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Chapter 5

The Regulation of Housing Desire: Restricting RegdrResidents, the Response of the
Media, and the Remaking of a Slum, 1960-2000

To rescue the great body of people who are lownrecor are relief recipients would require a vast
expenditure of money. Many of them are shiftless iamprovident and will do little to help
themselves. As Jesus said: ‘The poor always ye héth you,” and there must be provision for
them andsupervisionof them.

Judge Robert Forsyth, inquiring into fraud by Tdmhousing officials, 1965

Albert Rose, other reform-minded intellectuals #melstate officialdom believed that
public housing could reform slum dwellers into gamtizens and slums into modern
communities. Yet their concept of citizenship wagsquivocally narrow, which would
became increasingly evident by the 1960s. In amfdiid increasing economic
deprivation, tenants continued to confront favaesmitin tenant selection, unusually tight
legal restrictions concerning behaviour and domestjimes and, in the 1970s to the
1990s, unduly castigatory surveillance and intetieerfrom the police that aimed to
regulate movement and conduct within the projecsum, full social, economic and

political citizenship rights were never enjoyeddmplic housing residents.

Moral regulation within Regent Park (RP) overlappeth the growing territorial
stigmatization of the project. By the late 1960B, \Rould be reconstituted in public
discourse as a full-fledged, state-created “slurhé first half of this chapter examines
the continuation of internal policies in the 19@0at aimed to restrict resident behaviour
on a variety of social, economic and cultural Isv@he second half analyzes the

stigmatizing discourses of the media and sociakets:. As in the first half of the
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century, the unruliness of the new “slum” area @s@dnmorality, crime and cultural
“inbreeding” featured prominently in the narrativedscommentators on the social

disorganization and danger of RP especially ambegrtedia and state officials.

“Community Relations” and Moral Regulation in Public Housing in the 1960s

Frank Dearlove’s successor as Executive Secretafyreanager of Regent Park North
(RPN) in 1963 was Robert Bradley. Also a local Gwnative, he continued Dearlove’s
paternalistic approach but, in the context of goaexling welfare state, the rebellious
anti-authoritarian climate of the decade, and lais more liberal attitudes, he seemed
less punitive and more concerned with the socidfianeeof tenants. Some of the harsher
project regulations such as unit inspections weseotitinued under his auspices and,
reflecting shifting ideas within the social workopgssion, he adopted a more tenant-
friendly approach with an accent on reform and camity. This management style is
partially reflected in the personalized friendsHagscultivated with some tenants and area
social clubs — contacts he used practically whempaagning for the Tories in the 1968
Federal Election. Tenants sent gifts of chickerpgouhelp him with the flu and cards
and gifts on the birth of his childrérde was regularly invited to meetings and events of

social clubs organized by Regent tendnts.

A firm believer in the reform potential of publiotssing and the importance of selling a
positive image of public housing, Bradley developedurriculum of study in the

“philosophy of public housing” — including filmsavourable academic studies of RP, and
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other promotional materials — used in Home Econeroiasses in 35 Metro-area high
schools and the University of Toronto. In 1967 ghge a 10-week course on “Urban
Renewal and Public Housing,” to adult educationlsts in North York.He also
organized numerous Visits to the project by sos@kers, nurses and doctors, university
and high-school students and politicians that sonest included personal interviews with
tenants in their homeésHe was interviewed regularly by the local medjgeaking to
newspapers and radio programs about the virtupahifc housing. Attempting to
valiantly counter the negative image of RP, Bradieyertheless treated tenants in the
project as passive recipients of social enginedrmmg above. A questionnaire given to
visiting students directed them to “What to look fé¢/hen travelling to the RP area
notice the character of the community — its butginstreets, people. Compare the
surrounding district with the Regent Park developtrié Visitors could be forgiven for

thinking that they were visiting a zoo.

Rigid viewpoints on “proper” tenant behaviour wegmpered somewhat in the 1960s by
a concern for “open community” building in both 8ens of RP? While building
“‘communities” was a long-standing element of publeising reform, housing authorities
had generally invested few direct resources in sachal work programmes until the
1960s. By the latter years of the decade, how&®RN and RPS had Community
Relations Workers (CRW) who worked with non-pobfidenants’ Associations to
encourage sports, recreation, leisure and proguttification project. CRW'’s were
responsible for providing “a program of tenant refkinvolving community

organizations and social agencies. To assist newiés in settling into the community.
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To enlist co-operation in the upkeep of their dimgll Also to encourage participation
and adjust/or adapt into the general commurtfyAfter assuming the Directorship of the
Young Men’s Christian Association (YMCA) for two a&s after RPN was amalgamated
into the Ontario Housing Corporation (OHC), Bradegs rehired as Director of a new
Community Relations Branch in 1970 whose functi@swo coordinate OHC's social
and recreation programs and manage the team of ERWbbed the “People Branch,”
Bradley believed that community relations woulddi¢éa “a satisfied tenant [that]
provides the strongest assurance of public acceptamd the continued success and
growth of public housing™ CRW's, however, focused mostly on the individual
problems of tenants and purely social event orgagquiZ hey followed the rules of the
OHC tenant handbook, which recognized only gardginscand the like and then would
inappropriately use this paternalistic “club” attie towards serious political tenants’
organizations? As Chapter 6 details, they were largely ignoredHgytenant political
organization, the Regent Park Community Improverdesiociation (RPCIA), as

paternalistic and ineffective.

OHC attempted to continue what Dennis and Fistedafi a hard-hitting 1972 exposé of
the failings of state housing policy, the “chaityilosophy” of management.Many

OHC officials had real estate and business backgigiuhey saw their chief purpose as
maintaining the value of their physical assets@mtrolling operating costé.In fact,
paternalistic attitudes by OHC officials and attésmp morally regulate residents had not
significantly changed from the norms of 1940s a@80k housing management.

Notwithstanding the tenant management schemesHhadnao the 1970s, which were
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partially intended to offload management respoligés onto tenants, state-housing
managers in this period saw their “clients” as lesp, disorganized, dependent and
largely unable to transcend their miserable pasitiosociety. This behavioural outlook
frustrated housing officials such as Robert Bradl®r first tenants in the ‘50s were
working parents who left dilapidated rattraps orliBaent Street to live in the Regent
Park development. It served thousands of peoplewdhdd not otherwise have had a
home.” Single mothers and welfare families, howekiad led to a loss of family and
social responsibility: “I get frustrated when | dosee them responding. Some of them
become more demanding and think society owes thieving. [But] you can [only]

spoon feed them for so lon&Bradley also distrusted independent tenant palitic
initiatives, attempting to “nip in the bud,” forstance, a tenant petition demanding better
painting services. “l would strongly urge you,” Wweote to a subordinate, “to follow up
these rumours set out in this letter and try amalbdéish a liason with these people so that
even if we say ‘No,’ they would get an answEtBradley and company were particularly
concerned that tenants accept the largesse anangeidf the state and not be proactive

in any way.

