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Relph Tiller

OWNER-TENANT RETATIONS TN A DECLINING ARE

This study examines mlcro-soclal processes in o comperatively
underdeveloped sector of our econony, that of small-unit rental housing.
Tts specific focus is on owmer~tenant relations in 2 chenging neighborhood.
An sttempt is made to identify =nd deseribe social forees ot work in these

relztions and to trace their implications for neighborhood decline.

The theoretical persvective derives from economic anthropology
and centers around the social character of owners and tenants, their stra-

tegies and bargaining power, as well as the terms of reciprocity they enter

into.

The core data is tased on interviews with 29 owners and their tennnts
in o two block sren of eastern Outremont. It suggmests that social elements
of power aznd reciprocity ore closely interwoven with contractual economic

exchange, and have specifice implications for both rental relations and

neighborhood change.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

This study attempts 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. L At the same time, housing is less often
seen as a complex social process with its own dynamics. In particular,
1ittle is still known sbout the specific sécial context in which the pro-
duction, ownership, exchange, rental, and maintenance of urban housing
occur.

The dynamics of rental housing especially deserve more attention.
Rental housing involwves the majority of our urban population, 2 particu~
larly those living in lower-income areas. For them, poor housing has

always been problematic, for financial as well as other reasons. 5 The

1
See Charles Abrams, City is the Frontier, New York: Harper and Row,
1965, p. 19 ff.

In 1961, 80% of dwellings in the city of Montreal were tenant-occupied.
Dominion Bureau of Statisties, "Population and Housing Characteristics
by Census Tracts: Montreal", Bulletin CT-4, 1961, p. 20.

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 II, 1959, cited in George Sternlieb,

The Tenement Landlord, Rutgers: The State University, 1966, p. 36.




rental process also has implications for such basic feabures of our housing
situation as high tenant mobility and building deterioration and, there-
fore, for neighbourhood change. The research reported here focuses on a
key structural element in the rental process, namely, the landlord-tenant

relationship 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 the dis-

ciplines and sub-disciplines devoted to, for example, the study of employer-

emplovee relations.

Articles and discussions of more or less direct relevance have
appeared in the popular press and, to a lesser extent, in real estate litera-
ture. > Among more scholarly research, we found only two studies that

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, and M. Meyerson, eds. Urban Housing, New York:
Free Press, 1966,

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

2 Mark Arnold, "Tenants Find a New Source of Power", National Observer,

May 1966; Barding Dahl, "A White Slumlord Confesses", Esquire, July 1966;
Wllllam Manchester, “The Life and Times of a Slum Landlord", The Reporter,
5 November 1956; M. McInnes, "Living By Rent", New Society, August 1966,
Also Ernest M. Fisher, Urban Real Estate Markets, National Bureau of
Economic Research, New York, 1951.

N
George Sternlieb, op. cit. and Ted R. Vaughn, "The Landlord-Tenant Rela-
tion in a Low-Tncome Area’, Social Forces, Vol. 16, No. 2, Fall 1968.




Both studies spproach housing from a micro-structural 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 Newark shortly before the 1967 riots. Among other things,
he has discovered and described a vicious circle in which rental strategies
and patterns reflect, and in turn reinforce, the decline of the area.
Vaughn, in his smaller study of a slum area in Columbus, QOhio, deals more
explicitly with owner-tenant relations. He argues 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 character 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 affect neighbourhood change. The social char-
acter of owners and tenants, their rental strategies and patterns, and
neighbourhood 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 rental strategies was chosen. It is located in the eastern
part of Qutremont, 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 factors of change in the tract that

forms the northeast 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 1h. 44
Persons per household 12.82
Persons per family 12.50
Blue collar occupation 11.30
Density §.82
Youth ©) 8.26

Decreases in:

Long-term residence c) -22.98
Jewish -18.37
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,
"Cross Sectional Social Area Analysis: Montreal,
1951-1961" (draft), Department of Geography,
McGill University, 1968.
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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, ethnieity, and income (See Appendix:

1
Map 1).

In fact, the district has 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 periocd of change. Between 1951 and 1961, average rents in the two
tracts that form the eastern part of Outremont have increased only 26%
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. > These factors of relative decline, on

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

1

Bryn Greer-Wootten, "Cross Sectional Social Area Analysis: Montreal,
1951-1961" (draft), Department of Geography, McGill University, 1968.
Altogether, 27 variables were analysed to identify areas of decline.

2

See, Plan Directeur d'Aménagement et de Rénovation Urbaine, by
La Société J.C. Lahaye (1968) 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 (Lahaye, 1967).
See also, Appendix: Maps 2 - 6, relating the north-east part of Outre-
mont (Tract 268) to the rest of the city.

3

If we take into account an annual inflation rate of 3%%.
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specific context for studying the rental process and its relation to

1
urban decay.

We felt that, within the limits of our research, this could best be
done by the detailed analysis of a limited number of rental relations.
This would allow us to approach what have been considered primarily econ-

omic guestions 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
specifically economic contract based on supply and demand., This broader
social context, moreover, has economic consequences that, to a considerable
degree, modify 'rational’ market patterns. More specifically, in our
research ethnicity, immigrant status and life cycle, as well as elements
of 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 view of rental housing will, then, be that of a changing, inter-
related pattern, or system, of reciprocal relstionships whose dynamics are
related to the strategies of participants operating in a given social con-
text. It leads us to ask questions about the social character of owners
and tenants, thelr strategles and bargaining power, as well as the terms

of reciprocity they enter into.

1

As part of a larger research project, rental relations are being
studied in two other areas as well. One 1s located in a stable, low-
income "urban village", the other in a traditionally middle class area
that has been appreciating in value. The focus and approach in the
three areas is similar and should yield comparative data.
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An approach relating social reciprocity, bargaining power, and
economic exchange has already been developed in the literature of economic
anthropology. Social dimensions were found to be not only inherent in
complex exchange systems, such as gift exchange and peasant markets, but
also to have specific economic consequences. + A similar perspective on
exchange has been elaborated in a broader, theoretical context by some

sociologists.

Housing, moreover, shares certain structural characteristics with
peasant markets. Both are still largely in the hands of small, part-
time operators who have little capital and lack an entrepreneurial strategy.
In addition, a large part of these operators do not calculate their return
on labour or capital, nor do they try to enlarge profits by expanding their

-

operations or rationalizing for efficiency. 7

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 market.

1

See: Alice Dewey, Peasant Markets in Java, New York: Free Press, 1962;
George Foster, "The Dyadic Contract in Tzintzuntzan II: Patron-Client
Relationship", American Anthropologist, Vol. 65, 1963, pp. 1280-1294;
Clifford Geertz, Peddlers and Princes, University of Chicago Press, 1963%;
Marcel Mauss, The Gift, Cohen and West, London, 195k.

2
Peter Blau, Power and Exchange in Social Life, London: John Wiley, 1964,

5

Cf. Geertz, op. cit., and his discussion of the 'bazaar' type economy.



These considerations in mind, we sought interviews with all owners
of rental property L in a two block area of eastern Outremont. We then
interviewed one tenant of the willing owners. To obtain better comparison,
four absentee owners and their tenants were added from two contiguous
blocks. In this way, we obtained detailed information on 29 owner-tenant
relationships. Separate interview guides were used for owners and
tenants, but both centered around rental strategiles. 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 real estate agents and other persons knowledgable

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

Before we can, however, proceed to a more detalled 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 selection strategies.
Once we are familiar with the overall context, we will 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 Qutremont and

Apartment buildings were not included, since our focus was on owners
of small parcels, that is, duplexes and triplexes.
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Montreal (see Appendix: Map 7). The two block area consists mostly of
densely built, residential row housing, except for some commercial estab-

lishments and large spartment buildings on Bernard Street.

Located about two miles north of the downtown areas of Montreal,
the area is easily accessible by way of Park Avenue, a major commercial
street. (See Map 1). 1In direction downtown and to the east of Park
Avenue is a densely built area of old, dilapidated housing which has
traditionally been the area of first residence for new immigrants. South-
west of the area, and west of Park Avenue, lies Mount Royal, whose northern
slope has attracted many of the better-established local families. The
proximity of the downtown area, the traditional immigrant district, and
the mountain are major ecological factors that have shaped the area's

history.

In the latter part of the last century, overcrowding and the rapid
expansion of the old city core led to the settlement of Mount Royal's
1
northern slope up to and along Cote Ste. Catherine. These early settlers

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

In the 1890's, streetcars began operating first along Cote Ste.
Catherine and later along Park Avenue. This led to settlement of the
eastern part of Outremont, initially by French and English middle class

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

1
Most of the historical information was taken from three sources:

the archives of the City of Montreal, a name count of early street
directories, and, to our knowledge, the only available book on the
history of Outremont: St. viateur d'Outremont, by Pere Hector Tessier,
€,8.V,, Presbytere St. Viateur, 1954,
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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 own 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 OQutremont 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 semi-
detached. The one section with more modern buildings belonged to a
religious institution, which did not sell ifts land until 1925. This block
lies immediately to the west 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 formidable ecological barrier to people of working class

origin. (See Appendix: Maps € & 8A).

The working~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 history of the transit system in and
around Outremont, is taken from an unpublished manuscript: "The Montreal
Park and Island Reilway Company", by Mr. Omer Lavallée, Public Relations
Department, Canadian Pacific Railways, 1962.
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of densely bullt rows of triplexes between 40 - 60 years of age. When,
beginning in the 193%0's, immigrants began to move from the older immigrant
aresa 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, Jewlsh familles, which has persuaded some local families to

stay who would otherwise have moved.

Like other urban neighbourhoods, the aresa has been subject to a
gserieg of ethnic 'invasions' and 'successions'. The original French
and English population was to a large extent replaced in the 1930's Dby
predominantly Polish and Russian Jews who previously had lived in the ares
to the southeast. 1 After the war, after they had become economically
better established, this group left 'en masse' for new suburbs that had been
'opened up' as a result of the post-war bullding boom. They were, in turn,
replaced in the 1950's by a mixed group of recent immigrants, mostly from
southern and eastern Burope. At the same time, a smaller group of French
working class families has aliso 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, Louls, "A Study of the Growth and Changes in the Distribution
of the Jewlsh Population in Montreal", from The Canadian Jewish Population
Studies, No. 4, Montreal, 1955.
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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 French Lh1.0 %36.6 3,2
Jewish 5%.0 37.0 16.9
Others 6.0 26,4 43,9
100.0 100.0 100.0
*

The study area is located in two tracts, but all
census data presented is based on tract 268 (1961
census) since this tract is clearly more represen-
tative of the blocks studied.

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

Table 3. Ethnic Change in the Study Area (by name count; in %)

1921 1941 1951 1961 1968 N

English and French 824, 65% 56% 53% Lo 545
Jewish 8 5 29 28 24 218
Other 10 10 13 19 3l 17%
Total 100 100 100 100 100 --
N 168 190 190 194 194 936
Source: Lovell's Street Directory

Variations between the two 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 show that Jews and more recent immigrants have to a
considerable extent replaced the originally dominant group of local French

and English.

At the same time, the district has become increasingly 'run down',
both physically and socially. The remaining long-term residents say
that fifteen vears ago it was still a 'first class district', a2 clean,
quiet residential area. They feel that this has changed and overcrowding,
noise and poor maintenance have made the area a less desirable place to
live. Moreover, long-term residents tend to have a white-collar background,

while the new immigrants are more often blue-collar workers, many of them

unskilled.
Table k. Occupational Change in the Tract *
1951 1961
Professional & Managerial 23% 17%
White-collar 4o o7
Service, transport &
communications 10 17
Craftsmen, labourers &
other blue-collar 27 39
100 1.00

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

A small survey of street directories over the last fifty years con-
firms this trend, and, in addition, points to the great increase of

unskilled blue-collar workers in recent years.
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*
Table 5. Qccupational Change in the Study Area

1921 1941 1961 1968

Managerial & Professional 18% 129 127, %
White Collar 6l L7 41 31
Skilled Blue Collar 18 35 29 33
Unskilled Blue Collar 0 6 18 27
TOTAL 100 100 100 100
N 17 17 18 Ly

Source: Lovell's Street Directory. Data for the last
column (included for comparison) is based on sample
interviews.

To summarize, we find that the area under study has 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 that has formed the present character of the neighbourhood.

THE NETGHBOURHOQD

The district is in several respects a convenient place to live.
It lies close to downtown Montreal and smaller stores are within walking
distance on Park and Bernard Streets. In Outremont, parks, good schools
and municipal services are readlly available. Considering also the area's

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

Based on interviews with owners and rel 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 vbothered by immigrant strengers asking if they want to sell. Real estate
agents and evidence from the interviews agree, however, that few owners are
offered a reasonable price. The weak purchasing power of potential immigrant
buyers is a major factor.



In the past, the area has served as a stepping stone for successful
immigrants who left the older immigrant areas to the south-east, and later
(like the Jews) moved to the suburbs to the north-west. This is changing.
Increasingly, eastern Qutremont seems to become an area of first residence
for newly-arrived immigrants, 1 such =25 orthodox Jews, and particularly
Greeks, who initially stay with 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 probably the most visible element to
someone visiting the area for the first time. Most of the small stores
and restaurants are owned Dy Greeks or Jews and cater fo their needs.

Some more conspicuous ones include Kosher bakeries and butcher stores,
Greek fish markets and travel agencies, as well as two Greek cinemas 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-
larly in the more densely built sectors with triplexes and small apartment
buildings. On summer evenings, anyone walking down one of the streets is
likely to hear the sound of foreign, often Mediterranean languages or music
from balconies or open windows. On Fridays and Saturdays, small groups of
orthodox Jews with black coats and long, fur-brimmed hats are a common
sight. During weekday afternoons, the cosmopolitan atmosphere is less
pronounced. At this time, elderly French and Jewish couples are usually
seen sitting on the balconies, while the sidewalks and alleys become a

playground for large numbers of children.

All four immigrants in our sample who had entered the country within the
last three years had moved directly into the north-eastern part of Outre-
mont. All four have friends or relatives close by.


http:Dur:i.ng

- 16 =~

In spite of the outward appearance of an active social life among
residents, it seems that there is no close contact among neighbours. of
49 residents asked, 34 have a 'talking' relationship with one or more

. . . , 1
persons in the block, but only fourteen visit each other. Of these,
only four visit with more than one family within the block. It seems
that close social relations are limited to, and kept within., particular
ethnic groups. 0f the fourteen residents who visit, twelve are orthodox
Jews, Greeks or French Canadians. All but two of these fourteen visit with
others of their ethnic group only. This does not mean that many immigrents
] . . o . R o .
do not have friends and relatives in the larger srea. ™ The evidence on
this point suggests, however, that most, if not all, the broader contacts

in the surrounding area are again limited to one's ethnic group.
]

Kinship or other "old country" ties and ethnic institutions such
as the synagogue seem to De the basis of social contact, rather than immed-
iate geographical proximity. The dominant attitude is that one had better
not get too involved with one's neighbours for fear of 'bad experiences' or

i
losing one's privacy.

In another six instances, owmer and tenant have visited each other socially.
2
Another survey (Gilmour, 1969) of 81 households in the same area (tract 268)
shows 19 having relatives in the "area" (left undefined). Most of these were
Greek or French Canadian.

oy

The social contacts of Greek immigrants in Montreal are often limited to
people from their own village in Greece. See Sheila Arnopoulos "The Tmmi-
grant's Dilemma", The Montreal Star, 1968. It seems that this is true

also of other ethnic groups in the area, particularly Italians and orthodox Jews.

Friendship among children, however, was sometimes observed as providing
an indirect social link among neighbours of different ethnic background.
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Often, moreover, neighbours are unable to speak snother's language.
Our sample alone includes French and English Canadians, Jews, Greeks,
Italians, Portuguese, Chinese, Poles, =nd West Indians. Some speak only
French, others only English, and others only their mother tongue (espec-

ially women and older people).

These linguistic problems are compounded by cultural differences.

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

1

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

2

"erowded", "noisy", and "less well cared for". The more densely built

areas do indeed give this impression. Of course, the vuildings are by now

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

(See Appendix: Map 2).

1
Real estate brokers tend to agree. The two we spoke to feel that the
district is "run down" and "finished".

2

It is a fact that population density has increased (see Table 1).
This resulls from the tendency for poor immigrants, especially Greeks,
to share flats either with relatives or other families and thereby save
on rent.



CHAPTER 1II

CWINERS AND TENANTS

RECENT TRENDS

Changes in the area are reflected in the traits of both owners and
tenants. The proportion of resident owners of other than French, English
or Jewish ethnicity, most of them vost World War 2 immigrants, has doubled
since 1961 (See Appendix: Table 1), so that now they represent over half
the resident owners (See Appendix: Table 2). 1 on the other hand, many
Jewish resident owners have left the area during this time, and at present
there are only half as many Jewish owners as there are other, more recent
immigrants. The only group whose relative size has not changed since 1961
are French and English resident owners. 2 These owners form a stable
ninority in the area. 5%% of resident French owners in 1961 still owned
their building six years later, compared with 57% of Jewish and 54% of

5
‘other' owners.

1

Data on present ethnic aistrivution, age, and family size is taken from
the 1965 census conducted by the City of Qutremont. Figures are based on
the extended study area which includes the two block ares and parts of two
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 was limited to the smaller,
two-block area (N of k).

