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¢ Abstract

Co-operative and ;énéijnium hous ing éevgla§MEnts in Canada
represent Fund;mentaliy‘differeﬁt forms of housing

QWﬁeéship. A condominium is a legal arrangement which mikélla
{t possible for an individual to-own outright a dwelling

unit lor, at least, the airspace within it) in a detached,

. semi-detached, townhouse, or apartment structure without

having exclusive ownership of the 1and upon which the
structure is built, the land be%ﬁg owned in common with all
other Eesiﬂents of the structure or group’ of structure§t A
co-operative, in this case a non-profit, continuing hous i ng
co-operative, is a legal arrangement wheéreby an individual
becomes a member of a housing co-operative association. This
membership entitles him to reside in a Unit owned by the
ggigﬂerativei and obliges him to pay his share of the L
monthly expenses involved in the association’s mortgaging,
managing, and maintaining of the co-operative as a whéTZT\
Research carried out in one example of each of these types
of housing development indicates thatithere are significant

differences between the two praje:ts.'hat only in relations

participation in and the degree of their commitment to the

institutions that comprise the social structure and
organization of their groups.

| The primary object of this thesis is, with the aid of
the concepts corporate group and Institution, to demonstrate

this relationship between the corpgrate attributes of these

iv
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éﬂ@ groups ééd thé sa%%al-sﬁhesjvéﬁess that;is';ppaFEﬂt in
. their social iﬁSﬁitutiéﬂSaiThEEE>¢GﬁGE§tS are defined, and
‘the methods described by means of which the basic question
of the thesissuas chosen and the data gathered to answer it.
Next, the property relations peculiar to housing
t:é*gper‘atives and condominiums are placed in their wider
historical and structural context, with the aim of pointing
up the potential constraints that these ties to the wider
social system may place on their operation. Then, at the
micro {eve]i the significant physical and demographic
features of the two housing projects are described and their
differing “jural personalities” are analyzed. In the
analysis of the social realm which follows, three majér
social institutions are identified: meetihgsf maintenance,
and neighbouring. Ffor éa;h institution, the institutional
“rule” that prevails in each project is stated, followed by
.a description of the extent to which members of the two
groups appear to abide by the rule. In conclusion, the
analyses of the corporate attributes on the one hand .and of
social cohesiveness on the other are brought together, to
assess their relationship to each other and the impact on
that relationship of external constraints. The questions
raised in this assessment are then put forward in the form

of su@gestians for further research.
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I. Introduct ion

A. Objects of the Study

- Co-operative and condominium housing developments }n
Can#da represent fundamentally different forms of hous tng
ownership. A condominium is a legal arfangement which makes
it possible for an individual to own outright a dwelling
-unit (or, at least, the airspace within it) in a detached,
semi-detached, townhouse, or apartment structure without
having exclusive ownership of the.land upbn which the
structure is built, the land being owned in common with all
other residents of the structure or group of structure#. Oon
the other hand, -a co-operative, in this case a non-profit
continuing housing co-operative, is a l;gal arrangement
whereby an individual becomes a member of a housing
co-operative association. This membership entitles him to
reside in a unit owned by the co-operative, and obliges him
to pay his share of the monthly expenses involved in the
association’s mortgaging, managing, and maintaining of the
co-operative as a whole. As an individual, the member owns
nothing but a share in the co-operative; he does not own the
dwelling unit in which he lives, but as'lohg as he rematns a
. mewber in good standing of thenco-Opohqtivo.'ho has tho.
personal right to occupy that unit.

Research carried out in one example of each of these

types of development indicates that there are significant

differences between the two projects, not only in the



relations of ownership that define the two groups in the
legal or jural realm, but also in the social realm, n the
degree to which members of each group participate in and are
committed to the institutions that comprise the social
structure and‘organization of their groups. _

’ The primary objeet of this thesis is, with the aid of
the concepts corporate aﬁoup and fnstitution, to demonstrate
th1s relationship between the corporate attributes that
‘Ccharacter ize property relatibnslin these two groups, and the
social cohesiveness that is apparent in their social 4
institutions. The first step in meeting this objective is,
\in the remainder of Chapter One, to define these concepts as
they will be used in the thesis, (Bhd to describe the methods
by which the basic question of the thesis was chosen and by
which data were gathered to answer it. The next step will
be, in Chapter Two, to place the property relations peculiar
to housing co-operatives and condomfniums in their wider ).
historical and structural context, with the aim of point{eg
up the potential constraints that these ties to the uid‘er‘
social system may place on the operatioh of these housing
groups. In Chapter Three the focus will be brought back from
the macro level to the micro level, in order to describe the
significant physical ‘and demographic features of the two
hous1ng'projects chosen for study, and their differing
"jural personalities,” that is, the ranges of corporate

’ of property
oix, the focus will

attributes that characterize their

relations. In Chapters Four, Five,

FS



be the major institutions -- meetings, maintenance, and
neighbouring -- which comprise the social structure and
organization of both groups. for each institution, the
institutional “rule” that érevaiIs in each project will be
stated, followed by a description of the extent to which
-membeEs of the two groups appear to abide by the rule. In
Chapter Seven, the concluding chapter, the analyses of
corporate attributes on the one hand and of social

cohes iveness on the other will be brought together, to
assess their relationship to each other and the impact on
that relationship of the external constraints that were
described in Chapter Two. The questions raised in this
assessment will then be put forward in the form of

suggestions for further research.

B. Concepts
’ The striking differences in ownership which
characterize housing co-operatives and condominiums were
outlined at the beginning of this chapter. Equally striking,
however, are the differgﬁces in the avowed purpose of the
two types of residential corporation. Housing co-operatives,
in Canada at least, are consciously and overtly striving to
become "communities.” Housing co-pperatives in Canada are
not commercial propositions. Rather, they are generally
prgmated as opportunities within an urban setting to
experience and work at developing a sense of community

through co-operation. For example, in the early months of



1981, an advertisement in the Classified section of a
western Canadian daily newspaper asked for “people

interested in forming a downtown co-op” which would offer
-

"affordable housing, regardless of income; stable monthly
housing charges: and neighbours sharing common goals.”
Alexander Laidlaw, a long-time co-operative promoter,
organizer, and educator in Canada, titled a concluding
chapter in his 1977 book on housing co-ops, "A Village in
the City."” In this chapfer, he emphasized the imﬁcrtanzejaf

.

community to a housing co-op: y

The caommunity aspect of a typical housing
co-operative in Canada can best be described as
being that of a village within the city. The co-op
will not be a mere collection of so many housing
units, but a grouping of people held together in
much the same way as a village or rural settlement
of days gone by, with a certain amount of
interdependence, sharing of common tasks and
problems, and concern for one another. It will be
&8 wholesome mixture of stout independence and
community interests. It will not be a turning back
from urbanization but hopefully a return to some
057;he8§?c1a1 values of rural living (Laidlaw

1 1

8y contrast, housing condominiums are more strictly
commercial propos{tions. They are promoted in ads placed in . .
the Real Estate section of daily papez;# which generally
give more prominence to the price of the condominium unit
(if the "affordable” price is a selling feature) or to the
luxury amenities the project offers (if the price is
affordable only to those in the high income brackets),,6 than

to any notion of comunity of interests.