There is considerable evidence in the HAT recardseover, that outright favouritism in
tenant selection continued into the term of RoBeatley. Under Bradley, preferential
treatment worked like this: a local or federal poian would write him, describing the
dire housing situation of a constituent or acquaine and requesting that he find a place
in the housing development for them. Sometimey, Wauld explicitly cite the political

affiliations of the constituent. In 1968, for inst&, Alderwoman Helen Johnston
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successfully wrote in favour of one of her constitts, arguing that “she is a sweet thing,
a member of the Conservative Association and igdaw..”*’ Certainly not all

requested favours were granted, but it is reasertalitonclude that the tenant selection
process was still far from objective and open wghkrsonal, political and moral whims of

a select few housing officials.

Moral considerations in tenant selection were avide the appeals level in the 1960s as
well. The MTHA Board which made the final decisiongxtraordinary applications and
families who were reapplying after being initiatBjected, took decisions informed by
explicitly moral and social factors such as housek®y standards, criminal records
among family members and those with “social” anslyghological” difficulties. The four
examples below, of families whose applications vesreepted by the Board in 1964,

demonstrate what were considered acceptable téarailies:

The present tenant, a separated woman, had requkatener friend, be allowed to move in as the
head of the household and that the lease be g imame.

Family consists of husband, wife, two sons anddawoghters. The parents are living in Nigeria
and will be returning to live in Toronto for oneaye..Both parents are medical doctors.

This family consists of husband, wife, daughter amal sons. Income is derived from Welfare.
The husband is now residing at Harbour Light. Heaeging standard is considered satisfactory.

Family consists of husband, wife, two sons anddmeghter. The husband is presently residing at
Harbour Light and is to be included in the famigngposition when discharged.

In the first two cases, the applications were fiable or soon to be stable nuclear
families with neither “abnormal” social troublesrimusekeeping defects. The latter two
situations were distinguished by the promise ofdimaed families.” Harbour Light was a

substance abuse clinic and residence run by tvat&ai Army. The families in these
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cases offered evidence of present or future maorcisacial steadiness and were thus

considered suitable to live in public housing.

The cases below, all of which were rejected, presestark contrast:

Family consists of widow and two sons aged forty #mirty-eight. Their income is derived from
Veteran's and Disability Pension. One son is disdlaind at home, the other is serving four years
at Kingston for armed robbery.

An application had been received from a sixty-yadrmarried woman who is at present time
living with husband and sixteen-year old daughtdis woman is anxious to find accommodation
for herself and daughter so that she can leavausiand.

Family consists of husband, wife and three daughfigdne husband has just recently been
discharged from the Ontario Hospital [psychiatace and has very little prospects for
employment. This family is constantly moving. ltiigpossible for them to find accommodation
where their housekeeping standards and generalibehare acceptable. The Authority agreed

that, until the family’s housekeeping and sociallpems improved, their application should be
rejected.

Family consists of a forty-five year old woman, wik@eparated from her common-law partner.
She has one son and two daughters. Income is ddriwen Mother’s Allowance...Common-law
partner is, at present, serving a 10-year prison fer indecent assault on his oldest daughter.

Among single parents, widows generally ranked hsgbe the “hierarchy of
deservedness;” however, those with the taint ohenvere deemed unacceptable risks.
Perhaps criminal habits were thought to be contegithreatening to infect other family
members, or Board members were concerned that thlegorisoners had served their
time they would return to the project. Familiestwibehavioural” and housekeeping
problems, as the third case illustrated, posedjaally menacing risk to the well-kept
apartment idedf’ Single women with children abandoned by theirmens or wishing to
leave their husband were rejected, as in the faase, since their family situations
deviated from the norm, i.e. a stable unit withhbparents and children. The “correct”

family model constructed by the MTHA, as in othecial agencies of the periéd,
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favoured a traditional gendered framework in whiclsbands were the sole breadwinners
and women were entrusted with managing a compktargehold and raising their
children in a proper moral environment. Social vevgkworked to preserve this ideal

even in cases of domestic abuse, sometimes fagpiaimily “unity” over the health of

women and children.

Until the 1970s, there were continuing charges tivant selection for the few vacancies
available in public housing was biased. OHC newanlded explanations for acceptance,
refusal or continuance on the waiting list to aggufits, thus making it susceptible to
charges of favouritisift- Toronto Alderman Dan Heap charged in 1973 thagtriy
tenants get in by using pull. Every public figuseregularly asked to help this or that
person get into OHC?? We also know that certain racial considerationsld/®e taken

in the 1970s with respect to Afro-Caribbean femiadeigrants. It was usual for some
single mothers to immigrate to Toronto from the Wedies in search of work and then
send for their children, usually living with rehagis in their home countries, when the
time was appropriate. Those desiring to do this alneady lived in OHC projects were
denied the right to have their names put on trexymatl transfer list for larger
accommodation, evicted and then put on the bottbtieowaiting list. From 1975
onwards, it became standard practice at OHC t@pghkcants if they had children living
elsewhere; if they said yes they would be deniddipthousing and would have to wait
to reapply when the children arrived. Only afteoacerted protest by a group of public

housing residents, Mothers Against Discriminatioas this practice abolished in 1979.
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By the late 1960s, restrictions on families on abassistance were relaxed and, as
Chapter 4 demonstrated, RP and public housing eidroonto became home to an
increasingly poor population of welfare recipieatsl/or single mothers. The 1970s and
1990s witnessed an expansion of those eligiblgdibtic housing, but in the larger
context of waiting lists of more than 50,000 faesli these rights meant little in practice.
In addition, relaxation of the “borders” of pubhousing did not mean that regulatory
concerns had been completely dropped in favounah@usive social citizenship. A new
“hierarchy of deservedness” and new methods tat@scéworthy” and “unworthy”

within the larger sphere of welfare regulationsjalila majority of RP residents were
receiving, were also imposétdSome welfare recipients in RP, organized in ts Ju
Society Movement, began to publicly raise concaireut humiliating treatment by local
level welfare department officials and housinga#fs in the late 1960s and early 1970s,
a charge made with increasing frequency acrosprthénce as James Struthers det3ils.
A 1975 Ontario Provincial Task Force concluded th#titudes to welfare are reflected in
an administration that is mean, arbitrary, comttgrudging, and destructive of
dignity.”%® Other restrictions for welfare recipients obtaingthin RP itself. In 1968, for
example, a means test was imposed on parents whiddeen attended the meagre day
care facilities available in the project. Intendedsingle and working mothers and those
with special needs children, the South Regent Rarkery and Day Care Centre was
funded by the City of Toronto and provided spacesabout 60 children. The daily fee
was determined by the financial circumstances efpidrents; 10 cents per day was the
minimum and parents had to pay a week in advahicel968, however, new financial

regulations required parents to fill out a fornmieing their sources of income. A sliding
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scale was then implemented ranging from $29-59erth, an onerous amount for those
on the paltry incomes of state assistafiognother condition was that mothers were
expected to show up for a half day a week to l&awthering skills” from trained
professionals. In more than one realm of life, {retate assistance was premised on the

acceptance of intrusive regulatory policies aimehaulding proper mothers.

