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Chapter 4

“Ripped Off By the System”: The Rise of Socio-Econmic Marginalization in Regent
Park, 1951-1991

The people of Regent Park are forced to be thethe&yare because some head of affairs, some
big man, is holding the people down.

Ozzie Smith, Regent Park tenant activist, 1975

Somebody up there has a structured plan to kegpaibiepoor. You have to have people to do joe
jobs. So you never let them get out of poverty.

Janet Ross, Regent Park tenant activist, 1975

Despite the best efforts of urban reformers, tlggrsttization of Regent Park (RP) as
solely a refuge of social “misfits” equal to thersis that it replaced was not long in
coming and fed directly off increasing material degtion among tenants. By the late
1960s, as the few existing statistical studiesaf&clian public housing have shown,
public housing residents began to exhibit markeffgrent characteristics from the ideal
working-class tenant promised by 1940s public haygroponents. By the last decade of
the twentieth century, public housing tenants gldast in virtually all indices of socio-
economic deprivation. In 1988, average annual ircamong public housing households
was significantly less than half that of the averegnter household in Canada. Less than
one-fifth counted on employment as their major sewf income while a third relied on
social assistance. However, among those that videg@work, almost half didl.
Compared to the general Canadian population, fapubfic housing projects contained
significantly more children under fifteen yearsagie (over 30 per cent in public housing
compared to 20 per cent in the general populatad)were composed of many more

one-parent households (24.1 per cent comparedi@ithper cent of average rentets.)
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This bleak portrait of social and economic dispyastclosely mirrored in the
Metropolitan Toronto area. In a thorough studyhef 1971-91 period, Robert Murdie
confirms that there was a marked shift from twoepafamilies to single-parent
households and seniors as well as from nativertagn-born residents, in particular, a
disproportionate number of Caribbean-born blacksragthe poor. Furthermore, he finds
an increasing number of long-term tenants and fasdn welfare in Metro’s projects.
He suggests that this pronounced rise in multiterimequalities is due to wider
economic developments such as the loss of centyalanufacturing opportunities, as
well as shifting supply and demand factors witthie housing sphere. The latter factors
include the changing workplace and familial rolésvomen, varying immigration trends,
outright lack of affordable housing, tenant selati@nd rental policies favouring only the

most disadvantaged and a retrenchment of welfate sommitment8.

The powerful stigma attached to public housinggxts as “neighbourhoods of exile,”
where only the jobless and social assistance estpiive, has also intersected with
debates in social science circles about the “utaes¢ According to this thesis,
particularly popular among a segment of the mestiaial scientists and conservative
commentators in the United States, whole grougseople, in the US case, African
Americans, especially in large public housing depeients, are said to be permanently
marginalized due to intergenerational labour maaket social exclusion, and dissolute
behavioural traits that perpetuate poverty andoeie dependency on the stéte.
Subscribers to the “underclass” theory highliglet #issumed social pathologies of poor

blacks stemming from substance abuse, crime, lulghat non-completion, teenage
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pregnancies, unemployment, single mother statusedizshce on welfaréThe theory

has faced trenchant disparagement in critical §eciance and historical circles on
theoretical, empirical and political grounds, rfwe teast of which is that black inner-city
dwellers themselves are blamed for their own secimromic deprivation, which neglects
the devastating impacts of long-standing structiaeism as well as neoliberal state
policies and urban economic restructuring that Haxably constrained, stigmatized,
indicted, and punished ghetto residéhits Canada, there is a paucity of serious research
in this vein, although several studies have cordarthe manifest rise of urban poverty
and inequality since the 19793he mainstream media and some government resesrche
in Canada have certainly made ample use of theeiahass” concept generically to

brand poor people as social pariahs, but acadeséarchers have largely rejectetf it.
David Ley and Heather Smith, for instance, havenshthat major Canadian cities

contain numerous areasadepandconcentrategoverty, some of it among recent
immigrant groups, although they reject the notiwat there is an ‘immigrant underclass’
on empirical grounds, finding only small spatiatkets of simultaneous, multiple
deprivation such as welfare dependency, high-schaalcompletion, and non-labour
force inclusion. They document dispersed areas@bseconomic exclusion that are

often located close to middle class or stable waydlass neighbourhoods with far fewer

indicators of poverty®

This chapter takes its cue from the existing diaikstudies on Canadian public housing
and the broader literature on the rise of urbaguadty in advanced capitalist societies.

The first half charts the historical escalatiorpofarization between RP residents and the
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Metro Toronto population by comparing a seriesrofldly illustrative statistical traits
over a forty-year period. This long-term historiparspective allows us to scrutinize the
development of socio-economic marginalization Hmfore and after the boom period of
postwar capitalism from the 1940s to the 1970s.r€k&lent population underwent a
dramatic process of socio-economic divergence mparison to the general Metro
Toronto population, which began in the mid to [B860s before the onset of outright
assaults on the welfare state. The second sedtista explain the rise of socio-
economic inequality. In contrast to the damnin@tial of generalizations and
stereotyping with little evidential suppoft that blame public housing residents
themselves for their predicament, | directly padive arrow of responsibility for rising

13 towards the state, neoliberal

poverty, inequality and effective ‘loss of entitlent
economic restructuring and the potently deleteriftects of stereotyping RP as an
outcastspace. More specifically, | argue that the ruinowsalization and political
practices of the state housing bureaucracy aoite And senior levels of government,
the scarce economic, employment and housing magirtunities and the adverse
effects of territorial stigmatization severely reged socio-economic possibilities. | flesh
out the stark statistical and policy portrayal bysidering various qualitative sources

such as oral testimony, letters to the author byév tenants, rare resident case files, and

internal and public documents from the various hapiadministrations?