Community is a notion that defies easy definition.
Hillery (1955) surveyed over 90 usages of the term, and
found that three characteristics were common to the majority
of deFinitian5: locale, common ties, and social interaction.
One may assume that suppor ters of co-operatives use the word
to mean more than "locale,” that their primary concern is
with “common ties” and "social interaction”™ (cf. Bernard
1973:3), more specifically with the strength of the common
ties and the depth and intensity of the social interaction.

“Acting on that assumption, the analysis presented in
this research will by-pass the clouded waters of definitions
of community and focus instead on the common ties that bind
members of condominiums or co-operatives to each other (read
Ysocial structure”) and the nature of their séciai
interaction (read "social organization”).

Of these ties, those of property ownership lend
themselves to analysis in terms of the concept corporate
group. .

Corporate Group

Housing co-operatives and condominiums are legal
entities. That is, they form self-governing corporations,
which can be taxed and sued as if they were individuals
rgther than groups, and have boundaries and membership which
. are established by law. Co-operatives and condominiums are
given this legal status to enable them to administer the

property which the members of each body own in common.



Not only are these boundaries and membership accorded
legal recognition: more #mportantly for our purposes, they
are acknowledged by the members of both groups as social
boundaries, within which they engage. or at least are
expected to engage, in certain types of b&haviaﬁr. This
conjunction of legal and social boundaries not only makes.
them corporations in statutory terms, it also defines them

as "corporate groups” in the terms of comparative

£

ethnography . y
The concept of corporate group has a long ang somewhat
troubled history in anthropology. The notion of
"corporation” was first introduced into anthropology in the
mid-nineteenth century by Sir Henry Maine (1931). According
to Dow's (1973) account of the history of "corporation® in
anthropology, this first concept was "an abbreviated version
of the English legal concept of corporation,” which
“abstracted out of the iegal concept the idea of a jural
person who did not die and to whom certain legal rights and
obligations adhered” (Dow 1973:905). Maine, however, was
concerned less with a description of "primitive” societies
than with the evolution of éociety from a basis of status to
one of contract. As Dow points out, Maine felt that
non-Western associations could not be described by English
legal concepts, since these communities were associations of
co-owners manifesting a kind of communal ownership that was

not found in English law.



Maine’'s concept of corporation, then, was primarily one
of jural relationships, i.e., the rights and obligations’
arising out of ownership of property in common. Almost a
introduced to aﬁtﬁragelcgy. according to Dow, by Talcott
Parsons’

...fortuitous translation of Max Weber’s
concept of Verband into the English phrase

"corporate group”... In Parsonian-Weberian
terminology. this concept stood for a group
which was either closed, or which admitted
outsiders by rules, and which was governed by

an order enforced by a chief and

administrators. This concept was meant to

apply to any social group with the following
characteristics: closedness, an internal set

of institutionalized norms, and a

norm-enforcing sub-group of leaders headed by

a single individual (Dow 1973:905).

Unlike Maine’'s, Weber’'s concept was clearly intended to
describe the organization of social groups. However, Dow
considers Parsons’ choice af the translation "corporate”
unfortunate, since it resulted in the identification of
Weber’'s Verband with a term which had a sophisticated
technical significance in English jurisprudence. According
to Dow, the clearest and most influential instance of this
mis-identification of the two concepts occurred in Fortes’
(1853) paper on African unilineal descent grcuas; in whidh
fortes “was carried away with the {magery of the word
‘corporate’ and was attempting to synthesize the two
concepts” (Dow 1973:905).



Not only did Fortes confound Maine's and Weber's
concepts, Dow continues, he also linked thé idea of
corporation to a special social unit, the segmentary
lineage. Soon the this muddled concept was applied to
village communities, to describe their social organization
and their system of landholding (Wolf 1955, 1857]1, so that
“now the word 'corporation’ was imprecisely associated with
village systems of joint ownership and governance that were
not part of Maine's concept, or of the modern lega! coricept
of corporation” (Dow 1973:906). Dow lists several subsequent
treatmenis of the concept: Fried's (1957) use of |
"corporation” to designate a group with an unspecified
organization which maintains some Kind of joint possession
of things, persons, or both; Befu and Plotnicov’'s (1962)
conclusion that "corporateness” is manifested in the
functions, economic, religious or political, that a group
might have, rather than in the social structure of the
group; Goodenough's (1971} contention that the word be used
as a symbol without precise general meaning; and Cochrane’'s
(1971) plea to either return to the modern legal meaning of
corporation or discard it altogether.

Dow suggests that one way out of this muddle of
terminology is to reserve the word corporate for
descriptions of the rights and duties arising fram joint
ownership, and to use Weber's notion of Verband, translated

as “organization” rather than as “corporate group, for



.descriptinﬁs of the distribution of authority in a group.’
Dow's suggestions signal a return to the notion of corporate
group that was suggested a half century ago by
Radcliffe-Brown:

It is convenient to speak of such a group as
the Kariera horde as a ‘corporation’ having -
an '‘estate’ . This is an extension of the
terms 'corporation’ and ‘estate’ as they are
commonly used in law, but I think this
extension is justifiable, and hope that at
any rate it will be admitted for the purpose
of the present exposition. By an estate is
here meant a collection of rights (whether
over persons or things) with the implied
duties, the unity of which is constituted
either by the fact that they are the rights
of a single person, and can be transmitted as
a whole or in division to some other person
or person, or that they are the rights of a
defined group (the corporation) which
maintains a continuity of possession.... A
corporation can only form itself on the basis
of a common interest. In the simplest
societies the easiest, perhaps almost the
only, ways in which cofmon interests can be
created are on the basis of locality, i.e.,
residence in the same local community or
neighbourhood, or kinship.(Radcliffe-Brown
1953:32, 45)

A more recent student of social structure, G.N. Appell,
has done some of the most rigorous work yet with the notion
of corporate group using this “property reiatiéns‘ approach.
Appell’s (1974, 1976b) typology of corporate groups arises
from his investigations of the Rungus of Borneo, who, like
-~ almost all Borneo soctieties, sre organized in terms of
cognatic groups rather than according to unilineal descent

‘The elaborations of the notion “corporate unit” put forward
by Smith (1974) and Brown (1976) are examples of this latter
~authority” usage of corporate group.
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ties. In attempting to make sense of Rungus social
structure, Appell has found the kinship-descent emphasis of
social anthropology of little utility. This emphasis, argues
Appell, leads social anthropologists to ask misleading
questions of cognatic social systems, the ﬁcst basic one
being, How can cognatic societies achieve any degree of '
stability without perduring corporate groups such as are
found in unilineal societies? According to Appell. cognatic
societies do contain corporate groups, but they are not
perduring, descent-based lineages. Rather, they are groups
distinguished in terms of the social identity of the group
(whether the group is recognized to be a social group by the
society as a whole) and in terms of the unity of interest of
its members in some scarce good or service (which is
Appell’'s definition of property relationships). On these two
criteria, Appell defines three types of Jjural grouping, the
Isolate, the aggregate, and the collectivity, only the first
of which, the jural Isolate or entity, can be called a
corporate grouping.