In 1961, 25% of residents in tract 268 were of French Canadian and 119
of English Canadian origin. For brevity, we will henceforth refer to
"French" owners, meaning, however, both French and English. There are,
moreover, no English owners in the sample.

o

7 Baged on an N of 4l.
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The new immigrant majority differ in age and family size from the
French and Jewish owners whc remain. Prench and, to a lesser extent,
Jewlsh owners tend to be elderly people whose children have left the area
and whose families are accordingly small. "Other' owners, however, are
much younger and have large families (Table 0). The present distribution

' resident owners, and the different stages in

of French, Jewish, and 'other
lifecycle that they represent, clearly suggest that these three ethnic

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

~

Table 6. Ethnicity and Life-Cycle for Resident Owners and Tenants

(study area, in means)

Resident Owners Tenants
Age Family N Age Family N
Size Size
French and English 61 2.2 17 50 h.y 99
Jewish 5 Bl %6 45 e 33
Others 36 5.2 34 o) 5.6 120
N 87 252

Source: Outremont Census (1965). Data for this census is collected
vearly by the City of Outremont and was kindly made avallable.

Together with ethnic change has occurred a decrease in absentee

. sl
ownership, from 34% in 1961 to ~4% in 1967. © In fact, absentee owners

The ethnic shift is also reflected among absentee owners. In the two-
block area, the proportion of French and Jewish absentees has decreased
50%, while that of 'others' has increased from zero to 40% (Table 1 in Apvendix).

This contrasts with the common notion that absentee owners buy into a
declining neighbourhood.



have been mainly responsible for the high turnover of property in recent
vears. Of a total of 37 property transactions 1 since 1961, 70% of the
’ sellers (and 5%} of the buyers) were absentee owners. Low return on

investment and ready immigrant buyers seem to have been main reascns for

selling.

Among tenants, the proportion of post World War II immigrants has
similarly doubled since 1961 (See Appendix: Table 1) and they now represent
over half the tenants in the area (See Appendix: Table 2). e The number
of Jewlsh and French tenants, however, differs from that of owners. There
are three times more French than Jewish tenants, although, among owners,

Jews outnumber the French. When we compare owners and tenants, moreover,
we Tind that only half as many Jews, but twice as many French Canadians,
are tenants. The proportion of French tenants was even larger in 1961.
Low mobility mey 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, compared with 28% of Jewish, and 17% of

'other' tenants. -

As with owners, we find that these troad ethnic categories relate to
successive stages of the life-cyele that, 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),

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

The 'Jewish' category includes a considerable number of post World War IT
immigrants.

° Based on an N of 118.
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Among both owners and tenants we find, then, that new ethnic elements
representing a younger stage of the life-cycle are taking over the area.
These new residents, as we 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, past and present, that has important consequences
for the rental process, particularly its first step, the selection of

owners and tenants.

SETECTION 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
random process is clearly indicated by Table 7. ! It suggests that two
basic dynamics underlie the selection process, one characteristic 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. © Jews, especially, select each other
2.5 times as often as by chance alone. 5 The same, though to a lesser

extent, holds true for French owners and tenants (1.9 times chance).

1
See also Table 5 in the Appendix for a similar pattern of ethnic selection

of owners and tenants in the sample.

2

As defined in terms of our three broad ethnic categories.
5 .

%0% as compared to 1%%.
b

The data allows no conclusions as to the direction of selection.
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Table 7. Ethnic Selection by Owner and Tenant (Study Area)

Resident Owners Absentee Owmers Total
F&E Jews Other F &E Jews Other Companies 9%, i)

Tenants
F&E* 75 25 26% 58% 6% 2% 17% 39 99
Jewish - 30 10 5 11 23 17 13 3%
Other 25 37 6l 57 5% 5L 66 48 1D
9, 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 -
N 23 46 66 %4 55 13 6 - 252

*  French and English

Among absentee owners, on the other hand, only the French select
each other frequently (1.5 times chance), while Jewish 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 play nearly as much a r0le as with residents. One reason
may be that the latter are choosing not merely partners to a rental contract,
but also neighbours. Cultural and ethnic compatibility mey then become an
important criterion for selection. The difference may, however, also be

seen as part of a broader power interpretation.

Table 7 shows that French tenants rent in declining order of fre-
quency with French, Jewish, 'other', and company owners, respectively. The
same 1s 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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a. fairly strong bargaining position, 1 are best able to exercise their
preference of one owner over another. Using their choice as indicator,
it seems that 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 immigrant resident, or immigrant and company absentee, owners

who are unable to attract better tenants. 2

These considerations suggest that ethnic affinity as a factor in
owner-tenant selection must be viewed in a context of relative power advan-

tage, since only the powerful are able to effectively exercise choice.

This interpretation would help account for the greater pressures
toward mutual selection among French, compared with 'other' resident owners
and tenants. 5 These exist among absentees and their tenants as well,
though to a lesser extent. The difference could again be seen in a power
perspective, that is, in the better position of resident owners to exercise

choice.

1

In the sense that they are considered desirable tenants and have had
considerable renting experience. This is in contrast to 'other' tenants
who often overcrowd to save on rent, are considered to have 'different'’
standards, and have little acguaintance with local renting customs.

2

The fact that, regardless of ethnic origin, tenants renting with
absentee owners have larger families than those renting with resident
owners (See Appendix: - Table U4) supports the general point that the weak
end up with the weak.

3
Note that the ethnic heterogeneity of 'others' may also account for
the lack of selectivity shown here.
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The one exception to this pattern of ethnic recruitment is Jewish
absentee owners and tenants. As we have seen, they select each other less
often than would be expected by chance. A much higher proportion of Jewish
tenants rent with 'other' and company (absentee) owners instead. One
reason for this may be that in recent years, many Jewish owners have sold
their property, while their (mainly Jewish) tenants often continued renting
with the new owners, including companies and ex-resident immigrant owners.
It is, however, also possible that (new) Jewish tenants are finding a margin

of power advantage in renting with these owners.

This analysis of selection patterns in the area suggests, then,
that social, non-economic factors play an important role in the establish-
ment of owner-tenant relations. It is, however, individuals, not traits,
that select each.othér. We will, therefore, move from a general, area-
wide interpretation of the data to a more detailed description of particular

owners and tenants.

OWNERS AND TENANTS AS SOCIAL TYPES

Moving to a more concrete level of analysis, we find that owners and
. . A 1
tenants in our sample fall into several distinct groups or types. The

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

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

1

Our sample 1s reasonably representative of the larger area, both in
terms of ethnic character (See Table & and Appendix: Table 5) and the
proportion of absentee owners (31% in the sample compared to 27% in the
extended study area). Deviations are, however, not =2 critical problem
gince we tried to identify types rather than closely describe the area.
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Among property owners we can distinguish three broad types:
Local Resident owners, Immigrant Resident owners, and Absentee owners,
These groups differ by place of residence and immigrant status. Locals
are those who either were born in Canada or entered before 1945, while =2ll
those who came after 1945 will be referred to as Immigrants. This means
primarily that Jews of pre-World War II immigration will be treated together
with French Canadians as Locals (See Appendix: Table 6). We found it
more useful to distinguish owmers on this basis than in terms of ethnicity,
since immigrant status reflects more accurately the changes that have

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

For tenants, the Local-Immigrant dimension is again basic. There
is a clear distinction between French and English tenants and the other
groups who have come since the War (See Table 3). 2 Unlike with owners,
nowever, a sizable number of locals have entered the area within the last
ten vears. These New Locals daiffer in social character from the Residual
Locals who came before and will accordingly be treated separately. Sim~
ilarly, we will need to distinguish New Immnigrants who have been in the
country for two years or less from Established Immigrants who came earlier
(but after 1945). We can altogether, then, distinguish four main types
of tenants: Residual Locals, New Locals, Established Immigrants, and New

Tmmigrants.

1

Data on immigrant status was unfortunately not available for owners
and tenants in the larger area.

2
As with owners, this again means that Jews who were born in Canada or
arrived before World War IT will be zrouped with French and English Locals.



Table &. Sample Tenants, by BEthnicity and Time of Arrival in Canada

Area ¥
"Locals" "Immigrants" Sample (tenants)

Natives Before 1949-59 1960 + N % %

1959
Prench and English 10 1 - - 11 38 29
Jewish 1 - ) 5 17 1%
thers - - o] 13 by 48
N 11 1 11 6 29 100 100

¥  Based on an N of 252

TLocal Resident QOwners

The nine local residents in our sample sre a residual element.
Three have owned for U5 years or more, and only one owner has bought in
since 1958. 1 As a group, local residents bought in before the time of

marked ethnic change, a median average of 17 years ago.

These owners are in several respects the most homogeneous group.
Seven of them are French Canadians and two are Jews of pre-World War II
immigration. Similar to French owners in the larger area, local residents
are late 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 are
elderly couples or widows whose children have left the area. Four live

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

1
The three long-term owners =21l own triplexes, while the most recent one
bought a duplex bordering on a newer, higher priced area.



The older local residents originally all came from central and

eastern Montreal. 1

The two most recent ones, on the other hand, previously
lived to the west and southwest (See Appendix: Map 9). 2 There seems to

be no clear relation between either time of purchase or area of origin and
occupational status, but six of the nine local residents have or had white-
collar occupations. They include, moreover, the only three resident

owners with a managerial 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 retumns. Since, in addi-

tion, 21l but one have paid off their mortgages on the property, the

financial position of local residents as a group is fairly secure.

In their attitude 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
residential district constituted an important factor in their initial

purchase of the property.

Since then, they feel the district has changed for the worse. They
do not like the new immigrants with their large, noisy families and their
'different way of life’, but they feel there is little they can do about it.
Moving is not seen as an alternative. As one owner said, "Oh, no, I'm too

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

One ovmer had previously veen a resident of Outremont but originally also
came from the eastern pert of Montreal.

Note =again that all directions refer not to the 'true' co-ordinates
but to common local practice that equates Park Avenue with the North-
South axis. All areas east of St. Denis Street are, moreover, included
in "the eastern part of Montreal".
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interaction with neighbours is limited, except where some old French or
Jewlsh neighbours have remained. Even then, they prefer to keep to them-
selves and generally restrict social contact to chats on the street,

across the backyard, or over the telephone.

Local resident owners, then, are a stable group of elderly, mostly
middle class owners who entered the area when it was still considered a
desirable place to live and are now faced with neighbourhood change.
Table & (see Apvendix) expresses the shift from locals to immigrents in

terms of their time of purchase.

Immigrant Resident Qwners

This group of owners form part of the increasing number of immigrants
who have bought into the area in recent years. All eleven owners in the
sample originally come from southern or eastern Furope. They arrived in
Canada a median average of fourteen years ago and bought their present
property a median average of six years ago. All bought in since 1958, 2

a year that may well serve as a benchmark for change in the area. 5

1

The "good 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 immediate neighbourhood, all feel
that Qutremont is a "good area’.

2

Seven of the nine immigrant resident owners for whom information is
available bought from Jewish owners.

>

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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Tmmigrant resident owners are of quite varied ethnic origin, unlike
locals. There are three Greeks, three orthodox Jews, three Slavs and
two Italians in the sample. As a group, they are also much younger than
local owners =~ ten of the household heads being between 25 and L8 years
of age (mean age: 39) - and have much larger households, seven of them

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

The great majority have moved into Qutremont from the poor immigrant
sector immediately to the east and south-east (See Appendix: Map 9). .
This relates to the working class background of immigrant owners. 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 economic security and independ-
ence, the feeling of 'being your own master'. Tradition is also a factor.
As one Greek owner said: "We're from Europe, T had a house there, and

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

Coming to eastern Qutremont and owning a house is part of making =
better place for themselves and their family in the new country. As the
new element in the area, these owners are not concerned about neighbourhood

change, if they are aware of it at all. Of those who are, some 2 welcome

1 L . . .
The two immigrant owners who previously lived in Outremont moved there

initially also from the south-east.

e Two of the three Greek owners.
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the fact that more people of their ethnic group are moving into the
area.

Several immigrant owners have close friends and relatives in the
area, particularly the Greeks and orthodox Jews, who have begun to form
local communities, Since these two groups constitute more than half the
immigrant residents in the sample, it is not surprising that, as a group,

these ouwners like the ares as a place to live in.

There are also external restralnts on their mobility. Two immigrant
owners want to move to a newer district and have tried to sell their property.
For two years, however, they have so far not been able to obtain the desired
price or down payment. However, regardless of vhether individual immigrant
owners stay or leave, the vroportion of these owners in the area is clearly

increasing. 1

Absentee Quwners

The nine absentee owners in our sample include both owners who once
1lived 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 who 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 vprofessionals or indepen-
dent businessmen (See Appendix: Table 7),2 and six now live in well-to-do

suburban areas.

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

Three owners own or co-own small stores or resbaurants. These small
entrepreneurs have been included in the "white collar" category.
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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 1in our sample, two are French
Canadians and two Canadian-born Jews. These middle aged locals (mean
age: U8) have owned for a median averasge of 33 years. Three of them are
ex~residents. Their parents had originally bought the bullding as a
residence, but after their death, their children, the present owners, had
in each case left for new suburbs to the north and northwest. They
decided to keep the building, however, and two have bought additional

1 One Jewish ex-resident and the French outside in-

property since then.
vestor, in particular, have fairly large holdings 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 apsartment
buildings. . In addition, both own commercial rental property and stocks.
All residual absentees own 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 Ob-year-old French
Canadian ex-resident who has not sold for sentimental rather than economic
reasons.

. 2
By contrast, three resident owners, two of them immigrants, own other
rental oroperty. Two each own a small apartment building, the third a
triplex, all in the area or nearby. None of the resident owners owns
more than two buildings.
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The five new absentee owners have bought in a median average of
only two years ago. They include immigrants as well as locals, more
specifically a French Canadian, a Canadian~born Jew, two Chinese, and s
company. The two immigrants are fairly young (mean age: 38). One is an
ex-resident while the other plans to move into the building. The other
two owners t are elderly (mean age: 63%) outside investors. The immi-
grants own no other rental property and are relatively inexperienced.

The two outside investors, on the other hand, are real estate broker and
chartered accountant by profession and own 43 and 22 dwellings, respectively,
in addition to commercial property and stocks. e They and the residual
absentees with larger holdings are, moreover, the only owners in the sample
that rationally calculate their return on the investment. Nevertheless,
these new outside investors bought for different reasons. One wants,
together with the immigrant absentees, a stable long-term investment and
rental income, while at least one of the other two outside investors bought

for short-term investment only.

Neighbourhood change is seen by absentee owners in basically economic
terms, nemely in how far it affects vacancies, maintensnce, rents, and,
Tor some, prices. The main 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 who more recently bought

1

The company owner is excluded here. This is a wholesale groceries
firm that acquired the property through a merger. It owns no other
residential rental property.

2
The distribution of dwellings by area and building type is similar to
those of multi-parcel residusl absentees.
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for resale, on the other hand, are only marginally concerned about

tenants and change. 1

We can summarize the main features of owners in our sample by the

following paradigm:

Iength of ownership
Median (in years):

Immigrant status

Age
Mean (in years):

Family size
Mean (in years):

Building type

Occupation

Financial position

Main reason for
owning

Approach to owning
Attitude to neigh-
bourhood change

Main concerns

Types of Quners

Local Immigrant Residual New
Residents Residents Absentees Absentees
long short long short
17 5 33 2
loca immigrant local varies
elderly %Qﬁﬁietgge middle age varies
62 %9 L 50
small fairly large -~ --
2.1 5.2 - -
duplex/ duplex/ triplex triplex
triplex triplex
white blue white white
collar collar collar collar
secure insecure secure varies
to settle 'senti- income income
mental’
long-term nmedium to long-term varies
long~term
concerned not con- concerned varies
cerned
neighbour- financing long-term investment
hood (ten- investment
ants) (tenants)

It is these owners, however, that may play a r8le in introducing new

ethnic elements.

Of the first ten Greek families in the area (according
to tax rolls), eight rented with absentee owners.



Residual ILocal Tenants

Anmong local tenants in the sample, there are four who entered the
area before the period of greatest change, that is ten years ago or more.
These tenants have rented their present flats a median average of twelve
years, All are French Canadians who, like wmost local owners, originally
came from the central and eastern part of Montreal (See Appendix: Map 10).
They were looking for long-term homes and considered eastern Outremont,
as one put it, "a top neighbourhood at the time”. L Friendship and kin
ties were also a reason for moving here, According to ancther tenant:
"I wanted to move back into the Outremont area where we had grown up and
where many of our friends were living." A third tenant moved into his
sister's house when the university where he was teaching was relocated

closer to Outremont.

Residual local household heads are now elderly, between 51 and 64
years of age (mean: 56), and their families are small, varying between 1-4
persons (mean: 2.0). Two no longer work, but three have or had a white-

collar and one a prefessional 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
that the district has deteriorated in recent years. Moreover, surrounded
by immigrants with a different way of life and speaking a different language,

they feel, again like local owners, increasingly isolated. So far, good

1

This tenant rented in 1957. Her statement is further evidence that
most new immigrants entered the area later, after 1958.
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landlords, low rents, and the trouble of moving 1 have kept them {rom
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

imnigrant neighbourhood."

From interviews, 1t 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 main reason.

New Local Tenants

There 1s another, larger group of eight tenants who represent a more
recent '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 least two subgroups.

