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Chapter 1

The Making of Regent Park: Housing Crisis, Reform teology and State
Intervention

...The worthy poor. The very very worthy

And beautiful poor. Perhaps just not too swarthy?
Perhaps just not too dirty nor too dim

Nor — passionate. In truth, what they could wish
Is — something less than derelict or dull.

Gwendolyn BrooksThe Lovers of the Pobr

Despite substantial proselytising by urban refosraard various civic organizations for
state-housing provision in the first half of theetieth century, governments maintained
a relatively “laissez-faire” attitude towards hawgsuntil the 1940s. Small-scale
interventions such as planning laws, public headtulations, a handful of co-partnership
schemes partially assisted by government bodiesame financial aid to homeowners
characterized state activity in housing before W\VHe extent of the housing shortage
and its serious effects on the morale and effigieriche working population during the
war, however, provoked a renewed effort by refosvard municipal officials in Toronto
to implement state-provided housing. Most urbarresrfaced a critical housing shortage
during this tumultuous period. Due to outright ii&pto pay, landlord intransigence to
children, evictions, illness, overcrowding and degad housing conditions, many
working-class families found it increasingly diffilt to secure adequate dwellings even in
the full-employment context of the war. Left-winglitants in Toronto, Montreal,
Vancouver and Ottawa conducted spirited and sutdetefences of houses threatened
with foreclosure by the banks and militant occumadiof public buildings to call

attention to the crisiSHarsh and persuasive criticisms of the governrsdatk of action
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on the housing front intersected with broader putdimands for greater state
involvement in the economy and society. Increagingitional,interventioniststate
policy was seen not solely as the preserve ofrpibe sky reformers but as a widely-
accepted economic and political necessity. It \mas in the context of broader socio-
economic and political transformations in post-@anadian society that Regent Park

(RP) was conceived.

Prompted by widespread dissatisfaction with affoledousing shortages and by middle-
class concern for economic efficiency and sociaimay, Canada’s first housing project
was also very much the product of the reform movernoéthe 1940s, which played such
a key role in propagandizing for state-provideddiog and designing and implementing
Regent Park North (RPN) and Regent Park South (RRSdrm ideology reflected and
contributed to long-standing representations ofither city and its inhabitants as
physically dangerous and morally corrdgdvocates of civic modernization maintained
that urban renewal and public housing were esseatawider mission to rationalize not
only the disorderly urban landscape but also iifysimhabitants. Reformers even alleged
that the architectural design and layout of thggmtonvould wipe out the “slum” character
of the residents and allow for the development sxdificiently “normal” community and
social life. From the strident and racist moralgzof the WWI period to the purportedly
“objective” and “scientific” analyses of the camgwaifor RP, housing reform was deemed
an essential component of the larger project alirseg social consent by stabilizing the
physical and moral structures of the working-classily and contributing to the

construction of healthy citizens and communities.
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This chapter is concerned with the economic, malitand ideological background of RP
North and South and some key aspects of its itistital evolution. It begins with a
section on the enduring problems of housing affoitdg among low-income families in
Toronto from the 1930s to the 1960s, highlighting multifaceted nature of housing
hardship and the timid approaches of the statedolve the problem. In the second
section, | chart the history of housing reform idgy in Canada, paying particular
attention to the negative representations of thenf$and its inhabitants to provide the
ideological background to the development of a cmus state agenda vis-a-vis housing
and slums in the post-war period that resultethénRP projects in the 1940s and 1950s.
In the third section, | discuss the specific camgpavaged to build RPN and, much more
briefly, the similar campaign for RPS and how tirgrsected with wider reform and
state concerns about urban economic deterioragamal conflict and family stability.

The fourth section analyzes the “distorted mod#raissign and layout of RPN and RPS.
| argue that they too were intended to convertir@zens of the slums into efficient and
contented members of an orderly community. In thal section, | briefly outline the
administrative framework and two of the key intédmausing policies — tenant selection
and rental rate determination — in both sectionh@fproject to provide some structural

background in which social relations were playetiiouhe post-war period as a whole.

The Housing Crisis, 1930s-1960s

Working-class families in Toronto had always hadwgh time securing affordable

housing, especially during periods of economic sem» and wartime. For example, the

adverse conditions of WWI — scarcity of resourgeie inflation, and an unwillingness
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to invest in housing — led to a marked decreasesiuential building. Coupled with
unemployment and real wage loss, the lack of aviaildwellings would precipitate a

severe housing crisis in the immediate post-waioder

The low-income housing crunch returned to publmpinence with a vengeance during
the Depression. As David Hulchanski notes, onéefcentral features of the housing
guestion during the decade was simply the “ingbditmany urban residents to afford
adequate housing.Extensive studies of Halifax, Hamilton, Ottawa,ntMpeg, Montreal,
and Toronto in the early 1930s showed a proliferatif dilapidated housing conditions,
lack of affordable housing units and rampant satistress. The 193Report of the
Lieutenant-Governor’s Committee on Housing Condgio Toronto popularly known

as the Bruce Report after its sponsor, Lieutenavie@or Herbert Bruce, identified the
heavily skewed distribution of income, high unenyph@nt, and anarchic land
development as the main culprits of the housingjsin Toronto. It documented destitute
housing conditions among 2,000 of the most disaidggmd working families, confirming
“the inability of the lowest wage earners to paytsesufficiently high to obtain adequate
housing accommodatiori.Despite periodic crocodile tears from governméiicials,

little progress was made in providing affordablecanmodatior!. Working families lived
out the crisis as best they could, often sharintsumth other families, boarding in
private homes, frequently moving house in seardbetter opportunities or in response to
evictions, and painfully enduring wretched housifgr thousands of single male
workers, the only options were highly-regimenteblaur hostels, inhumane rural relief

camps, or the stredt.
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World War 1l ended the employment crisis of the Esgion, but it exacerbated the
housing crisis. Toronto’s location as the premartee of war industry in the country
aggravated the grave shelter situation for manyaerst First, the rapid increase in
population was not matched on the supply side bsildwg construction: the building
industry suffered from a lack of raw materials &mel priorities of industry and
government were focused on war production. As altre$ family formation, migration,
and immigration, the population of the City of Toto and surrounding municipalities
increased by almost 190,000 people from 1931 t@ 1#le less than 44,000 new
dwelling units were builf.Only 2,245 of these units were constructed as geney
housing by the City of Toronto with assistance frim federal governmeft.The plunge
in rental housing construction was particularlytacThe extent of the shortage can be
measured by the severity of the emergency measandcestaken to house people during
and immediately after the war: families in acutedvere placed in community centres,

fire stations, police halls, army barracks, andilyalsuilt emergency houses.

Most importantly, there was a glaring lack of shiéaapartments and houses that workers
could afford. Rental controls instituted in thesfiyears of the war temporarily eased the
crisis but did not address the short&ga.1943 study by economist O.J. Firestone of the
housing difficulties of the lowest two-thirds bycmme among renters in Toronto showed
that only 6.4 percent were paying less than thadstal affordable rental rate: 20 percent
of their annual income in refitin 1947, housing researcher Humphrey Carver fabad
the 12 percent of low-income households that meste than $1,000 a year were paying
more than 40 percent of their income in rént least 10,000 families lived in

overcrowded conditions of more than one personquan or in dilapidated dwellings. By
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war’s end, 30,000 families in the city were “doulgliup,” with two or more families
sharing a dwelling intended for one famifPurchasing a house was also exceedingly
expensive: by 1944, prices of individual homes ajanurban centres exceeded those at
the peak of the 1929 boofhTheToronto Stamoted in 1943 that finding a place to live
was a “nerve-wracking, heart breaking, time and eyaonsuming experience” for most

low-income Torontonian¥’

Unscrupulous landlords made matters worse. Intd igusing market, they had the
leverage to demand high rents. Sometimes, theataliely kept houses vacant in order
to make speculative gains in the market. More oftleey served notices to vacate and
eviction orders for tenants who had difficultieyipg the rent in order to secure more
“reliable” tenancies such as families without chela. By July 1945, 8,391 eviction
notices were filed in the twelve largest citiesCianada while smaller communities
looked at 15,000-20,000 eviction notices. Eric Galchergency Shelter coordinator for
the federal government, reported that landlordearonto were “descending during the
night and physically forcing the tenants otft®Only with the development of a concerted
working-class and war veteran protest movementratdousing issues in Canada’s

major cities did the government enact an evictieeZe"’

Problems with landlords continued during the 168é40s after the federal government
loosened its rent controls. Controls were relaxadéw rental vacancies, prompting
landlords to evict existing occupants in orderiteehents for new tenants. The Wartime
Prices and Trade Board estimated that in Toront@datrolled rents exceed the old

rentals by about 100%4%In 1949, the Community Planning Association of &am
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noted that over 1,000 families faced eviction imdr@o in January alone and that the
numbers could reach 5,000 in the following morfthsandlords also took advantage of
the slum clearance and rebuilding plans of thel Istzde. Knowing that the government
would eventually buy their properties, they sermetices to vacate as soon as plans were
finalized for demolition, an additional burden fenters in an already rigid market. In
1954, for example, many tenants left the areadlateclearance to build RPS even
though they were eligible for rehousing in the mawject. The majority told interviewers
that their landlords had ordered them to leave s€ttbat were not evicted insisted that
landlords had raised the rent substanti®ill in all, slum clearance policies actually
reduced affordable dwelling options for low-incofaenilies in the downtown area while

public housing construction failed to pick up thubstantial slack.