Appell’s notion of jural groupings will be used in the
first step of description and analysis of the co-operative
and condominium deve lopments chosen for study. In. this step,
property relationships obtaining among members of each
association will be compared. This comparison will be used
as 8 basis for determining the nature of the corporate
attributes, or "jural personality,” that characterize the

co-operative association and the condominium corporation as
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“jural isolates,” in Appgll‘é terms.
Institution

Once these differences in corporate attributes have
been established, the next step will be to determine the

extent to which these differences are reflected in the

terms of which social life in the two groups appears to be
organized: meetings, maintenance of common property, and
neighbouring. For purposes of this analysis, Institution
will be used in the sense it is commonly assigned in social
anthropology., }s stated by Nadel (1951:108): "By
institution, then, we shall mean a standardized mode of
social behaviour, or, since social behaviour means
co-activity, a standard/zed msée of co-activity"(italics
his). According to this formulation, institutions have aims
or purposes, which are carried out by the personnel or
actors whose behaviour serves these purposes. The aims are
those §§Rﬁéﬂ]§dﬁgd by the group as a whole, and the actors
are dr;;n from the pool formed by this ﬁrgup! Viewed in
terms of their pdsition in the overall social system, these
actors can be described in terms of their status, or the
position they occupy in that system; their roles, or
activities assigned to them in accordance with their status;
and the norms, or types of behaviour expézteﬂ of them as

they carry out their roles.-
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Institutions, as Nadel (1951 g11) points out, are rules
for behaviour that are generally accepted by the grcﬁp.
These rules can be stated in the form of [f-situations.
Thus, for example, the “rule” for meetings in the
co-operative could be written, "If there is a problem
confronting the co-operative as a whole, a meeting will be:
called to deal with it": the rule for neighbouring could be
written, "If any member of the co-operative needs help, some
or all of his fellow members will come to his ass1st'ace
for maintenance, the rule cauld be phrased, "If some part of
the common property of the co-operative is in need of
cleaning or repair, the members of the co-operative will
attend to it themselves, without relying on external i
agencies."” » ,

However, as Nadel is careful to point out, institutions

can only be summaries of behaviour: "The institution itself
is, ideain. nothing but a curve of ertor operating for
social data. its standardization the priedictability, or what
Max Weber palls the ‘objective prﬂhability of actions”

(Nade 1951‘1$§T This is an important aspect of

1nstitut1f* /jc emphasize in the case of co-operative and
condominium ;gﬁng associations, since these groups,

; \_
although recognized by law and by their own members, as .

social groups, are primarily single-purpose associations,
_that purpose beiﬁg residential. Their members leave the
confines of th& group to seek their livelihood, and because

of this are drawn Into other social groups, each with its
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own set of institutions and demands on msrbers time and
behavizur. In addition, all the members have been recruited
to these residential groups from other locales -- from
different districts of the city, from different cities, even
from different cguﬁtries..ngéuse of their diversity, they
§hare no one set of goals and aspirations, other than to
make a home for themselves and their families, whether
témporary or permanent. A third index of variability within
"the two groups is the fact that standards and rules are
seldom, if ever, taken fér granted; rather, they are the
subject of wide-ranging debates that drain most of the
collective energy of these groups, debates that focus less
often on how something could be done than on whether it
should be done at all. In both groups, although to a greater
extent in the co-operative than in the condominium, the
overarching principle is that everything can be negotiated:
any directivegsan be challenged, no internal authority need
pe granted legitimacy, therefore no internal source of power
and the sanctions which derive ﬁ(gﬁ it can be guaranteed
~effective.

Because of this variabiiity} the emphasis in analyzing
the institutions which characterize the co-op and '
condominium studied in this thesis will be on the varying
interpretations of and compliance with the institutional
rules rather than on the rules themselves. These variances
-will be discussed under the heading, "Participation,” since
the extent to which co-op and condominium members
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participate in the institutional activities of their groups
is considered by the members themselves to be a primary
indicator of n’mt:ers‘ commitment to the institutions of the
co-op or condominium and thereby to the group as a whole.

C. Methods

The methods used to gather the data for doing the
analyses outlined above were chosen on the basis of the
questions which these analyses are intended to Bﬁ$U7%.
Choosing the Questions

The primary guiding question of this research ;rese
from an initial concern with the impact of various kinds of
home ownership, and especially of mortgaging, on peopile’'s
lives. In the literature on urban societies, much attention
has been given to life in the post-war suburbs of North
America (e.g., Clark 1966, Fava 1958, Gans 1967, Ross 1965),
the "new towns" and housing estates of Great Britain (e.g., -
Durant 1968, Elias.and Scotson 1965, Frankenberg 1966,
Thorns 1976, Uiilmgtt 1963); ethnically-based settlements in
the iﬁﬁér city (e.g., Gans 1962, Suttles 1968), especially
black ghettos (e.g., Hannerz 1969, Liebow 1967), and
settlements of urban migrants (e.g., Graves and Graves 1974,
Jacobson 1973, Lewis 1952, Mangin 1870). Some studies have
concerned themselves specifically with residents of certain
kinds of housing, such as student housing (e.g., Festinger
et al. 1950), public housing (e.g., Rainwater 1966), and

"retirement communities” (e.g., Byrne 1974, Jacobs 1974).
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1 i .
However, none of these studies has addressed itself

specifically to the issue of property relations in these
settliements. The only body of literature (in English) that
does address the questiaﬁ of how property relationships
affect other aspects of life in urbanized human settlements
is that on utopian or intentional communities, b@thi
historical and contemporary.. Collective or communal
ownership as opposed to private ownership of property is a
halimark of these communities; by means of a (usually
implicit) comparison with more conventional settlements, the
effect; of private property ownership on other social
relationships are at least implied, if not made explicit.?
From this variety of studies, it was apparent that a
wige range of questions could be asked of social
relationships in human seftlements, even with an emphasis on
property relations. In order to focus the study and make it -
manageable for one researcher, housing condominiums and
co-operatives seemed an gpprapri;te choice, because they are
relatively small settlements with readily discernible
béundariesi which resemble each other in physical form yet
differ profoundly in the form of tenure they represent. An
explicitly ccmparati;e frameworKk was chosen, with the aim of
pointing up, what significant effects property relations have
;};;T;;;;é;g;a‘;zﬁdies of utopian communities proved to be

particularly useful: Abrams and McCulloch 1976, Bettelheim
1969, Hine 1953, Hostetler 1974, Kanter 1973, 1974, 1979,

Kilchenstein 1980, Moment and Kraushaar 1980, Spiro 1965,
Zablocki 1971.
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of the method of controlled comparison). And because both
co-ops and condominiums are discrete units with a legal and
social identity, corporate analysis rather than network or
other types of actor-cenfredi'analysis was chosen, on the
assumption that, despite claims to the contrary (e.g.,
Boissevain'1973), existing concepts like "institution” can
be profitably used in analyzing groups in which
interpersonal conflicts are the norm rather than the
exception. fFinaltly, a study of property relations in
particular and social relations in general in co-operatives
and condominiums would break new grouhd. Co-operative
housing projects in North America are the focus of an as yet
largely descriptive and exhortatory literature (e.g.. Dineen -
1974, Dreyfuss 1973, Laidlaw 1977, Margolis 1972), although~
a few studies have been more problemifocused (e.g.,, Andrews
and Breslauer 1976, Cooper et al. 1972, Sullivan 1§§79. The
éxisting literature on condominium housing tends tolbe very
market-oriented, intended to inform prospective develoﬁers
and purchaéers of the advantages and drawbacks of this type
of ownership compared to single-family housing (e.g.,
Condominium Research Associates 1970, Goyette 1971, Kehoe
1974, Mittelbach 1975, Norcross 1973) or how to run a ¢

successful owners’association (e.g., Coombs 1973, Urban Land

- e e e -men e e w .-

1G.N. Appell uses the term "opportunism” to label "all those
tfields of inquiry that are concerned with how the individual
can manipulate, control and create his own social world,"
and includes under that label exchange theory,
transactionalism, situational analysis, and network theory
(Appell 1976a:10).
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Institute et al. 1976, Wolfe 1978). .