In one group of four families, the household heads are, or were,
middle aged to elderly (span: U8 - 69 years) blue-collar workers with
fairly large families of U - 7 persons. Two are of French and two of
English ethnicity. The former come from the voor central area to the south-
east, the latter originally from rural areas in eastern Canada. All may

therefore be considered upwardly mobile. For them, the area meant a better

1

These long-term tenants have their flats extensively furnished. The
furniture, e.g. piano and dishwasher, tends to reflect the tenants' middle
class background.
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place 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 areas. 1 Ethnically,
three are French and one a local Jew. Two of the French tenants are young
(under %0), newly married couples, one with a small child. They work in
an artistic milieu and were attracted to the district by its cosmopolitan
flavour, as well as the low rents. The two remaining household heads are
middle-aged locals (between U45-50 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 plan to move in a year or two. 0Of 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 as a reason. Another factor may be the lack of close friends
in the wvicinity. Only two of the eight new locals have neighbours or

friends nearby whom they visit regularly. 5

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.

Owner relatives not included.
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Established Tmmigrant 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 oOr 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
immigrant area to the southeast (See Appendix: Map 10). 1 Again, low
rents and large flats were important factors that attracted them. Some
also came to stay near to, or with, relatives or friends who had moved here

before 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 West Indians, one Lithuanian, one German, one Ital-
ian, one Portuguese and one Chinese. The household heads are young to
middle aged, between 28 - 47 vyears of age (mean: 39), 5 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 place 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 last moves occur within the tract and 42% 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. (Gilmour, 1969).

The sharing of flats to lower 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.

One tenant, an exception, is 6% 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. This is particularly
true of Greeks and orthodox Jews, who also have close friends and relatives

in the area.

In some cases, these ties act as a restraint on further mobility.
On the other hand, at least four tenants have friends who moved to newer
areas and are considering going there themselves. These four tenants
will move when their 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 almost directly upon arrival, while the others stayed first with rela-
tives for a few months. In every instance, relatives living in the dis-
trict were responsible for bringing these new arrivals 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,
which vary from 4 - 6 persons, and in two instances include parents (mean
family size: 5.3), are young, three being under 35 years of age (mean: 32).
Their occupational level is the lowest in the sample. All four have un-

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

landlords that makes them want to move.

As we shall see, however, it is primarily conflict with their

The following paradigm outlines the social character of our four

major tenant types:

Length of renting:
Median in years:

Age:
Means in years:
Family size:
Means :

Occupation:

Approach to renting:

Attitude to neigh-
bourhood change

Main concerns

TYPES OF TENANTS

Residual New Established New
Locals Locals Innigrants Immigrants
long medium medium short
12 L 5 1
niddle age varies young to young
to elderly middle age
56 Lo 39 32
small varies medium to medium
large
2.0 3.8 5.8 5.5
white varies blue unskilled
collar collar blue collar
long-term medium medium to short-term
long~term
concerned varies not con- not con-
cerned cerned
neighbour- location location rent
hood rent rent
rent space




CHAPTER TIII

TYPES OF OWNER-TENANT RELATIONS

The dynamics of neighbourhood change, implicit in the descrivtion of
owners and tenants, become more explicit in their inter-relations. As we
have seen, owners and tenants tend to choose each other in terms of their
social and historical character. The selection process, in turn, has

consequences for reciprocity and patterns of rent and maintenance.

OQur framework of four owner and four tenant types permits sixteen
possible combinastions. Ve find that five of these describe 22 of the 29
owner-tenant relations in our sample (Tsble 9). These are: Local Resident
owners with Residual Local tenants, Local Resident owners with New Local
tenants, TImmigrant Resident owners with Established Immigrant tenants,
Residual Absentee owners with Established Tmmigrant tenants, and New Absentee
owners with New Immigrant arrivals. These combinations, or types of rela-
tionship, not only =ppear as the most frequent in our sample, but, more

importantly, form a consistent pattern whose logical opposite is empirically

absent.
Table 9. Owner-Tenant Selection by Type

Tenants Owners

Local Imnigrant  Residual New

Residents Residents  Absentees Absentees N
Residual Locals 3 - 1 - L
New Locals 5 2 - 1 15
Established Immigrants 1 8 3 1 1%
New Immicrants - 1 - 3 L

N 9 11 iy 5 29

- 40 -
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To show how this vatterning of rental relationships relates to
neighbourhood change, we will describe in some detall the four major types
of owner-tenant relations in the sample:

1) ZLocal Resident owners with Local tenants

2) Immigrant Resident owners with Established Immigrant
tenants

3) Absentee Owners with Immigrant Tenants
(2) Residual Absentees with Established Immigrants

(b) New Absentees with New Immigrant Tenants.

Although in each type of relationship the number of sample cases is
small, we feel that their internal homogeneity as well as their logical
continuity point to more general dynamics of owner-tenant relations and

neighbourhood change.

TLocal Resident Owners with Local Tenants

There are 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 New Local tenants, represent the French and older Jewish minority in
the area. As a group, the owners and tenants are elderly, nmiddle-class,

2

and finanecially relatively secure. Ethnicity, life cycle, and class

1
Since the rental patterns of Residual and New Local tenants are similar,
we will 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 all but one of them is that their tenants be ethnic-
ally and culturally compatible. Of the six French owners, five have only
French tenants. 1 Of the two Jewish owners, one has French, the other
French and Jewish tenants. With one exception, therefore, none of the
owners has immigrant tenants. The reasons are largely cultural. As one
landlady rather typically said: "I refuse immigrants because they have a
peculiar way of living." Others, in addition, want " ... well educated
persons, no workers., It is easier to deal with such people." At least
three owners definitely do ﬁot want 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 indirectly, these effectively

exclude immigrants.

Local owners are willing, and able, to wait for the right kind of
tenants. One owner left his flat unrented for five months in order to
find a suitable tenant, and, as a group, local owners take a longer time to
rent than other (immigrant) resident owners. (See Appendix: Table 10).

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

2

through private rather than public means (Table 11). This includes regu-

1
These 3ixX owners have a total of ten rentable flats. Nine of these
are rented to French Canadians.
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larly scanning the newspapers: "When I have a vacancy, I never announce
it. I don't want people to walk in all day. I read the ads in the news-
paper and choose my tenants by their description and by what they desire.
Only the people I contact come to look at my flat. They're either English,

Scottish, or French Canadian.”

Two other owners announce their vacancies in newspaper advertise-

ments that specify the kind of tenant they want.

Local owners not only take care in recruiting tenants, but also
check them carefully. All five owners who did not rent to a relative ask
for references, and four make s point of checking them. At least one

1 visit the prospective

landlady, moreover, has a tenant relative (her son)
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 each other better
if the owner has a similar ethnic and cultural background. This is
reflected in the way these tenants select owners. Three tenants rented
with relatives, another advertised, and specified his pnreference, in a
(French) newspaper, while a fifth tenant looked for a month and a half and

was "so exhausted looking for a place”. (See Appendix: Table 12).

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

long-term tenants, and, conversely, the tenants' desire for a long-term home.

Not included in the sample.

2 . ; . . . s e
The exception here, as in other instances, is one young, artistically
inelined conmle.
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This is evidenced by the fact that half the tenants initially signed
three-year leases (See Appendix: Table 13), while another two had long-
term understandings with their owner relatives. Tenant turnover, more-

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

What, then, are the main themes of exchange within this selective
long-term context? Our data suggest the relationship of local owmers 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 form is related to the social character of these
owners and tenants and underlies their major patterns of rental behaviour,

particularly those concerned with maintenance and rent level.

Local owners are unwilling, or unable, to look after repalrs in
o .
their tenants' flats. © Some go as far as to stipulate this in the lease:
"The btensnts must take my conditions or leave it. T won't do any repairs

or repainting. This is written into the lease.”

This emphasis seems related to the owners' age. Owning and looking

after general upkeep is already a burden, and assuming responsibility for
Z
their tenants' 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,

Z

One owner is willing 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's past 80 and he and his wife are very ill." As a
result, the tenant looks after his own repairs.



~ L5 -

They feel that since they have chosen their tenants carefully, they need
not feel concerned with the latter's standards of maintenance. As one
landlady said: "I 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."

The very fact that they hesitate to get involved in these repairs
is a further safeguard =2gainst undesirable tenants. For example, only
two of the eight owners repainted the flat before renting. This serves to
attract only those tenants willing to invest time and energy into their

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

Local resident owners do, however, care for their property and its
over-all upkeep, which they accept to be their responsibility. Since they
see upkeep in a long-term perspective, they prefer to have repairs done
well. 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.”

In fact, five of the eight tenants feel that their owners keep their
property in better than average condition (See Appendix: Table 16).
Thelr impressions are supported by a more ‘'objective' survey 1 in which
the buildings of half these owners were rated in very good or good, that is,

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

Long-term concern with gocod upkeep tends to lower maintenance costs.

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

1

Done independently by two sociology graduate 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 sample

e 1
(see Appendix: Table 17).

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: "I don't make improvements because I know

I wouldn't be able to keep up with expenses.”

8till, the key to the apparent parasdox of good upkeep and tenant satis=~
faction, together with low maintenance costs, seems to lie in the mutual
agreement among owners and tenants that the latter assume responsbility for
their flat. All tenants (renting with non-relatives) seemed quite willing
to accept this arrangement. As one put it: "We agreed on everything. It

was up to us to fix everything the way we wanted it."

" ... we wanted to be

Others even seemed to prefer i1t this way since
able to redecorate as we liked.," A third tenant is perhaps an extreme
example of willingness to invest in a new home: "Whatever wasn't there,
we just ordered and arranged for ourselves at our expense. We 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."

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.
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Lack of involvement by owners in tenant repairs is matched by lack
of social interaction. Local owners and tenants generally do not borrow
or exchange items or establish personal ties in other ways. (See Appendix:
Table 20). There are exceptions. One landlady tries to please her
tenants with "little extra services'", such as taking care of parcels in
their sbsence. As she says: "Good relations are important.”  The tenant,
however, denied any exchange of favours. In five of the eight relation-
ships, owners znd tenants have, in spite of their long-term contact, never

visited each other socially. (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’'.

As with maintenance, owner-tenant relatives are again an exception.
Social reciprocity here is frequent and 'dense'. In the words of one
tenant: "We do so many things for each other.” At least two owners rely

considerably on their tenant relatives. When one owner still owned other

Three of the owners are of clearly 'higher' class (occupation) than their
tenants, while the reverse seems true in two other cases.

2
The median age of local resident owners is 66, compared to 50 for
tenants.

This refers to the personal aspect of the relationship only. This
tenant considers her owner a very good landlord. The latter has, moreover,
helped another tenant by granting deferrals in rent payments.
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property, his tenant daughter agreed to administer it. Another tenant had
this to say about her owner-relative: "He's happy I'm living here. It's
a security for him. Besides, I take care of his mother, my aunt. S0,

I'm useful to him."

In return for their demands, local owners are ready to make economic

concessions. This is most dramatically expressed in their low rents.

These owners have the lowest rents in the sample, both in terms of
absolute rent as well as rent per square foot. (See Appendix: Tables 22
and 23). Typically, 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 attract potential tenants and thereby
increase the owners' choice. On the other hand, it expresses the owners'
hesitancy to raise the rent of good long-term tenants for fear of aggra-
vating, and perhaps losing, thenm. In effect, this often means that rents
are raised for new tenants only:

"For my previous tenant, the one who lived here 29 vears, I tried to
reise the rent a few years ago. He was driving around in a new Buick snd
was a well-to-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."

1

Some ovmers are quite aware of using low rents as a leverage for getting
tenants to accept their conditions of maintenance, such as the landlady who
said: "My rent is always reasonable but I have my conditions. I won't do
any repairs, I won't repaint or do anything for my tenants."

I's

Rents vary with the tenant's sppeal., One owner says he would charge
$20 more to a new tenant with several children than he would if the labter
had none.


http:levera.ge

- 4o -

When local owners do raise the rent, it accordingly tends to be by

a higher than average amount. Nevertheless, it is clear that they have

not been able to keep up with rising property and school taxes, 1 As
several owners said: '"You can't just increase the rent each time taxes
are raised." This is so, although all eight tenants said that a $5 increase

in rent would 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
low or low. (See Appendix: Table 24), 2 All, moreover, think it would be

difficult or impossible to find a similar flat for the same rent.

Local owners are willing to make other kinds of economic concessions
as well. One temporarily unemployed local tenant, for example, 1s three
months behind in paying his rent - with the owner's consent: "I know he's
reliable and that he's having a bard time."  Another owner, when approached
by the tenant, was willing to share $400 painting expenses, although the
lease had been signed shortly before and repainting had not been discussed.
The de-emphasis of formal renting conditions, in these and other instances,
in favour of a more informal understanding of good will is also expressed
by the fact that half the tenants now have automatically renewed leases (of

less clesar legal f‘orce)5 while a fifth tenant has no lease at all.

In the last 7 years, property and school taxes increased by 1229%. During
this time, the typical local triplex owner, as we have seen, did not raise
rents in one flat. In the other he has raised rents once by an average of
$10.

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 10, automatically ovrolongs leases that
are not terminated in writing. We have not investigated relevant legal cases,
but most veople seem to feel that a 'current' lease is more binding.
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The careful selection of tenants, the initial agreement on owners'
non-involvement in tenant repairs, as well as low rents -~ these factors
tend to minimize conflict between local owners and tenants. Where it does
occur, it is again dealt with informally, that is without appeal to outside’
agencies. None of the three tenants who have exverienced some tension
with their owners has complained to the City of Outremont or gone to the
Rental Board, although 2ll owners and tenants are aware of its existence.
All three of these tenants are New Locals and, perhaps surprisingly, two
are relatives of the owner. The owner's unwillingness to do repairs for
the tenant is the problem in two instances. Both involve the relatively
short-term Jewish owners 1 who initially do not seem to have sufficiently
emphasized their intention not to get involved in tenant repairs. The
third case involves a small raise which, in the tenant's eyes, violated the
informal terms of reciprocity that had developed between herself and her
owner-relative: "I was shocked and surprised - for $5! What is it to
him! If he would have asked for $15, I would uﬂderstand, but $51 It was

very embarrassing."

Two of these tenants are planning to move as a2 result of this tension,
while the third has resigned himself to doing his own repairs. It is sig-
nificant that only one tenant, however, has complained to his owner. These
tenants, it seems, prefer not to articulate any grievances either outside

or within the rental relationship. As several said: "I don't like to

1

These two owners are a2lso 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 the only resident owner
sent a mandatory repair notice by the City.
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argue or complain." None of the owners, moreover, has ever been involved
with the Rental Board as the result of a tenant's complaint, in spite of

their long term of owning.

On the other hand, one owner successfully used the Rental Board to
have two tenants evicted. Another owner intended to take legal action
against a previous tenant, but was 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, 2nd he would have to have it repaired.

He refused to, so we went to = notary ... He finally advised us to drop
the case. For such a small amount, it wasn'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't on good terms with 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 are willing to do for them. On the other
hand, they are ready to make economic concessions and, with tenants they
know, informal leasing arrangements. These demands and concessions reflect
the defensive strategies of a remaining middle class minority of long-term

elderly veople in an area of ethnic change.

1

On the other hand, all Rental Board cases in the area since 1961 (a
total of seven) involved French or English, that is, local tenants. Six
of the cases were directed against sbsentee owners, none =zgainst French
or English resident owners.
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Tenants are looking for long-term homes and are, accordingly, also
selective. They want to rent in a building of good upkeep and 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 orientation of both local owners and tenants, and their
matual give and take make these relationships relatively stable. 1 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 may threaten this stability and
gradually increase turnover. 2 Another, more important, consequence of
neighbourhood change is that now, 285 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 local tenants are increasingly difficult
to find. Owners unwilling to rent to immigrants are cbliged to make con-
cessions to attract and hold them. Dependent local residential owners

with low rents then emerge as a new element in the area.

Immigrant Resident Owners with Established Tmmigrant Tenants

If locals renting with locals represent the area's past, immigrants

renting with immigrants reflect its present. Although immigrant owners are

See Appendix: Table 15.

We have only scattered evidence on this point. Several owners, however,
mentioned long-term tenants who have moved in recent years. Several local
tenants, moreover, have expressed their intention to move as a result of
neighbourhood change (cf. page 35).
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not fully represented in the sample, this relationship is still modal
(Table 9). The eight owners and their tenants have entered the area only
recently, all but one within the last ten vears. The great majority are

young to middle aged blue-collar workers. L

Two factors are perhaps central to an understanding of this type of
relationship. One is the weak financial position of both owners and
tenants., 2 The other is the short-term (compared to locals) character of
the relationships. Immigrant owners and tenants have rented with each
other an average of only two years. Only three tenants have rented longer.
One reason may be the upward mobility of immigrant tenants, as suggested by

their fairly high turnover.

These relationships also lack the social 'density' characteristic
of those between locals. S8ix of the eight tenants are of different ethnic
origin from their owners, 5 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.
Twelve out of a total of fourteen flats are rented to immigrant rather than

local tenants. It seems plausible, however, that this is the result of

exclusion by local tenants rather than by immigrant owners.