The housing situation improved somewhat as thetahaffects of post-war
reconstruction finally subsided. A significant nuenlof new dwellings were built in
response to critical demand and there seems toldesregeneral improvements in
housing quality® In cities across Canada, homeownership becamptamdor families
with modest incomes who could rely on governmemé&@wnership incentive programs
or employ extraordinary economic strategies sudieasg both parents work, taking in
boarders and working extra joB'sHowever, the grave problem affordablehousing did
not disappear in the 1950s and 1960s for those evinc®emes were very low. In 1958,
the Department of Public Welfare (DPW) in Torontmgmented that it was receiving
frequent calls from citizens about public housipgses. Numerous enquiries were
fielded from British immigrants “amazed” at the kaaf “council houses” in Toronto and

despairing families from outside the city or thoseently arrived who were ineligible for
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public housing. Department officials lamented tagn though many of the requests
came from families in houses “unfit for human hatitin,” they could do little but make

futile referrals to the filled-to-capacity RP.

By the mid 1960s, as Kevin Brushett has thorougblgumented, the housing crisis had
come “full circle®® for many underprivileged families. Shortages fmincome
Torontonians were once again rampant, rents werallspy and evictions were
increasing. City officials warned migrants, espligihe growing numbers of families
from the Maritime provinces seeking work in inditoronto, to stay hom&.
Excepting Southern European immigrants, who empl@densive community and
family ties as well as considerable economic siaerio become homeownéefsthe
dream of home ownership increasingly became jagtftr large numbers of people.
Homeowners in Toronto decreased from 71 perceatadpied dwellings in 1951 to 56
percent in 198%° Shelter costs also became increasingly burdensonpeor families.

In 1962, theToronto Stamoted there were still “Thousands Caught in HigmRTrap.*°
In 1965, a City of Toronto housing policy committegort argued that fully 20 percent
of the city’s families “were unable with their owesources, to provide decent, safe and
sanitary housing® Housing affordability problems for those at thétbm rung of the

socio-economic ladder would persist unabated imeal990s.

Despite a general boom in the economy with miniom&@mployment until the 1970s,
there was still a considerable proportion of thekivgy population that searched in vain
for affordable dwelling opportunities in the poséwperiod. Blunt lack of affordable

living space was the primary factor in housing kard, but this was often complicated
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by secondary factors such as poor housing enviratsnevercrowding and landlord
conduct. In fact, usually tenants coped with a neindd overlapping difficulties. It was in
this context of a persistent lack of affordable $ing that strong arguments developed for
public housing in Toronto in the post-war periodhieth drew upon enduring urban

reform ideas about what constituted appropriatedsoamd families.

Canadian Housing and the Ideological Origins of Tenitorial Stigmatization, 1900-
1950

As the century opened, reformers in Canada’s bumiggaities first drew attention to the
increasing dangers of infectious diseases thaleim estimation, threatened to spread
from the slums to wealthier neighbourhoods. Theaptedr of disease was widely used to
depict the despicable housing conditions of thekimgrand immigrant poor and, as
Marianna Valverde argues for the Toronto case duhe WWI era, the slum was
socially constructed as both a public health anara®ssentially moral” problerif.For
reformers such as Toronto’s influential Medicali€df of Health, Charles Hastings,
slums were scrupulously deviant environments thadyced vice, crime and disease. On
the eve of the war, R.M. Fripp offered up an omaitdefinition of the slum, arguing it
brought “overcrowding, discomfort, inconveniencecikased health, physical and moral
degeneration, increased criminal population, maote@, more jails, more jailbirds. All
these evils multiply like bacilli in a cess-pot atwhstantly spill over and spread
contagion.®® The physical degeneration of slum areas was tinestly related to moral
contamination, adding ideological remedies to #ferm crusaders’ attempt to cure the

modern city.
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Indeed, there was widespread apprehension thatsdttiings posed a distinct threat to
political stability, the family, the nation and ttrace.”* Asian, southern and eastern
European immigrant communities were singled odhéoften racialized discourse of the
period, but so too were the poor of urban Britaid the United States, labelled in the
biological determinism of the era as “failures”ukgg from “congenital defects” and
“misfortunes of birth.2®> Notwithstanding the well-documented deprivatiotiving
conditions among workers and the poor, always stibpethe boom and bust cycles of
the econom?’, the bulk of reform propaganda and practice deted a middle-class
version of what was considered proper housing aoichfiving with an often tenuous
link to the actual housing environments of workirigss families’ It was not the
wretched living conditions that immigrants and warking poor were forced to endure
that were isolated as the chief problems, but ratiremenacing slums and their

inhabitants themselves.

Most historians have overlooked the spatial dim@mmsf these brutalizing images of the
poor. Identity and place were firmly entangled, eibveless, in the minds of the growing
cadre of slumologists in Britain, the United Staded Canada. “Deviant” spaces —
frequently the urban conglomeration itself, but enparticularly, disreputable slum areas
of the city — produced “deviant” people. For urlsaformers, as David Ward contends,
slums expressed “the presumed causal links beta@aal isolation, and adverse

environment and deviant behaviodf.”

In downtown Toronto, the infamous “Ward” neighbooold became synonymous with

physical and moral degeneracy. At the turn of e@wry, the Ward referred to the St.
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John area of the city, populated mostly by immigttatians and Jews. It was a
convenient location for civic attention becauseat next door to City Hall and the
wealthy neighbourhoods around the provincial legiske buildings. A 1906 editorial in
theToronto Daily Newsleclared that the “Ward,” “constitutes a constaphace to the
physical and moral health of the city. It is anmgere from which flow fetid currents
which cannot but be corrupting to the whole comrtyti¥’ In his comprehensive 1911
study of housing conditions in the city, Charlestifags highlighted the dense
overcrowding and shabby conditions of the lodgingdes and tenements of southern and
eastern European immigrant workers in the WardmBlavas placed squarely on the
“foreign element” with their “dirty habits*® Writing for the general intere§tanadian
Magazinein 1913, Margaret Bell stereotyped the Jew inhad as a “cunning
shopkeeper” and the Italian as an “indolent South&rBy 1919, as the immigration
population gradually moved westward, the Ward weially redefined and reified, in
the words of the Bureau of Municipal Research,cpnent civic research organization,
as “a condition, an attitude of mind toward lifestandard of living — not merely a
geographic locality* In fact, the Bruce Report placed it to the west®1900
boundaries, pinpointing the formative role of spacthe social geography of immorality

constructed by middle-class urban investigatdrs.

The overcrowded row housing, tenements and lodgicgapied by the poor also
established a stark and disreputable spatial csintri¢gh the ideal vision of the single-
family home held by the middle-class. All municipiak, Dr. Charles Hastings advised,
“must have a keen sense of g#teialandnational significance of the term ‘home’ as

being of one-family dwellings** Hastings and company strongly believed that single
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family homes would uphold stable nuclear familg lih a manner consistent with the
sharp demarcation they drew between pubic andtersf@ace. In this gendered vision,
proper home life was conductedthin the stable confines of the family in the atomized
places of the dwelling. To this end, reforming @extts widely promoted house plans
drafted to rationalize and improve women’s domdstiour. The kitchen was considered
“a workroom and should be planned for comfort andvenience in handling work,” a
government report recommended in 1431@learly definable thresholds were similarly
necessary between the private spaces of the hotnth@mpublic spaces of the urban
landscape, emblematic as it was of urban patholagysical degeneration and social
disorder. This was particularly crucial for childwlopment: suitable child-rearing was
hinged on a clear separation between the ordertyehand the sexual lure of the messy
street and back lot. Multiple-family dwellings thatened “to blur the family unit” and
“brought public and private space too close for fairi*® Believing that licentious sex
among the working class was contributing to “racieide,” architects and planners in the
few publicly-sponsored housing schemes of the gaaimed to reinforce prevailing
definitions of morality and sexuality through dessgvhich privileged privacy between
bedrooms and between houses. Sealing off housesldaovshift the borders between the
encapsulated working-class family — with its higtaktraditions of communality — and
the surrounding community, revealing the socialompattributed to atomized family and

domestic life by bourgeois reformé¥s.

In the 1930s, the “hot” space of Toronto slumolsyifted east of downtown to the long-
standing working-class neighbourhood of Cabbaget®aughly a square kilometre in

size, it was home to a largely native-born Canag@pulation of British descent whose
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inhabitants worked in nearby industrial establishte@nd increasingly, as industrial
decentralization to the suburbs occurred, the ¢dabaur and service markets of the
central city. (See Map 1.1) In contrast to most-tewt “slum” areas in North American
cities, which contained tenement housifg;abbagetown’s narrow streets contained
small, single-detached residences and some rowrtgyusost of which were built in the
nineteenth century. Many of these homes backedrantow laneé? Like its counterpart
west of downtown, the Ward, its geographical bouiedavere “constantly shifting,”

depending on observed physical and moral détay.

Aging housing stock, material misery and a reneintggtest in cleaning up urban blight,
moral and physical, made this area of inner-cityonto a convenient target for a new
breed of “scientific” housing reform advocateshie 1930s. Much of the reform
discourse of the period was interwoven with sodirocratic viewpoint: embracing a
conviction that governments should permanentlyrugiiee through technocratic planning
within the capitalist system to ensure that slugaawere eradicated and that social
peace would be maintainétiThe most prominent housing activists of the ekHasry
Cassidy, Leonard Marsh and Humphrey Carver — wiereeanbers of the League for

Social Reconstruction, the intellectual arm of abdemocracy in Canada.
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Map 1.1 — Cabbagetown, Regent Park North and South
Source: 2003 MapQuest.com

Cassidy, Director of the Faculty of Social Workla¢ University of Toronto, and
Humphrey Carver, a modernist Toronto planner, autfithe housing programme for the
intellectual manifesto of Canadian social democr&ogial Planning for Canadand

later a top housing official with the Canada Moggand Housing Corporation (CMHC),
even saw social-welfare measures such as publgipas a bulwark against fascism

and class conflict®
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Figure 1.1 - Dundas Street East, Cabbagetown, 1935
Source: David ZapparolRegent Park: The Public Experiment in Housing, AtBbraphic Exhibit at The
Market Gallery March 13-July 11, 1999 (Toronto: the Author, 199.