There is little doubt that the rent-to-income s@t® assisted many families to cope with
the pressing difficulties of housing affordabili§till, there were built-in problems and
harsh restrictions that began to be publicly raisgtie 1960s. Any extra income earned
through overtime, part-time work by one spousehiid¢cor year-end bonuses was always
formally subject to a rental increase. Most conterst among tenants was the levy on
overtime and the income of wives, extra income thiaants felt they deserved. If a tenant
was sick for under a period of one month or uneygadaand therefore received no salary,
they were nevertheless charged the saméetdmtke this example from 1962. A tenant in
RPS found work after two years on social assistariserent skyrocketed from $65 to
$158 a month. This man had three children and Heswas pregnant. No account of
debts accumulated during the stint of unemploymenthis general situation were
considered. His wife appealed to the Authority toavail after the husband abandoned
the family due to stres¥ The rental scale thus made it incredibly diffidaltsave money
to move into better accommodations, to buy a housgher things, effectively locking

tenants into a vicious circle of dependency.



240

For those on fixed incomes such as pensions eveorment increases could be
prejudicial. In the early 1960s, complaints arasenf politicians and HAT officials that
minimum rents were too low. A HAT review of the tgmlicy led to various rental
increases in 1963 and 1965 which were justifiethenbasis of increases in labour,
maintenance, materials and taXek 1963, service charges were also upped by $5 a
month. A widow on a Veterans Affairs Pension sdie would have to give up her TV:
“her only luxury except going on walks.” Mrs. TilBodrell, whose husband left her with
a pension of $89 a month when he died, said, “Bolars a month more, | don't like it
but I don’t know what | can do about it.” A fathefrthree thought any substantial
increase in rent might cost him his job becauskdukto drive to work and might not be
able to afford to keep the car. The widow of a filgman ended up with only $53 a
month after rent was deduct&HAT officials were aware of the consequences and
feelings about rental increases and made considdrabk-room efforts to massage
notices of increases in order to “take the sting.duBradley, for example, personally
intervened to remove a paragraph threatening ewidtir those who disagreed with the
increases in the draft letter informing tenantthefincreases® Reaction to the 1960s
rent increases in RP was confined to verbal digsdnbut alarm over rising rents
throughout the decade would eventually culminaterganized political resistance

focused precisely on these punitive economic pesici

Throughout the period, government urged keepinglosses to a minimum, emphasized
disciplinary measures against tenants if arrears w&onstant problem or intersected

with other problem behaviours and made evictions@nomic grounds. If public
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housing residents failed to properly report theaomes, they could and often were
evicted for “misrepresentation.” In 1961, for exdeyphree families in RPS were evicted
for failing to report income earned by wives. Theee women had picked up casual work
during the Christmas season. In one family, a pgegmother of 7 was working a night
job cleaning offices since her husband had bedmoffifrom his job as a truck driver.
The other two families had 6 and 3 children respelt®* The MTHA felt they were
doing a favour for the families by not evicting thentil after the Christmas season,
showing how paternalistic concerns intersected digkiplinary measures.
Unfortunately, we do not have consistent statigiicgviction rates, but the limited
evidence available suggests that evictions wertexsto regularly. In 1968, 34 tenants
were evicted for economic and behavioural probleralsiding one for poor
housekeepind’ In the 1970s, the tenant political associatiomudal that the threat of

eviction always loomed large for tenants with ficiah difficulties 3

Tenant resistance to the housing authorities’ giteémcontrol every aspect of their lives
most often appeared as “fraud.” This issue wagdgmiblicly in 1960 when local
councillors voiced concerns that RP tenants coffitddito pay moré’ Later in the
decade the question of fraud was again broughalbtigattention when the local
representative on city council for CabbagetowngIMiarks, attempted to whip up a
campaign against “cheats.” She claimed, sensalyozadl with little evidence, that
“hundreds” of public housing residents were “gejtaway with murder” by not declaring
their full incomes. She unsuccessfully demandetath&eads of families make a sworn

statement — a means test — stating their incomes wi¢hin the requirement8.In the
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austerity regime of the mid-1970s, OHC also madivki attempts to evict out of work
adult children from their family homes and singlemen whose children had left, but
negative publicity and tenant complaints seem te@tended the practiééIn another
case, a man on welfare for medical reasons, wlays#yfabandoned him, was evicted
rather than put on the transfer list for approgritcommodatioff. While moral and
personal scrutiny of residents was common and &edethe political space for direct
public attacks on social assistance recipientsstitimarrow in this period?
Nevertheless, the mesh of castigatory rules sudiogrrent policies was felt hard by

tenants and would constitute one of the key axess$tance by tenant political groups.

No Pets and No Messy Apartments: Regulating InteriéSpace in RP

In addition to restrictive rental policies, tenamdRP also faced intrusive and moralistic
policies regulating internal space. These weref@utin legal documents as well as
developed through more informal practices. In RB&sides the standard legal clauses, a
37-paragraptRules and Regulatiorschedule was appended to the lease and was
supplemented by a comprehenshanants’ Handbootkhat detailed tenant

responsibilities and explained internal procedaresent collection, upkeep of the units
and requisite behaviour within the project. Progiters were responsible for
elaborating a similar set of rules in RPS whenné&naigned the lease, when they first
moved in and after one month of tenancy just toaersake that they were aware of the
responsibilities of living in public housing. Th&yo were given a handbook of rules and

regulations?? Distinguished by its absence in formal documerds any substantive
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discussion of the responsibilities of the publicdiord. In fact, a clause was included
which exempted the Authority from present or futprevincial rental statutes which
abolished or limited the landlord’s “right of diess,” the right of landlords to seize the
property of tenants to pay overdue rent. In addjttenants were saddled with eight
lengthy clauses elucidating their responsibilitigkile the obligations of HAT were
limited to three basic clauses: tenant entitlenb@fitjuiet enjoyment” of the dwelling
space, “repairs and janitorial services” and thétglto freely enter and leave the
premises. Even these were hedged in with legalitond such as the Authority’s lack of
responsibility for damages caused in the eventafdn-down facilities — whether they
were caused by the tenants or Hidt.was clear from the beginning that tenants were
encouraged to consider public housing a privilewgrzot a right and were therefore

expected to abide by extraordinary regulations.