1
In the sample, 7% of established immigrant tenants and 64% of
immigrant resident owners have blue-collar jobs.

2

All owners, for example, have mortgages on their property. Their return
on investment, moreover, is the lowest in the sample. (See Appendix: Table 17).
'Js

The exceptions are two pairs of orthodox Jewish owners and tenants.
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Tumigrants see flat or tensant selection os less of & problem than
loeals., All of the tensnts were willing to rent the first flat that was
clean and had the right rent. Most looked at up to five flats before
renting their present one, and two rented the first one they looked at.
(See Appendix: Table 12). OF the owners, four of the five who have so
far had vacancies accepted the first tenant willing to leave a deposit.
The following comment is typical: "Most would say they'd phone back,
and some said they couldn't pay till next Saturday. I rented to the

first person who offered to pay on the spot." 1

These owners say they had "no trouble getting tenants" and four of
then (out of five) rented their flat within a week. (See Appendix:
Teble 10). The one qualification they have is that the tenant does not
shere his flat with other families, since they have had, or heard of,
problems with large tenant households. 2

This lack of selectivity does not mean that immigrant owners

are not concerned about the kind of tenant they are renting to.

They feel, however, that getting good tenants is mostly a matter of

luck and outside their control: "You never know if vou get good
neople”, or "It devends how lucky you are." This attitude is
1

Tn this particular case, the (Greek) owner rented to a German, although
most of the people who visited the flat were Greeks. He clearly did not
select tenants by ethnic criteria.

2
As already mentioned, this is a widespread practice among poor tenant
families in the area.
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reflected in the way immigrant owners recruit and select tenants. In
contrast to local owners, all five immigrants with vacancies announced

1"

them by public means. Three owners put up "for rvent" signs only and Just
one owner, advised by his friends, advertised in =z newspaper instead.

(See Appendix: Table 11).

Moreover, only one of these five owners thought it worthwhile to
check references. Most have little confidence in their wvalue. As one
owner said: "He gave me the name of his boss at work who's not going to
say anything against him." An exception are again two orthodox Jews who,
because they are part of an ethnic community, were able to make reliable

inquiries.

The signing of the contract is typilcally a short affair, with the
owner specifying the rent and minimal term of lease, which 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: "I don't want people who argue because they'll argue later all

the time too."

. 1 . .
Only one, relatively long-term, owner states more detailed condi-

tions. In turn, four of the five new tenants accepted the owners' conditions

right away, especially since the latter repainted, or promised to repaint,

2
the flat. In one case, the tenant pressed the owner to put in a new

stove, which he agreed to do.

This owner is one of the two immigrant resident owners who own other
rental property, namely, a triplex in the old immigrant area where he had
lived before.

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 25).
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Once initiated, the relations between immigrant owners and
(established) immigrant tenants take, as among locals, the form of selective
reciprocity. This reciprocity, however, grows out of a different economic

and social context.

Immigrant owners are in an economic "squeeze' and cannot make rent
concessions like local owners, In terms of both absolute rent and rent
per square foot, their rents are higher than those of locals. In fact,

they are the highest in the sample. L (See Appendix: Tables 22 & 23).

Tmmigrant owners also raise rents more often than locals, an average
2
of once every 4.5 years. This is partly because they feel that tax
increases leave them no other choice, partly because they don't have long-

term tenants who might make raising rents difficult. 2

On the other hand, these owners hesitate to raise rents for their
present tenants due to the risks and inconveniences of a wvacancy. This
attitude is expressed in the following comment: "A few dollars don't make
much difference, considering I may not get good people and considering the

trouble of cleaning and renting.”

1
These figures do not take into account and control for the quality of
the dwelling and maintenance service by the owner.

2
Compared to a raise once every 6.4 years for locals (per flat). Only
owners who have owned five years or more are included here.

3
Unlike locals, immigrant triplex owners have raised rents in both
rented flats within the last five years.
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Several owners feel that they could easily get tenants even if they
raised their rent $10, but they "want to keep a good tenant", and "don't
want to take a chance". 1 Besides, most owners feel that "the people
(tenants) can't pay more; they aren't rich." In fact, however, only two
of the eight tenants said they would definitely move if the owner were to
raise the rent. Only one tenant felt his rent was too high. Most (five)

2

found it reasonable, and two tenants actually considered it low. (See

Appendix: Table 2k4).

Immigrant resident owners, then, are under economic pressure to raise
rents, while at the same time fearing the loss of good tenants if they do so.
As a result, most have so far limited their rent raises to new tenants. of
a total of nine tenants, 3 seven had their rent raised only when they first
rented the flat. H The fairly high tenant turnover, however, allows owners
to raise (new) tenants sufficiently often and thereby not fall too far behind

tax increases. In some cases, moreover, the tenant's initiative prevents

a rent rsise: "I wanted to raise last year when the tenant's lease was up.

1

For similar reasons, two new immigrant owners, who prefer to live on the
main floor, have instead moved into other floors in order not to lose a
good tenant who would otherwise have left.

Half the tenants know other rents in the immediate viecinity.

This refers to the total number of past and present tenants who rented,
or rent, with the five immigrant resident owners that have owned their
property five years or more,

To justify this raise, immigrant owners usually repaint the flats before
renting.
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They sald, 'Look, we want to stay here a few more years if you don't raise.
We'll clean and fix up the vlace.' I said, 'Okay, I won't raise if you do

that.’ 3o they painted all over and fixed it up. It cost them $L0O."

Conversely, another owner did not raise for six years "because T
didn't want to paint". It is worth noting that both these instances in-
volved orthodox Jewish tenants, who have hoth rented for over five years

and show no intention of leaving.

Regardless of the immigrant owners' hesitancy to raise rents for
their present tenants, the fact remains that their rents are comparatively
high, On the other hand, since the owners did not choose their tenants
carefully, earning the latter's good will 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
within their economic ability. 1 In contrast to local owners, they are
also willing to look after tenant repairs. Being relatively young and
manually skilled, this is not = problem for them and the reward in good
relations with the tenant seems well worth the small effort. Half the
owners, for example, feel that tenants sometimes call them about things they

should be able to fix themselves. Three of the four owners nevertheless

At least three owners svent $2,000 on the building in their first two
vears of ownership. Another immigrant resident owner in the sample spent
around $6,000 in the first three years to improve his proverty. Still
another owner cited several immigrant acquaintances in the district who
did the same.
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agree to do the repairs. 1 Other owners, such as the following, are even
more explicit on this point: "When she (the tenant) wants something

fixed, it's my job to fix it."

Since the owners do many repairs themselves, looking after tenant

maintenance is not as heavy an economic burden as it could be. Even if
larger sums are involved, however, several owners give priority to

tenants and their flats. Perhaps the best example is an owner whose
property exterior is in clear need of repair. Yet he recently agreed to
pay 60% of his tenant's redecorating expenses. e The concern for tenants
may partly account for the tendency of immigrant owners to allocate their
limited budget to repairs and improvements inside the house while, at least
initially, often neglecting the outside. This would, in turn, account for
the fact that, in spite of sometimes fairly extensive early repairs, the
exterior maintenance of more than half the immigrant resident owners in

the sample (five) is less than satisfactory. (See Apvendix: Table 18).

Whereas owners try to please thelr tenants, the latter are, in turn,
fairly demanding. They feel that maintenance is the owner's responsibi-
lity. As two put it, rather strongly: "The house belongs to him, so let

him nay." It is not surprising, then, that at least two owners feel their

1
Although these added responsibilities had in no case been agreed to
initially.

2

The outside of the building was ranked "poor" by two independent
observers, The owner was willing to share the $H400 expenses because the
tenant was a "good", long-term one who, furthermore, accepted 2 raise in
rent at the same time.



tenants are sometimes "fussy'. Still, they have so far always agreed to
do the repairs. As a result, maintenance is not seen as a oroblem by
tenants. Of six tenants, 1 three consider their owners very, and two
reasonably, concerned about the property =and repairs. (See Appendix:

Table 16).

Conversely, seven of the eight owners feel that {their tenants take
reasonable to very good care of the flats, This was also the writer's
impression. (See Appendix: Table 19). It seems that long-term tenants,
that is, tenants renting for five years and more, are the best tenants in
this respect (among immigrants). They are willing to invest more than
other immigrant tenants for more and better furniture, for example. All
three flats that were in better than average condition were rented by long-
term tenants. In general, the main threat to good upkeep of the tenants'
flats are the latters' children, 2 but only one owner sees this as a

serious problem.

Most immigrant owners also co-operate with tenants by making them-
selves socially accessible, at least more so than local owners. In six of
the eight relationships, owners snd tenants help each other out in small
ways, such as occasionally lending tools, taking care of parcels, and looking
after children. (See Appendix: Table 20). It seems, moreover, that in

most instances owners do things for tenants, rather than the reverse. Half

Two tenants felt they were not yet able to make a judgment.

2
Established immigrant tenants have a family size of 5.8, compared to
5.3 for local tenants.



the owners and tenants also have visited each other socially at one time

1
or other, though in only one case freguently. {See Appendix: Teble 21).

Some owners feel that too close social contact involves certain
risks. One landlady, for example, has stopped visiting her tenants since
the latter would then mention repairs thev wanted done. A second owner
wants to move out of the building, citing tenant demands 28 one reason.
Most owners and tenants, however, consider each other as '"mot friends, but

friendly people" with whom they have some, though often irregular, social

N>

contact or exchange.

Direct, intentionsl reciprocity seems to be the basic dynamic of
most relationships. In several instances, however, another dynamic, based
particularly on life-cvecle and ethnic affinity, comes into olay. Three
immigrant owners and their tenants have children of similar age who play
with =2nd invite each »ther. Another owner, a2 Greek, has a widowed mother
who regularly visits the mother of 2 Greek tenant Ffor a chat., It is 4if-

ficult to estimate the indirect effect of these added social ties -~ to the

owner-tenant relationshin.

In three relationships, owners and tenants have invited each other to
parties,

>
Lt

In fact, the latter owner has more social contact with his tenant than
any other immigrant owner in the sample. The direction of exchange is
indicated Ty the tenant's comment: "He's been kind to us."

O

Personal ties among heads of households seem rare, especially if thevy
are of different ethnic or linguistic origin. Langusge seems often the
problem. Social class also exerts an indirect inbibiting influence in
that many tenant families (men and women) have long working hours that
keen them ~way from the hone.
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Although tenant demands could be a source of potential conflict in
immigrant-tenant relations, the elements of co-operation that we have
described above seem effectively to contain it. Only two relationships
show strong signs of dissatisfaction, Both involve new owners confronting
vulnerable tenants. In one case, 2 new owner will not renew the lease for
a tenant with five children who he feels =sre too noisy and destructive.

The other instance of conflict concerns s 68-vear-old immigrant tenant
o e s s ne \ . 2 .
who has lived in the building the last seventeen -ears. He is alarmed
by the fact that his new owner (who badly needs money to pay off his mort-
>

gage) has raised the vent twice in the last three vears. This tenant,
moreover, feels that the owner {in fact because of his economic situation)
is "doing nothing" in vreturn. This situation seems a clear example of =

breakdown in tenant co-operation 2s az result of the owner's insbility to

reciprocate.

The long-term tenant just referred to has heard of the Quebec Rental
Board but seems skevtical of any outside agency. S0 far, none of the
tenants or owners has had contact with the Rental Roard. One owner,
however, who owns two triplexes, has three times successfully gone to court

against other tenants. This man is the one resident owner who owns other

1

It is worth noting that this tenant is the only one in the group who
was initially recruited by an absentee owner.

2
In both respects, he is a2 clear exception to the typical immigrant
tenant.

4
5

The owner also wanted the tenant to pay the water tax, but the latter
refused, The owner, wanting to keep the tenant, 4id not insist further.
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rental provertv,. He was able to evade the Rental Board L largely because
the tenants seemed unaware of its existence. Tn fact, not only immigrant
tenants but many immigrant owners as well seem ignorant of their legal
rights. 2 Only three of the eight (established) immigrant tenants and

half (four) of their immigrant resident owners know of the Rental Board.

In fact, most immigrant owners seem to feel that there is not much
point in legal action, or even arguing with the tenant, even if they are in
the right. An example is the following (paraphrased) account of an immi-
grant owner sbout one of his previous tenants:

"I had two Greek families living in the flat upstairs. They had a
two-year lease. One decided to move after one vear, The other family
then said the place was too large for them a2lone and asked me if they could

leave too. T said, 'All right.' What could I do?"

(=)

This owner seemed to he aware of his legal rights, but felt a lawyer
would cost more than the trouble was worth. Besides, "I don't want to have

tenants that I have to hold by the neck."

In sum, we find that, like local owners and tenants, the immigrants
in this group =lso engage in selective reciprocity. Its specific form,
however, differs from that of locals, mainly as a result of differences in
economic strength, length of ownership, life-cycle, and class. As new
owners, immigrants have high mortgages on their nroperty. They =lso have

fairly large families and their blue-collar jobs sre not always well paid.

g,

e en e - P T R —

1

Whose decisions =re of no cost to tenants and, compared with courts,
are favourable to them.

The Rental Board is the only official, senerally asvailable source of
information on rentel regulations.

3 For exasmple, one is =a painter, another a clothes presser, and two more
are cooks in small restaurants.
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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, especially since they do not choose their tenants
carefully, immigrant owners must gain their tenants' co-operation and good
will. Accordingly, they emphasize 'friendly' relations with tenants,
doing repairs for them and maintaining at least some social contsct.

This form of reciprocity limits overt conflict. It also suggests a rough

balance of power.

Absentee Ovmers with Immigrant Tenants

There are seven such relationships in the sample. Characteristic
of 2ll is the geographical and social distance between owners and tenants.
None of the owners, by definition, lives in the wiilding, nor, for that
matter, in the area. Relations are, as a consequence, impersonal. There
is, moreover, a considerable social gap between owners, who are predomin-
antly of upper middle class, and tenants, who are mostly semi- or unskilled
blue-collar workers. This gap is increased by the fact that all the
tenants are immigrants, while most owners are French Cenadians or Canadisn-
born Jews. These differences influence the attitudes and, ultimately,
the behaviour of owners and tenants. An example is one absentee owner's
comment about his tenants: "They're new immigrants, poor people.  They
arrive with a chip on their shoulder and think you're out to sozk them for
everything they've got ... They're nice people, but excitable and some=-

times a bit of a nuisance."



Ancther example of differences between the background of absentee
owners and immigrant tenants relates to the latter's relative inexperience
with renting. As one owner said: "They (the tenants) don't usually know

what it's all about. They go by show."

This situation to a large extent accounts for the poor maintenance
and open conflict that we find between absentee owners and their tenants.
To some degree, the absentee owners' poor building maintenance may be
accounted for by rising taxes and wages, increases which 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 a lesser
extent,; single parcel ex-residents who are most concerned about tax in~
creases, while the multi-parcel absentee has his greatest trouble with the

kind of tenants he 1is able to find. 2

These relations, then, lack the personal contact and common back-
ground that serve to limit tension =mong resident owners and their tenants.
More importantly, both owners and tenants have a predominantly economic
attitude to owning and renting that prevents the establishment of co-

operative, reciprocal ties such as we find among the relationships discussed

1

More than three times as many complaints =nd twice as many repalr warn-
ings were received about, or sent out to, absentee owners by the City or
Outremont than could be expected on the basis of chance alone. Moreover,
047, of all Rental Board cases between 1951-1961 (N = 8U4) involved absentee
owners, although in 1961 they represented only 27% of all owners. Since
then, again, six of the seven Rental Board cases have involved absentee
owners, although their overasll proportion has decreased.

2
This supports Sternlieb's findings in the slum areas of Newark.
(Sternlieb, op. cit., pp. xvi & 212).



so far. There is little, if any, sentimental attachment to the property
or fTlat. Unlike resident owners, moreover, most absentees own other
residential and commercial property. Those who do calculate thelr return
rationally, also unlike resident owners. 2 Tenants, on the other hand,
(especially New Arrivals) rent because they did not have time to look for
vetter flats or cannot afford ithe higher rent. They found the present
flats convenient to rent, but do not consider them to he long-term homes.
Both owners and tenants, therefore, have a distinctive contractual,

(economically) rational sporoach to renting.

Within this common context there are differences which can perhaps
best be expressed vy distinguishing absentee owners who bought into the
area before its dramatic change, that is, fifteen or more years sgo {Residual
Avsentees ), and those who bought in since then (New Absentees). We find
that 211 three (immigrant) tenants renting with Residual Absentees are
Established Immigrants, while three of the four (immigrant) tenants renting

with New Absentees are New Immigrant errivals (Tsble 9). Although their N

1

Three of the seven owners are eX-residents, and another bought to live
there eventually. This, however, seems to make little difference to their
present economic attitude to renting.

2
They all, however, look after the property themselves. They have no
managers and all tenants can reach them directly by telephone.

2

This orientation does not apply to all sbsentee owners in our sample.
A notsble exception is the French Canadian ex-resident already referred
to. She seems to own mainly because of sentimental attachments to the
property and her tenant friends. (She is Ol years old). She is also
an exception in other respects. Close co-operation between owner and
tenants makes this the best-maintained parcel in the sample. At the same
time, her rents are far below market level. All her tenants, however,
are French and the parcel could therefore not be inecluded here.
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is very small, there are sufficient differences between these two sub~

types to make = separate descrintion seem worthwhile.

a) Residual Absentee Owners with Established Tmmigrant Tenants

Residual Absentees include long-term investors who 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, two Jewish ex~residents and a French Canadian out-

. . R - 2 Nsas

side investor, bought their property between 1927 and 1551. In addition
to the triplex included in our sample, each owns an average of 35 other

dwellings. Two 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 way residual owners
recruit tenants, the arrangements they make with them, and 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:

"A lot of people called, but I didn't think it worth while to go

and show them around. I weeded them out on the 'phone already, asked

1

See Appendix: Table 1, although ex-residents and outside investors
are here combined.