Figure 1.2 - Dilapidated Housing in Cabbagetown, 13sSourceAlbert Rose Regent Park:
A Study in Sum Clearan¢&oronto: University of Toronto Press, 1958), 146.
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At a meeting of the Toronto District Labour Countileutenant Governor Herbert Bruce,
explicitly linked state-sponsored slum clearanceéwabour’s “constitutional” road of
advancing reform* Urban reform was thus clearly envisioned as a sé&mensure social
stability and offset radical challenges to the pikwg order. Such ideas would have
widespread purchase even among liberal policy-nsag@ncerned with economic

instability and social conflicts.

Tied to this interventionist strategy were the egireg ideas of modernist planning, which
focused on efficient and functional building antd slesign techniques that would not
only modernize the built environment but also thigaibitants of the inner city
themselves. The concept of technical expertisefulysextended to include the
standardization of building production methods araderials. Carver recognized the
obstacles that inefficient construction processeeg for proper dwelling conditions: “it
is necessary to apply to the design and constructilnomes the same scientific
rationalisation that has been applied, for instanautomobile plants; to reduce the costs
of fabrication and assembly so that modern livingditions may become the normal
possession of every household®rlh a 1948 study, he suggested that governmengs tak
an active role in the formation of a large-scalédnog industry to expedite
standardization, reduce labour costs, and genesalboth out the building labour process
to allow cheap, competent residential constructfa®arver and his contemporaries
spurned the views on the desirability of home owhigrespoused by liberal policy-
makers and the reformers of the WWI period, butesthéheir opinion that dwelling

forms should be refined through rationalized desigrorder to facilitate mass production
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and consumption standardsThis “Fordist” route was seen as the best roashtimnal

prosperity in a time of economic crisis.

The 1934 Bruce Report embodied many of these ietgionist principles and modernist
solutions. Considered the “bible” of Canadian urbemewal® it was comprehensive and
overtly claimed to rest upon social scientific psean. It undertook house-by-house
surveys of several thousand dwellings in Torontestral city area, finding that almost
three quarters were below minimum health standandsestimated that there were many
more such habitations in the ciThe Report focused in particular on what it coasid
the worst slum area of the city, Cabbagetown. Uniiie relatively tame interventionists
of the WWI period, the extent of the Depressiosisrand shifting ideological tenets
regarding state intervention encouraged the Repatthors, local architect, Eric Arthur,
and Harry Cassidy, to call for comprehensive sligarance and urban renewal under the
auspices of all three levels of government. Moreoveontained a detailed plan for a
model public housing development, complete witle¢halternative architectural

blueprints, for a section of Cabbagetown that wdililden years later become RPN.

Despite scientific pretensions, the Report congddia familiar slum narrative punctuated
by exotic images of pathology. Representationsoof housing conditions, poverty, filth,
and moral wickedness were condensed into onerggrikicture of abject misery, although
even by the Report’'s own putative standards, omhyreority of dwellings were in such ill
repair as to justify demolitioff. It pointedly described the very worst houses tghou
intensive surveys of three particular blocks in ladetown, giving publicly salient

attention to vermin, pests, outdoor privies andtilegroofs®* Rabbi Maurice Eisendrath,



66

an ardent supporter of the Report and member oftarfaith council on urban issues,
drew attention to the threat this posed to all arthaellers: “Toronto, the sorrowful city
of slums, where people live in hutches, which hustsrcall homes, is a place where
disease and death may swoop down from these slparsus all at any moment*The
Report conveyed the crude moral environmentalisminmscent of Victorian slumology:
“A good environment means increased self-respatirmproved morale; a poor
environment means the opposité As in Charles Hastings’ investigations before WWI,
slums bred disease, crime, gambling and a wholedideehaviours considered
abnormal, offensive and threatening. Slum enviramsyet was argued, encouraged
sexual laxity and taught young people the “artelfrjuency.®* “Exoticizing” the
physical shabbiness of dwellings, neighbourhoodsthe troublesome behaviours
ostensibly produced by them was not only a instntroémoral indictment; it was a
rhetorical technique intended to sufficiently utieethe social imagination of the public

to acquire support for slum clearance and publicshuy.

The Bruce Report seemed predominantly aghast attewenizens of the slums,
especially children, used the space in their naghiiood. Noting the cluttered back
yards and “appallingly’” numerous alleyways thatevecattered throughout the
neighbourhood, it underscored the overcrowding lprakand, in particular, how children
and adults congregated in congested streets amtichieys® The working-class street
environment itself was condemned: children playinghe streets and in the alleyways
and women and men gathering on street cornersktavées a palpable expression of
irrationality and disorganization at odds with tresatly structured and privatized view of

proper middle-class lifé® The report similarly lamented the lack of greeacspin the
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neighbourhood and the stifling confinement of shimuises, reflecting key tenets of
public health thinking at the time as well as aesthand moral concerns. This was
particularly distressing for Herbert Bruce, who ntained that “grass” was a “green
living and loving carpet and that there are reafig truly other and lovelier flowers than
those of the lithographed calendar that hangs erttéicked, crumbling and soiled wall of
a murky room in which the suns’ rays have neveeprated.®’ In statements such as
these, advocates of slum clearance and urban réneady articulated paternal
arrogance and moralized impressions of workingscliés. They also pointed up the

gendered nature of slum representations.

Reformers in the 1930s and 1940s retained resgigiews of women'’s proper social
role as confined to the domestic sphere. In theenainthe preservation and bolstering of
the family, reformers paid particular attentiordtmmestic architecture. Simplicity,
efficiency, and economy were the key words in tmarejement of the ideal domestic
environment and external housing design. As Hump@aaver recommended, “the
mechanization of household equipment would helbtrate the housewife from the
monotonous servitude of domestic chores and allewddevelop family life in more
fruitful directions.®® An efficient housekeeping regime within this madeed household
was also essential. For Carver, the messy housékeasd to what he called the
“slummy” city itself: “The sentimental and procrastting housewife allows her home to
become so cluttered up with useless heirlooms arakiknacks that half the working
day is spent dusting the crowded shelves and isitganice behind the big side-board
that was inherited from Aunt Lizzie. In that kinfllmuse, husbands are losing their

spectacles and tempers, there is the smell of manddan atmosphere of frustratidi.”
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The efficient housewife, he argued, properly usssglarbage can to dispose of waste as
governments should do with blighted inner-city aréehe proposed model of social
relations within the home was thus hinged on atstiotion of nuclear family life,
severely constraining individual aspirations, esgicthose of womeri® If women were
mentioned at all outside the strict realm of fanlifly it was to champion their skills as
potential housing project managers which callecafoombination of “social worker and
business managef*’pointing to the common judgement that women’s tireit home
management skills could be successfully transfemddde community as a whole to

ensure the smooth functioning of the national golit

Social workers joined urban planners and architecsscially constructing Cabbagetown
as a dangerous slum. The influential Canadian Y@atmmission cited overcrowding as
the root of much immorality. Children who livedéongested housing, the Commission
stated, “sought an outlet in aggressive, destradighaviour and too frequently turned up
in court as juvenile delinquent&’A 1944 report by Sam Campbell of the Big Brothers
identified certain streets in inner-city Torontowhich juvenile delinquency and sexual
licentiousness ran rampant among “boy gangs.” Ibb@getown, he identified “sturdy
working class people, inclined to be suspicioushpyra them decent and clean,” and
stated “it would be a grave injustice to labelthtise people who live in these poor areas”
as morally depraved. He described others, howeageiphysically dirty and morally
corrupt. Children growing up in an area of thisckare exposed to influences which
exaggerate the evils of life. Bad language, gamblimnunkenness, prostitution, are all too
familiar.” Campbell singled out two “bad” spotstinn the larger slum zone. The first

dangerous area was the infamous back alley: “Téerenany connecting lanes running
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at the back of [the] side streets and parallehémt. These lanes are excellent warrens of
refuge for activities, which shun the light of dayDelinquent gangs seem to breed best
where the physical environment is bad. Most deatlstreets in the congested, poor area
have their gangs.” The second was the house emrennitself: “Many of the wretched
houses that | visited had two or three familiestivin each of them. In these cramped
guarters where privacy was non-existent the chiléhecame aware of the mysteries of
life at an early age. The sordid background ofhbime tended to dwarf and wither good

habits and clean thought&”

Actual proof of the extent of these conditions mraaknowledgement of the severe
housing shortages during the war that forced petopberercrowd dwellings were not as
important as the influential effect that lurid demns of slum environments and
behaviour had on the public imagination, espectaléyreferences to sexual immoralify.
Mary Louise Adams has shown that moral reformerk0s and 1950s Toronto
specifically targeted various leisure venues inutEn landscape frequented by
working-class youth as sexually and morally illisitaces in need of contrGIThe Big
Brother's Campbell endorsed strict supervisionaifrng people’s activity but linked it to
the necessity of slum clearance: “Conditions whicded delinquent gangs and all the
other evils of our society cannot be eliminatectbgritable gestures which merely

poultice a cancerous growth which should be exdised skilled surgeon’®

Not all commentators heavily emphasized moral corecelournalist and novelist, Hugh
Garner, presented a somewhat different interpogtaif Cabbagetown. For one-time

resident Garner, it was home to some behavioudalbjous practice&’ but in contrast to
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the stern moralizing of reformers that labelledriyeaverybody within so-called slum
neighbourhoods as deviants, Garner found a largelgst poor population in
Cabbagetown eking out a dignified living and dieecimuch fire towards unscrupulous
landlords. He emphasized that squalor existed fiNatl houses, but in some.” Purely
physical degeneration of external and internahlivpaces stand out in Garner’s
narrative: “It is that kind of squalor shown by &dloor boards or worn out linoleum. It is
apparent in torn wallpaper and fly-specked ceilifigs noticeable in pieces of dry bread
on tables, and filmy milk bottles half-full of séng milk.””® In a striking comparison to
the racialized “Asian” spaces analyzed by Kay Asdarin Vancouver's Chinatowf,
Garner considered that “Like most streets in thghi®murhood, Blevins Place didn’t
have a house on it that wouldn’t have made a gdudeSe laundry®® He also
distinguished distinct hierarchies of slum spagesthaeir inhabitants within the broader
area identified by the public as Cabbagetown. Rejrat largely negative physical portrait
of the built environment, he nevertheless distisgad the houses of the working poor in
the area from the rooming houses of the adjacemssNPark neighbourhood slightly to the
south and west of Cabbagetown but often identdiegart of the same outcast space:
“Moss Park is a vicious, criminal neighbourhoodpplated by transients from all over
the country, who live in squalid, verminous howvalsund Jarvis and Sherbourne Street.”
For Garner, then, slums were defined more basieallylaces of physical decay with

little connection to social threats to the citygashole. “Cabbagetown was a slum but not
a cess-pool...” he arguéliNevertheless, Garner joined reformers in endorsiagm

clearance as a necessary component of post-warstegction.
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“Urban Surgery”: The Campaign for Regent Park North