The two examples of these types of housing tenure were
chosen more on expedient than on rigorously scientific
grounds. Because of the researcher’s personal ;ircumstanses‘
(a young family and a one-year sabbatical leave), the
fieldwork had to be conducted close to home. As a result,
only eleven hauging co-operatives, all less than ten years
old, were available as possible subjects; of these, the
oldest and most well-established co-op was chosen, on the
grounds that it would generate more useful iﬁfarmati@ﬁ on
such aspects of co-op life as resident turnover and
"institutionalization" of activities than would a newer
co-op that was still experiencing the difficulties of
becoming established. There were far more condominiums than
co-ops F%@m which to choose -- over two hundred in the same
metropolitan region as the co-op -- but in order to control
as many variables as possible, the choice was restricted to
those that were as similar to the co-op as possible in age, -
size, location, price, and physical layout. On this basis,
the choice was quicKkly narrowed to two, one project of sixty
units and one of forty, both in the same district of the
city as the co-op and the same distance from it. The
smaller, slightly older one was chosen, on the grounds that
the smaller size would be more manageable and perhaps more
conducive to the formation of "community.” In neither case
could fhe project chosen be said to be representative of

co-operatives or condominfums as a whole, since no
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condo projects in the region, on the basis of which truly
representative projects could be chosen.
Choosing the Methods

‘The notion of "community” as a focus for questioning
aspects of life in relation to property relationships arose
eaéiy in the study of these projects, since all the
literature produced by the co-op -- and housing co-ops in
general -- is so emphatic about co-ops being "communities.”
However, the time-honoured anthropological method of
studying communities, participant observation, was not
available to the researcher. To be a true participant
observer in a co-op, one must become a resident member, and
‘to be a participant observer in a condominium, one must be
an owner. The researcher’'s personal circumstances would
for a comparison to have much validity.

) As a result, the next best method was Gh@ﬁé;, that of
intensive depth interviews with at least one representative
of each household in each project, and attendance at as many
meetings and social functions as possible. Of the 50
households in the co-op, 70 adult individuals representing
46 households were interviewed: in addition, 13 individuals
representing 8 households of former co-op members were
1ntervieueﬂ: Of the 40 households in the condominium, 42
individuals representing 33 households (%1 of owners, 2 of
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'
renters) were interviewed: no former residents of the condo
could be reached for interviews.* All interviews were

conducted between May and October of 1981, in all cases but

each interview was between two and two-and-a-half hours:
however , three interviews were less than half an hour (two
of these were with condo owners., one was with a co-op
member ), and several lasted an entire morning, afternoon, or
evening. In addition, the researcher was'invited back by
several households (all but two of them in the co-op) and
was able to make repeat visits to five households (four in
the co-op and one in the condominium).

In addition to these formally arranged interviews ujth
adult residents in the co-op and condominium, the researcher
took advantage of whatever opportunities were available to
taik with and observe the children of both projects. These
opportunities were plentiful in the co-op: children are
everywhere, are purposely included in most co-op social
events, and evidently play a major role in co-op social
life. By contrast, children in the condominium are
conspicuous by their absence. Héuever. apart from noting the
differences in the level of the child population in the two
projects and making some references in passing to
child-rearing values and activities, this study does not
deal with the worlds of the child as they are circumscribed
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by the boundaries of these two arajegts.rEspe¢i§11y in the
case of the co-op, this is a'major limitation of the study:
co-op children appear to form a network of their own, one
which is independent of the adult institutional network this
study describes, and which deserves a study of its own. Such
a-study couldvbest be done by participant observation, over
a long period of time, rather than by interviews, and could
benefit from a comparison with some other child-centred, but
quite different, group, such as a Hutterite colony. :
Two years of worK,Awhich involved researching the
literature, talking informally with residents of
condominiums and co-operatives, and attending seminars
offered to condominium owners by provincial and municipal
levels of government and the provincial association of
condominium owners, preceded the actual interviews in the
sites chosen for study. In Héy. 1981, the presidents of both
the condominium and co-operative were approached fermajiy.
by letter in the case of the co-op, by telephone in the case
of the condominium, to request permission to conduct the
study. The co-op presidenf requested that the researcher
attend a general meetinﬁ to propose the study to the
membership. This the researcher did, with the result that
the propOsal was put to a vate and unaﬁimnusly appraveﬂ The
researcher was not asked tg be preseﬁt at the condo meeting |
at which her proposal was presented; rather, the president
presented it to'the membership, and consent was again

unanimous.
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This forma) approval was followed by @ letter from the
researcher to each household in both projects explaining the
study and requesting an interview. These letters were
delivered in person wherever passiblgf at which time a
subsequent date was set for an interview. In a few cases’
interview arrangements were made by telephone; but in most
cases, by means of repeated visits to every door,
érrangemEﬁts were made in person, so that face-to-face
sehtact_sguld be established prior to the actual interview.

No questionnaires or tape recorders were used, in an
effort to keep the researcher’'s interactions and exchanges
with residents of both projects as éQEﬁ and informal as
possible. However, most of those interviewed were asked to
indicate on a list of members how many of the names they
could put a face to; as well, the researcher used a protocol
to guide her questioning (see Appendix One), and in order to
preserve as muéﬁ of the detail and flavour of the interviews
as possible, wrote a lengthy synopsis of the results of each
interview as soon as possible after its completion.

Problems with the Process f

Despite repeated efforts, the researcher was unable  to
interview representatives of the same proportion of
_households in the co-op and candaminium The co-op turned
out to be much more receptive to the nétiaﬁ of beiﬁq studied
co-op better in order to improve it -- than were the condo
owners. The condo owners’' hesitation to talk with a stranger
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about condo affairs was partly due to the fact that there
was a legal case on their horizon, and despite the
introductory letter each had received and the official
permission granted at a condo meeting, owners had become
wary of anyone coming to the door with a loose-l&df binder
in her hand, for fear it might be something to do with the
contentious enclosure. However, the major par{ of the
researcher’s difficulty can be attributed to the fact that
many conde owners were seldom home. repeated phone calls,
notes. and personal visits failed to find some suneri!at
home, and several of those contacted would not commit.
themselves to a time when the interviewer could come back
for a2 lengthier chat. In addition, the researcher was able
to talk with several former members of the co-op, some at
length, because of the ccntasts.they maintain with existing
members. This was not possible for the condominium; the
researcher was given only one name of a former member, who
proved impossible to reach. Finally, in the co-op the
researcher had the advantage of working from a complete list
of every member of every household, including the children
and their ages (the same list ts provided to every household
by the Membership Committee). Such a 1ist does not exist in
the condominium; at no point did the researcher have 8
complete list of even the owners’ and renters’ last names, 3
fact that made progress there much more difficult.