2
In two cases, it was the owners' vparents who originally bought the
building.



them where they lived before, how long, the number of children -~ that's
very important - and asked for references ... I went down only twice

(to show people the flat)."

They are looking for long-term tenants who will take reasonably
good care of their flat. Although they agree thatl demand for flats in
the area is high, it usually takes them two to four weeks before finding a
suitable tenant. (See Appendix: Table 10). All three owners ask
detailed questions of potential tenants, and also ask for references.

They do not usually check them, however, both for lack of time and because
they find references to be unrelizble. Instead, two owners make it a
point to visit the vprospective tenant's flat. The third owner does not
take the time to do this, but feels he has had enough experience to recog-

nize o good tenant.

The three tenants, all from southern Furope, a2re equally selective.
As with their owners, this selectivity is, unlike that among local resident
owners and local tenants, based primarily on economic considerations. With

2 .
fairly large families and low-paying jobs, they are forced to look for

1

It is an indication of the weak 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
ovner, talking about another building, said that only the one French
Canadian tenant he has so far had seemed to treat his flat like a home,
"trying to make it look comfortable, decorating the windows for Christmas,
and looking after most of the small repairs himself."

2 '
Kin ties also seem to be a consideration. Unlike in the first type of
relationship discussed, however, the ties are between tenants, not tenants
ond their owners. Two of the three tenants have relatives living in the
same or neighbouring buildings.
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flats with the right size and rent. These are not always easy to find,
for these tenants looked at an average of twelve flats before renting the

1
last time. (See Appendix: Table 12).

Detailed conditions are set down and discussed before renting. Two
owners insist on three-year leases, the third wants at least a two-year one.
All have a 'talk' with new tenants about redecorating, what they have to
pay themselves, the deadline for paying the rent, =nd how many relatives
they are allowed to take in. Only one owner, however, has these specifi-

cations written into the lease.

Tenants have their own demands and sometimes the owner gives in:
"There ig always some bargaining, usually about repainting. Most of the
time I offer paint if they repaint; sometimes I give in with a good tenant
and repaint myself. Usually, I repaint only if the tenants accept a

three-year lease.”

After the new btenant has moved in, the owner makes it a point to
check on the upkeep of the flat. One owner sees his tenants aboubt once
every two months, while another "make(s) it a business to pass by once in
a. while". The third owner, who has the largest number of tenants, feels
she has good tenants whom she can trust. Still, in some cases, she 'drops
in' to check on them. Repairs often provide an additional reason (or ex-

. s 2 - .
cuse) for such visits. These visits are clearly not of a 'social' nature

Refusal by resident owners may have been = factor here.

2
Rent payments vrovide no opportunity for contact, since, at the owner's
request, all three tenants send vayment by cheque through the mail.
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and only underline the impersonal, 'distant' character of these relations.

(See Appendix: Tables 20 and 21).

Tire ovmers try to keep their property in good enough condition so as
not to lose on their investment. (See Apvendix: Table 18). Maintenance
for these owners is a long-term, large scale, rational operation. Since
they own several buildings, they can cut costs by rotating repairs, that
is, making only certain repairs in a particular year, but in all buildings.
This economically rational procedure, however, fo some extent creates fric-
tion with tenants and City Hall 2 when owners hesitate to act on specific
complaints that do not Fit the pattern, even if they admit 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

repalrs for three and six months respectively.

These two owners try to keep the property in adeguate condition for
long~term investment. They are, however, unwilling to do repairs for

tenants if they cannot recuperate the expense. As one of them said:

1
Expenses will vary with the kind of repairs done in anv year. The high

maintenance expenses of residual absentees over the last three years are
unusual (by their own admission) and must be seen in this context. It is
worth noting that, even so, their return on investwment is the highest of
all the owners. (See Appendix: Table 17).

Two of the three owners received repair warnings from the City of
Qutremont within the last two vears, one of them twice.

2

In one case, part of the ceiling plaster had broken off, and the tenant
had to complain to City Hall before the owner had the damage repaired.
In the other instance, the owner had promised to put in aluminum windows by
March lst in return for a $10 raise in rent. The tenant was interviewed
in late May, by which time the windows had still not been installed. In
retaliation, the tenant was withholding payment of rent.
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"] give service for what I charge, but I want $3 clear for every $10 I
spend.” The French Canadian owner also has a long-term perspective on the
property, but, unlike the two Jewish ex-residents, feels that this some-
times implies concessions to tenants: "My tenants never read their lease
and T don't keep to it either, Toilets and that is theilr business, but

I have to send somebody all the time. If you don't look after it your-

self, you can be sure tnat after a2 year or so it will cost vou more."

On the other hand, this policy allows her to control the quality or
the tenantry and also raise rents: "They are good people and pay good
rent. I don't want to let them gzo, so I have to look after the place ...
(Besides), it pays because it makes the vlace clean and I zet good (new)

tenants that way. Also, it allows me to raise."

The other owners as well try to combine repairs and minor improve-

. . 1 N .. .
ments with rent raises. In several instances, this has brought them into
direct confrontation with older, long-term tenants who (often successfully)
resist these attempts at renovation, partly because they feel comfortable

the way they are, but largely because they want to avoid g raise in rent.

It is because of these long-term tenants that residual owners
typically raised rents in only two of their three flats in the last five
vears., In these two flats, however, they raised an average of 1.5 times

more frequently than other owners.

The rent strategles of these owners vary, partly with the owner's

size of holdings. The owner with the smallest holdings tries to maximize

See the previcus footnote.
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rents. He tries not only to keep up with, but ahead of, the fairly high
recent tax increases. . Although he seems ready to make concessions to

his one long-term tenant and "wouldn't do anything to make him leave", he
has nevertheless raised his rent by $20 in seven years. He considers these
raises just, since the building (like his small business) has to return a
steady 3%0% profit. Besides, he is willing to do something for them in
exchange: "The tenants are getbting an increase, so they demand something
in return, and usually I go along with what they ask for ... I give service

for what I get.”

The other two, multi-parcel owners are less aggressive in regard to
rents and rent raising. They have raised in response to tax increases and
the rising cost of living, but adwit that, at least for The moment, they
cannot recoup them. They could raise rents more often, but feel that,
"It's better to have less profit and keep a good tenant", and "It's worth
$5 a month (less rent) not to be bothered." For good, usually long-term
tenants, they often charge very low rents. One owner, for example, has

ralsed one of these tenants (in another building) only $10 in 2% years.

The rents of these owners (in the sampled buildings) vary, therefore,

no

from high to fairly low. None of the tenants, however, consider them
excessive, (See Avpendix: Table 2L4) although all three know other rents

in the immediate viecinity. This may partly account for the fairly low turn-

1

We would not want to suggest a clear relation between size of holdings
and rent strategy. The highest rents in the sample are charged by two
other (new) absentee owners, namely, the company owner and a French long-
term investor who owns a total of 22 flats.

2
See also Tables 22 and 25 in the Appendix.
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over of tenants. (See Appendix: Table 15). Residual absentees are the
only group, aside from locsl resident owners, with tenants that have rented

for fifteen vears or more.

For two owners, legal sanctions are one reason why they have not
raised rents more often. As one said: "The Rental Board is still existing,
so you can't raise unless you make improvements or have a tax increase.

)

T made some (improvements), so I raised, but Mrs. M. = went to {the Rental

Board) court three times."

The rent-maximizing owner, however, is more determined, and ready to
get Justice on his own terms:

"It doesn't matter what the Rental Board says. If T feel I am not
getting my legitimate profit for my services, T Just don't send the plumber

right awsy, or turn off the heat in May till October, and so on. It's

W

different if I charge more thon across the street, but if I charge less

and still don't get my raise, then it's only fair to take such action."

All three owners have been taken to the Rental Board by tenants with,

a5 we see, varylng success. None of the three sampled tenants, however,

L

has so Tar contacted the Board, although two of them know of it.

Long-term residence may vary with the owner's rent strategy. There are
three long-term tenants, renting with absentees, all with non-maximizing
owners. The latter, moreover, mentioned such long-term tenants renting
in their other buildings as well.

A Jewish lady and her husband who have lived in the building for 27 years.

3
He seems to refer here to rents charged in a2 recently built, modern
apartment building.

Skepticism about the Rental Board is not restricted to owners. One
tenant's impression of it was: '"Much talk, bubt no results".
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Most of the tension between residual absentees and their tenants
revolves less around rent raises as such, but 2 more basic lack of co-
operation. To the owner concerned with his property, this is a source
of constant frustration:

"The ones you help the most give you the most trouble. One tenant
stole a new hot water tank ... One is four months behind in his rent,
another two. When I try to talk with them, they pretend they don't under-
stond (the language), and when I go there, they don't answer the door.

As soon as you let them get away without ovaying for one month, you're in

a bad spot.” !

The two large-scale owners find that they have to have undesirable
tenants evicted guite frequently. They do this through civil courts,
rather than the Rental Board, 2 where they are represented by their own
lawyers (unlike most tenants). Recourse to this form of legal action, or
the threat of it, is seen to be in most instances the only effective way of

dealing with problem tenants.

The problematic behaviour of tenants is, however, sometimes also 2
reaction to what is seen as negligence on the owner's part. Delayed rent

payments offer an example. Faced with a delsy in promised repairs, yet

1

The observation that the strength of the debtor's position increases
with his debt has Dbeen made by Geertz in his study of peasant markets
in Java (Geertz, 1963). The structure of these markets allows for little
social or legal control of economic exchange. Qur data suggest elements
of a similar situation for rental housing in our area.

2
They find that this procedure brings quick, positive results, and is
well worth the added expense.
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at the same time unwilling or unable L to move, tenants decide to withhold
the monthly rent to force the owner to action. If the owner chooses to
take a 'hard line', the threat of legal action is often sufficient:
"Sometimes they won't send the rent until something is fixed. Well, I
can't always get a man to go there right away. I have to get tough about

it and threaten to call my lawyer; they give in."

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 (comparatively) long-term commitment, making
rent concessions for good tenants, and having undesirable tenants evicted
through court action. e As experienced, multi-parcel landlords with
ready access to legal sanctions, they seem to have a clear power adventage
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 cwners' concern for long-term investment and steady rental
income results in a fairly low tenant turnover and, more generally, a

stabilizing influence on neighbourhood change.

New Absentee Cwners with New Immigrant Tenants

Whereas the relatlions of local resident owners with local tenants
are long-term and peaceful, those of new absentee owners and their new

immigrant tenants are short-term and conflict-ridden. This contrast fits

Due to the fairly long lease.

2
Or threatening to do so.
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the logic of our varadigm of owner and tenant 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 leads to confliet, low
maintenance, high turnover and forms an elementary slum profile in

eastern Outremont.

All three owners bought thelr buildings within the last ten years,
two of them within the last five. Two are single-parcel, immigrant
owners, 1 of whom one previously lived in the building, while the other
bought it for future residence. Tor the sake of convenience, we will
refer to both as 'ex-residents'. The third owner is a Canadian-born
Jewish resal estate broker who owns other property as well. Unlike the
two 'ex-residents', he bought the building for short-term, economic

reasons.

Compared to residual absentees, these owners are considerably less
selective about the tenants they rent to. They announce vacancies by
"For Rent' signs only and rent their flats quickly. (See Appendix:

Tables 10 and 11). The 'ex-residents' in particular seem willing to
accept the first tenants that offer to rent. For one owner, apparently,
"any tenant is good as long as he pays", while the other feels uneasy
about questioning tenants closely and prefers a "trial vear”. Neither of
them asks for references. Similarly, the outside investor feels he has

neither the time nor energy to check on most tenants. Instead, he judges

For background information, see Page 32.

2

He plans to pay off the (unamortized) mortgage five years after purchase.
As a result, leverage with his capital would decrease and "it would be
foolish" to keep the building any longer.
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them by their sppearance, admitting that this method is not always success-
ful. In further contrast to residual absentees, none of these owners

makes it a 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 the
sample, two rented the first flat they saw and the third visited only two
others (See Appendix: Table 12). All three are poor, new to the country,l
and needed a flat at a time when most flats were already rented. Their
choice was, therefore, highly restricted, and one of the tenants found him-

self renting a flat be did not really like.

There are, however, two things that these tenants do find convenient.
The owners are willing to accept tenants on a one-year lease, in contrast to
residual absentees (See Appendix: Table 13). ILow rents are even more
appealing. Except for the local residents, the rents of new absentees are
the lowest in the sample (See Appendix: Tables 22 2nd 23%). The tenants,

moreover, consider them reasonable to low (See Avpendix: Table 24).

Nevertheless, rising taxes have forced both 'ex-residents' to raise
rents. They do not, however, do so indiscriminately. One owner, for
example, has so far raised rents for only those tenants whom he considers
undesirable at the end of a 'trial year'. An even clearer example of rent
manipulation is the instance where he made one tenant move by raising the
rent, and then lowered it again for another, seemingly better tenant. The

other 'ex-resident' is more determined to raise, but has 2lso made compromises.

See pages 38-39.
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When he announced a rent raise of 85 for a2ll his tenants, one of them insisted
thaet he repaint the flat in exchange: "I said, 'No, T won't paint'. But
then T thought that by the time he decides to move, I may have trouble

renting, so we agreed on 2 $2.50 raise. The other flats I raised $5."

The outside investor seems least concerned about tax increases and
rent raises. In fact, he bhas not reised rents in {ive years, =lthough, as
already mentioned, taxes increased 107% during this time. In his other
buildings, he has found thet rent rvaises sometimes antagonize tenants to the
voint that they ruin the flat and cause him more of a loss than he would have
gained by raising rents. Alternately, he fears they may go to the Rentel
Poard, which he considers to be 2n anachronism, and which would not 2llow
him to railse unless he made improvements. "This would be foolish with such
an 0ld building in this kind of (0ld) area." At the some time, he feels
that the tenants he rents to sre poor and could not afford a raise. His
ooinion is supported by the sttitude of the three tenants, who are unanimous
in that they would not accept a2 rent raise. One »f them, who is about to
move out, gives the following account:

"A few days ago (the owner) came %o ask me why I was leaving. He
offered o repaint and vut in a new heater. But he wanted $10 more rent,
which is more than I was willing to pay. He said he couldn't charge anv

less because it would cost $500 and he'd lose money. He's an old man."

Rents are vart of these owners' general spproach to the building.
Although the insecure financial position of 'ex-resident' owners forces them
to raise rents in response to tax increases, concern for their investment

leads them to do so selectivelr. In effect, they use rents as 2 leverage
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in specific situations to retain some tenants and evict others whom they
consider undesirable. Since rents then vary with particular tensnts, the
econonic strategy of these owners is not clearly articulsted. In fact,
the two 'ex-resident' owners do not keep a precise record of revenue or
expenses, nor do they have a clear idea of their return on the investment.
A1l this is in contrast to the outside investor, who works within a certain
margin of return on capital,. His approach 1s economically rational and
sophisticated. Unlike the 'ex-resident' owners, for example, he took the
possibility of tax increases into account before he bought the building and
is, therefore, not overly concerned ahout them, Since he has income from
other properties as well, his financial position is also stronger. His low
rents and disinclination to raise them seem to be, however, less a function
of his economic position than of his short-term strategy of keeping his
expenses to a minimum. The result is poor service and maintenance, which,
as we have seen, is reinforced by the owner's inability to get money spent

on improvements back through increased revenue.

A weak financial position, in the case of the 'ex-residents', and a
short-term economic strategy, in the case of the outside investor, lead *o
the poor maintenance characteristic of new absentee owners. Their maintenance
expenses are, except for local residents, the lowest in the sample (See Appen-
dix: Table 17). Two of the three buildings are, moreover, in clearly less

than satisfactory condition. That of the outside investor, in particulsar,

1

TLike other owners, with the exception of some immigrant residents, this
owner considers it quite unlikely that he would get any money spent on
improvements back through resale. He feels the area is too 0ld to make
this nossible.
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is the worst maintained property in the sample. (See Appendix: Table 18).

0Of the three tenants, two feel that their owners do not care for the
building and are slow in doing repairs, if they do them at all. (See
Appendix: Table 16). Both have called severaltimes about a leaking hot
water tank and a defective roof and ceiling, respectively. They say that
the owners agreed to look after the matter, but "nothing happens". One of
the owners, an ex-resident, finally told his tenant that the high taxes make
it impossible for him to spend money for a new water tank. His tenant feels
irritated and chested: "Every time yvou call, 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 who, as a multi-parcel
owner, finds it more economical to repair one thing, such as plumbing or
roofs, on all his buildings at the same time. More importantly, after he
has deducted his "legitimate" profit, there is often not enough money left
to deal with repairs demanded by tenants. As a result, repairs that are
urgent to the tenant, but not seen as essential by the owner, are postooned,
if not ignored, This may account for the fact that the owner whose tenant
had called about the roof and celling repaired the hole in the roof, but left
the ceiling untouched. To the irate tenant, this is proof that the owner
is "only willing to make enough repairs to stop the building from falling

dovn', Both this tenant, and the tenant quoted previously, feel that further

1

The third tenant felt she was unable to say whether the owner cared for
the building because she is new to the country. It seems, however, that
this owner, who until very recently lived in the building, takes somewhat
better care of it than the other two new absentee owners do of theirs.
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protest is useless and that moving is the only solution. As one of them

put it rather strongly: "Perhaps others won't be as stupid as T was (to

The outside investor, on the other hand, feels that immigrant tenants
have the wrong idea about their owners:

"They think the landlord is the cavitalist and they are the poor
people, but they forget that I had to work and save hard before. Also, I
net only $5 out of every $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 "... aren't handy. They
can't do even simple things, like starting a furnace, and don't do their own

painting. They bother you more often to get things done."