While it was clearly an ideological success angimagion to civic activists, federal and
provincial governments ignored the recommendatpyoposed by the Bruce Report.
National Housing Acts enacted by the Conservatnelaberal governments in 1935 and
1938, respectively, were largely intended to beosployment and only provided
minimal financial assistance for already affluearhilies interested in homeownership or
home renovatiofi> Many of the federal housing laws of the 1930s E940s were
ostensibly modelled on U.S. precedents; yet New Déaatives south of the border were
much more far-reaching, resulting in the constarctf numerous housing projects in the
1930s% As the housing crisis intensified during the wawever, the argument for state
provision gained a new lease on life. The 1943 BfaBtan for the City of Toronto would
stand on the shoulders of the Bruce Report’s réipuataspelling out that the “modern
conception of proper living conditions” could na met by “haphazard rebuilding by
private enterprise.” This extensive plan grantednstlearance and rehousing chief
priority and pinpointed the area from Dundas todeeStreet, between Parliament and
River (the exact boundaries of RPN) as most in méetearanc&” This area of
Cabbagetown would be the prime focus of the reflotsby. An important political
precedent would be established the following yeaemthe federally appointed Advisory
Committee on Reconstruction (the Curtis Reportleddior the construction of 700,000
new housing units and recommended that the fedexernment actively intervene in the
housing crisis by building low-income housittgn 1946 the federal government’s

housing initiatives were centralized in a new Cra@orporation, the Central Mortgage
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and Housing Corporation (CMHC). CMHC was conceipeglominantly as an organ of
homeownership finance, conspicuously indicatedheychoice of its first president,
David Mansur, former General Superintendent ofGeatral Mortgage Bank.
Nevertheless, it devoted a portion of its actiwtyublic housing and proved to be a
convenient and centralized federal body with whigflormers and the local state could
negotiate funding. All in all, the activities andrdands of the housing reform movement
in Toronto anticipated many of the legislativeigtiives enacted for the country as a

whole.

The specific postwar campaign for RP, led by lgmalernment officials and an activist
and propagandist group formed in 1944, the Citizelosising and Planning Association
(CHPA), drew on the essentials of the Bruce Regidtthe propitious legal and political
developments at the national level to step up #mahd for slum clearance and
rebuilding. The CHPA had its origins in an infornha@lusing advocacy group established
in the wake of the Bruce Report in the mid-1930slrép-in housing centre was set up on
the University of Toronto campus to foster commyimterest and support for public
action in slum clearance, public housing and cémn&@ planning. During the war, the
group was reconstituted as the CHPA. It had overiB0ividual and 24 corporate
members, representing a broad cross-section ofitabasiness, religious and civic
organization$® It was dedicated, in the words of one of its chigimbers, University of
Toronto Social Work professor, Albert Rose, to yvieimple” plan for “slum clearance
and rehousing.” The CHPA “bombarded” the local gedkral government with briefs,
reports, and delegations putting forward the arqumr public housin§’ It had a

newsletter, thélousing Digestpublished several pamphlets and numerous statisti
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bulletins, and organized a series of prominent@a@mnices and meetings on housing. Its
high-profile spokespersons such as former insurareeutive and founding member,
Harold Clark, regularly spoke on radio and to teerspapers on the urgent necessity of

housing refornf®

Reform advocates in the 1940s such as the CHPAgisaisweeping slum clearance and
redevelopment plans since they would allow forradlusive redevelopment of the
architecture, external and internal spaces, aeallid the conduct of life within these
“constructed” spaces. In the eyes of urban refosnrecities across North America, the
only solution to the all-encompassing pathologiethe slum environment was what Kay
Anderson calls “urban surgef— wholesale clearance of neighbourhoods and, if
possible, rebuilding on the existing site or creguburban enclaves of public housifig.
The elimination of slum dwellings would mitigatestfpathology” of slum areas. It would
not do, Humphrey Carver contended, to simply retettze affected areas. Only slum
elimination integrated with a comprehensive appndaccity planning would be
adequate: “It is as unwise as it ever was to putwane into old bottles; a repaired slum
still remains a slum* Moreover, only total slum clearance could ensha the

behaviour of tenants in the redeveloped area doeil@dequately supervised.

Slum clearance and urban renewal had vital econoroievations as well. In the lead-up
to the successful 1947 municipal ballot on cityfinial support for RPN, Mayor
Saunders and the reform movement concentratedyargehe financial viability of the
project as well as ampler social concerns. The Cld&®anded that the municipal

government body that would oversee public housingaronto, the Housing Authority of
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Toronto (HAT), be composed of people with “soundibass judgment” in addition to
having a “broad social outlooR?Slum clearance promised economic remuneration. By
1947, the RPN area slated for clearance consi$té@®@0 people living in 765 dwelling
units in 628 house¥.Most of these small houses were aging and conséygumead low
property and building values, bringing few tax daddlinto municipal coffers. For
reluctant municipal officials not yet won over tetneed for massive intervention,
therefore, the urban renewal of Cabbagetown prahtssubstantially enhance the tax
base of the city* Reformers also played on the desire for thrifn@song officials and
public opinion by arguing concretely that comprediea slum demolition would free up

cheap land for municipal housing authorities tddpublic housing projects.

In addition to financial concerns, acute physidagti formed a key plank in the pro-RP
platform and a distinct association was drawn betwghysical decay and the pathologies
it produced. The CHPA generated a mountain of grapda, highlighting the relation
between urban blight and wider immorality. They mained, “it is the slum that makes
the slum dweller, not the slum dweller, the sluthMayor Saunders offered up dismal
statistics demonstrating that fires, infant motyakuberculosis, and juvenile and adult
arrests in Cabbagetown dwarfed similar numbersaufid” neighbourhood€.The print
and broadcast media also jumped on the urban rdfandwagon using their
considerable public influence to rally support poiblic housing. Lurid descriptions of
ugly, substandard houses with “rickety steps,” ‘wand saggy floors,” “cracked”
ceilings, vermin, lack of play space, congestiorttanstreet and in homes and the
attendant moral consequences were common fareeaadio and in newspapefswhile

the Toronto Telegramthe traditional organ of conservative businepposed public
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housing in principle, both thEoronto Daily StaandTheGlobe and Mailwere
supporters and regularly ran articles replete gitiphic photographs and captions
comparing the dismal former “slum” area with thejpct. Media outlets highlighted both
the physical and moral transformation promised ldylip housing, putting particular
emphasis on how the new environment would prodoogeated and productive

citizens®®

The potential of public housing to transform angiove women'’s housekeeping and
social outlook was conspicuously underscored inlmafche media coverage after the
first tenants moved into RPN in late March 194%oBe and after photo captions for a
piece in theGlobe and Mail for instance, stated, “Moving’s fun when it meésving

dull, crowded quarters for a shining, modern nemad'®° The Toronto Daily Star
interviewed several housewives such as Hazel Mekcesaid the new apartment was
“like walking into a dream,” with all new appliare&and a modern bathtd®. Teresa

Bluett proudly showed a reporter for tBéobethe new appliances and amenities such as

an electric refrigerator, gas stove and a “glistghbathtub®?

CBC radio reporter, Allison Grant, narrated heituis the old “slum” neighbourhood and
the new RPN by painting an imaginative verbal @atrfior her listeners of how “rickety,”
“substandard,” “crowded,” wooden houses were reguldry clean concrete and brick row
houses outfitted with modern gadgets and efficyedisigned for maximum household
performance. The woman whose house she was degrtfbit made over in new health
and spirits in the few days since she had moveddre and now she had a place for

where her family can come home to....and bring ir thiends as wellAnd live at last.
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She emphasized the role played by women such asBt&fd member and ubiquitous
crusader for public housing, Mrs. Bessie Luffmahpwold the architects, “For goodness
sake, when you're building, have enough cupboaagespnd have things handy to work
in.” Grant concluded her piece by using the metajpii@ recipe to explain how RPN was
implemented: “Take the concern of a City Coundiltfte welfare of the people. Add a
generous measure of citizen support leavened wetitypof sound information (factual
knowledge). And blend well. Then add a dash of girajnd the same thing can be
accomplished anywheré® According to Grant, this recipe was the meansuto p
efficient and happy family life on a sound footimgthe turbulent post-war years. It
would come as little surprise that the very firsitsi built in RPN were reserved for large
families with young children, including the muchhpigized Bluett and Meere

families 1%

Above all, public housing promised to forge a n@erfimunity” out of the ruins of the
slum. What “community” meant was often left implisi the discourse of the era, but

“efficiency,” “order” and “active citizenship” wereertainly three main tenet® “The
biggest cost of the slum to society,” the post-mhitect of Canada’s welfare state,
Leonard Marsh expressed, “is apathetic, dreargdivivhich is a menace to every aspect
of healthy citizenship®® Humphrey Carver believed that efficient commumpignning
would “promote loyalty to local government, chursheecreation centres, institution'd””
Reformers criticized anarchic urban developmerat tigseat to sustained economic
performance yet they maintained that “proper liviaguld only be based on their own

middle-class worldview, distinguishing the “inautiie” social relations of the blighted

neighbourhoods such as informal networks of mutitchnd the communal-like use of
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space from the orderly and privatized conduct efrtbwn class. And since the poor were
incapable of attaining the requisite degree of bbokl efficiency and social order by
themselves, they needed to be separated out, tedtamd regulated through public

housing spaces.