177

Data Sources

The statistical analysis represented in the Figatrdéise end of this Chapter is based
primarily on two different sources of informatiorhe first data set comprises project-
level statistics generated by researchers for To®public housing administrations and
other state bodies. These data sets are valualske thiey were based on 100 per cent data
from the two sections of RP and not on sampleswaflg a precise look at various social
indicators. Unfortunately, the archival repositeranly contain selective and inconsistent
project-level data from the 1950s to the late 1980sere possible and appropriate for

comparison, the analysis utilized direct projeveledata.

The second source of statistical information is@easus of Canada enumeration area
(CEA) data from 1951-1991. Enumeration areas aeihallest spatial units for which
data are available in the census; some of the esiorend cultural data that the CEA’s
contain are based on 20-33 per cent samples whilsginold and family variables are
usually based on 100 per cent dat@hey are imprecise, but allow historical
comparisons over regular time intervals on a wadee of social, economic and cultural
variables. What | term in the graphs located atetig of this chapteRP CEA includes
statistics on the tenants in the partially-compld®egent Park North (RPN) as well as
other residents living in adjacent private rentali$ing and owner-occupied units. Some
of the latter tenants would also move into RPN agpanded in the 1950s and into

Regent Park South (RPS) in the late 1950s.RIRéCEAdata thus allow a broad look at
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the wider populace from which a sizable proportibtenants from both sections of the
project originated. The 196RP CEAdata includes both sections of the project and a
small area of private market housing: householidsdiin the project itself comprised 84
per cent of all household81n 1971, Statistics Canada split the 1951-61 areagwo
separate CEA’s. What | label in the grapRBN comprises data constituted by 80 per
cent of the 1,615 households who lived in the resrilsection of the project. In tRPS
the match is less exact: 72 per cent of the houdelived in RPS while 28 per cent lived
in adjacent private market housing. There is nolaibs test of statistical reliability, yet,
as Murdie shows, an approximate comparison bettfee@EA data and public housing
data for the Metropolitan Toronto Housing Authomidiy a whole, demonstrate that the
census data can be taken as reasonably repregemtftine public housing population,
especially for larger projects such as Regent Parkerefore, the data in this chapter
offer us sound indications, if not exact measuséthe socio-economic profile of RP

residents.

To underscore the differences between those dwgehifRP and other inhabitants of
Metro Toronto, census data for the Toronto Cemiatiropolitan Area, labelled in the
graphs CMA, provided a consistent comparison. The Toronto GWAudes the whole
built-up region of the city of Toronto and suburid¢here possible, Murdie’s dafavere
also used to formulate comparisons between temaiRB and in Metropolitan Toronto
Public Housing as a whole and other low-income [eeliying in private market housing,
which he calls Lower-Status Enumeration Area Subtat. Appendix 1 at the end of this

chapter gives a full explanation of the abbreviadiased in the graphs.
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Summary of the Research Findings

Children and Families in Regent Park

| am trapped

in a clean bright place
warm

but | can't get out
And all the doors

are prison grey

what was my crime
Only

too much love

on too few dollars

too fruitful, my love
Be warned, my children
Be warned, and

Be sterile
Dorothy O’Connell A Modern Sonnet for Public Housing Tenarig74°

Early supporters of public housing repeatedly sedghe benefits of public housing for
children?® By the late 1960s, the “delinquent” habits of dréh in public housing
projects themselves became the chief object oferiit Larry Quinto, who grew up in
Regent Park South in the 1960s and 1970s, remernbirg “overwhelmed by the
presence of so many kids ... seemed like everylydmad more than three children ...
children were everywheré® Low-income families with children, of course, Haigher
shelter and general living costs and, in a congliistéight housing market, were also
more likely to suffer from overcrowding and dilaptdd housing, contributing to the
housing hardship deemed sufficient to secure anegda public housing® It comes as
little surprise, then, that RP had consistentijhbighumbers of school-age children and

children per family than the general populatiorotighout the period, as Figures 4.1-4.2
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demonstrate for 1951-1991. It is obvious yet im@atrto emphasize, given the social
stigmatization of young people in public housingjects, that, by their very definition,
family housing projects would not include peopléhie full range of life cycle stages that

a private market housing neighbourhood could patiynhouse.

One of the most noticeable elements in the defamati public housing projects and
their residents has been the spotlight on the imigkence of sole-support parent
families. The vast majority headed by women whoeneidowed, divorced, separated or
abandoned by their male partners, these “problemmilfes were probably at the very
lowest rung of the societal ladder in terms of mat@eprivation and attendant social
stigma®* Given the lack of affordable childcare, the diffiiies of making ends meet on
one income and the generally larger expenses afiésnwith children, single mothers —

a growing phenomenon due to shifts in the socigregoc status of women and less
restrictive separation and divorce laws in the yeast period — tended to qualify first for
public housing. As Figure 4.3 demonstrates, imtiek-1960s the percentage of single
parents climbed spectacularly in both sectionsPf&aching a peak of more than 50 per
cent of all families in 1981. Four to five timegher than Metropolitan Toronto area
population and the Low Income Enumeration Area Bubata, the rates of single parents

were also consistently higher than public housig ahole in Metrg®

Formal Schooling

Formal educational achievement is one of the kdicators of life chances in modern

capitalist society. Notwithstanding the crucial aredjlected sphere of “informal
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learning” among the working class and poor, it ieugsm that there is a strong
correlation between the level of formal educatergnomic attainment and social
mobility.?® Figures 4.4-4.7 present data on levels of forrolabsling among RP residents
and the CMA. The schooling of tenants improved alfdérom the 1950s to the 1990s but
was significantly lower than the general populaiioMetro Toronto. Persons with little
or no schooling were over-represented in the ptdfgoughout the post-war period. High
school graduation rates improved slightly in RPodhir1981-91, but were only
approximately half the CMA level in 1991. RPS resits only reached two-thirds the
CMA level in the same year. Residents attained gntapnately better levels of post-
secondary education even though in all types -egelluniversity, technical training —
they still achieved considerably less significaies than the general population
throughout the forty-year peridd Formal recognition of the socio-economic diffidedt

of the neighbourhood prompted the Toronto BoarBdication (TBOE) to designate the
two elementary schools serving the project popaatbuke of York and Park Public
School (recently renamed Nelson Mandela Park P@aiwol), as “inner city” schools in
the 1960s° This special status justified the allocation ofraxesources and special

programmes.

