <1..l.' oti~~r th1:llcn 

axD\Ultl t1 hOUO;3 

ta1:fl CI1...'T'9 of ~;hG chiltLl'cn 
rr.lTi u.dvi<.u~ 

O:;.tChllTlr,G rrif'~. 
do ("ee,u:>1,o~wJ. nh():N~in:j 
ei~-tl 0. ridQ 
othr:t!' 

t~1~~/)3 f:cCtn r'taoh otOO:,',] or 

(Pl&.OQ 0., 'iJ v or c, btmiclo :ttl!lil:_ ~ C:·jr~nd.ili(~ on, ~~) 

0 .. 

"('~ G',...l , 45. 	'i'l1)\,,1..d you lik'.?> cor '.T!,;; ~;o i;.~ r.' 1:' t~'.i. LOrD ooor.: _. 'l~ iTO ;,J1 <!~D u~(J? 

A.) (H" ;.-00) Ji \'Jhny. t'(:::fe" 

If:;'th hem 'Or....!.:;;" of :rour iJ"i:f~~l"fJ jo yo~.~ ha'i'!> !l fl':tand,:'.;:;· taJ.k 
oftou? 

t " . ' t .,. /r'<'IT0. ':1.0'-<1...1.:", ~r! JJ.J3 ~u 

A nor: oft.on :-;');u,: t' '.1,<3 bc'i' 


47 • 7S RL~ of !'T.f'l: (. :\i.., ":hc 

_'.J;, "':"'_(Y'1:", 	 .•f 1\. 'J,.I l~<I..J? 

!:)PilOC __ fnc;.li ti.o~.r1" ':'~:\....,r ~ 


!kli01l0 r'l'!'.oo<l ~,l'-,::"t"a '~ ~. 


~o 


::;'j.u!!H'.:.n-I.'t..~,' D"";'t~.r 

fl,' .r'• ., 

http:ti.o~.r1


--

~. ~If '~l' 1'.:1'0 of r:lv.Tll'i{;) :reu:-· '''~! 

£!Lc;;:t P..l':'~!l 


n:Ji~ (1 j.~) t:,.'J,'m 


49.. 	 If ~L:s 
·(iTTn'.:cnd:;'n.; to :)0-;;"') \'/0':0.6. ;/0\1 thon fj >1i. '1;Ilil} ':.m......l.din{i·/ 

2(2;) If Ht; 

?~24) 21:.0 :~f nLs ~loultl you 0fJY t!u ()h~IlO'~()7.' of th).:; llaJcilool·h'Jo1tt hrw 
2\25) ill 'itC' nt yoars? Pr..,bE,' rihat nlYm'~ !.l.,)),' r.ty r;e::~~.')n~e'~ 

2(26) 52~ 1:10 you l:.uot1 ~:t1: re or ot.!l!:J:' tx:l:80l'l!) '~_tI: \1l.'':)f.' 'T;;' B:;fl!>J.;iOO:'­

tn.l l'l£lCWl'O? I~oto; Sc!lG <:~m o!.t..,n? 
.r~~.' Bcltm.:.;ato a :- 1 -m:r:t ( ! oci.g, ~iou"!, 

"~. " ... ')~ r- L 22." 11::) you 01£0 ...."n " lJ~~~ X\."lnt',ll .,!,~ Ioz,r':;y'( 


2 28~ Vow: b~'b,;l" It Linll J.o\~u ~~,!.!l 


2("9) 


2(30) (If 1:" i;,) !!:J;tre you u"'f(,- cr:w:ti . 'In till ;)l"\'}~rty 
2(:;1) (:U Yew) J!c.m do th. :4 tm:nn -:: 'npr.:.!"e~ 

.Pl"obo~ _f Rt ... (lif~fo'l.'(mt5.o1 tT'C~tl.K)ni;? 

2()~) 

~ 	\fr..:l.t k .•1Q uf ,j?'b (0 ~ itl h~·I.(l? 
{l_ (, If ~-f.;:i.:r -.) T'( ".)1.1 b t· ,·r.." r '1 ? 

r.;'"2P4} 2.(,' l}", ;V'\jtT ;ntor. -, t [ I. I t131; -'). J. -" 
" 

?Lf
'yr 	v;,eo ) \ll,sn?~ 3~) A" 

i:(;;£) B. , ..0'3) ~!v""f 
P'rolK' fm: ~f:t, 1"5~f? 

I",,.,),
u: 

l:mcn cll.,'lJls;i.n{; 

discv..oc ro;:, ... 

http:lif~fo'l.'(mt5.o1


----

21:19)2 40) 
2 41\ 

42) 
43) 

2(44~
2(45)
2/46j

2 472~4V 

2(49) 

2(52) 

60.> D:'.t:. ~'Oil i.::~.1m 

.Q.~:£ol;: 
'JU ~ n, i'i:ortC-'lI}O !~:. t110 ~;'r.:g'? 

10 
2. 