In contrast to early twentieth-century reform catsg symbolized by the explicitly
intrusive philosophy of pioneer housing reformarshsas Octavia Hill in Britain, the
regulatory thrust of Toronto’s reform movementhie 11940s and 1950s was tempered by
social democratic reformers’ rhetorical supportditizen participation and inclusive
community development schemes. Yet these propesdisd up taking a distinct second
place to financial viability and moral rehabiliati concerns. Thus the 1943 Master Plan
stressed that “citizenship” and “community spiatid the creation of “new and modern
neighbourhoods designed for modern urban life” daully be rationally organized from
above'®® Albert Rose believed that tenants in the impenéiRgdevelopment, for
example, would need to be “oriented” and “educatadimodern living methods,
preferably by professionals trained in sociologgt ancial work'° Eric Arthur, now a
member of the City Planning Board, argued in 19v future public housing tenants
could not be entrusted to look after their own lawde seemed to sympathize with an
American public housing manager’s half-joking sta¢at that “poison ivy, surrounded

by barbed wire would be a godsend” in maintainigris in public housing project¥’
Only through state intervention, therefore, cowldvfer slum dwellers become productive
and “tidy” citizens contributing to the harmoniougtional polity. As Edward Saitas
argued in another context, reformers held the batef that "the native can be educated

into ‘our’ civilization."***
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Political Success and the Campaign for Regent Pai&outh

The weight of the post-war housing crisis and tfeabler precedent-setting developments
in state intervention at the time, as well as thespasiveness of the reform lobby,
ensured the success of RPN. In late 1946, the C$iReAessfully proposed putting a
guestion on the January 1947 municipal governmaihbtitfor support for $6 million in
funding for the RPN project. Despite the lack ohcete support from the provincial and
federal governments, who would only provide limifedncial support for the project,

the City and the reform movement conducted a vig®and successful campaign to
convince business, the media and voters of thessitg®f slum clearance? 62 per cent

of voters (at this time, only property owners amg-term lease holders) responded in
the affirmative. The necessary political suppors\iraally generated to level

Cabbagetown and rebuild anew.

The question of exactly how RPN would be built ammhaged was gradually decided
throughout 1947. In April, provincial enabling Isfgition allowed the city to create the
HAT, composed of members appointed by City Coumdilp would be responsible for
overseeing construction, policy development andagament of the project. Slum
clearance procedures, tenant selection policiesalreates, various financial questions
and the awarding of building contracts were evdhtsattled by the end of 1947 as
clearance was underway. For the next five yearsl HAd the City of Toronto would
continue to negotiate with the provincial and fedlgovernment for more funding, but in

1952 were forced to ask voters for another $5 amilio complete the projett Once
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again, the majority voted yes, demonstrating theinaing commitment to urban renewal

among Toronto voters.

RPS was a logical extension of the northern sedtidhe minds of urban reformers and
the local state. As Kevin Brushett has detailed;THAntinually lobbied Toronto City
Council from 1948 to 1953 for a southern extengibRP as applications for RPN
continued to sweft'* The original plans for RP from the Bruce Repomvards had
envisioned a much larger project encompassing migttbe northern section of
Cabbagetown but also the area to the south. Fialacmnstraints, however, forced the
city to settle on a smaller project. In 1953, arfal request was finally made by the City
of Toronto to the provincial and federal governnseior funds. By this time, however,
both senior levels of government now had the lagig and political power granted by
extensive 1949 amendments to the National Housttgdact on their own and
proceeded to do so. They too were now caught mgtional concerns about urban
renewal*'®> A Joint Advisory Committee on Regent Park Soutls foamed with
representatives from CMHC, the Ontario Governmentthe newly-created government
of Metropolitan Toronto to study the existing aregganize slum clearance and design
the new project. A Metropolitan Toronto Housing Aoitity (MTHA) was then created to

manage RPS and the new Lawrence Heights projexrthern Toronto.

An overriding belief in the necessity of public lstg and the apparent success of RPN
in its first decade forestalled substantive debhtaut the merits of public housing during
the campaign for RPS. Extensive studies by the gadyiCommittee on Urban Renewal,

a joint federal, provincial and municipal body ahd Joint Advisory Committee on RPS
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in the mid-1950s found 2,389 largely poor, workiigss people living in 456 aging, run-
down and overcrowded dwellling$®> As the NFB documentariReport on
Redevelopment: Regent Park Soldimented, it was “a tired, worn-out place...whéfe |
was a losing struggle against dirt, dampness aetcowvding.*!” Once again, the
continuing existence of slums in the central cipsveonsidered a threat to proper urban
living that could only be eradicated by public hiogs The journal of the Toronto Board
of Trade argued in 1958 that the experience of RRiNved “very clearly that a new
environment can do much to aid people in develogieg individual strengths as well as
their familial ties. There is no reason to beligvat similar advantages will not pertain in
the new neighbourhood in South Regent PatkThe first annual report of the MTHA

argued that:

Canadians should be proud of these two projectS[&Rl Lawrence Heights], for they represent
an advance in our fight against the pernicious camity disease called slums. In their concept,
their planning and now in this administration, thve projects have been designed to bring not
merely new housing but new homes — new understgratid kindness and community spirit — to
the people who live in them...to enable these petuplake heart and redesign their lives and to
bring up their children to be people we can alpess.™*

The persuasive propaganda campaign conducted aif b&RPN would easily carry

over into the mid-1950s consolidating the politiaél to extend the project to the south.
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Figure 1.3 - Cartoon in theGlobe and Mailsupporting slum clearance
SourceGlobe and Mail 16 August 1954.

Housing Design As Social Policy in RP

The key elements of slum clearance and redevelopdigrourse — concern with physical
well-being and the spread of disease, the flagimairder of the inner-city built
environment and life, and lack of a morally sounchmunity — also lay behind the
planning, layout and design of RPN and RPS. Byl&#0s, the ideological hallmarks of
modernist planning and design promoted by HumpBrayer and the League for Social
Reconstruction in the 1930s — rationality, progiesd technological change — were
widely accepted by a broad cadre of social engmegxdanners, architects and key state

officials. These reformers were not receptive ®niodernist ideal because of the often



82

radical and anti-capitalist aesthetic and politmahcerns of many modernist planning
and architectural thinkers; on the contrary, thelyelved that modernist notions of
functionality and rationality could be effectivdbilored to plan efficient, cost-effective
public housing with the goal of reconstructing bt environment of the slum and
remaking slum-dwellers in their own middle-clasage'?° This architectural and
planning ideal pledged “better living” in the viewkreformers and would drive the

planning and design of both sections of RP.

In the wake of the Bruce Report, three separatielsés for Cabbagetown’s
redevelopment had already been drawn up, but @R&t got the go-ahead, HAT chose
the little-known Toronto architect, J.E. Hoare, dese his plans promised “savings in
construction, the more intensive use of land aedtgr efficiency in operation and

management’!

By the time RP was conceived, “economy” had alydatome a key
word in the lexicon of state housing planners iitém and the United Staté# State-
assisted housing schemes before WWII in the U.%e generally built with the same
social reform concerns in mind, but designers uUsghl-quality building materials and
were less concerned with economy in site desigriaymiit'?® The city authorities
responsible for building RPN, however, were prepeed with selling the financial
benefits of public housing to the general poputaaad to reluctant officials in the higher
levels of governments and were therefore interdstedcial reconstruction on the cheap.
The number of units in the project was actuallyeased by over 400 from the original
plans during the 10-year construction process tetmeilding costd** Hoare cribbed

extensively from existing public housing designatbmf the border settling on a design

remarkably similar to the Cedar-Central projecClaveland, Ohio, one of the first public
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housing projects in the U8 His proposals were relatively simple, employed-cos
effective building materials and maximized groupdcee within the parameters of the

social objectives set by housing reformers and Biéi}.

There was never any doubt that the site would Beyded according to the “superblock”
principle. Dominant in American public housing tkimg at the time, this idea called for
the complete clearance and rebuilding of a larga ar order to create a sharp contrast
with the existing urban fabric of sub-standard diwvgs and efficiently utilize the
available building spac&® HAT argued that “merely to permit the buildingraw
residential buildings on the existing street pattand as a patchwork programme applied
to the present situation, is to fail to createdtieactive surroundings which are
essential.**” The existing built environment — six major citypbks with single-family
dwellings and row housing, inhabited by over 8Qfdifees, 35 scattered businesses and
several churches — was almost completely oblitdr&teOnly Regent Park United
Church and St. Cyril's and Methody Greek Orthodbyurch would survive the wrecker’s
ball. Toronto’s reform community would have hegréhdorsed the statements of
Elizabeth Wood, director of the Chicago Housinghuity, that, “On the basis of
experience with large urban developments, we krawif blighted areas are not rebuilt

on the protected superblocks, all expendituresheilivasted, the project will decay’™

The Project Area consisted of 17 hectares anddtirtie it was fully completed in 1957
would comprise 16 three-storey walk-ups, six sorey elevator buildings and one eight-
story high rise as well as nine sets of row howg#s56 units in all. The majority of the

units were two or three bedrooms although theree\@esmall number of bachelor units
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for “diminishing families” and some four and fivedroom apartments for large families.
All the buildings were connected to a central hepiystem and were furnished with
basement laundry facilities and a garbage incirmraystem. Administrative offices
occupied the first floor of one of the buildingsdaa community centre with a hall,
gymnasium and games room was built in the baseaie¢his building. A long campaign
by local women'’s groups to build a daycare centréné project was ultimately
unsuccessful*® Figure 1.4 is a partial reproduction of Hoare'lgimal sketch, consisting
solely of three story structures, but it providedear sense of the enormous size and

scope of the project.