In retrospect, these differences between the two

projécts fit with the corporate and institutional
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differences that the research uncovered. However, it must be
admitted that the difficulties encountered in doing research
in the condo, although they reinforce the overall
conclusions of the study, could also, however minimally,
have inflﬁenced the research in favour of those conclusions

while it was in progress.



I1. The Context
As stated in Chapter One, the purpose of this second chapter
is to place the property relations peculiar to hcusiﬁé
co-operatives and condominiums in their wider historical and
structural context. Co-operative and condominium forms of
tenure have arisen as a response to the continued striving
by North American wage earners to own a home in the face of
the rising costs home ownership entails. In this chapter the
significant features of this dilemma.are outlined, as are
i‘thg E@ndémiﬁium and co-operative responses to it. The focus
af%ériéﬂysi?s is then shifted from the level of property
relations té that- of the relations of production within
which they are enmeshed. The burdens which home ownership
imposes on the wage earner are described, and some reasons,
suggested for why these burdens continue to be voluntarily |
accepted. Co-operative members, it is p@iﬁted out, escape
these particular burdens, but are subject to another set,
which are imposed in part by thei; dependence on government
funding and'.supj@grti In the concluding section of the
chapter, the importance of acknowledging external
constraints on the dperatian of cendamjniumé and
co-operatives is discussed, @ some tentative consequences

for those groups, and for this study, are ;qu-stqd
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A. The Costs of Home Ownership

The necessities of life are water, bread, and

clothes, ‘
and a home of decent privacy;

better the life of a poor man in his aun hut

Ecclesiasticus 29:21,22

These words, from the Old Testament Apocrypha, were
written by an Alexandrian Jew over two millennia ago.
However, if the current literature on housing and land use
in North America is any indication, most North Americans
would likely read them with a silent nod of approval and
agreement. As Charles Abrams (1946:36) stated in his
discussion of housing problems that followed the Depression
and World War I1: “"Home ownership ié America’'s tradition.
Amer ican poets have sung its praises. Our chief executives
have prasiaimedrit as a vital link in democracy. Any
Congressman can deliver a homily on the subject without a
minute’s prEpaFatiaﬁ.‘and often does.” As for Canada, we
have only to recall Ehe federal task force created in the
Tate 1960s to recommend ways in which levels of government
could help more Canadians realize their "dream of home
ownership” (Hellyer 1969:15).

The {ﬁnge of the "home of decent privacy" which nﬁii
Narth Americans aspire to own takes the shape of a
single~-family, detached house on its own lot. According to
two surveys reported by Michelson (1968, 1977), one ;
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conducted in the United States in 1965 and the other in
Canada from ;971 to 1975, over four-fifths of the sample
populations preferred living in a single-family detached
house, including two-thirds of those presently living in
multiple-family accommodation of various types. Housing
stitistics for the thir-tyl years following the Second Worlid
wWar confirm the Canadian preference for the single-family
house. During the period 1946 to 1975, approximately
4,194,000 housing units of all types were built in Canada,
and of these 2,372,000, or appraxfhately 57%. were single
detached units (cited in Laidlaw 1977:76).

With the rapid growth of suburbs and "new towns® in
Canada, the United States, and Britain in the years
following the close of the Second World War, aspiring home
owners wére most likely to realize their dream in these new,
-large-scale developments. Academic observers of this
phenomenon were quick to generate what sociologist Irving.
Lewis Allen terms a suburban -- and anti-urban -- ideology
as justification and explanation, in which they pictured the
suburbs as “"the last great hcpe for preserving small-town
values within ever-growing metrapcl1tan orbits” (Allen
1977:10). However, after close to two decades of the
: pramuigaticn of this ideology in various forms, sac1clugistl
Herbert Gans (1957) in the United States and S.D. Clark |
(1966) in Canada were able to demonstrate, by means of
participant aﬁservatisn and survey studies, that those N@%th

Americans who left the central city for the suburbs were not
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seeking roots, a rural idyli, a consu&ption-centred‘
life-style..opportunities for greater civic participation,
or even a "sense of community.” Rather.Ain the words of
Herbert Gans, they came to the suburbs mainly "for a houSe.
and not a social envirorment™ (Gans 1967:37). According to
Clark, suburban development meant simply the sﬁifting from .
city to country of that section of the population that could
nét find in the city the kind of housing it required: the
suburban community, at_least in Toron;o. was created, not by
the suburban dream, but by “people able to afford an $11,000
to $20,000 house” (Clark 1966:37). Home ownership in Canada
doubled during this posi-war suburban boom. Immediately
following the war,. fewer than a third of the housing units -
in Cahada were owner-océﬁpied (Carver 1948:8); by 1961, this
proportion had incfe;sed to 60% (Statistics Canada
1980:220-221). However, in the last two decades, the
proportion of all hou#ing units represented by single-family
detached units has been declining. In 1961, in the
twenty-three Censug'ﬁéigopolitan Areas identified by
Statistics Canada, that proportion was 58%; by 19761 it had
- declined to 51% of the total number of units (étatistics
Canada 198Q:2t6-218)1@Home ownership has experienced a
similar decline: in these same CMAs, in 1961, 60X of housing
units were owner-occupied; by 1976, this proportion had
declined to 53i (Statistics Canada 1980:220-221).

The®reason Canada appears to be moving from the status

of a nation of owners to that of a nation of renters is the
/
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increasing cost of urban housing to the consumer. According

to Peter Spurr (1976:43),

Examination of the change in prices of new
and existing houses shows sustained rapid
increases in most cities. particularly high
escalation between 1967 and 1969; and in
general, that prices of existing houses are
rising more quickly than new house prices. In
the high price cities of Ontario, Alberta,

and British Columbia, prices of new and
existing houses nearly doubled through
constant increases between 1965 and 1972.

By 197S.hcuse prices in these cities had more than doubled
again (Lorimer 1978). These rising prices, combined with thé
rising cost of portgage loans, have placed home ownership
beyond the:reach of more Canadians every year. To take a
concrete example the average income of all families and

unattached individuals in Canada rose from $6,519 in 1967 to

$16,764 in 1977 (in curren ollars; Statisti:s Canada

1980:103). In one city, E ton, the selling price of the
"average” house (a three- bedracm bunga low) 1ncreased from
$15,900 in October 1967 to $73,55Q0 in October 1977 (Edmonton
Real Estate Board reports, cited .in Edmonton Journal, |
June 1, 1979). In 1967, with first mortgage interest rates
at about 8% and assuming a 20% down payment of $3,180, the
remaining principal and iﬁlEFESt on the loan would have been
paid back at a rate of approximately $85 per maﬂthvigr more
realistically, $110 per month once taxes and insurance fees
are added. fen years later, with mortgage rates at 11%, the

mor tgage loan for the average house had risen to $58,840

(still assuming a 20% down payment), and the monthly
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payments to $540, or $600 with the addition of taxes and
insurance fees. The difference in monthly payments
represents an increase of 445% in the real cost of

owner -occupied hcus%ng to the consumer, gcﬁﬁared to a rise
in héuseﬁa]d income of 157% over the same period. When one
adds to this the fact that the lower three-fifths of the
Eatai number of Canadian households share approximately
one-third of the total income of all Canadian households
(StatisticsxGanada*198@;1§3)i the discrepancy between i?;aﬁe
and the cost of buying a house assumes alarming prapcrtfcns

for most of the population.