The most conspicuous condition that stood outénldindlord-tenant relationship in both
sections of Regent was the right of housing staifi$pect units on a yearly basis or
whenever they felt it necessary — a practice ordgantinued in the early 1970s. It was
not by accident that this constituted the firstutagon in the RPN “Rules and
Regulations.” In 1961 and 1962, Dearlove himseadpected 1,300 units “to determine the
present condition of each one and ascertain thedkeeping standards of the tenants.”
The great majority were deemed “excellent,” but&@filies, mostly those living in the
row houses and receiving public welfare, “do noaswe up to the Authority’s

standards, and if no improvement is shown aftezetivisits, he intends to give the family

notice to vacate® In RPS, even “the well-adjusted family [was] wsiton an annual
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basis,* although the MTHA claimed “the manager seldomtodsterfere directly in a
family’s affairs, though he will do so if the adties of the family are damaging to its

neighbours.” This was considered to happen in 8ryper cent of casé8.

Housing officials never specified exactly what ditnged “poor housekeeping.” On the
positive side, which constituted the great majasitgases in one group of RPN resident
case files in 1961-1962, inspection reports inaticemments such as “neat and tid{,”

W8 «

“excellent,”® “housekeeping pretty good® and “improved since last inspectiot!.”

Conversely, ostensibly ill-maintained units wersa#ed in the following way: “Living

quarters in good condition except bed not mad® at th.*

Margaret Pope, a Home
Economist for the CBC, who inspected some apartsnariRPS in 1961, was grateful for
the hospitality of the tenants. Yet she complaiteed meeting of housing officials that in
the four units she visited, she only saw one tawéhe bathroom and all of them had
empty soap dished.Inspections were, moreover, one means of verifinaif illegal
lodgers in a unif and, according to Robert Bradley, although tenaset® rarely evicted

for bad housekeeping alone, it could be a factma@lvith rent arrears and anti-social

behaviour’

The use of the dwelling space and the ameniti¢éiseoproject were thus subject to
astonishingly rigid rules presumably based on &elés foster orderly household
efficiency. They also suggest a desire on thegfatte Authority to control minute
aspects of life, especially of the women who cdroat most of the household work. The

illustrations in the RPNMandbookshow a housewife suitably outfitted with dress and
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apron diligently undertaking her cleaning dutidsis'Good Housekeeping' it
resounded, “to keep your sink, laundry tubs, tpbesin and bath, clean and bright.” It
laid down explicit instructions on use of the apaeht, appliances and project facilities,
from washing the floors to avoiding clogged draansl circulating fresh air in the
apartment. In RPN, tenants were not allowed totgh&ir own apartments, drill holes in
the wall nor keep pet8.Defrosting of fridges, exclaimed a management mentbe
mid-1950s, was to “take place regulastyce a weekand you will be advised of the day.”
Each tenant family was also allocated a specificata time for use of the laundry
room>® Frank Challoner, manager of MTHA's Lawrence Hesghitoject, suggested that
decals be affixed on each appliance with instrastion how to use theMAs part of a
community outreach effort and as a way to cut clmstthe MTHA, tenants in RPS were
encouraged to paint their own apartments with #sésgance of a painting foremaHrhe
Metropolitan Toronto Department of Public Welfateoehad “teaching homemakers” on
staff to “improve home standards” and such expeei used among “problem” families
on social assistance in both public and privateketarousing’ All in all, project

policies and functionaries adopted a paternalsigture that assumed apartment
occupants would need detailed and consistent ctgtruon managing a modern

household. (See Figure 5.2)

Attempts were also made to regulate certain forhmsavement and behaviour within the
housing development. Based on the assumptionghants were not aware of how to
treat their neighbours, one late 1950s versiom®RPNTenants’ Handbook

recommended that, “*Hi, neighbour! can be the begig of many a pleasant friendship.



246

There’s a lot of give and take in neighbourly ligihAnd to women: “Perhaps you could

bake a fresh, light cake for the busy mother ne&thgonsiderable effort was also made

to keep children from loitering and dirtying pubpassages such as hallways, stairwells,

lobbies, sidewalks and the elevators. Both the RiaNs and Regulatior{ghe third

clause) and th&enant Handbookf the early decades prohibited loitering in thassas.

Children running amok was a constant complainbaofe tenants, project officials, social

workers and a common stigmatizing image in the m¥dvet in the absence of

recreation programmes and adequate play spacasihw surprise that youngsters in

Regent, like children everywhere, would play whitvey could: in the halls, elevators,

basements and lobbies.

REFRIGERATORS

Defrosting will tske place regularly
once a week and you will be advised
of the day.

Empty the water from the tray and wash
it in lukewarm water—never hot—and
dry thoroughly before replacing.

Alter defrosting, wash the inside of the refrigerator with warm
water and baking soda.

Never use sharp pointed tools to loosen ice-cube trays.

Do your part and the refrigerator will keep food sweet and
wholesome and save you work and money.

GAS RANGES

Save gas—Use flat-bottomed pots and pans that fit the burner.

Wash the burners and oven regularly, when cool, using a mild
s0ap.

Do not use the oven door as a shelf.

PLUMBING FIXTURES AND DRAINS
It is Good Housekeeping to keep your sink, laundry tubs, toilet,
basin and bath, clean and bright.

It is Good Common Sense to prevent clogged drains, as you are
responsible for any damage.

Grease clogs the drains, so do tea leaves and coffee grounds—
Wrap them well in paper and put them in the garbage.

Never use lye in cleaning—it really plugs the drains.

THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF TORONTO

CABINET WORK TABLE

Use a bread board for cutting or chopping food, not the table
top.

A marred table top spoils the appearance of your kitchen.
ALL NECESSARY REPAIRS ~
The Housing Manager will arrange for repairs \\.
to refrigerator, gas range, plumbing or other \
o

There will be no charge unless you are responsible—we pay for
reasonable wear and tear—you pay for carelessness or abuse.