Figure 1.4 — Architect’s Original Sketch of RegenPark North
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The three-storey walk up buildings were construateal “dumbbell” shape while the six-
storey structures adopted a “dog-bone” configuratimth of which aimed at capitalizing
the ground space to accommodate as many peoptessible. Such styles “chimed in
with the growing emphasis on slum clearance anev&dpment in urban areas where
land costs were an important factor***The exclusively red-brick exteriors are what
stand out to the first-time viewer of RPN. This veadeliberate construction feature:
brick was much less likely to catch fire, one of Key fears of slum observers at the
time'®, it looked “clean” and “stark” in contrast to ttgirty” and “disorderly” wooden
houses of the slum and combined well with the fiwsllis at right-angles characteristic of
modernist aesthetics. Architecturally mundane arahenonotonous from an early

twenty-first century perspective, the buildings &vaevertheless sturdy and eminently

functional.

The internal built environment was clearly designeith sanitation, efficiency and
traditional domestic virtues in mind. Roomy unitshnadequate light and ventilation
were supplied, based on contemporary public héddiis that air and light were essential
for healthy physical developmelit Planners also provided modern cleaning, cooking
and sanitary devices as well as clearly-demarcatell areas in kitchens and bathrooms
so that women could efficiently perform househattiaties. “The improved physical
conditions,” the newsletter of the Ontario governtigehousing branch boasted, “will

make possible higher standards of housekeepinglaadliness***
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Yet what really made RPN stand out was the oveit@ldesign and housing layout. The
project is characterized by a wide-open vista aetcspwith the buildings set in a park-like
surrounding to isolate out vehicular traffic ansipecially, the adjacent blighted area.
Two-thirds of the total project area was devotedpen spaces and play areas, much of it
consisting of large expanses of grass unencloséenogs or barrierS? Like planners in
North America and Britain in the immediate post-\ariod, advocates of RP believed
that housing projects should be a calm and staddes an the urban desert of slums,
visibly dissimilar from the adjacent slum areas &ee from such noxious influences of
the city as traffic and noise. “Reconstruction mtistrefore consist in the clearing out of
the existing buildings,” HAT officials believed,Hé redesign of the street plan to
eliminate through traffic and to provide adequatesaities in the form of parks and
children’s playgrounds, and the rebuilding of theove area**° As a result, Hoare
adopted the “Radburn” housing layout scheme, naaifted a private New York housing
estate of the 1920s, which represented a cleak ffr@a traditional street and housing
placement. The orthodox planning precept that gelygslaced houses fronting streets
was altered in RPN: the buildings were segregedeapletely from the clamour of traffic
and the social disorders of the street. In thetagant buildings in RPN, tenants entered
their residences from the inside of the projectigas not from the street side. The central
thoroughfare, Oak Street, was pedestrianized fernal use, providing convenient
access to living spaces and the outdoor recreaties. Nothing would provide a clearer
disparity with the closure and confinement thatpmgedly characterized the blind lanes,
rear houses, tightly-packed dwellings and narraoees$ of the former slum area than the

open-space superblock of RPN.
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Figure 1.5 - Diagram Showing Buildings, Layout andServices in Regent Park, 1970s

Source: Diagram adapted from Regent Park Commimjpyovement Association (RPCIABy the
People: A Summary for the Peoffleoronto: RPCIA, 1975), unpaginated.
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The planning and design of RPS abided by the saohiectural objectives as its
neighbour to the north. It too was based on theshjock principle and was closely
attentive to the necessity of openness and marnydadotrast with the old slum
environment:*® What was novel about RPS was the inclusion of fivestorey elevator
buildings in addition to garden townhouses. Théows government players involved in
the renewal process conducted a spirited debatg alhoch exact combination of
apartments and row-type dwellings was financiadlgsible and, equally significant,
which would fulfill the lofty ambitions of sociabconstructiort>® From the outset,
planners rejected an exclusively high-rise develapinsince U.S. experience had shown
that they were more expensive to build and maintid were not suitable for families
with children. As the 1955 Joint Advisory Commitiae Regent Park South maintained,
families with children, “if faced with the necessdf living in apartments, are obliged to
cope with serious problems,” such as the diffiesltof mothers supervising children’s
play, leaving the apartment to shop or run errambsthe financial burdens of the
Authority to provide for supervised recreation spand programmé$® Despite these
concerns, the high-rise ideal was eventually adbatel would constitute close to two-
thirds of the units in the project. It was crudizt governments demonstrate for the
populace that they were actively combating the walighted areas, particularly in the
context of continuing charges by citizen’s groupd the media that the housing crisis
dragged on unabated. The five towering apartmertkisl of RPS constituted a striking

visual reminder that the poor were being dealt with vigorous manner.

J.E. Hoare was contracted to build the 253 twothrek-storey townhouse units which

hugged the eastern and western boundaries of tletofenent. Planners believed that 40
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per cent of the families rehoused in the 10-hegiesgect would have school-age children
and would therefore require homes with garden spdt€onfigured largely in L- and
U-shaped groups of eight to twenty units, the tosuses were more individualized than
the RPN row houses and allowed for a small garganesin the front and back similar to
the low-cost private townhouse developments thaespringing up in the period in

Canada’s major urban centres. (Figure 1.6)

Figure 1.6 — Townhouses and Apartment Buildings dRegent Park South
Source: Anthony Jackson, “Apartments Regent PatkiSboronto,”The Canadian ArchitecEeptember
1959, 63.

Nevertheless, it was the five high-rises locatethecentre of the development that
attracted the most attention from observers atithe and later critics. A 1959 feature
article in theCanadian Architecon the development scarcely mentioned the towrdggmus
concentrating instead on the innovative exteriat iaterior designs of the tower blocks
that won Page and Steel, the top Toronto firm umderse responsibility the towers were

designed, the Massey silver medal in 1958, the presttigious architectural prize in the
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country*** Page and Steel’s chief designer, Peter Dickindm@w up the plans and took a
minute interest in the details of the project, ing materials and working closely with
housing officials. Dickinson, a British immigranthitect who studied at London’s
prestigious Architectural Association, was one ah@da’s first truly modernist
architects. During his student days in the 1948d)dd devised, in the words of
architectural critic, Adele Freedman, “real-worldjects, with an eye to efficiency and
economy, as often as possible in consultation adtinal clients and working to actual
briefs.”*3 Speaking the sophisticated language of architatmodernism, Dickinson
nevertheless aimed to apply experimental stylesried shapes, the use of simple, solid

materials, and unconventional layouts — for a npagular audience.

Bucking the orthodox tradition of positioning builds according to the street grid,
Dickinson placed the five towers so that they watented to the points of the compass,
creating a landscaped courtyard between the bgsdvith green space, benches and
small play areas. This design accomplished theinedjopenness and spatial segregation
of the buildings from the main through streets® morth and east (Dundas East and
River streets). According tbhe Canadian Architecthe “wall-like slabs... turn their
backs upon the row housing below and look inwarth#olife of the children.” The

“slabs” are made of brick and their exteriors appéas flat walls with the windows and
small balconies forming a geometric pattern. Thigpée, but unusual style was intended

to provide a “a dynamic backdrop to neighbourhdwidd.” ***

The interiors represent the most innovative featfithe design. The buildings employ a

“skip-level” arrangement in which apartments occtpy floors, a design first utilized by
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the Swiss-French doyen of modernist architectueeCbrbusier, at the Unité
d"Habitation project in Marseillé> A typical three-bedroom unit in the apartment
buildings contained two bedrooms and a bathroorthemupper level accessible to the
corridor; the living room, kitchen and dining aread another bedroom were located on
the lower level. (See Figure 1.7). Efficiency reeg supreme in internal layout as well.
Circulation space between rooms was minimizedoestom was provided off the
kitchen and closets were built in all the bedroofsiall-to-wall window in the living
room and small windows in the bedroom and kitchevided the sufficient amount of
light required for healthy living. As in RPN, thaits were supplied with the latest in

domestic technology.

There was much discussion in the planning stagatahe recreation and community
facilities that would be provided given that oved@0 children would live in the
schemé*® “Community centres, playgrounds, toilets, janitf@sunsellors, these are the
price of collective living,” Anthony Jackson ®he Canadian Architeaipined. Yet
satisfactory facilities were lacking from the st&@nly after the project was formally
completed was a committee constituted to adequstetly recreational needs. Criticisms
by MTHA officials and tenants themselves led t@duction of the unused parking space
which was turned into more open, playground sp@eeruse of the elevators, hallways,
pedestrian walkways and play spaces due to the fagulation of children and the lack
of commercial establishments and community spacalfage groups was also noted
soon after the project open&.In response to these concerns, MTHA built a sstfh
mall in 1961 with a bank, drugstore, dairy-bar,ligaalon, clothing store and coin

laundry; the second floor of this building was ussca MTHA administrative centre
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which freed up space in the ground floor of onéhefapartment buildings for a small
community centre. Lack of recreational facilitiesmtinued to afflict the project and

would be a focal point of tenant criticism in thesaing decades.