Work, Incomes and Unemployment

The jobs that RP residents held tended to be itother-paying and less stable service
and manufacturing industries. Tables 4.1-4.2 piteserupational indexes for men and
women, showing the proportional differences betwibertypes of jobs that people had in

the project and the CMA during the post-war perlodhe occupational categories
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Managerial ProfessionabndClerical/Saleswhich tended to offer higher wages, salaries
and benefits, the percentage of persons in the @M#divided with the percentage of

the three separate RP areas in the same job da®tmrreate a simple index. The more
an index value exceeds 1.0, the greater the nuaili&A people who worked in these
jobs compared to RP resideAtonversely, in the categoribtanufacturingand
Servicesthe index figure shows the greater number ofé&nts who worked in these
categories in comparison with the CMA populatioraaghole. While there are some
slight anomalies for the RPS data in the lattergjgarobably due to the gentrification of

a part of the same census tract, the indexes dgnexhibit evidence of substantially

lower numbers of better-paying jobs among residéas in Metropolitan Toronto as a

whole.

The census data do not allow an accurate compavisthie particular types of jobsithin
these categories which could indicate higher-paystaple, unionized manufacturing
jobs, for example, but they do indicate a much tgreaumber of people working in
service occupations which are demonstrably momcing and poorly pailf.It is easy to
understand RPS resident, Ozzie Smith, who summéekeujob opportunities for
residents in 1975: “If they want a laborer theyknehere to get a laborer. They just

come down here and pick him uf.”

The employment and family income statistics in Fégu4.8-4.10 also illustrate clearly
that working people in the housing developmentdareticeably poorer in relation to
Metro Toronto as the second half of the centurgmssed. In 1951, median family

income and average/median employment income foremoamd men reveal a small
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variation between the comparison areas. Howevdr9@1 and especially from 1970-90,
the gap widened radically between public housisglents and the CMA: family income
figures in RPS were less than half that of the Civbin 1970-90 while wage earners in
the northern section earned less than a third oA@bge earners in 1980-90. Even
compared to other low-income earners in privateketanousing, RP’ers took home

significantly less pay”

Lower levels of formal education, the more caswal anstable nature of service and
unskilled manufacturing employment as well as tloeergeneral economic climate set
the backdrop for high levels of unemployment ama@sidents? In the full-employment
context of the 1950s and early 1960s, Figures 4.13-reveal relatively low levels of
men and women out of work in the RP CEA'’s. In therenprecarious economic climate
of the 1970s to the 1990s, however, unemploymeetdgumped to substantiabsolute
levels in both sections of the housing developmfitie marginally better than other
public housing residents, unemployment was highesrey RP residents than other low-
income earners in the Toronto area as shown blydhwer Status Enumeration Subset
data for 1971 and 1986. As in other spheres of@oamactivity, the situation worsened
considerably in the 1980s. Among young people inR&eover, unemployment was

found in an even more extreme form.

Despite extra charges applied to secondary wageresaand the dominant ideology of
the role of the male as the chief family breadwinitevas not uncommon for various

members of the household to contribute to the n@hteelfare of the family in Regent
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Park* In partially completed RPN in 1952 (333 units),f@&t cent of families had
secondary wage earners, which could include workiivgs, teenage children and other
members of the household such as in-I&s survey by the author of 40 case files of
prospective tenant families whose housing was beéémgolished to build the northern
section, revealed 32 secondary wage earfidisese approximate percentages were
maintained until the late 19685As Figure 4.14 demonstrates, a small proportion of
married women were members of the formal labourgan the 1950s and 1960s, which
soared significantly in the 1970s and 1980s akerrést of Toronto. Even within the
limits of rent policy, the family economy in RP thaften comprised more than the chief
male breadwinner. It is important to emphasize, @, that even those women or
single mothers who did have work generally earrtsiclerably lower wages than men

and had fewer opportunities for advancement in &tiloie and job training.

The statistics do not include those tenants wHeddo officially report their income. We
know from evidence of those who were discoveredmmidshed that some families
managed to gain extra income “under the table’elayriing and using the system. For
example, during the 1950s and 1960s, some wivekeaalan retail establishments for
short stints during the holiday season, and othi@pplemented or earned incomes
through prostitution and the illegal sale of aldgliougs and stolen consumer goBds

practices revived by some in the 1980s and 1830s.

We also know from oral testimony that it was comnfammteenagers in Regent Park,

whose parents were unable to afford allowanceperfiding mone$” to engage in
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informal work such as babysitting for relatives danhily friends, part-time retail jobs in
stores, shining shoes, and selling newspaperseostitbet, income that would be donated
to the family or kept, without the knowledge of #ngthorities* It is likely that some of
these practices were curtailed after the tragiZ Iidrder of Emanuel Jacques, a 12-year
old boy from Regent Park, who shined shoes witlolder brother on the nearby Yonge
Street “strip” of sex clubs and bars. The two oftesede $10 a day after school and
deposited it directly in their mother’s bank accotfrSome young people were

particularly inventive in raising extra income. bhaQuinto remembers:

spearing suckers and carp, then selling them tttalians who were working on the grades. |
remember climbing underneath the many bridges altdating the pigeon chicks out of their nests
to sell to the Chinese downtown...earning extra mam&y a must, because of our financial
situation...l used to shine shoes on week-ends,drutsithe Brown Derby on Yonge and Dundas
St. | had to give a cut to the bouncer after eaghti®