Y

fixtures—never attempt to make them yourself.

Report any trouble to him immediately.

1 BE FIRE CONSCIOUSI

f

RJ,/ Papers, wrappings and rags become a Fire

=

Keep matches in a safe place.

Hazard if allowed to accumulate.

Be careful when using the gas stove or electrical appliances.
Frayed or broken appliance cords are dangerous—Amateur wiring

is illegal.

If fire should occur, turn in an alarm immediately—you will be
informed of location of nearest box—then notify the office.

THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF TORONTO

Figure 5.1 — Page from the RPN Tenant Handbook, 185
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Didactic concerns about tenant behaviour can asabiserved in the policies of the
HAT’s Family Residences. Two such residences open&f67 and 1968 and were
intended to temporarily house single mothers arldrem who were displaced from their
homes through eviction, fire or domestic abuseideets stayed on average 13 days and
were referred to social agencies and assistedralitication to private market lodgings
and public housing projects. In the first yearhd Dundas Street West residence, over
400 mothers and 1,300 children used the facilfi€espite serving a worthy purpose for
families in need, the Residences had stringenpitaddike routines that went beyond the
acknowledged need for security. There were stigiting hours (2-4 p.m. and 7-8 p.m.)
and an 11 p.m. curfew after which doors were locked no admittance was allowed.
Meals were served at 7:30 a.m., noon and 5 p.rthedot. After hearing complaints
from residents, however, Bradley advised the mantage two daily coffee breaks should
be established and the curfew should be relaxkxmyialy the lights to stay on after 11
p.m.: “Our rules are not made to restrict or coafine people living in the residence but
to protect the majority and | feel from our conwisns with the families that these are

two areas we could relax of”

A glimpse of Bradley’s gendered social work apploean be gleaned from the self-
improvement course he instituted for women in tbstéls. He contended that those
without a dwelling would benefit most from improgitheir personal image and potential
employment skills and viewed the hostel resideata eaptive audience to test his

ideas®® He wrote to one interested observer that:
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we feel that a self-improvement clinic set up ia building would do much to improve the morale
of mothers who become quite depressed during stejrwith us. It has been felt that the greatest
morale booster for these women would be a haiedmaybe some instruction on grooming. | am
sure that you appreciate that when a mother isedspd and she loses her self-respect this reflects
drastically on the children who have to share thiessrations with the mother. We feel that the
program which will be all volunteer will do a gredgal to lift the spirit of the mother and give der
a skill, even if it is just the knowledge of howvaite a letter, while she is in residerfee.
Volunteers were engaged to give classes on sewdding, legal advice and a one-day
lecture on hair dressing and grooming from Marvehlty School. The latter course
involved the following topics: Skin Care, Cosmetigs Face, Hands and Hair, Visual
Poise, Social Grace, Wardrobe Planning, Person8litgcess on the Job and Talk,
Speech, Appearance and Behavi§ubisregarding barriers in the job market to single
women working and reflecting a fundamentally paaéstic attitude, Bradley maintained

that:

The significance of our program goes much farthanta person receiving a free hair-do. In fact,
this hair-do might be the spark that will lift thedman out of her destitute position and take her
children into a better standard of living. The gsylogical aspect of this clinic, we feel, will have
far-reaching effects and because of this | thiséhthat contribute will be able to take great
satisfaction out of the fact that they were pampadsibly giving a family a better look at life. It
may seem to you that | am preaching a social phjilbg but when you have worked with such
families for many years you do draw great satigdmobut of assisting those who are at loétom

of the barrel®’

Despite the crass, paternalistic mind-set of dadfeclike Bradley, it would be wrong to
assume that women hostel residents always ressatbdself-improvement courses. In
the absence of evidence to the contrary, we magutgie that some may well have
appreciated the chance to learn some new skilteif did not already have them) and
take advantage of free services. Still, Bradleygpkasis on improving personal

grooming seems astonishingly distant from the Inaaterial realities of single-mother led
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families. It was remarkably telling that when a spaper reporter asked these women
what they most wanted, they replied “almost in cisor.babysitters” so they could find
work. “I like to work,” one mother lamented, “Hovaie | watch the kids and apply for

jobs?®®

Reconstituting a Slum: The State, the Media and S@a Workers

A long-haired boy from North of Bloor Street is @mrconformist; a long-haired composer is an
artist; a long-haired Regent Parker is consideredma.

Ruth Zimmerman, RP Tenant, 1989

From the mid-1960s onwards, RP residents woulesfrfdm an intensely negative
public image of their neighbourhood as solely a sftdestitution, crime and socio-
cultural pathologies. The majority of this moraligicting external representation was
generated by the media in sensationalist storiestgiyoject cleanliness, tenant
rowdiness, social disorganization, disproportiomatmbers of single mothers and
families on welfare and by social workers and hoggifficials who developed
condemnatory analyses of “deserving” and “undesgipoor tenants. All in all, the
media, the state and social service agencies segd&® out as a “troubled”
neighbourhood that needed to be strictly controlldwe discourse had shifted from the
enhanced possibilities of effective state interianto reform families in the 1940s to the
mid-1960s to one strictly concerned with regulatol effective abandonment in the

following decades.
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RP’s reputation as an ideal solution to the scuial moral problems of the post-war
family clearly ended by the late 1960s, but theegenearlier hints by observers that
public housing was on its way to becoming a newrtsl’ From the early to mid-1960s,
state housing officials, social workers and the iséggan to express worries about the
large size of both sections of RP and how this eraged isolation and stigmatization.
P.E.H. Brady, Executive Director of the MTHA, aeglin 1962 that the large size and
concentration of projects like RP cut them off frime rest of the city and prevented the
residents from integrating “into the mainstreancafmunity living.” In one of the first
manifestations of NIMBYism (Not In My Backyard), @ Christie of the East York
Planning Board, described RPN as a “blot” on thmmainity that was destined to
become a “slum” area, something that Toronto’s sabwere keen to avofd.The 1966
Metropolitan Toronto Urban Renewal Study noted thatentire section of the city” was
identified as a “public housing project aréalh a 1965Maclean’sarticle, Hal Tennant
remarked that despite its successes, RP had ditdiimnal character” and a “stigma” as
a low-income are&’ In the early to mid-1960s, a few, small physiaaifcontations
between teenagers in the Riverdale section ofitherd Toronto Island, which involved
some teenage boys from RP, garnered much negaéisi@mattention surrounding the

“delinquent” tendencies of public housing tendfits.
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Figure 5.2 - Teenagers in front of the fast-food taurant located in Regent Park
South, 1964. The original caption in the Toronto Tkegram read: “Regent Park

gang.”