Fil:Gd c:qm~aG ~ t 

L:ol"tc;a,.:;"'e p!:\yoontn 
PropGj.:'ty t..<tX 
School tax 
(\1a:oo~ tax) 
Insut'cmc" 
(Janitor) 

O~:mt5.ncr oxpa!:..Gcs;: s 
:.1ni,Yl'ronaZtCe (en.. r""~ yr.. ) 
(Heat) 
(:aeokdoity ) 

()'~h;,~~ 

,.
--------- ..' 

.... 
~ 

...., 

, - ;,. .: ' tninuz 	 _.b,)~ o<lGh 41WOO mnt :.:-) 

1"1 .... 1 '1'.L • t)J:"•. ____•___• .l.O~. \ .,)" P"~j,). 

.... l' •.. . ____•• ~; 	 ( . .f_ XJ:~OO) 



, 
.. I 

53 	 .s .·i[:,in..,:,.1.~.:/, he: dj.d ,you ~Jhp-j ~.t. {;he buHd.:.i.llt: ,," \'70.... ,) ,.~ fir ,'!;'l:3ir>.lly? 
~: RQr.o.J.o int.ontiOl'l3? ~!':(:'JctBd hnol. ..f :...~.;.,,~o; ,<: 

t~ you (~X7.:i··)t your vr' oont ro·l;m"n.. i"u'~ "0 ii1.C:":'t.:!EO vvor tha er.oine ~~o:ra? 
not'): ~~or...Gidolnbly1 Unto nhich l:rrol? 

Whon you bol!£t.i; ":\0 l,uildinr:, m3r(l j'Ot cOnflic1l.iri\1{: N8!l1{.: llfwr II 1'0'7 yt}a.ro?
Prooo, for a ')l"'Ofi ~'?-- . 

2(56) §.§... 	 Do you ~~root pro~rt.y ..,£11t..30 to oh'l.n~o ui "'11:,'1 too 11tl~'G f&\'l' yeGlo'? 
ll»w, H0i7 ui.o."()h?-
If RI.: Do you fool th:-,t c'i"~viur: l'. l'3 Q ..n~l:D out b9~.;tO:''' fina.nc.iuJ.ly? 
B.~e (war "'Gh(;ugh~.,; about thi::.! :~n c..etiliJ:.~ 

2(50) 	 If AL: la tl~ ~aalo J.."l::l:ot lJlOch thtit you 0D.Il Qlt. t!10 l~)r.cy :i.llv.Jcted on 
ioprOTsnt-nt ~.ck'i' 
~~ ui th (l. pl.'ofH.'? 

2(59) 	 If. you irr'.I.'·(fVEH! the P1'Clpc·:~·;:·y, could you (:at; o.n udeqU!lb rotum 
mprOTcd I nt5? 
f .laxibil:l.t~r in l~l!:1; llT!C. chn.nD~ U'I. VeonllOY 1,(:.'00 

Utt!l [) hicil.{l~ m'~ ~:'\)~t.:ru? 

2(60) 12.0 	 Ta;;;:0 o have GonG up L' lot ill j::'1)cQnt ~:Of1:.:'fh lIou hUB t1d.G (',fi'eot.od '.Ion? 
Choel:: 	 D~ndz rX>l."O )ll th€l :"':"CPOl.'ty 


in'~rc!l.wd tllZl rOllt~!' 01' int'?Jr.dn ·~o 


DIY.'nc1o loon on :::a:f.ilf:N"lQm::;:> 

otllOl' 


2(51) 71" 	 (If ap-p '.100.'1.>10) 7T:1Y :1[).nn f i iliaO;!)') r ·:t1;:Jil<'Jci ta-t ~.neroc oo? 
I:rooot It....".,) you cvor lO'ii:JrJi: 0;0:' lvA, :':"rr:i.GrJd thu !\}:'It fo1:' D. ;r \1ho niGht 
otEOrm.M lw.vG loft? 

t"(f.i2j Iiu""Y~ .yot? , .l'()I' :~'1l5,8Gcl tho ront f'J:~ ~;.ny of yOtIJ:! fr~!'l 

(63 Q!l~'Jl~' (£'Jr. : .•1 Cl':'')t!:-:t) 

2(64 

et 

e. 
rr bv; 	 d~c -. ·~:11:'f' irt~i~.\dCJ L:!~~r,,~,,":J ~ f} ~:~ ~u 71 ;re'!" 

... .. -­

http:int'?Jr.dn
http:in'~rc!l.wd
http:fi'eot.od
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. ,}. 

2(65) ',)" 	(r.1' r~.1~3 \rdr r:l~if. :.i.; ·\ilt12-l-, '\.c...r ):,';1.:.1 ~A. v.~~~.r;Jl? 
2(66) Q}~..t.~ 	 ACCQP",.Qd rai['{1 uitlw;l'':; di,Ja~\53:i.or~ 

Acccp';ed raioz: \7i "<ill d::.:XlU50':'C:.l 
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