This owner feels that if tenants would at least take reasonably good
care of their flats, he would also be able to spend more money on the property.
As it is now, the costs of “tenant traffic", that is, the negligent and even

destructive behaviour of tenants who then move, are high.

An example of the unco-operative attitude of tenants was given by one
of the 'ex-resident' owners who, during one of his regular visits to his
building, L asked two of his tenants to be more careful that their children
not damage the walls. Their reply was essentially: '"We paid the rent,
didn't we?" Similarly, the tenant of the outside investor, when asked
whether he had spent any money on the flat, answered: "No, why should I?

I'm not crazy."

Both 'ex-residents' visit their tenants once a month for the rent, while
the outside investor does so more irregularly for major repairs and "to see
how things are going". These visits keep owners informed on tenant main-
tenance, but also allow tenants to air their complaints more effectively.
Necessary a8 these visits are for the owners, they nevertheless put them in
3. more vulnerable position.
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It is not surprising, then, that tenant turnover smong new absentees
is the highest in the sample (See Avpendix: Tuble 15). Short-term leases
and minimal furniture make 1t easy for new immigrants to move. Az one
tenant nut it succinctly: "IT you like it you stay, if you don't like it
vou move," Two of the three tenants will move this year, and the third as
soon as he feels he can afford it. The main reasons for moving are, 2s
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
seen, all three try to keep reasonably good tenants from moving. 1 Another
problem is tenants who do not keep the conditions of their contract - they
do not pay the rent, break their lease, or ruin the flat. This is not uncom-~
mon, =2nd it seems that the owmers can do little about it. 2 Legal action
is effective only within limits. One of the 'ex-residents' went to court
three times against bad tenants. He succeeded in having each tenant evicted,
but also suffered a considerable financial loss. In one case, for example,
the (new immigrant) tenant had not paid his rent for five months. Since he
was finally "kicked out" in wintertime, it took almost two months to find a
new tenant. As the tenant was too poor to repay anything, the owner was
faced with a loss of seven months' rent, in addition to his court costs. The
outside investor had similar difficulties. Referring to Greek tenants in
another building who broke their lease, he says: "They can leave and there's

nothing you can do. You can't sue them. The furniture's worthless, and

often they go back to Greece."

See quotes on page 7d.

)
To some extent, a2s we have suggested, 'ex-residents' are able to exercise
some control by means of rent raises.
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This lack of legal control means that owners, in effect, have to
subsidize tenants on occasion. A relevant incident involves the same
owner =nd another Greek tenant. The tenant complained sbout a crack in the
toilet four months after the owner had installed a2 new one. The owner had
it revaired, but when he held the tenant responsible, the latter refused to
pay the bill, After two months, the issue was still unot settled. What is
striking, however, is the resigned attitude of the owner, who feels that the
tenant is clearly at fault, but "he probably won't pay, so I'll have to.
I don't have nmuch choice."  Incidents such as these may well be partly
responsible for the unwillingness of these owners to do future repairs for

tenants.,

On the other hand, when external sanctions are =2pplied, owners have
more ready access to them than do tenants. Unlike tenants, for example,
both owners who have gone to court were represented by their own lawyers.
New immigrants, moreover, often seem to be unaware of their legal vights.
Unlike their owners, none of the three tenants we interviewed knew of the

Rental Board.

In sum, these relations take the form of a narrowly contractual,
conflict-ridden exchange of rent for space. The result is 2 'vicious
circle’ of poor maintenance and high turnover. Economically vulnerable
owners snd tenants are obliged to take risks with each other. Mutual dis-
trust and dissatisfaction, as well as the lack of effective social control,
encourage negligent upkeep znd high tenant turnover. The latter, in turn,

leads owmers to engage in short-term, exploitive strategies.
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CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have tried to trace the dynamics of rental relations
in & declining area, 28 well ss their relation to neighbourhocd change.

(&

We have presented evidence that rental relations occur in a specific social
context, that they involve important elements of vower and reciprocity, and
that these social elements have economic consequences. In addition, we

have seen rental relations and neighbourhood change as part or one inter-

related process:

Rental Relations and Neighbourhood Change

Social Character of Rental Relations Rent Level
Owner and Tenant — -~ Power Upkeep &
Investment
- Strategles Mobility

/

Neighbourhood Character

Muech of the rental housing market in the orea is in the hands of
independent, smalli-time operators who are neither finasneciszlly very secure
nor econonically rational. This mesns that rental relations usually teake
on =2n individuvalistic, intultive character that varies with the gocial

e

character snd bargaining nosition of the parties involved. At the same

time, changes in the ares have led to dirferences in the social background

..Ej’),]...



of owners snd tensnts which play =n important pa2rt in their mutual selection.
Specifically, owners and Lenants were shown to recruit each other in »
werket restricted by factors of ethnicity, immigrant status, fomily size

and owners' place of residence.

Our analysis suggested also that the relative spoeal or bargaining
position of owners snd tensnis in the market is an lmportant element in the
selection nrocess. Specifically, resident owners seem to have » bergaining
adventage over asbsentee owners, =nd locals over, particulerly new, immigrants.
The nowerful, then, select the powerful (attractive) and the wesk are left
with the weak. Our varadigm of owners aznd tensnts and their key relations

fits the logic of this pattern.

Socizl character and bargaining position affect not only the way
owners and tenasnts select ench other, but also the elements of reciprocity
that they bring to the relationship. Closely interwoven with these are
elements of power and devendence that determine rental strategies =2nd
eventually influence the housing market. In our sample, for instance,
elderly local resident owners are looking for reliable tenants of their
ethnic group and willing to lock after their own repairs. Such tenants are
in short supply, and 28 2 result, these owners are forced into a dependent
nosition, as evidenced by their very low rents. This is distinet from
their strong position in the market, indicated by their ability to select
tenants carefully. In clear contrast, residual absentee owners hgve =
wezker position in the market, but a fairly strong one relative to their
immigrant tenants. They give little service for the rents they charse, asre

eble to demand fairly long leases, and have ready =ccess to legal sesnctions.
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In the other two relation types, we find a rough power balance.
For immigrant owners and tenants, co-operation in maintenance tends to offset

the comparatively high rents these owners charge. Neither party, moreover,

is without alternatives and therefore in a dependent position. New zbsentee
owners and new immigrants, on the other hand, represent the weak elements in
the market, and owners soon rind themselves in conflict with the ‘undesirable’
new immigrant tenants they have to accept. The new immigrants, in turn,

have no bargalning power =nd can only move, while the owmners are also in no

position effectively to control tenasnt negligence and tenant 'treffic'.

Elements of power inherent in rental relationships may then have
implications for rent level, maintenance, snd turnover. In addition, some
relations are more complex and peaceful than others. Ttere there is a clear
aifference netween resident and absentee owners. The extreme case is that
of local resident owners with tenant relatives where rental relations are
vart of broader, multi-faceted social ties. Other relations involving
resident owners sre also marked by elements of co-operation that go beyond
the formal rental contract, such as informal srrangements about deferred
rent payments, doing repairs for 'fussy' tenants, or exchanging favours
and visits. Among absentees and thelr tenants, reciprocity based on mutual
interests is replaced by a continuously emerging conflict of interests that,
moreover, cannot be absorbed by the typically specific, narrowly contractual

ties of exchange.

Inter-related elements of power, conflict and social exchange emerge
from and in turn determine the rental strategies of owmers and tenants, which
in turn relate to neighbourhood change. The impact of these dynamics for

rental relations in our sample is summerized in the following vparadigm:
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Recruitment

Rents

Maintensance

Ieases

Turnover
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Profile of Owner-Tenant Relations

Local Residents--  Immigrant Residual New Absentees--
Locals Residents-- Absentees-~ New Immigrants
Established Established
Irmigrants Tmnigrants
selective not selec- selective not selective

tive
lowest highest medium low
low service low service
good outside by as funds fair poor
owner are avail-
good inside by able

tenant

long-term
“understandings"

low

medium-term
(2 years)

medium

mediuwm-term
(3 years)

medium

short-term
(1 year)

high

This table shows not only that rental patterns

type of owners and tenants, but also that some rental

stabilize change while others accelerate it.

owners, in particular, =zre under pressure to maintain

In our

differ by the social
relations tend to
sample, local resident

rents a2t low levels,

while different terms of reciprocity and power advantage permit higher

rents in other relations, particularly those of immigrant resident owners

and income-oriented absentees.

Agein, some relations, those of established

and finsneially secure immigrant, resident owners, result in good upkeep

and meintenance, while those of new sbsentee owners in particular clearly

contribute to the decline of the area.

Finally, some relations effectively

restrain tenant turnover, a=s in the case of local owners and tenants, while

others, particularly those of new sbsentees and new immigrant tensnts

accelerate tenant 'traffie' and building deterioration.
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If we can generalize from our limited data to eastern Outremont,
the process of decline is counteracted by middle class or upwardly mobile
local tenants continuing to move into the area. The fate of the neighbour-
hood will, however, more likely depend on the number of immigrants who will
remain and upgrade the area as they become better established. At present,
it seems that most immigrant tenants want to leave the area sooner or later.
This may in turn loosen the owners' commitment and lead, as with Jews in
the 1950's, to another exodus of the successful. It is doubtful whether

the aging area could again survive this.
g1ng

Of the immigrant owners leasving the area, msny may decide to keep
their property. Potentizl immigrant buyers often csnnot afford the price
asked for and outside investors seem willing to buy in 2t bargain prices
only. Small unit buildings in the area do not seem economic on other
terms. It seems, then, that =n outflow of successful immigrant owners
would, at the same time, result in en increased proportion of ex-resident

absentee owners.

Both factors would sccelerate the decline of the srea, for zbsentee
owners clearly do not seem to care as well for their property as those who
live in it. In 2 market where money spent on improvements may be difficult
to recover, only economically irrational home-oriented resident ocwners aore
willing to renovate thelr proverty. This is particulerly true of young
immigrant owners who, moreover, are often not well informed sbout market

trends.
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Residential ownership seems a key factor in improving the area, not
only because of the owners' greater willingness to invest in their home, but
also because of the implications for tenant upkeep. Resident owners sre in
a better position than absentee owners to supervise tenants on 2 continual
basis. In addition, residentizl ownership narrows the destructive social
gap between absentee owners snd tenants and opens the vpossibility of
greater co-operstion. Resident owners who stey will, furthermore, tend
to upgrade the district with their economic success and create a base for

local leaders that could effectively articulate the needs of residents in

the area.

To encourage resident owners to stay, it may well pay, in the long
run, to offer them tax relief in the form of "homestead rebates', 1 coupled
with a stipulation that these be used to improve the property. Moreover,
it is clear that new immigrant owners, who are in the greatest finesncial
"squeeze'", would be in a better position to maintain the property if they
were better informed on such matters as financing =and rental policy. For
example, our interviews and the fairly high down payments of these owners
(See Appendix: Table 17) indicate that they pursue an ownership strategy
of maximal equity without investigating the economically wiser strategy of
financizal investment. Their method of recruiting tenants also is unsophis=-
ticated and lesves much to chance. Lack of entrepreneurial skills and

housing education in turn adversely affect maintenance.

1

‘See Sternlieb, op. cit. His findings =lso imdicate clearly that single
parcel resident owners are a key to good maintenance in low income areas.
op. xiii, 170 snd 230.
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Similarly, immigrant tenants new to the country need to be better
informed sbout local housing problems, renting procedures, and legal aid.
Rent subsidies for these new immigrants, 2t least in their first year
after asrrival, would perhsps enable them to avoid relations with absentee
owners that are unhappy ones for both parties and a major element in

neighbourhood deterioration.

This points to the high element of risk in rental relations, a key
factor linking the rental market to neighbourhood decline. A public
referral agency could effectively intervene in this cycle st a strategic
point. By keeping a record of the needs of specific owners and tenants
as well as of their past performence it would be in # position to recommend
compatible owners or tenants to =ny applicant. Moreover, the recorded
comments of a particular owner's previous tenants, or the reverse, would
further reduce the rimk factor and provide san element of control. Ir
this were done on a sufficiently large scale, such a referral procedure
might help to lower the rate of tenant turnover. Tenants who are satisfied
with their owners would probably be more willing to invest in the {lat,
which, in fturn, could lead some owners away from short-term exploitive

strategies.

In this study, we identified some of the dynamics of rental relations
and traced their implications for neighbourhood change. Refineal end reaf-
firmed on o larger scale, our findings may, hopefully, lead to more

accurately aimed public policy.
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APPENDIX A

METHODOLOGY

In order to describe and asnalyse in detail a limited number of rental
relations without, 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 and present trends
in eastern Outremont was obtained mainly through records of the City of
Montreal srchives, as well as through interviews with rezl estate azgents and
other veople with knowledge of the area. At this level, we also used
Dominion Bureau of Statistics Census data to describe recent changes in a

representative tract.

We then collected more information about the ethnicity, age, and family
size of each rental household in =2 three-block area on the eastern edge of
Outremont. . These data were taken from surveys conducted annually by the
City of Outremont. Further information on buildings, taxes, complaints, and

30 on, was 2180 collected for this area from City records.

Data which proved difficult to obtain on a large scale was limited to
a still smaller core area of two blocks. Tncluded here are tabulations of
nzme lists from tax rolls and street directories, as well as records of rental
disputes made availeble by the Quebec Rental Board. This core area, moreover,

served as the basis for detailed interview data on 29 owner-tenant relations.

1
More precisely, this area consists of two blocks and the east side of
two adjacent blocks to the north and south, respectively.



To arrive at this sample, interviews were sought with all owners of
rental property in the core area. L For better comparison, four absentee
owvners were randomly added from two adjacent blocks. This became necessary
because of the small number of absentee owners in the core area and their
high refusal rate (see below). We then sbught interviews with one tenant
of each co-operative owner. In each case, we tried to contact the head of
the household, but when this was not feasible, the spouse was accepled as a

substitute.

Each household, excepnt for absentee owners, was contacted in person
rather than by telephone, since this vprocedure proved more effective in
securing interviews. A household that could not te contacted sfter the
third aitempt was dropped from the sample. If a tenant could not be con-
tacted, or refused to be interviewed, another tenant in the building was
contacted whenever possible. If no tenant could be interviewed, the building
was dropped from the sammle. Altogether, eleven owner interviews were,

therefore, taken out of the sample.

The sample does not perfectly reflect the character of the larger aresz.
Unco-operative or inaccessible household heads =and, to a lesser extent,
languege problems, were the magjor sources of distortion. Forty per cent. of
owners, particularly absentee owners, and 2%% of the tenants, did not want to
be interviewed. Among both owners and tenants, French, English, and older

Jewish residents were less willing to co-operate than recent immigrants.

With the exception of apartment building owners.

2 .
Of the 29 owners interviewed, 20 were household heads, as were 19 of the

29 benants.
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In a number of households, moreover, particularly those of immigrant
owners, the long and irregular working hours of respondents made it difficult
to arrange an interview, despite willingness to co-operate. As a result,
several households had to be dropped from the sample after they had been

contacted five or more times.

Distortion due to language difficulties was minor, in comparison.
This was largely due to the assistance of Miss Marie Goldberg, & graduate
student in the Department who interviewed nine French-speaking households.
In another five cases, older children served as interpreters for their
parents. Only one or two famlilies had to be excluded from the sample for
language reasons. In any case, our main concern was to identify types of
rental relations rather than closely describe the aresa. 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 research relevant to the area and 1ts residents. In a prelim-
inary survey, the writer interviewed 3L owner and tenant households that were
chosen at random from the three~block area. Half of these households were
interviewed without a schedule, but with a focus on rental relations and
problems, The other half were 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 additional source of
data a2t this stage were shorter interviews with about %0 owners in the area,
conducted by three undergraduate students for an Urban Sociology course. On

the basis of this preliminary material, we designed the interview guides
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used for our final sample of 29 owner-tenant relations.

In the interviews, we tried to discover the strategies that owners
and tenants bring to bear on the rental process, In terms of practical
'issues' that face owners and tenants, we asked questions about recrultment,
rents, maintenance and turnover. In terms of our theoretical perspective,
we looked for elements of social exchange, cooperation and conflict, and
social control. The interviews took the form of a ‘conversation' that
lasted from two to three hours for owners and somewhat less for tenants. The

1
interview guldes were used mainly as reference and a final check on key

questions at the end of the interview. They were also used as guldes to the

detailed report written after each interview.

Two difficulties should be wmentioned that limited the kind of daba
we were able to obtain. One arose from the impatience of some respondents
with questions that struck them as irrelevant. As a result, it became difficult
to obtain consistently good data on some aspects of renting that required
detail, such as bargaining about rental conditiouns. However, it was not our
impression that such information wos withheld on purpose. In fact, coopera-
tion was excellent in most cases. The other difficulty encountered relstes
to the problems of 'participatory observation' in a fragmented, highly hete-
rogeneous district. Although the writer lived for two years in eastern
OQutremont, the kind of relevant information obtained in this way was scattered
and uneven. Indeed, it would seem that in this heterogenecus srea, and
with our focus, the role of 'stranger' is a more fruitful one than that of

4

'neighbor'. At least, it was the writer's experience that residents who

In the interview guldes (see end of Appendix) these questions are underlined.
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did not know that he lived in the area were more willing to talk openly

b

about rents and vroblems with thelr owners than those who did. One reason
may be the greater likelihood of information "leak" if resident owmer and
tenant have the same neighbour (with possibly highly unpleasant consequences).
Another factor seems to be =2 general alttitude of reserve, if not suspicion,

among residents, especially in regard to members of a different ethnic group

from theirs.