Source: Toronto Telegram Photograph Collection kKMdmiversity Archives and Special Collections.

Social workers were also beginning to find that‘{hblem families” that public
housing was supposed to help were more of a clgalgran previously thought. In an
article entitled “Public Housing: A Woman'’s Poirft\ew,” Mrs. S.J. Allin of the HAT,
worried that the government and social workerstbéedce “more realistically the knotty
problem of those of very low income who also hatrepproblems...those troubled and
troublesome families.” Indeed, while many of thelélwere “beyond help,” they could

not afford to abandon the childréhSylvia Goldblatt observed in a 1966 study of two
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suburban Toronto projects that there were two caieg of people in public housing: the
“respectable” poor and the “dependent and troubpedir. The former could benefit
substantially from public housing; the latter grafpsick families,” however, needed
comprehensive intervention in all aspects of l@ensequently, “Public housing might be
used the way we use a hospit&lh less than a decade, the image of public houséa

shifted from the ideal, working-class communityateick patient needing treatment.

These attitudes were soon reflected in officialestand popular media discourse. In 1968,
Ottawa organized a Federal Task Force on HousidgJaban Redevelopment headed by
cabinet minister Paul Hellyer. His 1969 report tddspublic housing, holding it
responsible for creating “state ghettoes” and disaging social and economic mobilit.
TheToronto Stay Canada’s largest newspaper and traditionallyppader of public
housing, weighed in with a series of six scathiriglas in December 1968 by David
Allen and Glen Allen on RPS and its tenants, condagpublic housing as a whole and
stereotyping tenants, especially young peoplegagtt, rowdy and socially

dysfunctional’® From then on in, RP would be considered anothen sl

The newspaper hired a marketing firm to undertageidy of resident satisfaction in
RPS. The results showed that 33 per cent of retsidegre very dissatisfied, mostly citing
poor maintenance, rowdy teens and vandalism. Ttiedesr blamed project design and
poor management, especially the restrictive rehtips that made it difficult to get out

of public housing or save money and the woeful laiciecreation facilities for children.

David Allen contrasted RPS with RPN arguing thatldtter section of the development
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was much cleaner and did not suffer from such haghls of vandalism. Yet it is difficult
to read the sensationalist prose of the serieowitboming away with the central
message that feral tenants themselves were afpladgtlly to blame for the project’s

failure.

The series of reports harked back to the lurid egpmf turn-of-the century “slums” and
the pro-public housing propaganda of the 1940sh Bao# Allens cite numerous tenants
dissatisfied with project maintenance, sanitati@mdalism and crime. Dirty corridors
and urine and feces in the elevators required ‘feceé disinfectant and an army of
janitors...” Broken windows and vandalism were so ramparit‘tany...tenants call
their community a jungle,” insinuating that tenawesre wild “natives.” “Regent Park
South,” David Allen intoned, “which started withctugreat promise, has become a
filthy, crime-infested jungle, probably the onlyeoim Canada ever built with taxpayers’
money.”® The metaphor of “disease” was liberally employaltdren and teens, blamed
for maintenance problems, petty theft and violemaae both “carriers” and “victims” of
the “disease” of public housif§ The series took moral environmentalism to a hyplérh
extreme, using the imagery of the Vietnam war mtalize readers: “The project itself,
and its aura of malevolence, corrupted many of/thang people and set them on a
course of systematic revenge. The campaign to WREX is a guerrilla action waged by
warriors drawn underground and fighting back inahéy way they know how® “I'm
afraid for my daughter to grow up among the rebehtigers here — she might follow

their example,” one concerned mother stated.



254

Glen Allen concluded that urban planning had fabledause you could not just build
houses and change people; the state itself, inHadtturned RP into a “ghett®'David
Allen pointed out the high proportion of families social assistance and single mothers,
but expressed sympathy for those most disadvant&tgelllamed instead the miserable
public housing “atmosphere” itself. Lack of expastw wider (proper) life outside the
community had ensured “cultural inbreeding” so ttatdren only interacted with other
tenants. When they went to high school outsidetbgect, their previous isolation and
fear of the outside led to social troubles and Eoholastic achievemefitindeed, RPS
tenants were characterized as “oppressed, disaigdragainst and, most often, ignored.
They're Toronto’s Negroes and like their black-sled counterparts in Harlem or Detroit
or Watts they’ve come to distrust the people onoiltside who conspired to put them in
such a place and keep them there,” warning thatritormight also experience the wave
of urban rebellions rocking the United States am$@ging RP’s imagined status in the

1990s as a racialized ghetto & la Los Angeles aavd Xork®*

The series of reports on RPS engendered a 6,00d{etber to the editor by Ontario
Trade Minister, Stanley Randall. He skewered tla&’ Ssurvey methods, showing that
the sweeping conclusions were unjustifiable. Rdral@d local police, who confirmed
that crime rates were not inordinately high, necarding to local staff, was vandalism so
out of control. He was disappointed that Treeonto Stathad so blatantly smeared
tenants and abused its journalistic license. Yeidak basically shared the same
framework of analysis as the newspaper. Both camgps wary of “unruly families,”;

what they disagreed on was the reform potentigltlic housing. Randall still preached
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that public housing could create a changed envigmirfor the poor and borrowed a page
from social work discourse by citing a RPS familgsess story and how CRW'’s were
dutifully helping needy tenants. Moreover, he ateéjhe criticism of the
disproportionate numbers of welfare families, dalyenting that they could not keep
levels down due to strict legal regulations, whicbvented them from evicting welfare

families®®

The Starreporters, for their part, seemed oblivious toftw that while they criticized
urban renewal and the state for creating stigmetieising projects and the local
housing bureaucracy for poor project maintenar®, too were reinforcing the
disreputable image of tenants by sensationaliiisgptoblems of project living. The
choice of repetitive, hyperbolic language to désetenants in the project tends to
overwhelm the evidence offered of the culpabilityte housing authority and the stéte.
Only the overblown, graphic residues of long-stagditate neglect and inadequate
employment and social services — crime, unruliaessbadly maintained physical
infrastructure — merited attention, adding creddnaexplanations based on individual

failures.