B. Two Responses

As part of the response to the:demand for home
ownership on the one hand and rising costs on the ather.»tuc
forms of ownership new to the Canadian housing scene
appeared in the latter years of the 1960s. In August 1965,
: residents took possession of Canada’'s first continuing »
-haus{ng co-operative, Willow Park in Winnipeg, and in 1968,
Brentwood Village, one of the two first housing condominium
developments in Canada, was erected in a suburban community
adjoining Edmonton. Both forms of housing tenure had been
Known and ngd in Europe for many years (see Digby 1978) .
They égre also not new to North America: as of 1970, there
were more than 190,000 condominium units and almost 33,000
co-operative housing units in the United States (Meeks

1980:147). Ten years later in Canada, there are



30

approximately two hundred ca-cperative housing projects® and
condominium developments numbering in the thousands.
Hausiﬁg,;anﬂgminigms and co-operatives are a departure

from the typical patterm of home ownership in two ways.
First, the housing units in these projects are usu;ily'
attached to each other, and, as a result, fall under the
heading, “highadensity; multiple-family accommodation.”é¢
Because more multiple-family than single-family units can be
built on a given parcel of high-cost urban land, each
muitiple*fgmily unit can be sold for a lower price than can
Aa single-family unit with équa] floor space. Lower prices
are not a necessary feature of mu]tipIEEfamiiylgrajects.
Luxury condaminiums aa&agnt for a substantial share of the
U.S. market, and are nauvbging built in increasing numbers
in Canada as well. However, the bulk of new housing built
for the low- toymoderate-income owner has been in the form
of multiple-family projects because of the price reductions
made possible by high density, and it is the moderate- income
rather than the luxury market which cancerﬁs:us here.

~ The second feature which séts condominium and .
co-operative housing projects apart from owner-occupied
sliﬁgfe*?ami‘ly accommodation is the fact that the land on .
which any given unit sits is not owned by the occupant of
that unit. What the condominium owner buys is a set of
rights to an airspace which is def ined by the walls, floor,

5This ﬁgmbér does not include student co-operatives.
sCondominium and co-operative projects may consist of
. detached houses, but this form is rare.
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and cef]ing of his dwelling unit; all airspace outside the
unit, plus the structural features and the land, are defined
as "common property,” owned in tenancysichammsﬁ by the unit
owners. Certain portions of this common property, such as
apartment balconies or fenced patio areas, may be defined in
the condominium plan as "exclusive use areas,” set aside for
the sole use of the occupants of the units which they
adjoin. However, the right to this use is made subject to
limiting conditions by the condominium corporation
(consisting of all unit owners) in its by-laws.

The situation of the co-operative owner is quite
different. What the co-operative Gwﬁer buys is not the
rights to any particular ;irspace, but rather a share in the
co-operative. Once a member of this co-operative, he or she |
is then allocated one of the housing units owned by the
co-operative, in which the member and his household may
live. This right of occupancy is subject to certain
conditions, a major one being the member's obligation to pay
his share of the mortgage and maintenance expenses of the
co-opekative. The unit the member is ;11§eatgd is considered
*his,” in the same sense that a tenant in rented
accommﬂdati§n>m§y consider a unit "his." The difference,
however, is that the temant in the co-operative is also an
owner; he is thus in é sense E.teﬁﬂﬁt in his own conmplex,
with as great a voice in the affairs of the co-operative as

any other tenant-owner.
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In terms of the control the co-operative member has
over his housing sifuation. he enjoys a considerable
advantagé over the tenant in a conventional rental
situation. However, he does not have one important right
commonly granted to "owners”™ in our socio-economic system,
that is, fhe right to a profit upon resale. In Canada, at
least, housing co-operatives are defined as non-profit or
non-equity organizations. This means that upon selling his
share and ending his membership in the co-operative, the
former member is recompensed only to the extent of his

~original contribution, and (jn most cases) for the cost of
any improvements he has made to his unit that were approved
by the membership of the co-operative as a whole, as
.represented by the elected Board. What thg co-operative
owner buys, then, is the right to participate fully in the
affairs of the co-operative. and to'occupy whatever living
space the co-operative allocates to him and his household.
However, unlike the condominium owner, he does not buy the
right to any profit that might be realized from the sale of
his share in the corporation. : - 3
Both forms of ownership, condomLﬂ*ﬁz and co-Operative,
have arisen from the 6eed to bring home ownership within
reach of lower-income buyers. Condominium owners, with theic
right to profit-taking upon resale, are clearly within the
mainstream of North American values. and mores, and
. furtﬁermqre. are moving with the current. Co-operative

\
members, on the other hand, seem to be rowing upstream.

14 ]
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Non-profit co-operatives appear to be the antithesis of a
highly valued goal of individuals in our socio-economic
system, namely, to become, by means of ability, hard work,
and self-sacrifice, an owner of capital, in the form of a
parcel of land with a house on it.

Both types of housing group, however, must operate
withjn the constraints of the wider soc io-economic system in
which they are enmeshed. For a closer look at these
constraints, the focus of analysis must be shifted from the
relations of ownership within co-operatives and
E@ﬁd@miniumsi to the relations of production that constitute

this wider system.

C. The Constraints

As was pointed out above, condominium owners, despite
the peculiar nature of the property }hgy own, fit
comfortably within the mainstream of North American va]ués
and mores. At the same time, however, as home owners within
a capitalist system, they are subject to.certain illusions
and burdens of home ownership which will be described below.
Co-operative members escape these burdens and illusions of
private ownership. However, as will be outlined below,
communal ownership is subject also to a number of burdens,
since, as a fringe and counter-current phenomenon, 1t can
survive within a capitalist system éﬁTy with governmental

support.
L
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Condomin fum Ouﬁorchip
Like ownership of other types of dwelling units,

condominium ownership is widely referred to as an
"investment.” Rosenberg’'s (1969:3-4) words provide an
example of this notion of home ownership as investment:

One of the major advantages of the private

ownership of homes as distinct from renting,

is the income tax benefit derived from such

ownership.... In Canada, if a home owner, by

investing $20,000 in a home, spends $2,000

less per annum than he would spend to rent

similar accommodation,” he is, in effect,

earning $2000 per year on the investment of

$20,000. This earning is not taxable as

income.

Not only is the home owner frequently referred to as an

. "investor,” he is widely credited with being a "producer”:
in maintaining the value of his "investment,"* thrdugh
constant lawn-preening and house redecoration and repair,
the owner in some way is said to be producing an increase in
its value. Two anthropologists who have studied questions of
structure and culture have depicted home ownership in these
terms. Constance Perin (1977:134) d38cribe§ "America’s most
widespread cottage industry" as “the house itself as smal]
business, the household’'s credit rating providing for each:
generation’ s economic well-being, the location for the

children’s public education, and its eventual resale and

7This was not the case for condo owners who were previously
renters. In every case, their previous rental accommodation,
in some cases rented houses, had cost them less per month
thansdid their total condo payments.
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profit-taking for the parents’ future.” Anthony Wallace, in
a study of pubi%; housing in the immediate post-war period,
decries the lack of private yards in these developments.
According to Wallace, the yard in the suburban setting

provides .