Such practices were supplemented by domestic edorstrategies such as using older
siblings to baby sit younger children, wearing “thane-down” clothes, making home-
made foods such as pickles and jams, purchasimg iteom thrift shops and even
growing vegetables in a common allotment withinjg@cbgrounds organized by the Sole
Support Mothers’ Groufy* Chris Reading, for example, remembers that intamfdio
shopping at the local branch of a large supermathkaih, he would go to a damaged
goods store to buy inexpensive canned goods anddugld bread at the bakery for a
nominal price. He also found a way to shop in sgvalaces using only one streetcar
ticket*> Residents took advantage of any opportunity teivecfree food or goods. In
early 1975, a Toronto food distribution companyated 5 tons of frozen fish that it was
unable to sell. 500 residents lined up in freediaguary weather to collect the free

food*® When tenants suffered tragic deaths in the farfifgs and other calamities,
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residents would, moreover, rely on informal netvgook neighbours to donate food,
clothes and furnituré’ In the bleak economic situation of the 1990s, néhalso engaged

in permanent “yard” sales on the fringes of th§quts, adjacent to busy intersectidfis.

In addition, there were a plethora of charitablganizations and churches, and in the
1980s and 1990s, food banks and soup kitchenshvgnayvided various forms of direct
and indirect aid® Regent Park/Duke of York Public School and Nelstandela Park
Public School are among the minority of school$anonto that have had state- and
community-supported breakfast and lunch programsesine early 1970s. In 1972,

tenant volunteers from the Regent Park Servicesléigan to provide hot lunches for
students for a nominal fee of $1 per wé&Regent Park Public School has also relied on
a privately-supported winter milk and soup programt least among some tenants,
therefore, family economies comprised a diverselioation of formal and informal
economic activities complemented by state assistaupport from social agencies and

various forms of mutual aitf.

Figures 4.15-4.16, which chart the major sourciawilly income in both sections of the
project, point up the same pattern of social sclasnn other economic variables. In the
late 1960s, there was a significant increase inli@srelying on the state for the major
portion of their income — a trend that would inGeantil the 1990s as Robert Murdie
reveals’® Some recipients of various forms of state assistanch as Mother's
Allowances and pensions were eligible to work witkirictly-defined limits, resulting in

a small portion of families who combined employmandl state of income. Due to the
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way the data were collected by the housing authdfigure 4.16 combines employment
income with state assistance. Families on full arelin RPN never exceeded 16 per cent
in the period before 1968.It may suggest, as Margaret Little and lan Momisogue,

that “movement back and forth between welfare antkws common for sole support
mothers,” the majority of whom receive social assise>> Nevertheless, the most
startling fact is that in RPS and, to a lesserretethe northern section, there were a
soaring number of families whose main source obime was a government transfer of

one sort or another.

Ethnic Composition of Regent Park Families

Accompanying the changes in economic and educatsbatais, the ethnic composition of
families in RP shifted in the 1970s and 1980s dubé¢ changing origins of immigrants,
their socio-economic status, and the importandbefrea as a prime “reception area” of
recent immigrants to Toronto. Figures 4.17-4.19 &able 4.3 demonstrate a clear trend
toward disproportionately higher numbers of perdom® outside of Canada, families of
Asian and Black origin, and a decrease in famuig8British origin” from the 1960s to

the 1990s.

Length of Occupancy and Reasons For Leaving RegeRark

The one countervailing element in the statistidhas families in RP did not stay in the
project for inordinate amounts of time until theB0S — a finding that contrasts with the

“longitudinal entrapment” suggested by “underclas®orists’® Figure 4.20 reveals that
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the extent of non-movers (those who had not mondvé or six years) in both sections
of the project was roughly similar to the CMA (frd28 to 44 per cent from 1961-81)
until the 1991 census. Other numbers, not includdedgure 4.20, confirm this: in the
1981 census, median length of occupancy was tmeéoar years in RPS and RPN,
respectively, which compared favourably to the fgear figure in the CMA and the
standard assumption that the average tenant moeegtaree yeard. In 1971, non-
moving rates were slightly higher than the Loweat@& Enumeration Area Subset
figures, approximately 40 per cent in both projectspared to 34 per cent among low-

income earners in the private maret.

Where did people go after leaving the project? daofwately, we only have limited and
selective data from the early to mid-1960s on dhisstion. In RPS, a thorough study of
“voluntary move-outs” in 1960-61 revealed that #hasost likely to move were higher-
than-average income earners with smaller-than-gedimilies, a beneficial combination
that increased the chances of finding suitableraocodation in the private market.
Almost 33 per cent were able to purchase homes\wind remainder re-rented — both
groups in “improved” neighbourhoods in terms of @ibgl quality. 45 per cent of those
who left the housing development moved back tcstmae area from which they
originally applied for public housing. According tive study, families left for a variety of
reasons but it seems that desire to live in a hfwbether owned or rented), frustration
with the rental scale, and, to a lesser extensatisfaction with the “social environment,”

especially in regards to raising children, weredhief reasons. Nevertheless, three out of
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four families which left the project would have oezmended public housing to those

facing housing difficulties?

Albert Rose reported that in the first eight yeafrthe project 100 families left to buy
homes™ In the first quarter of 1961, a survey of 54 faesilwho left this section revealed
10 families who bought hou$ésin 1965 of 142 families surveyed, almost 40 gertc
became owner-occupiers; only 9 per cent of 188ntefaanilies who left in 1967 bought
their own homes while 75 per cent re-rented inpitieate market and 15 per cent
transferred to other public housing projettt.is therefore likely that a small percentage
of those who are regarded as “movers” in the cedatssfrom 1961-91 moved to other

public housing projects.