Tenant opinions that ran counter to this persoimgliand sensational discourse, while
mentioned, carried little weight. Tlgtar'sown survey data, for instance, showed that 10
percent of tenant families were “very satisfied?’(#rcent “quite satisfied” and 33
percent “a little” satisfied with RPS, significapthutscoring the percentage of those

“very dissatisfied.®” Indeed, the 1973 Government of Ontario AdvisorgklBorce on
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Housing found that residents were generally satisiith public housing even though
they had well-founded critiques concerning proggenities and servicE8An intensive
survey of 120 tenants in 1973 to gauge attitudesutds living in RP similarly discovered
more positive responses than negative discofifexiongside the tenant comments on
disorderly teens and widespread anti-social belayresidents also ventured opinions
on why the project had a negative image — explanattompletely ignored in the report’s
conclusions. Many RP’ers interviewed pinpointedaiminegative labelling by outsiders,
including police, as a key problem. Several tenarpgicitly questioned the role of the
media itself in whipping up stigmatizatiShAnd the leader of the incipient tenants’
organization, Jerome Murray, refused a secondvieterwith David Allen after his

paper’'s smear campaign began.

This series would signal the start of RP’s falhfirgrace in the eyes of the mainstream
media. Not all media stories directly tarnishedtBfants but, as various studies have
demonstrated, the media generally framed its cgeeoflow-income, immigrant and
many ethnic communities in such a way as to saagthing that ran counter to the
accepted social and moral ordéfhus in both “hard” news stories concerning pesiti
and economic issues and “soft” coverage of “huméarest” issues, RP was “tagged” as
a site of poverty, behavioural problems and crifiEhe wider population, with little or
no direct relationship with public housing or khants, was only presented with the

“bad”, the sensational and the exotic which wouldpe opinion on RP and its tenants.
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As Jacqueline Leavitt and Anastasia Loukaitou-$sdssmment:

For most people, the public housing territory fallgside the cocoon of their immediate, familiar
space and is foreign to their understanding. Asgdalominated by other subcultures the
developments seem alien and remote to outsidessidim instances, one uncritically adopts the
media’s representations and interpretations thatyrgo beyond a surface look of the physical and
social context. The social meanings often becomeatierialized into insubstantial myths and
impressions formed by a superficial ‘outsiders’do®he effects on the insiders can be
substantiaf?

Even reports discussing tenant efforts to resigtrsttization or community development
projects were firmly situated within an underlyiscaffolding of “abnormality” which
reinforced stigmatization by obscuring the totatifythe realities of tenant life and
downplaying structural explanations for povertyushin a lead, front-page article in
1974, entitled “Regent Park Battles its ‘hopeldsmsimage,” Warren Gerrard dthe
Toronto Stay spent the first quarter of his article depictiRi§ as a haven for the jobless
and the hopeless: a “red brick ghetto” and “uglgress” inhabited mostly by social
assistance recipients and single mothers. Seamitgerns, vandalism, teenage loitering,
crime and the “poverty cycle” were highlighted Imst section of the piece located
prominently on the front page. Only on page 3 @galess learn that a sizable and
representative tenant political movement was sgealing a campaign to resolutely
reject these damning and often inaccurate porsdy&uburban politicians would rely on
such media-generated portrayals to block new piialicsing developments. Mayoral
candidate Mel Lastman, for instance, blamed thea@mngovernment in 1978 for
“moving Cabbagetown into areas of North York, Ecoliie and Scarborougi*'Such

stigmatizing renderings of project life would bevaoon in media coverage throughout
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the 1970s-1990s period and would be a focal pomntesident criticism of media

portrayals of the project.

As well as drawing on common-sense, middle-clagsidés about the poor, popular
journalism in the 1960s and 70s also tapped irgascemanating from the social work
profession. RP was an active site of case workvatgion by various professional social
work agencies, often funded by the state but witlnamr less semi-autonomy, such as
the Children’s Aid Society, the Metro Toronto Sé&#anning Council and Central
Neighbourhood House (CNH), as well as numerousteliide agencies, churches and
volunteers groups, including the Young Women’s &tiah Association (YWCA), the
Salvation Army, Catholic Family Services, and tlaenily Service Association of
Toronto. While these groups had diverse philosaphare methods, they were generally
sympathetic to tenants, often documenting poverty@oviding financial aid and other
forms of assistance. Like the media, however, thaged to simplistically link the poor
with moral and emotional depravityrefrained from involving tenants themselves in
programs and took what Howard Buchbinder callsapolitical” stance, which
conspicuously shunned wider political and econasmjglanations for poverty and social
misery?® More radically-minded social workers and theoréstisted in this period and
worked alongside tenant organizations, but theyaipd outside official structures and

did not establish a foothold within the projétt.

Notions of “welfare dependency” and “cultural inbdeng” were, moreover, theorized in

mainstream academic discourse on public housitigeimate 60s. Albert Rose was once
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again at the centre of these intellectual developmeé\lways defending public housing
as an improvement on pre-war slums and necesséstatalize” the lives of the deprived
so that the state could begin to solve wider squiablems:°® he had nevertheless come
to adopt the view of “culture of poverty” theor@@scar Lewis, as did many liberal social
scientists of the era. Lewis and company, forertgoéthe currently popular
“underclass” thesis, believed that the social asahemic environments of poor, inner-
city neighbourhoods caused pathological behavioworay the residents. Such social and
behavioural defects led to poor education and eynpdmt prospects for inner-city
dwellers, creating a vicious poverty cycle transaditfrom generation to generatitH.
Rose bemoaned the lack of motivation among new granis and “chronic, Canadian-
born families with several generations of deprimafi contrasting it with the “highly
motivated” immigrant families of the 1920s and 38<‘Lower class families” indeed
had “a different set of values, a different setadétionships between members of the
opposite sex, a different method of relating to disgiplining children, a different
attitude towards work and towards many other vatwesmonly held by members of the
middle class®In Rose’s account, single mothers were respongsbltheir own
predicament. In an article in OHC’s in-house ordgantario Housing he cites a sexist
joke by his political mentor, former CMHC head DaWlansur, calling the situation of
women in public housing that supposedly had a sstoe of common-law husbands
“serial monogamy*** The upshot of these arguments, of course, wastbatoor
themselves, especially women, were to blame far gs®nomic marginalization,

deflecting attention away from unemployment, paduwaational opportunities, lack of
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daycare and other structural explanations of secazomic inequality, not to mention

the effects of stigmatizing attitudes themselvelslatking human improvement.