APPENDIX B

Table 1. Shifts in Owner and Tenant Population (1961-1968) by Ethnicity

and Owner Residence

(core area)

Owners Tenants
Resident Absentee
1961 1968 1961 1968 1961 1968

French and English 2Fh 2K 52% 7% 6% Lo,
Jewish 55 38 L3 20 19 18
Others 16 %% -- 4o 19 3k
Company - - ) 13 - -

TOTAL 100 100 100 100 100 100

N L1 L§ 21 15 118 111
Source: Lovell's Street Directory and tax rolls.
Table 2. Quners and Tenants, by Ethnicity and Place of Residence

(extended study area)

Owners Tenants

Resident Absentee Combined Total
% % % % % N
French & English 20 27 22 39 33 126
Jewish 27 by A2 13 20 73
Others 5% ol 45 48 L7 176

Company - 6 1 - -
TOTAL 100 100 100 100 100 -
n 91 3h 125 252 e

Source: Outremont City Census 1968.



Table 3. Owner-Tenant Selection in the Sample, by Ethnicity

Resident Owmers

Absentee Owners

French & French &
Tenants English  Jewish Others English  Jewish Others Company N
French &

English 2 1 2 - - 11
Jewish 3 1 - - 1 5
Others - 6 1 % 1 13

N 5 8 3 B 2 29
Table L. Tenants' Mean Femily Size, by Owner's Place of Residence *

Renting with

Tenants Resident Owmers Absentee Owners N
French and English 4.6 5.2 Th
Jewish k.1 5.5 19
Other 5.5 5.9 111

N e 116 204

%  Tenants in duplexes are excluded.



Table 5. Sample Owners, by Ethnicity, Residence, and Builling Tupe

Absentee

.;{.,)(.
Resident Owners Owners Sammle Area
. gowners)
Duplex Triplex  Triplex © N 9% %
Individunls:
French Canadian 3 0 3 10 3h 22
Jewish 3 2 % & 28 32
Others 2 6 2 10 3L L5
Companies: - - ] "1 %
N 8 12 Q 29 g9 99
Mo =zbsentee owners own duplexes
Hee
Based on an N of 125
Table 6. Sample Owners, by Bthnicity and Time of Arrival in Canada
"Locals" "Tmmigrants"
Natives  Before 1945  1946-L9  1950-59  1960-60 i
French 10 - - - - 10
Jewish 3 2 1 1 1 g
Qthers - - 1 S - 10
N 13 2 o 10 1 o6 *

excluded: 1 company owner



Tsble 7.

fal

Sorple Owners, by Occupation

Resident Owners

Absentee Owners

Locals Irmigrants Ex-Residents Ouvtside i)
Investors
Managerial &

Professional 3 - 1 3 T
Wnite Collar 3 L 3 - 10
Skilled Blue

Collar 1 5 1 - 7
Unskilled Blue

Collar 2 2 - - b

i} 9 11 5 3 o6 *
Excluded: 1 compsany owner.

Table 8.

Local and Tmmigrent Sample Owners, by Time of Purchase

a) Median

Resident Owners

Absentee Owners

Ex-Residents Outside Investors

Tocal 1951 (9) 1927 (3) 1963 (4)
Imnigrant 1962 (11) 1962 (2) ? --
L) BSvan
Local 1913-1962 * 1912-1950 1941-1966 °
Trmigrant 1958-1967 1958-1955
N 20 5 Y

a

Only one owner bought after 1990.

Only one owner hought before 1962.
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Table 9.

- 10 -

Sample Tenants, by Occupation and Type

N Residusl New Established New I
e Locals Locals Innigrants Imigrants
Menagerial and
Professional 1 - -~ - 1
White Collar 3 3 3 - 9
Skilled Blue Collar - % 9 - 12
Unskilled Blue Collar - 2 1 L 7
N L 8 13 b 29

Table 10. Owners' Recruitment Methods, by Type of Relation *
(based on last vacancy)
IR - L IR -FI RA -EI NA -NI N
Private L - - . N
Newspaper only 2 1 - ~ 3
Newspaper and sign - 1 ) - 3
Sign only 2 3 - 3 8
No vacancy - 3 - - 4L
N 8 8 3 3 22
*
IR - L = Local Resident Owners with Local Tenants

IR - ET = Immigrant Resident Owners with Established Twmigrant Tenants

‘ RA ~ EI = Residual Absentee Owners with Established Immigrant Tenants
R
NA ~ NI = New Absentee Owners with New Immigrant Tenants



g

Table 10.

1 month or more

P -
1 -

L weeks

2 weeks

1 week or less

N.A. or DK,

¥

N

- 131 -

*
Owners' Renting Time, by Tvve of Relation

(based on last vacency)

IR-1 TR-EI RA-EI NA-NI N
1 - - - L
2 - 3 - 5
2 1 - 2 5
1 L - 5
2 3 - - 5
& 8 3 3 22

_X.

**

N.A.
D.X.

See Table 10,

]

Table 12.

10

c+
o]

cr
[o]

z
Q
1
0

or more

ASIERNe}

P.

11

not zpplicable
don't know

Other Flats Visited by

¥*
Tenant, by Type of Relation

IR - L IR -EI RA ~-EI NA - NI N
1 1 2 - L
1 1 - - 2
1 I 1 1 7
5 2 - 2 9
8 8 3 3 op

See Table 10,

pc

11.



%
Teble 13. Length of Tnitial Lease, by Type of Relation

IR - L JR -EL RA -EI NA - NI N

1 vear 2 1 - 2 5
2 vears 1 2 1 1 6
3 years L 3 p) - 9
no lease 1 1 - - 2
N 8 & A % 22
See Table 10, =». 11.
%

Table 14, Length of Present Lease, by Type of Relation
IR - L IR - EI RA - EI NA - NI N
1 vear 2 2 - p) 7
2 vears 1 % 1 - 5
3 years - - 2 - 2
"Automatic!" lease L 1 - - 5
No lease 1 ) - - 7
N & & 3 ) 22

*

See Table 10, p. 11.



Table 1v.

Duplex

Triplex

Duplex and Triplex

"

%
Tenant Turnover

by Type of Quner

(in tenants' years per flat)

Local Immigrant Residual New N
Resident Resident Absentee Absentee
4.8 6.0 - -- 4
6.7 3.4 4.5 3.1 14
5. ER 4.5 %1 16
T 5 5 3 -

Only owmers who bought five or more ¥vears ago are included.

e
sk

Brsed on 1 case.

Table 16. Tenants' Opinion of Owner Masintenance, by Type of Relation *
IR - L IR -EI RA ~-EI NA -NI N
Good 5 2 - - 8
Reasonable 1 2 1 - b
Poor 2 1 2 2 7
N.A. or D.K. - 2 - 1 3
N 8 3 3 5 22
%
See Table 10, p. 11.
%

N.A.
D.K.

il

it

not applicable
don't know
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Table 17. financial Data L by Type of OQwner and Building Type

{in means of dollars)

Local Resident Immigrant Residual Tew

Resident Absentee Absentee

Duplex  Triplex Duplex Triplex Triplex Trinlex

(=4) (=4) (=L ) (N=k) (N=3) (11=3)
Orizinal Mortgage 2 11,250 - 11,250 15,400 - 13,800
Down Payment 6,000 - 8,250 6,000 - 55750
Lender mostly - private/ private/ - most iy
vrivate Bank Bank nrivate
Interest/vr. 260 - 400 195 - 555
Taxes/7r. 2 560 55 530 590 550 735
Meintenance A0 1t 570 600 675 550

3,4 o . s
Total Expenses 72 1,080 1,155 1,360 1,760 1,290 1,49
Z . P
Gross Revenue -7 1,975 2,802 2,310 2,720 2,610 2,770
Net Surplus - 875 1,815 950 aho 1,390 1,205
Bguity 1L, 890 15,250 12,100 11,080 2,400 1%, 500
6 < s - ) s - ca ot
Return on Ecuity 5.2 13.29, 2.1% 8.7% 16.9% 10.%4
Retuwn on Total )

apital 6.%% 11.0% 7.0% 0.7 16.9% 2.7

M

CHN

Based on interviews with owners (with the excention of tex data).
Onl» buildings still mortoaged =re included.
Based on Tigures for 1967 (fiscal year),

Dunlex owners typically nay for their tenants' hesting, while triplex
owners heve cold flats. This was controlled for by deducting owners'
expenses in heating thelr omm flats.

Gross revenue includes on approximete vent for the resident owner's {lst,
taken 28 egqual to the rent chorged to his tensnts.

Five of the eignt duplex ovmers had e net return of 4.7-6.0%, well below
~ yield (in 1967) of & /1% on alternate investment in sevings certificstes.


http:incluc1.ec
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-+ %
Table 1o, Condition of Building Exterior, by Tvpe of Relestion
IR - L IR - EI RA ~ ET NA - NI ¥
Very good 1 - - - 1
Good L 1 - - 5
Satisfactory i) 5 1 1 5
Feir 2 b 2 1 9
Poor - - - 1 1
N ¢ G % 5 22
.'" . - ] > I ] L] L
Rated prior to interviewing by the writer, and, independently, by
Mr. Berkeley Fleming, a graduste student in the Department, in terms
of "structure" and "painting”.
_X.
See Table 10, wpn. 11l.
. e . + . . ¥*
Table 1G. Condition of Tenant's ®lot, by Type of Relation
IR - L IR - EI RA - EI HA - NI N
High Investment (Good) L 3 - - 7
Mediuwm "
(3atisfactory) 4 Iy 1 1 10
Low Investment (Poor) - 1 2 o 5
it G a % 3 22
. +
s Based on an appraisal made during interviews of “painting", "condition
of furniture" and the extent to which the flat could be considered
"well furnished”.
%(.

See Toble 10, vp. 1.
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Table 20. Social Exchenge and "Favours', by Type of Relation *
IR - L IR - EI RA - BI NA - NI N
Prequent 2 2 - - I
some 3 L - - 7
None 3 1 3 3 10
Not spplicable - 1 - - 1
N & 8 % 3 22
See Table 10, p. 11.
*
Table 21. Exchange of Visits, by Type of Relation
IR - L IR -~ ET RA - BI NA - NI N
Frequently o 1 - - 3
Occasionally 1 3 - - b
Never 5 3 3 3 L
Hot epplicable - 1 - - 1
N o] & 3 3 22
_X.
See Table 10, p. 11

Relatives
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S
Table 22. Absolute Rent, by Type of Relation and Building Type

(in mean dollars)

IR - L IR -EI RA~-EI ©NA -NI Combined N

Total
Dunlex 388, $90. - - $o1 5
Triplex 71, &o 79 76 79 17
Duplex & Triplex 79 &l 79 76 a1 -
N 3 3 3 A - 22
*
See Table 10, 7p. 11.
Table 23. Rent per Square Foot, by Type of Relation ’ and Building Type
(in mean cents)
IR -~ L IR -EI RA ~EI ©NA - NI Combined )
Total
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 -
i} & & 3 3 - 22
.)(.

See Table 10, p. 1l.



Table 24. Tenants ' Attitude to Rent, by Type of Relation
IR - L IR - ET RA - EI NA - NI N
Very low L - - - Ly
Low ’-!— 2 1 1 |
Reasonable - 5 2 2 Q
Hizh - 1 - - 1
N 8 5 5 A 22

vy

See Table 10, »p. 1l.

Table 25. Who Pays for the Paint, by Type of Relation *
IR - L IR - ET RA - ET NA - NI N
Tenant pays Y 3 1 1 9
Shared 2 1 - - 2
Owmer Days 2 3 1 1 7
Not =pplicable - 1 1 1 3
) S 8 3 3 22

*

See Table 10, 7p. 11.
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*
Table 26. Contacts and Refusals for Owners, by Place of Residence and Ethnicity

Resident Owners Absentee Owners Total N
rrench, English Others "

or Jewish

Interviewed 50% 559% Lo, ho Lo
Refusals L7 o3 59 10 3
NWot contacted 7 17 8 11 g
TOTAL % 100 100 100 100 -
N 20 29 25 - oe

Includes those interviewed with final schedule only.

Table 27. Contacts and Refusals for Tenants, by Ethnicity
French, English Others Total % N

or Jewish

Interviewed 61% 72 66 27
Refusals 28 15 23 13
Not contacted 13 ) 11 6
TOTAL % 100 100 100 -
IT 28 28 - 56
»

Includes those interviewed with final schedule only.
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SOCIAL AREAS OF MONTREAL: | : i
DEFINITION OF “CHANGE’ AREAS
| 1951-1961

N\ UPWARD-MOVING CORE AREAS
| ZONE OF RELATIVE UPWARD INSTABILITY
DOWNWARD-MOVING CORE AREAS

Tract 268

" | ZONE OF RELATIVE DOWNWARD INSTABILITY

S

=

N \\\\\\\

SO

"B 89617 '®WI3300OM-I33ID :32INOS

SCALE: 0.1 2 3 4 3 MILES




MAP 2 * Density

persons per acre

W 50 or less

— 5] to 100

. e 101 to 150
More than 150

MAP 3 * Occupational Groups

BB Mainly professional

, and administrative

2 Prof./Admin. and
White Collar

S Mainly White Collar

M M2inly Blue Collar

MAP 4 * Ethnic Origin

French predominantly
@® French and Others
sl Others predominantly

S

A
. 8
“722."_(&7.7;-“ a}!“:' .’?

*Source: Greer-Wootten, 1968a



MAP 5 # Increase in
‘Blue Collar Occupations
(1951-61)

Percentile Changes:

e 0 to -9,9

0 to +9,9
smmmm 10 to 19,9

MAP 6 # Male Farnings

% N , Farilior
n I[208 207

Above $5350 Ay
e Between $5350 and $L0NO
PR Between 84070 and $3000

SN Below $3000

# Source: Greer-Wootten, 1968a,
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Previous Residence (Sample)

Resident Owners'

9

MAP

5 EB B W
S g b {

, T <

TS {

— |

® Immigrant Owners

® Local Owners



Previous Residence (Sample)

Tenants'

MAP 10

® Immigrant Tenants

® Local Tenants

If previously resident in the Montreal area.



APPENDIX D

INTERVIEW GUIDES




@ -

ASTERN

10
11

15

o
(=) ]

Dapts of Secislopy and

weGill University

l. Aren Ceode:

2. Cato Numbar:
Address of buildinam:
T4s o'dresns:
Name:
Jaticnolity:
{migrant statuss

3» Omer's plocs of wesldancs:

e Building ¢yre:

5. Than did you nove to this apertosnt?

i

6y Vherw did you live before?
Chec'st Area

Duilding type
RL or AL?

Ts Whars do you originally sone from?
As nnd your parentio?

8. (I¥‘immi~rant) Vhen did you come 4o Conada?

9« 8¢ you have lived hovw many yeare in llontveal?

10. Hiw many different nlaces hove you ranisd so for (in Liontroecl)?

Anthropology

11, Wy did you leave your praviound apariment? Any spooifis reason?

12: How cld you £ind oub about this apartnent?



20
2l
22

23
24

26

=1
26

29

30

35
34

35
26

-~y
Lo

L]

13. How many other apartments did you have a lock at?

14,

Chogliz

Notes

axres
bullding type

found it hard to find a place he liked?

What lind of an apartment were you looking fox?

Hoto:

Did you prefer to rent in thic dietzict?

faclilities, corviees
spoce

rend

othor

A. (If yes) Why?

Note: location and/or neirhborheod
Were you concsrnad with vhat kind of a LL you would have?

(If oumer is AL) When you first saw the apt, who showed you cround and told

you akout wenting sonditiona?

Did any of your friends, or velatives see the apt. before you decided to rent it?

When you offersd to rent, did the owmer (or rep) acespt right away, or wasnt't
he able to giva g final angwer right then?

A. (I£

What nade you deoids to tale this opt.?

Check:

What fasilities and soxvices are orovided Ly the osmer?

Chegles

the latter) Why not?

fonilitiss ond cervices
EDPaGS

rent

othar

heat {what lind?)
alectricity
parking (garage)
gtoxrae apoce
use of ~orden
refripgoratos

atova
furniture
Janitor
other


http:l.'o~.md

o T

-
36 224 Could you tell me a 1ittle aboul the apit and ranting oxvengensnia?
39 Choalss
40 number of yocnms:
41 nunter of bedroomss
Q number of persons sharing aptet
rvont (incle woter tam?)e

lencth of lease:
autemotically rensved sincas

(Chaok:s condition of apt.)

44 23+ Wias the ront you agveed to pay the ome thot the owner had originally asked fox?

45 A+ Vhat obout the lompth of the leosa?
46 Probe: TWhat length did you oviginelly want?

47 24. (If disoussion) What understending did you como to?

48 Ae Wos it macorded iv the lease? rat rend
49 lecos
. redscorating

50 25: Vac anythiug (olse) added on %o ths lecse?