... one of the rare times when the father is.
able to do something constructive in the
physical presence of his wife and children.
He may work all day away from home, but most
evenings and weekends he is at home, where he
displays his masculine strength, skill and
inventiveness in innumerable jobs, from
fixing a broken light plug to laying a
concrete patio. He plays a role in the family
profoundly different from that of the
apartment-dwelling robot breadwinner.... The
contrast is between, on the one hand, a
harried cog-in-the-industrial-wheel whose
family role is confined to bringing back an
always {nadequate paycheck and to grumbling
impotent complaints about government, labor
unions, and the landlord, and on the other
hand, a harried cog-in-the-industrial-wheel
whose paycheck may be inadequate, but who
does visible work for his family and creates
something, be it only a better screen door
(Wallace 1952:40, emphasis his).

' Home owners are led by these kinds of analyses, which
are common in the housing industry and especially in its
real“estate sales seciar. to think of themselves in these
terms, as not. just housing consumers but investors and even.
producers. ﬂsﬁeveri in terms gf the relations of production

of the housing }ndustry. home owners are clearly not

producers. Menﬁinﬁ écreEﬁ doors éées not éreatg vaiue'in the
sysiem of housing production and exchange. Rather, it is the
labour power employed by land developers that creates value,
in servicing "raw” land and building houses on it. It‘is the

L 4
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decisions of these developers about how many lots to put on
the market that shape the market (Lorimer 1978). A home
owner can be considered a small-time speculator or investor,
in the sense that he can profit from an increase in the
"value" or price of Ris house if he times his resale
appropriately, according to thevamount Dfxiﬁtéfest and
principal he has paid back on his hortgage loan. However, he
has not created this value. In fact, the increase has
nothing to do with him at all. Rather, it resu?fs from a
shortfﬁll in housiﬁa supply, which is in turn an outcome of
the supply decisions made by large-scale developers and
financial institutions in response to societal demand .
Nothing is being produced in the process of these
‘exchanges: no new social value is being cfeatedi We are not
- talking here of peasants who are earning their and their
household’'s subsistence by wo}King their own plot of land.
In Western Europe, that mode of production was brought to an
end by the Industrial Revolution, which had begun to
transform the countryside by the middle of the gighteenth
century. The increasing concentration of landhc1dings into
the hands of a few, very wealthy, owners and the increasing
impor tance of and demand for manufactured gnﬁds dPQVE the
‘ peasant househords to seek their livelihood in cctt;ge
1ndustry of various sorts However. the greater efficiencies
of the factory system of production reduced the workshops of
cottage and smal)l town first to subsidiary status and

finally to extinction. Deprived of any other means of
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producing their subsistenﬁé. rural hagseh§1ds-uere pushed
and drawn to the burgeoning cities, where they could sell
their lebour to the factory owners. With the wages they
received, they could now buy their subsistence (Marx 1967,
‘Dobb 1958) . | |

Thus the household’ s economic base shifted from
productive property -- first crop and grazing land, then the
looms and other tools of the cottage workshop -- to wages.
With this shift, private property was redefined by thezyage
earner to refer to articles of consumption rather than to '
materials of production: food, clothing, domestic articles,
a;d eventually for some, a home (Zarétsky 1976:62) .

The twentieth-century North American home owner 1ives
in a much different environment than the'nineteenthﬁceﬁiury
British factéry worker . However, despite the transformations
of town and city wrought by industrial capital, the home
owner who is also a wage earner remains a wage earner, and
is no closer to being an owner of productive capital than he
was a hundred years earlier.

The nature of hame ownership has changed in that time,
however, due to its increasing dependence on borrowed money.
A century ago, Frederick Engels attacked several writers in
.th‘ trldit{on of Proudhon who were promoting home ownership
as the salvation of the German worker. Engels (1887:51)
states: "Dr. Sax (one of these writers) has solved the
(housing) question raised in the beginning: the worker

‘becomes a capitatist’ by acquiring his own little house.



Engels’ reply:

Capital is the command over the unpaid labour
of others. The house of the worker can only
become capital therefore if he rents it to a {
third person and appropriates a part of the
labour product of this third person in the
form of rent. By the fact that the worker
lives in it himself the house is prevented
from becoming capital, just as a coat ceases
to be capital the moment | buy it from the
tailor and put it on. The worker who owns a
little house to the value of a thousand

. thalers is certainly no longer a proletarian,
but one must ‘be Dr. Sax to call him a
capitalist (ibid.). )

.Engels assumed that by owning his own house the worker would
be "no longer a proletarian® because he thereby would live
rent-free. This assumption remains the abiding vision of
home ownership, despite the rapid growth of the mortgage
industry since Engels’ time. Home ownership has increased so

_phenomenally in this past century primarily because of the
availability of msrtggge'mﬂﬁeyg The federal ggvgrﬁmeﬁts of -
both Canada and the United States have been major partners
and later guarantees for private lenders of mﬁftgage funds
to home buyers and various types of subsidies on these
loans. (See Rose 1980 for an account of Canadian government
legislation and policy in the mortgage field over the last
45 years). As a result of this availability of mortgage
money} most home owners are now heavily indebted, and are

likely to remain so for the remainder of their working

lives. As investors, their equity build-up is very slow,

sinCEQMQrtgage lenders, intent on retrieving their income
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from the loan as quickly as possible, apply the monthly
payments in the early life of a loan to capturing the
interest $ather than to reducing the principal amount. Thus
. the owner af a h@QSE carrying a 35-year mortgage will find

_that after ten years of monthly payments he has paid off.

only a few thousand dollars of the principal amount of his
loan.* 1f he has received a subsidized loan which he must
begin repaying after six years, he éay‘fihd that his income
has not risen as quickly as interest rates; Rose
(1980:100fn) notes that this was indeed the case for several
thousand recipients of federally-subsidized loans who, by
the late 1970s, "had given up their homes either b§ mailing
in their Keys to CMHC. or by filing a formal ’quit claim’ .*
Even when the home owner’'s loan is at market rates, he is
usually faced with having to renew hismortgage within five
years, at a Faie substantially higher than the rate that
applied to the first term. Even for the owner who can mee t
his mortgage costs aﬁd Keep his home, the costs of
maintaining and repairing his investment rise with its age.
At thé same time, he is faced with increases in the taxes
levied by municipalities themselves facéd with riéing costs
and debt burdens. The home owner is caught in a vicious '
spiral, It is in his interest to have the resale price of
his house increase, even though it is this same tendency
:‘;i; ;q;1;§ ;;;;-hgve increased over and above this

paid-off amount, to the extent that inflation of prices in
the housing market has raised the market value of his house.
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responsible for his heavy indebtedness. It is in his
interest to be granted a high-ratio mortgage (i.e., one
requiring a low down payment) with a long term of repayment,
because this way his monthly payments are low enough to
enable him to qualify for home ownership, even though these
high-ratio, long-term mortgages increase the competition for
borrowed money, which in turn causes a steady, long-term
rise in the general level of interest rates (Stone
1978:198). The home owner may also think it is in his best
interests to have more.of his wife’s income counted towards
his eligibility for a mortgage loan, even though this
increases his reliance on dwo incomes and results both in
postpopement of chi]dbeafiﬁg and in increased pressure on
already overtaxed and inadequate child care facilities.