Explaining Social Polarization in Public Housing

To understand why there was such a remarkableisgelf socio-economic polarity
between families in RP and other people in Metroomto we need to look at both larger
social and economic trends, specific supply andadehfactors within private and public
housing markets, particularly the role of the statdetermining the structures of public

housing provision, and the social relations of pubbusing.

It is first crucial to situate social marginalizatiamong public housing tenants within the
general economic and political context of statesimayin the post-war period. The main

decision makers at the federal and provincial we¢lgovernment judged public housing
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to be a temporary political concession within tlestpwvar urban restructuring juggernaut
that aimed to revitalize the central city tax basd support a concomitant service-based
economy’® By the early 1970s, moreover, public housing bezamalbatross around the
pro-private housing market necks of the state. Betiior levels of government were
faced with general economic instability, promptthgm to start belt tightening with
regard to housing policy in general as well as ay®nd social investments in the
existing project§? After a brief stint of pumping limited monies intecreation facilities
and slightly upgrading the physical infrastructafelder projects such as RPN in the
early 1970s, CMHC began to scale back interventiompsiblic housing. OHC, which
relied on transfers from CMHC, shifted its discauos “fairness” in rents for public
housing tenants, for example, to an economic defeased on amortization and
operating costs, municipal taxes and maintenanagyek’> Always half-hearted
supporters of public housing, the state housinigiafflom was reluctant to concede
meaningful improvements in the wealth redistribatad public housing tenants,
persistently demanded by social housing activistspublic housing residents
themselves, at a time when they were effectiveyrireng to question their already
limited welfare state commitments. Effective withehal from assisted housing mirrored
developments in other forms of social assist&hdéis reflected a more general shift in
the balance of power “between those claiming a madliribution of the benefits of
economic prosperity and those in dominant positigitis the state and the economy
resisting such claim$’ The few amenities and services that RP tenan&njty, such as
the Community Health Centre and recreation faesitin addition to the limited victories

in improving the rent scale and maintenance, wemne @nly through hard-fought
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struggles by the tenants themselves in the 1970sebthe state cutback regime had

matured®®

As a result of the market-oriented approach of-p@sthousing policy, there were only
33,000 rent-geared-to-income units in Metro Torpublic housing system by the end
of the century, representing a miniscule 5 per oétatal dwellings in the region.
Demand for assisted housing always outstrippedirtiieed supply: from the 1950s to the
1990s, applications for a vacancy in public housmgoronto rarely dropped below
10,000 and by 2000 had reached almost 50°08§.the 1960s, working families with
rising incomes were able to leave Regent Park iaadstiitable accommodation in the
private market. Indeed, as their incomes increaseds became progressively higher,
providing an incentive to move. The desperate débility problem endured for low-
income families, however. While there were fluctolas throughout this period, rental
unit vacancy rates were constantly low, rents anga prices were high, and by the
1990s, there was an almost complete lack of remialiconstructiod® The constant need
for affordable housing, the slum clearance politied limited cheap dwelling options for
low-income families and the prior decisions by gowmeents not to build adequate
numbers of public housing units goes a long wagxiplaining why only the poorest of

the poor were accommodated in public housing byatee1960<?

The particular politics, ideology and practicegpablic housing providers themselves
also explain why projects became “last resorts’tiimse in housing hardship. Policy

makers were relentlessly apprehensive that publising tenants would become reliant
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on the largesse of the state and thus restrictpdramities for tenants to advance while
living in public housing. The graduated rental sdal public housing proved a strong
disincentive for chief breadwinners to gain extreome or for other family members to
find employment. Moreover, there was a shift inrdet to income ratio, which
determined the income qualifications for entry tibolc housing and the rental scale of
those already living in public housing, from appmately 20 to 30 per cent from the
1940s to the 1980s, most likely to increase puiaigsing tenants’ rent and therefore
reduce government subsidies and/or to make it apthatthere was less housing néed.
Another effect of this political decision was taifdate entry to only the very poorest
applicants, which tended to be the working poor, amore often, two- or lone-parent

families on state assistance.

On the housing demand side, the labour market gpbgrof Toronto also played a role
in restricting decent job opportunities for puldlicusing residents in the downtown area.
The census data on occupations and work preseatker és consistent with Kevin
Brushett’s findings that the central-city area framich many tenants of RP were drawn,
contained long-standing unskilled and casual lalnoankets which “drew workers and
their families to inner-city neighbourhoods forgeas of both convenience and
necessity” such as transportation costs and ptralisit route<? Project-level data for
1949/41953° and 1961° show that numerous RPN residents worked at |adjastrial
establishments, which would be gradually caughthuguburban industrial
decentralization and high contraction and plansuie rates from the 1950s to 1980s.

As Pierre Filion and Dennis Mock explain, the lezaal shift, contraction or loss of
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large, unionized and relatively well-paid manufaictg industry employment in post-war
Toronto limited the possibilities of finding welbm work close to the downtown Toronto
location of RP, especially among the high majaoityamilies in the project unable to
afford a car’® Furthermore, the overall high-unemployment contéxhe late 1970s to
the 1990s would prove to be another hurdle in tready gruelling employment

predicament for those at the bottom of the soaiddiér.