51 26. How often within the iast yenr have you golten in touch with your LL gbout
epaira?
52 27. If ALt Hove you somctines found it difficult te reach him?

53 28, If ALz Tlow do_you pay ths rent?
L, (if sontact) Do you tall: ebout rental matters on those ocensiona?

54. 29, Hove you ever communicated in writing?
Ao (If yeo) Vmat about?

55 30. Hag tho owner eveor ¢ried to got in toush with you about somsthing?

o o

56 31, What repairs and redecerating wore dong in your apt. since you roved in?
5T and when?

= Dato/Doxe by LE - &
Date/ Worlk Hired « §
€0 Date/Dore by T e 9
) Proba: (If redscorated) Who paid for the paint?
¥ 32+ Does tha cwmar seen conserned with keening the properiy ia good condition?

&3 A. Is he usually prenpt in haoving things fixed?
Be Does he comatires offer %o nmaks repairn, to redscorate, or to mulio other
improvenents witheut you solkiwng hin {irst?


http:D':o:rd.ed
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64 33. Do you like your LL livins in the building {elsevhere )T

65 34, Would you dosoribe yowr relationship to hin as businesslilie or alse personnl?
‘ As. Do you prefor it that way?

66 35. Haowe you ever wisited each other socially?
-~ Notes How oftemn?

67 _36e In your LL espeelelly cooparative in soua vaye?

68 37, Do you sometimes exchange or borrow thinge fron any of the other faniliss
69 in this bidge, or halp each other ocut in cther woys?
Cheek: lend thinge s.a. toola, focd itenms

exchanme bocke or racipes

help in »epair vork or other things around the houos

taks acre of the children

help fina mau Te

give advics

axehgnse gifis

do oceoasional ghopping

give a vids

othor

(Ploce o, by or ¢ boside itens, depending on family)
liote: Exchange with RL?

A, Wouvld this be oftsn?
TG 38, Wleuld you like the ouner to ba nmors cocperative in gono woyo?
Trs 39. Do you congidor your rent a fair ong fexr vhat you ave witing?

T2 40s Do you Imowm other rents in the neighborhsod?
73 ks Do you lmou the other rents ia this bidg.?
Hote: lumber, rento cited

74  4l; Do you know the rent paid Wy the previous 17
Aa {If yos) What was it?

75 42, las your rant been raisced since you moved hare?

76 A« (If yeg) vihon?
77 B, - How uch?
e N Iow did you feel about thia?

Loter Did he protest? IHow?
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76 __+ Have you ever had difficulties with yow LL, or disagrecosnts?

79 A, {If yee) Vhat cbout?

80 Lotes (If cbout repairs) Over vho was responsible, or over vhether the |
. ropairs wore neoessary?

2(1) Areoa Code

2(2) T¢s Cods Humbexr

2 5;

al4

225) A4 (If dieagreensnt) Whot happened?
2(6) A, (If court ense) 'ho want to court firet?
Probas (ORB casa?

i'[; 45« (If no eourt ease) Have ynu evor gomo to seme pernor or agenay for lognl
T advice on rental matters?
llote: Whioh?
i ™ éIf yen; “hat about?
Be (If mot) Vhy not?

2(9) 46, Do you knov of ths {uabec Rﬁﬁt&l Board? (if not yet montioned) Vhat is your
inpresaion?

2(10) 47. Do you Lknow of anmy cace vhers dicagreement nbout reatnl notiers cons bofors
11; the rental boord or before a court?
12

2 Hote: llumber, in the orea?

2213;' " 48, That kind of work do you de? {does your hushbond do?)
2(14 A. Doca your wife (you yourself) also work?
B, {If not worldinmg) Do you pet soms form of pension?

2(15) .49, Has your (your hushand's) income changed over the lest five years?

agxeg 50, Are you thii:ing of moving within the next fow years?
2(17 A éIf yos) When?
B. (If yes) why?

18; 51, (If thinking of mowing) What lind of o place are you looking for?
Hote: aren, bullding tyope

zizo} 52. (If not ooving) Are there ceme thinse thot nalle you think of poving?

2(21 Chaok (and vonk)s job neighborhead choracter
$rancportation characisr of LL/other Ta
8PoRS want

faciliticn, sorvices othor
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2522) 53, (If moving) Avo there things which do male ycu want %o otay?
2(23) Check (and rank):
job neighborhood characier
tronsporiation chors of LL/Othar To
. gpoce rent

focilities, sservicsa othsr
2(24) 54s (If not nowing) What would you do if ths LL raised tha reant by $10?

2(25) 5% Do you think it would bs easy or hard to find another apt. you liked just
aa wall or better, for the aars rent?

. 2(26) 56. Iloving oust be s~mathing of o problen. Do you hove frienda to lwlp you or
would you szll & moving gompeny (if you ever desided #o move)?

2%27; 57. Wit how pany of your neighbors do you havs o friendly talk fairly often?

2{28 A, Hou often would this ba?
2(29 Probe: nationality, Lla/4s
2&30 Totes 1in or outsids tha blde?
2(3n ,

2(32) 58, How do you like this district as o plase to live?

2(33) 59, Vould you pay the sharacter of this neighborhood has been changing in
} " racent yoars?
Probe (if applicable)s What nbout property rointenanss?
60. I there anything I haven't aoked that you would partigularly lice
porment on?
61e I have baen asking you a lot of quaotiona. FPerhaps there is somonthing
you would like Yo co: ce?
2(35)  Ago:
2{36) Saxs

2(37) Jaritnl Stotus:
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Dopte of Socinlegy and Anthropelogy
HeGill Univexsity

-1 1. Arven Coie

203, Case Nubexr:
Adlraas of bulldings

3 Ovasx's address (& floor):
4 Fuoet
- Tationality:

Iryd yeant Status:

5 4s Viace of residence

3 5. Builidng typs

T %0 Con/ition of building
8 1a .ﬁ{p

9 B, Sax

i 9. /arital Status

il 10: Do you om this building indepsmdently?

Y. 1i. When did you buy this building?
14 12, Where did you live befove?

15 1%, VWihere do you oripinnlly coms fron?
16 4, Apd your porenita?

17 14. (If fmmigront) Vhen did you come to Canada?

13 15. So you have lived how many yaera in lloutrenl?

19 16. (If RL or AL who was previcusly resident) What made ydu decide to buy o
house? Did you dseide to buy enge as soon ag you could afford to, or later?

‘ 17. Did you have o spscial (kind of ) ares in mind?

21 18, ¥hat kind of o bullding wore you looking for originally?
z2 A9. Did the previous omasy live in the bullding?



23
24

25

26

o
o

REBVIURULTAR VB

43
46
47
9

Q
51
53

20. Do you sunply any ssrvices? \Vhat grvices do you supply?

Check: Hoat (Lind)
‘ Eloctricity

Pariing (gorage)
Stornpe Space
Usa of Garden
Refrissrator
Stove
Furniturs
Janiter
Othex

21. Are thers oome things chbout operating a proporty suoh am this that are
nore probloumtio than othexra?
Chegk: Which ssen the nost important?

22. How rmany Ts have you hed po fer?

23. Could you toll ne a little about your Ta?
Choglst Ay B, Ce

Total no. of Tooms
liumber of tedrooms
Rent { including noter tax?)
Length of lease
Automatically rencwed since:
Hationality
Iength of stay
Hupher of persons
Csoupation
Wife's oooupation

{Check: condition of aparitosni)

24, Vhat about your recsnt vucancisa?
Cheelk: Last Sacond Last

Year of last vasonoy

™noe it took te rant

{(If vocont) How long?

How neny come to eso? )

How meny offored to ront? (Vation.)
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24

56

ot

58

59
60

61

62

63

64

25.

26

33

- :} -
(If pore than 3% vaoccmeles) lss the time 16 takes to routl an apartnent
changed in recant years?

Ifow do you amnounce a vacansy?

If Al: Vhen you have a vaocanoy, who ususlly deals with the psople voming
to sae the apartnemt?
Ao (If not ths oumer hioself) What instruotions do you leave?

Do you normnlly accent the first T villing to pay the veni?

(If not) What sort of To do you iry to fet?
Chaslc:  secure Job

geod pasition

no children

(not of a) sertain antionality

ssenp responsible, careful

seens cocperative

ning personality

other

(If selective) Do you chzek on vhether this is the kind of T you vant?
lote: Vigits T*s apt?

Are you looking for Ts vho are willing %o stay, say ot least % yoars, ov
arsn’t you too concerped whether they stay zs long?

Vhen you bourht the buildins, how did you decide vhat reni to ask for?

Do you Imow the rents for sinilar buildings in the area?
Hota: How do the rents he mentlons compire to his owma?
llow nony deas he lmow of7

Do you norml. ly dapids beforechand hov much yeunt you want for an apartoent,
or are you prepared to give or toke a fow dollarc depending on the
cireomatances?

Ao What ahout the lancth of thoe lsase?
B, What aboutl redasoration and rapairs?
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v

66 35+ The last {time you rented an aparioent, did the T ascept your oonditions
right auny, or was thers soiw discussicn?
As (If tho lotter) What wmderstanding did you comn to?
B, Vas 1t vecormded in tho lease?
() C. Was this typical?
67 36. Has my repalnting had 4o De done either inside ths building or ovielde,
68 sincs you bought 14?7 (wecozd only from 1960 om)
69 Chaolcs Docripition and Dates
L .
b
Qa
lotes partly or wholly)
balgony
mllery
front vall
Probe ve a, b, a1 before To moved in?
painted by 77
who paid for the paint?
73 37« What repair vork had to be deme for your pressent Ts?
T2 Chagk: Yozl you Worl you Done by ©
3 Dig Mired
74
75 Eu
K3
7 e
76
™ s
2 1%
2(2 Othare
2 5;
2\4
2(s) 38. When was the last time you maw your To! apto.?
Chooi s
Qs b, S
.2(6) 39. Do you nale a point of }.mapiﬁ; up on vhethor the cparisents are lng kept

in coed condition?
A. (If not) Yhy not?



4C¢ Lo you Zind that Ts s-metimes call you nheout things that thay should
ba able %o fix themaslves?
loeter whish Tn?

A. (I yes) Vhat do you usually do vhen this happsns?

41, Hove you end your prassnt Ts ever commumicated in writing?
Hote ocoasionn.

42; Viould you desoribe your relationship Lo them ao businesslike oxr also
parsonal? Cheglc: 2w b Go

A: Io that the vay you prefey it7

43. Bo you nsver (Do you them) visit socially with any of your Ta?
lotas Whish TB; hov ofton.

44. bye any of yout 5 eexaolslly aecoperaiive in sonoe ways?

A, If Bi: Do you somatimes exchonge or boxvow things froem each other, ox
halp sash other out in other waye?
Cheolt: lend thinge 3. a. tools, foods
axch nroe books or resipen
help in repoly work or other thinga
around the house
tala cove of ths children
Five odvice
azchange gifin
do eccasional shopping
give o ride

othoy
(Plece a, b, or e, bosids itens, deperding on T

Aa \'Iould thi“:\ b@ 01"(:033? Gos ‘:3. s

45. Would you like soms To to W o litile more coopsraltive in sore vays?
A, (If yes) In vhet ways?

46, If RL: With hov nany of your nsighbors do you have a frisndly talk
falrly often?
lister llationality, .h..t"!/
Ao HNow often would ¥ iz be¥

47, If RL: Are you thinking of noving in the nser futuro? (Vote: Vhem?)
e (L€ yas) Any specific reasons
Chagk: TLocctiom
Space., focilitien, zorvieces
Heighvorbood charusisy
Yo
Finenoially Batter

Y2t mam
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2(20)
2(21)

2{22)

2{23)

)

2(26)

.

48,

43,

52,

34,

594

584

59.

(If thinldng of moving) Wherse to?
Chagitt Axen '
Suilding typs

If RLs '
{(If intending to move) Would you then sell thio building?

If DL: IHow do you lilke thie distriet as a placa to livae?

If RLs %Yould you say the charnster of this neighborhood has been changing

in recent years? Probst Vhat about property reintenance?

Do you lmow ovners or othsr persons with vhon you gonetimas discuss rene

tal natters? lotet Sees them often?
Prebes Belongo to o velawant sssociation?

Do you slee oun other rental troperty?
lote: wpumbsy, kind, locotion

EIf Hutg Hawe you over owned rantal oreperty in the pest?
iIf Yes) How do the xeturns coopare?
Probes If RL ~ differential treattent?

If AL: "Then you oole (den't nake) your living from R.B. holdings?

R

What kind of job do you heold?
A, (If retirsd) Do you pet & pension?

» Do you intend to sell this o mopaniy?

A (If Yes) When?
B, (1If Yasg) Why?
Probes  for profii, loss?

(1f intendirg to oell) Is $he building listed with a R.E. company?

{ow nush did the building coot you oricinally?
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- ¢ oae

£0, Did you take out a mortcoge ot the time?
Chaols:
Dowmpaynent lUortmage Interest Amortizntion Londey

e e T

i,
2.

nmmnmm.ommm

SEIAGROARBBY

61, What are your curveni ezpencas vwith the building? {list per yeox)

Fixzed expemscse
Lortinoge payments o
Property tax
Scheol taz
(Vater tax)
Insurconoe
(Janitor)

Opornting oxponses: )
Jaintonance (ca. per yr.)
(Haat)

((Mlectricity)

Othazos
TO2ALs
Yowr ~roes mental incoom iz mou how much per year?

By RO
N

=g
e

H

&

(inzert expenza total)

M

So this leaves you with o net (awplue or deficii of: z

2(52) 62« If AL: liow nuch of your oun poney do you firure that you have inveotad
up to noar? b i

e

(surplus z)

ninus _ (&% cash investment )

At S -

P

_ Total (Net profit) B

S0 the return isos o (E_E?@.@)

B e

Hote: Deos LL fimure in terns of cash flow?



“~
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2(53) 63. Originelly, how did you expsct the bullding to wori oul f{inomeinlly?
Hotes Hosole intontions? Szpected lewel of raturn?

2(54) 64. Do you expsst your preseat return rate to increase over the ecning yeara?
Notws Considerably? Unto vhich ievel?

2(9%) 65« When you bought the building, were you considerin: reesle aftor a fov years?
Probs: for a2 rofit?

2(56) 66. Do you expect properity veluss to change vwithin the next few yearo?
Hotas How nuch?

2(57) 67» If Rl.: Do you feel that stoying here works out better finoncinlly?
liotas over thought about thic in deteil?

2(58) 68, If AL: Is the meaale rarloet such that you can get the money invasted on
improvenent book?
Probo: with a profid?

2(59) 69, If AL: If you improved the proportyy could you gt an adequato retura
throuch improved rents?
Chegk: flexibility in yent and change in vasarey roie
Probe: with o higher net retumn?

2(60) 70. Taxrs have gone up o lot in recent ysars., IHow has this affected you?
Choeclts spends morxo on the »operty
inercased the ronto, or intends o
epende lems on nmalantenanceo
othey

2(61) Ti. (If app’ionble) Why hoon't income matohed tax inerocse?
Frobe: Ilnwe you ever lowsrad ox not raissd tho rent for a T vho nmight
othortise howe loft?

62 72. Hows you ever raised the rent for aay of your Te? (Leg. 1960)
63 Chesice (2111 in amownt) ok
2(64 o
8«
[
Ca

Probe: deos this include raisas fnx mavw Tse?
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2265) 73, (If reats vers raised) What mos the reastion?
2{65) Cheal: Accepited raise without discussion
Accepted raice with discussion
Called “cntal Boord
. ~ioved
Other
2(6s) 74. Would you szpeot to hawvs difficultion getting To if your rents were say
$10 higher than thay are nou?
2§69; 75« Bave you ever had difficulties or diasnpresments with s T?
2(70 Chaeclc: not pay tha rent
about repairs
left befors tho leaso expived
othey
2{11) 76, (& yos) Whot heppensd?
A, (If vrurt cass) Vhich pordy vent to sourt Livot?
Probe: (J1B gasa?
2%72) 17+ Did you ever howe a T with whom you did not renow tho leass (unler the
2(73) old gonditions) begouse you vanted hiu to leawe?
Cheek (1f yes):
denandsd nav lease with rent rais
refused to olgn o new lease
other
22?43 78. Have you cwver had complaiatc by To about other Ts?
2075 Probet !iind, raoctionm
2{78 9. (If nc eourt cose) Hove you over pgons to See o person or asjensy s.2s the
2077 QRD for ie advies on rentol mabtara?
278

Ao Elf yos) Do you hove o recular lswyer for rental retters?
Do (If yus) What abou?
Probet Impreosion of QRB

T

G0, Is theve aaything I hoven't ashed you that you would partieulorly
1like to sorment oa?

81, I have bsan asling you a lot of questions. Perhaps thare is something
you would like to azlc et
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A TV T e
ELRVAL TN

Date:
Timog Contascted:

Condition of aparisent

Grodes
Comenta:z

Builggg Jaintenanse

Crades
Comnontas

Deocrintion of intorviewec}.:

Revept ion: Chegls

‘;‘3}* t’.‘.‘t[‘!‘ge

Villing
Rapuarﬁ_ t Ovorall on finaune
Chagk: ruarded
equirosnl
opan
confiding
Coumants:

Change during interview?

Other persons prosent:
Effact: on interviow:

Spasial vroblsng gncounterads

Topiss of mrentest intarent to LLs

Languace spoken:

Doints of Spagial Interegt:

Initiadly wneild

LAy

L
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