The “Cherry Beach Express”: Policing Regent Park

Like many poor neighbourhoods in Canada, RP algeldped a nefarious reputation in
the 1970s as a dangerous area beleaguered by roligmhviolence, crime and “lawless”
youth. Inundated with negative media coveragegdame a “bad” area to be avoided by
the general population, the police and other aitibsy even some residents contended
that it was rife with violent crim&® Yet the familiar image of rampant lawlessnessis t
period was based largely on image, rumour, heasdyacism. Crime statistics are
notoriously difficult to gather and ass€8but the limited evidence we do have suggests
that RP suffered from very few violent crimes. Wittivileged access to internal housing
authority figures, Albert Rose observed in 1973 eikample, that of Toronto’s 38
murders in that year, only three were committedllipublic housing in Metro Toronto;
there were no reported nor attempted rapes. Profcials and security guards noted

that the vast majority of offences in both sectiohRP in particular were false fire

alarms and “mischief” among youtff. A 1976 study ranked the RP area seventh out of
eighteen police divisions in Toronto in overallnoe®® Local police officers confirmed

as late as 1989 that crime was not abnormally imd®P, agreeing with residents that the
image of Regent Park was much worse than theyge&liinsworth Morgan, a former
professional football player, underscored the diffiees between the 1970s, when he was

growing up, and the RP of the late 1990s, wheneetwgned to teach at a local elementary
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school: "When | was a kid, you'd never hear of@sing in Regent Park — assaults,
stabbings, maybe. In the summer we would run nelegs or play tag outside till 10, 11
o'clock at night. We used to be able to roam thinaihgse buildings freely. Now there are
more fences and more of a security presence. diffezent atmospherée-** Nor was

there evidence of substantial racial and ethnitewice except for a misnamed 1976 “race
riot,” whose very notoriety in the collective memaf tenants points up its anomalous

character!!

If the criminalization of RP reflected the exagdedaattitudes characteristic of place-
based stigmatization, there certainly was an unesdationship with law enforcement.
Many RP’ers and community organizations considénecpolice to be “outsiders” in the
project and charged that they treated residenisusdy. Officers in 51 Division, located
inside the grounds of RPS and nicknamed the “Pumesit Station” due to its reputation
as a repository for unruly police officers disan@d in other districts, were singled out as
particularly brutal and insensitive to the needtheflocal population*? Almost all the
interviewees for this dissertation remarked thaaig-police relations were characterized
by mutual hostility*** A 1965 study of teenage boys in RPS by CentragjiNmurhood
House reported that teenagers felt especially badasy law enforcement just for living

in the project and, as in Cabbagetown before W\ 1l, it was considered taboo to
“snitch” on neighbours and acquaintant¥<Chris Reading noted that his father had told
him that anybody who became a cop moved out ohéighbourhood “right away” due

to resident enmity. He explained that even for iémavho were not involved in criminal

activities, the “cops represented the outside”iatrdded in the project “to do a job on us
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for somebody else*** David Blackmore argued that police would only fresd to
complaints and emergencies,” and “then they woelddne,” failing to establish a
lasting, positive presence in the proj€tAccording to some residents, this attitude by
law enforcement translated into a cynicism, defarsess and lack of interest in
community concerns by local police officers and sbmes into brutal treatment of

disadvantaged peoples in RP and the surroundiig are

Norma Penner recalled that the police handledtsitos confrontationally and were
quick to arrest people on the “slightest provocati®ne incident in particular sticks out
in her mind. At a banquet of the Regent Park Comtplmprovement Association
(RPCIA), two policemen burst into the gathering areht right for a table of teenagers.
Investigating the theft of a wallet, they demandkhtification from one of the boys,
who resented this, saying, “I don’t have to show gy identification.” According to
Penner, the police viciously beat the youth and @reested him for assault on a police
officer. Despite letters of protest by the tenauittigal association, several of whose
members witnessed the incident, and by local Al@@rand soon-to-be mayor of
Toronto, John Sewell, the youth received a ninedimerntence in the Reformatdry.
Indeed, ritualized police beatings of area resglahCherry Beach, an isolated area on
Lake Ontario due south of the project, have beamantlized in popular culturé?®
expressing the fear of and lack of respect forlltzsa enforcement. When he was 14,
David Blackmore took a frightening ride on what veagphemistically known as “The
Cherry Beach Express.” With a group of other kigsproke into an abandoned factory

and was apprehended by the police. The police déadato know the names of his
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friends. When he refused to name names, they tomolkdbwn to Cherry Beach, tied him
up with ropes and hung him over the side of a ggoneplant wall, threatening to kill

him. Then, they “beat the hell out of” him. Blackrasaid that this was not an
uncommon occurrence. Indeed, a 1994 inquiry bybthirio Legal Aid Plan into the
policing of disadvantaged communities in Torontd haseparate section on excessive
use of police force and power in Cherry Beach. €argice provider in the RP area told
the inquiry: “I have heard stories about Cherry@efor the last 15 years.” The inquiry
catalogued a range of complaints against the poéogring on physical and verbal abuse
of welfare recipients, native peoples and bld¢k®olice attitudes towards and treatment
of black youth in RP continues to be one of the fx@ljtical issues among many tenants

in the project.

Not all RP residents were fearful of the policetia 1970s and 1980s, tenant
apprehension over vandalism, petty theft and physowdiness prompted some to
demand “a more effective” security presence. Sgcguards were hired in the mid-

1960s and a ten-year experiment with unarmed @ris@turity guards drawn largely

from the project itself, the Community Guardiangasvanother concrete response to these
concerns. Self-described as “the security servite avsocial consciencé? it patrolled

the project grounds, intervening in non-threatemisgputes and gathering information
about vandalism and theft. David Blackmore, whogai the Guardians at 18 years of
age, believed they played a positive role in thghitsourhood since they had often grown
up themselves in the project and knew the resideelis They also avoided the pitfalls of

the “heavy” presence practised by the polf¢eret they were always controversial
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among tenants. Some considered them similar tpdahee and resented their role as
“snitches” to housing management; others worriey thiere just not effective enough in

dealing with the problems of crinté&

Conclusion

Policy prescriptions in public housing operatedhimita judgmental moral framework that
was not reproduced in private market tenures. Rigeats faced unduly authoritarian
regulations on tenant selection and rental poliagewell as attempts to impose standards
of behaviour within the project, showing up theitsrof “citizenship rights” within the
post-war welfare state. If outright state moralulagon waned somewhat in the 1970-
1990s, it was replaced by the punitive consequeoicesritorial stigmatization

buttressed by the increased marginalization of&&Rlents. For three decades, RP tenants
suffered from an insidious external representatiotiie project as a dangerous problem
area beset by socio-economic marginalization, canmgtimmorality. Territorial
stigmatization has been one of the most strikiegneints of the lived experience of RP
residents. The powerful demonization of RP aseadfisocial depravity and behavioural
deficiency would become a central feature of tesidivies, helping to explain their stark
material and social marginalization and featuringnpnently in strategies of coping,

resistance and escape.
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