Figure 1.7 — Regent Park South Floor Plan
Source: Anthony Jackson, “Apartments Regent PadkiSboronto,”The Canadian ArchitecBeptember
1959, 67.
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The architects, planners and city officials whatdie northern and southern sections of
RP assumed a set of universal needs on behaliveihicome families in the area and
believed that design features would assist in toamsng behaviour. The healthy physical
surroundings of the project would generate progeatrorkers and do away with the
perils of contagious diseases. David Walker, Corsdisle Member of Provincial
Parliament for the riding that included the projéctd the first residents of RPS, “All is
not sunshine and flowers... but where there was daspair there is now hope, where

there was darkness and dirt there is now lightled**®

Spacious and well-designed
internal layouts pledged to increase maternaliefiy, remove the problematic sexual
consequences of girls and boys sleeping in the saame, and “relieve much strain on
family life and make for happier living* Orderly and open site design and building
layouts abolished the anarchic and claustropholseny of overcrowded slum life,
which produced crime, delinquency and other patyiek “Difference in and of itself,”
Frank and Mostoller argue of site design, “would/eeas an antidote, a form of

inoculation*°

against the slum malady. Most importantly, the peaject allowed for
the production of a suitable, middle-class notibna@nmunity and active citizenship. As
Charles Hendry, the director of the Faculty of b@ork at the University of Toronto,
observed: “Where Regent Park had replaced old souik new buildings, the group

formed a ‘new outlook’ and a ‘fresh respect’ fooperty.™>*

Administration and Financing of Regent Park

HAT would manage RPN from 1947 to 1968 while theteern section of RP would be

managed by the MTHA from its inception in 1957 86&. By the mid-1960s, growing
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criticism of urban renewal and the reluctance ef@ity of Toronto to be directly saddled
with a large and expensive public housing portfdkal to successful negotiations in the
mid-1960s between a new provincial body, the OatAlibusing Corporation (OHC), and
the City for an amalgamation of RPN and RPS undetrol of the larger provincial
body. When OHC took over the management of allipdtmusing in the province in
1968, RPS and RPN would become part of the se@vgddt state rental-housing
portfolio in North America — second only to the N#wrk Housing Authority">? For the
next decade, both former sections of RP would domstpart of a Metro Toronto East
administrative unit under OHC control. In 1978, grevincial body would devolve some
aspects of public housing administration to a retiarted Toronto Metropolitan Housing

Authority.*>3

RP was funded by a combination of tenant rent asttifing combination of grants and
operating subsidies by federal, provincial and rogal governments managed by
housing authorities. At all levels of governmehgre was an expectation of a full
retrieval of expenditures through rent and tax nexs from public housing tenarté.
This reflected a generally penurious attitude talsdow-income housing and the
preference for home ownership financing among gowent bodies. Indeed, the vast
majority of state assistance in the housing realthé post-war period was directed to
home buying assistance programs, a policy in tutte tive widespread ideology of the
“ideal” dwelling not to mention the profits it brght to private builders and developers.
As Susan Fish and Michael Dennis famously reveiald®72, CMHC had purposely
intended to construct low-quality, unattractive peihousing that would not compete

with private market units® Richard Harris aptly concludes that working-classants in
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Canada have effectively subsidized the rich asaltref the greatly disproportionate
monies spent on various home ownership plans bgttite since the 1946 As a
result, lack of funds for infrastructural improvemt® recreation and services has plagued

RP throughout its more than 50-year history.

Financial Thrift and Moral Regulation: The Philosophy of Public Housing
Management and Constructing the Borders of Public ldusing

The local and senior levels of the state entrugtddic housing managers with the
efficient economic and moral management of prdgdtities and tenants. In both HAT
and MTHA, housing project managers were considsiadltaneously landlords,
property managers and social workers. Accordingaeid Walker, Minister of Public
Works in the Ontario government in the late 195 @arly 1960s, they had to “combine
the qualities of social workers, business managérmaardian of public monies.
Regulations are designed not to hold the bettamtelut to help him graduat&®® This
interventionist, reform-minded management philogophs the logical outcome of the
moralizing slum discourses of the WWII years andildaharacterize public housing

management throughout the first two decades of RE's

Such control-centred stances were elaborated imgement ideas and practice in both
sections of RP. In a 1960 article entitled, “Theusiag Project Manager,” Paul Ringer, a
research officer for the MTHA, defended the righoficials to intrude on the daily lives
of tenants. Home visits, for example, were judtifie his eyes because some families just
needed to be taught modern methods of housekedygorgover, since the housing

authority was responsible to all tenants and tagrsgyt had to be thoroughly vigilant on
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financial matters such as rent collectfdhAlbert Rose similarly contended that the right
of the housing authority to impinge on privacy was a “serious affront to personal
liberty” especially given the fact that tenants liael privilege to “qualify for the
substantial benefits and advantages of a dwelliiigitn a modern public housing
project.”™ As Rhonda Y. Williams aptly puts it in a studyhafusing projects in
Baltimore: “[Public housing] managers acted asauisins of a ‘deficient’ but alterable

population whom they saw as reaping the rehabiléaienefits of public largessé®®

Interventionist attitudes were concretized in tbioms of Frank Dearlove, RPN manager
and Executive Director of the HAT from 1949-1963rakking member of the local
Conservative Party with many years experiencetamiaing officer with the City of
Toronto, Dearlove clearly adhered to paternalisigas that centred on brash intervention
from above to solve problems. The relatively undesdoped infrastructure of the state
bureaucracy and the project itself in these yemotiitated a paternalistic approach. The
HAT offices were located on the RPN site and, Esithaintenance and secretarial staff,
there were only a handful of employé&sDearlove himself therefore played a central
role in conceiving project level policies, enforgirules and regulations, overseeing
evictions and consulting with tenants on all aspetiproject policies — all of which
brought him into close personal contact with tesAtftHe worked to restrict “problem
families” during his tenure and took a hard linevamat he considered to be “proper”

family and social life within the project.

The principal policy within public housing was ttemant selection system, which

determined eligibility to live in public housingi theory, tenant selection procedures
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were supposedly free of conspicuous moral considesaand were praised as fair by
housing officials. Since RPN and RPS were slumraleze and redevelopment schemes,
those on the top of the priority list for rehousimgre low-income families living in the
“slum” area at the time of clearance. HAT estimateti948 that 80 per cent of residents
in the area cleared for RPN would apply for rehegsn the new project yet by the time
the project was fully constructed more than halthef apartments and houses were
occupied by families who had not lived in the dvegore'®® Only 23 per cent of the
original 638 families in the southern section af tedevelopment area relocated in RPS
by the project completion dat& The majority of home owners and some tenants eefus
to apply to the new project because they were agptsthe idea of state-assisted
housing or their higher incomes rendered themgii@é; many other eligible families
were confused or frustrated by the interminabléd ¥asia vacancy and opted to find
accommodation elsewhere. A sizable minority wehesed access because they were

thought to be morally unfit for the new schetfte.

For families in need of affordable housing that kiad live in the area cleared for
redevelopment®, a wider residency requirement in the City of Tam a maximum-
minimum income cut-off rate, and point system wageeloped that rated eligibility on a
number of social and economic factors. For RPNjldk applicants from outside the
redevelopment area had to be resident in the tifponto for five years (changed to
one year in 1961); in RPS, eligible applicants tuakdave resided in Metropolitan
Toronto for at least one year previous to applocatAll families, including those who
had previously lived in the area, also had toldalbw a gross maximum income of

$4,200 a year in RPN in 1952, a figure significahigher than average earnings in the
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census Central Metropolitan Area (CMA) as a wh8)eheoretically allowing all but the
most highly-paid workers access to the project. ihheme thresholds were more
restrictive in RPS due to the stricter Federal-Pr@al requirements under which the
project was built and managed: $4,500 was the maximnnual gross family income
figure in 1961, approximately 75 per cent of averagnual family income in the CMA
as a whole in that year, suggesting that it wagdimore directly at low-income
earners® These figures were periodically readjusted to fak@account changing
incomes and policy objectives. For example, in 1@@maximum income ceiling in
RPN was raised to $4,900, the upper level of tie&h one-third income group in central

Toronto!®®

If a family that applied for RPN and RPS residethwi the city or Metro and did not
earn more than the maximum income figures, theyldvaeceive a personal home visit
by a staff member of the respective housing auikeriwho inspected their existing
accommodation and assigned a point rating. The gggtems designed for both sections
of RP in the 1940s and 1950s were similar with sammer exceptions. Inadequate
accommodation (overcrowding, substandard dwelliagspunted for approximately 30
points and scores from 10-15 points were awarded fotal of 100 in the following
categories: a disproportionate amount of incomatspe rent, number of dependents,
unfair eviction, health factors, family separatitre to housing and veteran stat{fsThe
moral and social health of children figured pronmitgin this point-rating system. The
category with the single highest number of pointthe early years wdsamily Separated
Due to HousingFamilies with children of different sexes whopdlen the same room

were also awarded more point§Unlike RPS, RPN also had a 5-point category extitl
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“Suitability as a Tenant” and a section for perd@meenments by the home
investigator:’? These categories were far from precise and coelasnre a variety of
overlapping causes of housing hardsfifFinally, extraordinary applicants were
submitted to a tenant selection committee presided by Board members of the MTHA

and HAT.
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Figure 1.8 — Regent Park North Housing Inspection Bport, 1950s
Source: City of Toronto Archives, Housing Authoritf/ Toronto Papers, RG 28, Series B, Box 29, utfile
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This eligibility scheme prevailed from the 1940giluthe 1970s when low incomes were
accorded more weight. The rent to income ratio malued 20 points in total, the full
amount awarded for those paying more than 50 perafeéheir income in rent. A
category “Abnormal financial commitments” was added scored out of fifteen and a
graduated scale of points was established for ydaesidence in Metro and time spent
on the waiting list’#In 1981, income and shelter costs in existing mywas awarded
44 per cent of the points available with poor hogsionditions, imminent evictions and
individual circumstances such as health conditammounting for the remaind&? By
1987, income accounted for half the total pointar@ed and a number of previously
excluded groups were granted access to public hguscluding the physically and
developmentally disabled, refugees, parents ungdbtezn and victims of family
violence!’® In 1988, OHC shifted its income determination pehuare from gross to net
income, allowing applicants to claim employmenttet expenses such as day care and
transportation, thereby providing a greater incento the working poor to move into

public housing-”’

Despite formally objective policies, however, tenselection was clearly subject to the
class-based moralizing attitudes of housing offscierom the outset, key players at the
local and federal levels of the public housing luracy had definite opinions that only
deservingworking families facing “circumstances outsideitlo®ntrol” were considered
desirable occupants of housing projects. Accorthngrank Dearlove, public housing
would serve as a pre-emptive strike against famfldling into destitutiort’® Those that

had already “fallen” — families on relief, the leteym unemployed, and “hard-core”
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cases — would be restricted. Thus, fully 11 peroéthose eligible for rehousing in RPN
by 1953, 90 families in total, were culled from #iggibility lists and denied entry to the
new project. Albert Rose described these “hard“ataees as having standards that were
“far below the accepted nornt€® and worried that without policies to restrict such
families, RP might become “a half-way station faamyg families with more or less
chronic personal, social and economic probleti$Residents in the Trefann Court area
adjacent to RP, who would conduct a spirited stieiggainst the bulldozers of urban
renewal in the late 1960s, vividly recalled thabbeve barred entry to some “unworthy”
tenant families in the newly-built RP and constastiifted them from one temporary
house to another in streets not yet cleared farildibg, hoping they would “voluntarily”

leave the aref!