If the affordability crisis and contraction of detgobs distressed the working poor
during this period, it hit sole support parents ke families on social assistance the
hardest? Largely the result of continued post-war econogmmyth and mounting
demands from social activists, the Canada Assist&han, introduced in 1965, saw the
expansion of notions of “deserving” and consequmareases in the number of programs
and recipient&® James Struthers, however, has meticulously demstedtthat welfare
benefits were always less than adequate in Tomvga in the 1960s and 70s during the
federal government’s US-inspired “War on Povertyatge numbers of welfare
recipients, including those in RP, were paying wiallg high proportions of their
monthly cheques for housing since “the actual fa@requirements of families,
particularly for shelter, were bureaucratically npaated to fit within preset provincial
maximums.?! Single parents were particularly more likely tquie public housing in a
context of rising rents and lack of affordable s#rebptions. Labour market
discrimination against women meant low salariesamdbsence of opportunities for job
training or career advancement. Moreover, afforelalaly care was so scarce that many

single women with small children had little optibat complete dependence on social
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assistance with few prospects for employnféargaret Little’s study of single mothers
on welfare confirms that this bleak situation pikadinto the 1990s and was aggravated
by cutbacks to welfare such as the de-indexincabf/tbonuse®® Put simply, those most
needing public housing were mother-led families tnae on social assistance, which
explains the particular social composition and aiafty low incomes of tenants in the

project.

The change in ethic composition can similarly belaxed by shifting factors of housing
demand since the 1960s. Some recent immigrant graxgh refugees, such as Caribbean
blacks and Chinese and Vietnamese immigrants,drgdr families and/or lower incomes
and, moreover, often coped with racial discrimioaiin labour and housing marké&fs.
Afro-Caribbean immigrants, for example, with a Ergroportion of single-women
headed families, suffered a double burden in thesimg market: subject to the oppressive
racial and gendered positions of landlords (pudntid private) they also faced
“constrained choice” in housing due to their lowames®> Furthermore, substantial
numbers of refugees and immigrants from Viethnanmyrad them ethnically Chinese

who fled religious and ethnic persecution, facedkse housing difficulties when they
arrived in Toronto. In addition to negligible inces) they faced critical problems of
adaptation to a new language and culture. As Maketd Pfeifer writes, “Regent Park
was attractive as a reception neighbourhood bedazube low rents of buildings in the
vicinity, and its proximity to settlement agenca®l other social services as well as two

nearby Chinatowns accessible a short distance aittar by walking or streetcar®®
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The overt economic hardships of the RP populatierevgeverely aggravated by the
concrete economic consequences of territorial stigration. By the late 1970s, the
dismal reputation of the project and the low incerokarea residents led most of the
local supermarkets, banks and other affordablestmplose, including all but one
convenience store within the development itselflimgl additional economic burdens to
the local populatiofi’ One seventy-four year old pensioner thought itrigral” that a
growing portion of her fixed budget for food wasrgptowards public transportation
costs. “"There used to be all kinds of good markaiso banks, in walking distance,”
Mary Hudson complained. “Now | pay for TTC [pubtransport] and carrying those bags
on the street is not safe for nf& As the larger Cabbagetown area gentrified andrheca
home to an affluent middle class population, luxsmgps crowded out the affordable

stores that residents had long relied on.

Even more directly, as Harald Bauder has estalalighéhe American context, the
pernicious effects of cultural and social sterewitymf poor and ethnic minority
neighbourhoods could strongly impair employmentsse®® Loic Wacquant also notes
in the case of similarly large and stigmatized Ehestate housing complexes that
residential discrimination “hampers the searchjdbs and contributes to entrench local
unemployment since inhabitants...encounter additidisafust and reticence among
employers as soon as they mention their placesideace.?® As early as 1968, residents
related stories of the stigma of RP affecting jblarces and social status among friends
and relatives! One mother stated in 1982, “When you go out td oo a job, | hear a

lot of kids say they don’t want to put down thagyHive in Regent Park, not because of
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what it is, but because of what other people saytib. So many names have been put on
the place. They can’t be proud of it ... The way theyit up, you're embarrassed, and
there’s no need to be embarrassed, but you®ake 1978 survey of 86 unemployed

youth in RP by Canada Manpower found an earnestedeswork destroyed by cynicism
over lack of jobs and stignfaMany residents internalized the downgraded job
aspirations partially produced by external stigastton. Clement Virgo, a filmmaker

who grew up in RP, articulated this sentiment ¢yedr didn't pick up a camera until

1989. The arts were never encouraged, it was aligays job in construction.' | figured

people like me didn't make films, there were ne mlodels for me>*

In combination with an educational system systeradyi biased against all working-
class kids, especially from poor families, stigrpation would have harmful effects on
the educational outcomes of many RP childre@hristene Brown remembers a high
school French teacher who “told me that she tholgilould be better off in a trade
school when she found out that | was from Reg&hEhris Reading recollected the “real
negative view of Regent Park” held by some teachttise schools he attended. He
relates that when he was in grade 8 at St. Mar@atholic school, all the boys were
pushed to go to a technical high school to leadds. His teacher put pressure on him to
pursue this route, but his father went to talkita msisting that his son wanted to go to
university?’ There were, of course, numerous success storjgsople who made it
through the educational system and developed progpeareers and fulfilling lives, yet
stigmatization was always a conspicuous barrievecome’ In 1968, Wally

Seccombe, then a youth worker with the YMCA in R &ter a prominent sociologist,



197

noted that children in the project were often lzkhs failures by teachers and the school
system more generally. He concluded, “They haveénwpped out of school. They've

been pushed out®

Tenant struggles, as Chapter 6 details, won eaérehing assistants in local schools, a
beefed-up special resources program and attradeggeaprivate donation from the
Donner Foundation to fund like-minded programs.fitespositive evaluations of pilot
programs, however, the provincial government catdfuto inner-city education
programmes throughout the 1970s leading to thedbegtra personnel such as teachers
and teaching assistants in addition to a redudtiapecial educational resourc8$By
1979, 60 per cent of students from Park School wewbcational high schools, the
highest percentage in the city. The Board admittaeti students who graduated from
occupational high schools, the vast majority of mheere from poor families, stood

little chance of entering post-secondary or evehrial apprentice program$.RP’ers

as a whole experienced negative school outcomgsnaral; it is salient to note,
however, that racist attitudes and practices withenschool system have also contributed
to high dropout rates and poor performance amomigaf-Canadian students in Toronto,

including those in RP?