There were more disturbing intentions underpiniiagsing selection procedures in
RPN. Dearlove worked actively to secure positiomshee MTHA and HAT boards for
Conservative party membéfsand, according to Paul Ringer, a long-time housing
official with both HAT and MTHA who worked closelyith Dearlove in the 1950s, he
also facilitated tenant vacancies in RPN for pargmbers and for City of Toronto
workers, hoping to populate the project with updiag tenants loyal to his idea of
conservative citizenship. Ringer recalled that Hkra point of view was ‘dammit I'm not

gonna let this thing slip into a slunt:*

Equally telling was the moral censure of “problefahilies that operated in broader
tenant selection guidelines. Two prominent “publwisers” who were pivotal in the

struggle to get RPN built, Albert Rose and Haroldrk; became Board members of the
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MTHA in the late 1950s. It was Albert Rose who ma¥lee motion to limit welfare
families in RPS that was passed by the MTHA onpitogects’ first anniversary in
1958!#* Families on social assistance in both sectionkeproject throughout the 1950s
and early 1960s were limited to approximately 1520cent, expressing “the
desirability of developing a balanced communify Dearlove was still not satisfied,
expressing privately to his Tory party colleagueriDaValker that welfare cases were
already upsettingly high. Supporting the limitedidend, Moss Park project, because it
would include a mix of low and moderate income t#sahe stated: “I think it would be
suicidal to add to this already too high concerdrabf low-income families with
numerous children, many of whom are in receipt effave assistance and constitute the
‘bottom of the barrel’ type of tenant, as seriawsible is bound to result... Almost
certainly, gang wars would develop and the incigesfccrime and juvenile delinquency

would be on the rise'®®

HAT and MTHA management were explicitly preoccupieth confining so-called
problem families to a manageably low number. Initgaldto housing inspection reports

that subjectively scored “housekeeping standardd™general suitability,” inspectors
often made positive or negative comments aboufpecis/e tenants on the housing
inspection report. For example, a 1961 housingdaspn report noted in the section
“General Remarks” that a particular family: “Hasdreaan effort to clean up. Little to
work with. Would be purchasing new furniture if apted”!®’ (See Figure 1.8) One
report described the prospective tenant as “prabkit another noted a tenant, “seems a

decent type of persort® One inspector expressed, “l am impressed with gdady, |

feel, if given chance, could be a good tenant fie)d'®° A 1956 editorial in the
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newsletter of the Housing Branch of the Ontarioggament also pinpointed the
following criteria which were far from objectiverént paying history, neighbourliness,
lack of furniture, housekeeping and conduct ofitlavidual members of the family are
frequently causes for an authority to reject arliagion.”*° Despite claims to the
contrary by some housing staff; housing inspection officers and managers in local
Housing Authorities were powerful gatekeepers efsiistem and had considerable local

control to decide which tenants were fit to livepimblic housing.

A second key policy that concerned tenants wasl¢termination of rents. The rental
scale for RPN was originally designed in 1947 lg/plablic housers, Humphrey Carver
and Alison Hopwood, as part of the Toronto Metrapol Housing Research Project
undertaken at the School of Social Work of the lérsity of Toronto">? They studied
rental policies in British, Australian and Americpnblic housing as well as the family
incomes of RP area residents in 1947 before clearand worked up a rental scale
specific to RP’s needs. The proposed scale wagl lpaseipally on the ability of families
to pay with variations for different family sizesdaiincome. From the 1940s to the mid-
1960s, rents were supposed to be approximatele&ept of total monthly family
income!®® although the notion of what was a fair percentgEnged in government
circles, reaching a maximum figure of 30 percentimployed families and up to 50
percent of income for social assistance recipibpthe early 19705 For families
receiving social assistance, rents were calculatea more fixed scale according to the
shelter allowance portion of social assistance @agmand not on a percentage of

income!® In the Carver-Hopwood scheme, total family incomaes originally based on

the full gross wages of the chief breadwinner am@ oange of $43-55 of each other
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family member who worked and earned more thandimeunt. Special reductions were
included for dependents, but not employed familyniers or those receiving pensions.
In addition, there were monthly utility service ojp@s and a security deposit was required
when the lease was signed, amounting to half amsrent. The CMHC scale applied to
RPS was more onerous than the HAT scale for RRMNgcteg the thrifty attitudes of the
federal government regarding the proportion of inedo be used to formulate rémt.

This system was adopted with various provincial iiications by housing authorities
across the country and remains to this day withesoradifications in the rates of
reductions and allowancé¥.Homer Borland, a top CMHC manager, described this
rental scheme as “to each according to his neetifram each according to his ability”

with no intended humour or apparent knowledge efsthurce of the quoté®

A stringent range of rent policy rules also hedgetdnancy in public housing. Every

time there was an increase in income, regardlegseafource or amount, tenants had to
sign a new lease. The lease was only legally yali@0 days, which allowed the housing
authority to evict on short notice. Income slipgeyenoreover, routinely checked once a
year and employers were often consulted to venidpines. These were harsh regulations
unheard of in private market housing and reflethedudgmental attitudes of the housing
bureaucracy. It is no surprise that tenants reddateng their “life open bare” to the

authoritiest®

Efficient rent collection was an overriding concefrhousing officialdom and was linked
to the effort to alter the habits of poor familieausing NewslettefHNL), the in-house

organ of provincial housing officers, exclaimedl®66 that public housing
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administration played “an important, if limited,Jedn helping to develop healthy and
happy citizens, so essential to the form of sodietyhich we live.?®° Rental arrears
were regarded as a perennial problem among the p@mussing the necessity for
vigilance among housing officers in collecting iNL waxed: “It would appear that
this is an appropriate time to introduce the feagince, like the time of the year, the
picture has a certain soft and pleasing glow alioBut, to strike a chilly note, Winter
inevitably follows Fall as night follows day, andry often an accumulation of other
debris as Winter thaws into Spring™> Senior officials frequently used the pages of the
newsletter to advise local administrators on tret beethods of rent collection. Subject to
the local discretion of managers, there was somegon for late rents and partial
payments. In RPN, the project manager himself, Eearlove, frequently made
personal visits to tenants to discuss probléthat times, local-level officials would cut
tenants slack, allowing them to make instalmentiEayts on back rerft§: in other
incidences, the rules were followed faithfully evercases of terminal illness or other
calamities that interfered with rent payméHtAlbert Rose reported that in the first eight

years of RPN, 100 people were evicted for rentablems and anti-social behavidir.

Conclusion

RP was developed in the context of intense housamdship among working families in
post-war Toronto. Throughout the post-war peribd,gingle most important feature on
the demand side has been low financial resources@utme working poor and social
assistance recipients. Low incomes were complidayesbcondary factors such as family

size, household size, the particular requiremehitaimigrants, medical problems, and
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social dilemmas within the family. On the supplgesithe 1940s and early 1950s
witnessed absolute dwelling shortages, high rémtsyacancies for rental units, poor
quality dwelling, oppressive landlord practices andisruptive slum clearance and
rebuilding program. There was an uninterruptedimsaffordable housing for low-
income families in the period after World War lathwas not matched by public housing

construction nor private-market dwelling opportiest

Urban reformers and, gradually, all levels of tteesrealized that the poor physical
conditions of inner-city, working-class neighbouoks and the lack of affordable
dwelling units threatened the productive capaditthe workforce, the stability of the
family and larger community and, ultimately, so@ahce. They promised that urban
renewal and public housing would physically and atlgrreconstruct the shattered slum
areas of downtown Toronto. In the propitious cohtéhousing crisis, the wider growth
of the welfare state, and conspicuous worries abocial stability, they tapped into a

larger public sentiment favourable to state intatia.

State ventures in housing were characterized, heryey a limited financial and political
commitment that favoured home ownership over promisf affordable rental dwellings.
And even with the success of slum clearance andi®Re was no fundamental shift in
attitudes towards working-class and poor familrethe inner city. In fact, the campaign
for public housing sustained and strengthenedahg-standing representations of the
slums as a physical and moral threat to orderliespdReformers painted a portrait of
what they considered the “ideal” public housingdest — clean, industrious and

dedicated to community — and contrasted it withatieg representations of dirty and
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morally-tainted slum dwellers to drive home theessity of state involvement. The
accent on moral regulation in slum discourses wasoglied in the key public housing
policies of tenant selection and rental rate detgation. Tenant selection processes were
rigged officially and unofficially to prevent welarecipients and other so-called
problem families from securing vacancies in thgquots. That urban reformers were
initially successful in imposing their own “orderlyision of urban life in public

discourse and in internal project procedures, heweshould not blind us to the

responses by the objects of ‘slumology’ — the dedaslum dwellers themselves.
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