Inequity would also be exacerbated throughout greg by the unequal distribution of
classroom and schoolyard resources among publaotcHParents from more affluent
areas donated money to their children’s schoolarersthat they had much better

resources than poor schools whose parents werdeuioatontribute. Irene Atkinson,
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chair of the TBOE, admitted in 2001 that such styard inequities have been “ever
thus.™ The occasion of Nelson Mandela’s visit to Parkd&thin 2001 to officially
rename the school provided a poignant glimpseeddhnequities. A young black student
interviewed during the visit “paused from his egditbanter about his hero Mandela to
make an important point... the kid was frustratedhe fact that the school building had
been in such bad shape for so long and that owilsiteby a celebrity merited its
renovation.*®* Park schoolteacher, Roberta Clarke, was not exatjgg when she

argued in 1979 that local kids were effectivelyittgeripped off” by the systertf?

Conclusion

Regent Park underwent a rapid and spectacular gga@fesocial polarization from the
1950s to the 1990s. Not all Regent Park residerifsred equally nor did tenants remain
anchored in these positions permanently. Relati®lymoving rates until the 1980s
suggest that many families were able to leave togt for ostensibly better dwellings
and surroundings. Yet from the late 1960s onwadghole host of social indicators
unmistakably revealed an increasingly marginalizepulation with disproportionate
numbers of poor single parents, families subsistimgvelfare and meagre educational
levels. The most recent figures point to even nesteeme inequality, social exclusion
and long-term entrapment in public housing sineeefefamilies were able to cope in the
marked low wage, high unemployment and dwindlingaaservice context of the 1990s.

An ominous trend towards further state disengagéiinem and abandonment of low-
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income housing policies and wealth redistributiofiqies at all levels of the state do not

bode well for families faced with housing hardship3oronto in the new millennium.

Contrary to the “blame the victimconjectures of “underclass” theories, the cau$éseo
socio-economic inferiority of Regent Park tenaetst squarely on state housing practices
and the inability of a profit-oriented economicteys to adequately attend to the
employment and shelter needs of low-income famik#3 residents became trapped, not
by the welfare or public housing system itself, bythe glaring lack of affordable public
and private shelter spaces, subdued investmemojaap facilities and services, low
welfare benefits and related social services, mlsing labour market and moralistic

assumptions about proper tenants.
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Appendix 1 —Abbreviations in the Figures

CMA - Toronto Central Metropolitan Area; data from 195961, 1971, 1981, 1991
DBS — Dominion Bureau of Statistics; census data fi@%1, 1961

HAT — Housing Authority of Toronto, responsible forilding and managing Regent
Park from 1949-1968

LSEA — Lower-Status Subset, a data set of some vasidtam the lowest decile CEA’s
in the CMA according to average household incomsg&ifution; data from 1971,1986 in
Murdie, “Social Polarization,” Tables 9.3, 9.4, 9.5

MTHA — Metropolitan Toronto Housing Authority, 125 pgojs of varying sizes and
types, comprising 33,000 units; data from 1971,619891 in Murdie, “Social
Polarization,” Tables 9.3, 9.4, 9.5

OHC - Ontario Housing Corporation, responsible for Rieg 1964 to 1978 and RPN
from 1968 to 1978

RP CEA — Regent Park Census Enumeration Area, compr&ifgl units in RPN and
RPS; data from 1951, 1961

RPN- Regent Park North Census Enumeration Area, campgriL,289 units in RPN;
data from 1971, 1981, 1991

RPS— Regent Park South Census Enumeration Area, cem@ri32 units in RPS; data
from 1971, 1981, 1991

Statscan— Statistics Canada
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Figure 4.1
Percentage of School-Age Children, 1951-91
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Sources: 1) CMA 1951-91 and RPN-RPS 1971-91: DBREStatscan, Census of Canada, Population Chastiieityy
Census Tracts, 1951, 1961, 1971, 1991; 2) 1953 RAN;, HAT, RG 28, B, Box 41, File: Tenancy Infornuat,
Breakdown of Families, 1 January 1953; 1961 RPIHK, Annual Report 1960-196T oronto 1961); 3) 1966 RPN
figures used the age groups, 0-4, 5-12, 13-16: GIA, RG 28, B, Box 32, File: Housing Authority-8tdics, 1965-1968,
HAT, Regent Park (North) Statistics 1966. All agdjains and necessary calculations by the authalftihe following
figures and tables.
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Figure 4.2
Children Per Family, 1951-91
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Figure 4.3
Single Parent Families, 1957-91
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(Toronto 1961), unpaginated; 1966-1968 RPN: CTATHRG 28, B, Box 32, File: Housing Authority-Sttics, 1965-1968,
HAT, Regent Park (North) Statistics 1966, 1967,8¥69 RPN and RPS: Provincial Archives of Ontéfe0O), OHC
Papers, RG 44-19-1, Box 10, File: B1-20-1, Ontatousing Corporation Statistics found in Regent Raoknmunity
Improvement Association Grant Application, 20 Augu®69; 1971, 1976 CMA and 1976, 1981, 1991 CMRNRand RPS
figures in Statscan, Census of Canada, CensussFraoronto 1976, 1981, 1991.
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Figure 4.4
Less Than Grade 9 Education, 1951-91
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Figure 4.5
Secondary Education, 1951-76
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Post-Secondary Education, 1951-91
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Managerial
Professional
Clerical

Manufacturing
Services

Managerial
Professional
Clerical

Manufacturing
Services

1951
CMA/RP

3.2
8.5
15

RP/CMA
1.2
1.8

1951
CMA/RP
2

6.1

1.7

RP/CMA
1.6
1.3

1961
CMA/RP

55
4
1.1

RP/CMA
1.3
1.8

1961
CMA/RP
6.5

3.6

1.1

RP/CMA
1.2
1.6

Table 1
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Male Occupational Index, RPN, RPS x CMA, 1951-1991

1971
CMA/RPS

13.3
1.9
1.3

RPS/CMA

1.2
2.2

Table 2

1971 1981
CMA/RPN CMA/RPS
7.2 1.4

1.4 1.7

0.9 1.4
RPN/CMA RPS/CMA
11 1

1.6 2.5

1981 1991 1991
CMA/RPN CMA/RPS CMA/RPN
3.6 1.5 3.5

4.3 0.8 1.4

1.4 1.3 11
RPN/CMA RPS/CMA RPN/CMA
1.3 0.8 1.4

2.4 2.3 1.4

Female Occupational Index, RPN, RPS x CMA, 1951-1991

1971
CMA/RPS
2.7

10.3

1.2

RPS/CMA
1.6
2.6

1971 1981
CMA/RPN CMA/RPS
3 1.8

1.2 1.5

11 1.3
RPN/CMA RPS/CMA
0.6 1.6

2 2.1

1981 1991 1991
CMA/RPN CMA/RPS CMA/RPN
2.1 0.9 7.8

1.6 1 1.3

1.3 1.4 1.4
RPN/CMA RPS/CMA RPN/CMA
1.8 1.4 3.3

2 15 15
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Figure 4.8
Family Income, 1951-90
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Sources: DBS and Statscan, Census of Canada, Ce@sts - Toronto, 1951, 1961, 1971, 1981, 199511RPN is actually 1952
average family income figures for the first 333tarf the project: CTA, HAT, RG 28, B, Box 41, Fileenancy Information,
Summary of Income and Family Size, 1 May 1952; 18€5: MTHA,Annual Report 1960-6linpaginated. 1961 figures for CMA
and RP are average family income not median faimdgme.
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Figure 4.9
50,000 - Male Employment Income,1951-90
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Female Employment Income, 1951-90
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Figure 4.11
Male Unemployment, 1951-91
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Figure 4.12
Female Unemployment, 1951-91
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Figure 4.13
Youth Unemployment, 1981-91
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Figure 4.14
Married Women Workers, 1958-81
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Provincial Rental Scale, 1 October 1958; 1968 RENA, HAT, RG 28, B, Box 32, File: Housing AuthoriBtatistics, 1965-68,
HAT, Regent Park (North) Statistics 1968. All otfigures from Statscan, Census of Canada, Censwes$sT+ Toronto, 1976 and
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Figure 4.15
RPN Family Income By Source, 1957-68
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Figure 4.16
RPS Family Income by Source, 1961-74
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the MTHA, 1963, MTHA, Welfare and Unemployment &tts, 1963; 1964: CTA, HCP, Box 2, File: MTHA -eZespondence and
Minutes, 1962-64, Welfare and Unemployment Statst1964; 1969: 1969 RPS PAO, OHC, RG 44-19-1, BipFile: B1-20-1,
Ontario Housing Corporation Statistics found in &#gPark Community Improvement Association Granpligation, August 20,
1969; 1974 figures cited in Donald Drackley, “Paliiousing and Related Juvenile Delinquency in tleeiRce of Ontario,” BA
Thesis, Urban Planning, Ryerson Polytechnical Usig 1975.
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Figure 4.17

Persons Born Outside Canada, 1961-91
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Figure 4.18
40 - Persons of Asian Origin, 1951-91
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Source: DBS and Statscan, Census of Canada, Cérais - Toronto, 1951, 1961, 1971, 1981, 1991.9561-61, the census category
used was “Asiatic”; in 1971 “Asian,”; in 1991, thigure Asian includes Chinese, East Indian andnasetese. The latter figures were
adapted from Mark Edward Pfeifer, “Community, Adatin and the Viethamese in Toronto,” Ph.D. Thd3epartment of
Geography, University of Toronto, 1999, Online \fens unpaginated, Table 6.2.
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Figure 4.19
Persons of British Origin, 1951-91
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Table 4.3 Ethnic Composition %
RPS, RPN X CMA , 1991

CMA |RPS | RPN
British 25.5121.2/20.1
French 1.8 | 4.1 | 0.9
Italian 106 O | 0.6

Canadian 9.1 | 6.2 | 5
Chinese 7.9 | 23 |25.4

East Indian | 4.8 | 1.8 | 2.4
Black 43 |15.3| 8.4

Viethamese 1 8 |10.7

Source: Statscan, Census of Canada, Census Traoterto, 1991; and Pfeiffer, Table 6.2. The figureclude those who
specifically stated single ethnic origins and tfane does not include those who stated multiplgios..
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Figure 4.20
Length of Occupancy, 1961-91
100 -
90 - 98.7
» 80 - 75.1
(O]
3 70 -
=
S 60 -
c 50 50.2
50 - 47.2
g e 413 441,00 42 435 43.7
+ 30
S 30 M
o
S 20 -
10 -
O = T T T
1961 1971 1976 1981 1991
H CMA 71 RP CEA ORPS RPN

Sources: DBS and Statscan, Census of Canada, Cem&ts - Toronto, 1961, 1971, 1981, 1991. Theréguepresent the percentage
of people who lived in the same dwelling for siaggor more at the time of the 1961 and 1971 cessasd five years or more at the
time of the 1981 and 1991 censuses.
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Notes to Chapter 4

! Smith and Ross cited in Warren Gerard, “Regeri Battles its ‘hopeless slum’ imagd;bronto Star 19
March 1975, 1.
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