Why, despite all the burdens anérshig of a home lays
on the wage earner, does home ownership continue to hold
such a strong appeal? Part of the reason is the services
that widespréad home ownership renders to the interests of
the powerful. Home ownership renders obvious services to the
interests of capital, in the form of iﬁterestlgﬁ,mgrtgage |
Yoans and profits for the housing industry. Indeed, in the
view of the Canadian federal government, since the passage
of the first National Housing Act in 1938, the provision of.
housing has been more a function of shoring up the

construction and finance industries than it has a social

issue (see Rose 1980:3, Fimkel 1979, ch. 7). Less obvious,

perhaps, are the services rendered in the form of worker
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control: in the words of Michael Stone (1978:186):

Homeowners’' interests have become tied to

those of landlords and lenders. They tend to

become concerned about property values,

hoping they will rise indefinitely, and

resenting the intrusion of ‘undesirable’ N

neighbours. Homeowners become tied to a '

location, not able to move freely and

negotiate most powerfully their conditions of

employment. They become reluctant to

jeopardize the stability of their incomes

through strikes or other militant actions,

fearing foreclosure and consequent ‘loss of

both £heir shelter and their investment.
However , eQen for capital, these benefits are not an unmixed
blessing. As Stone points out, the longer term result of
massive borrowing is a tighter credit squeeze, gréate&
inflationary pressure, and a deepening of the g@ﬁtraéist?%n
between the need for income redistribution on the one hand, |
‘which would result in the collapse of the labour market, and
the neddl for reducing housing costs on the other, which
would lead to the collapse of the housing market. . ]

~ The mixed nature of the benefits of home au%grship to

the wage earner has already been described: the wage earner -
willingly signs his nqme‘to a forty-year debt, and
thereafter devotes his non-working hours to caring for his
yard, "fixing up” his basement, and shopping for bargains
with which to furnish the result. Why does he take on this
" debt load and these responsibilities? Primarily because the
ownership of a house and yard invests his 1ife with a
meaning which the workplace does not and cannot provide. His

home is his refuge, the fortress which protects his personal
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life, to use Zaretsky's terms (Zaretsky 1976). It is also
his badge of ability and sacrifice, in the terms of Sennett
and Cobb (1972). As a home owner, he has subjected himself

status by!his own hard work, ability, aﬁd'wiiiiﬁgﬁess to
sacrifice immediate comfort for future security for himself
~and his family. Because of his sacrifice, he resents the
presence in his neighbourhood of éﬁygﬁe. like a renter, or
werée. a pub]icly subsidized renter, who can enjoy the
pleasures of his neighbourhood without the same level of
sacrifice. His home is his major asset, his péimary tie to
"the system,” and the most salient symbol of his
Aiﬁdividua1ity. His labour power is of vaiue-tc him only to
- the extent that he needs it to sell in order to purchase
“the good 1ife,” which is represented by his home, not his
workplace. .

Co-operat ive Membership
‘ " Unlike condominium owners, co-operative members have
sought "the good life," at least temporarily, in the form of
membership in a co-operative community rather than in the
private QWﬁérship of a dug1ﬁiﬁgi Even se.>they do not
entirely escape the burdens of ownership imposed by the
wider system, although in ihe case of co-operatives these

burcens take on a somewhat different féém;
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As Dreyfuss. (1973:2,3) outlines and MacPherson(1979)
.details, co-operatives have aTQays been an integral part of
their historical period, a reaction to the accumulation of
wealth by a few people. This reaction has a dual motivation:
eéaﬂcm}ﬁ survival, and social idealism. As a result, co-ops
have two diverging requirements: practical business
mahagement, which is needed for survival and expansion; énd
social concern, which fosters the belief in the ability of
ordinary people to control what affects them. |

This also means jthat co-ops can fail in two ways: they
can be social successes but financial failures, which has
been the fate of most small-scale food co-operatives, for
example (see Zwerdling 1979); or they can be financial
successes that have lost their social motivation, as have
the large co-operative retail stores. Most co-ops are doomed
to struggle financially, however, because they inevitably
attempt to fill needs that private enterprise has deemed not
profitable. As a result, they have survived only with
government assistance, which comes with its own set of
strings and an attitude of ambivalence that borders on
condescens ion.

This is particularly true for hous ing caéaperativgs.‘ég
mentioned above, housing legislation in Canada, both federal
and provincial, has been designed to encourage home
ownership and feed the construction and finance industries.

In Rose’' s words,
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The best conclusion we can arrive at
concerning national housing policy ... is
that the Government of Canada was strongly in
favour of the attainment of home ownership by
every family... Every effort was made to
supply adequate supplies of mortgage money,
to manipulate the interest rate, and to set
forth appropriate terms to encourage
individual home ownership. Not only was
. mor tgage money made available through the

National Housing Act at rates lower than

those prevailing in the money markets, but

down-payments were successively reduced as

loan amounts were increased. The period of

amortization increased from fifteen years in

1946 to twenty, then twenty-five, and then to

its present length of 35 years or more to

enable lower - income families to acquire a

home of their own. 1f anything, this was the

heart of our h@usingrpali;¥ during the past

thirty years (Rose 1980:35). ‘
Under federal legislation, membership in a housing
co-operative has not been considered the equivalent of home
ownership. Up until 1973 continuing housing co-operatives
were not recognized in the National Housing Act. Every
co-operative project mortgaged before 1973 was approved as 2
“special project.” The co-op described in this thesis is a
case in point.

In 1970, a group of "Citizens for Better Housing”
incorporated themselves as a society, with the aim of
organizing and building a large-scale housing co-operative
on a 100-acre suburban site. At the time, there were only

four co-operatives in Canada which éeuldgserve as models,

‘all large-scale (over 100 units each), all organized and

built by sponsoring agencies, and all restricted to low- and
middle-income people. The members of the Valley Housing
Co-operative, as this new qrgué came to be called, had quite
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different goals. First, they had no sponsoring agency, ;nd;
instead were shouldering the entire responsibility for
organizing and managing their own co-operative. Secondly,
they uérg insistent on creating, not a low-income “ghetto,”
but a m1xed income project whose ccmpas1twcn would reflect
the income mix of the city from wh1ch they drew their
members, namely, one-third, low- or fixed-income families,

- one-third, families whose income was too high to qualify for
public housing but too low to qualify for a moftgage on the
open market; and Qne-thir&. fami lies who would ordinarily be
able to obtain a mortgage on the prjéate market .

Because of the members’ insistence on this mix af‘
income levels, the Valley Housing Co-operative did notgrit
tidily into any of the categories of special programs
available under the NHA. Up to this time, housing -
co-operatives had been considered primarily welfare programs .
for people who could not “make it" in the private market.
‘The 4nclusion of higher-income people could not be
accommodated under this rubric. Similarly, the inclusioh of
families requiring subsidies mggnf that the co-op could not
be treated as a middle-income co-op and cast upon the
private market to seek financing. As a result, the VHC
‘project got shunted from one program slot to another, 1nd
v.frcm one level of burgaucracy to another. VHC argaﬁizers
found themselves having to deal with officers of various
designations on the local, regional, and national levels of

‘the CMHC, each of whom had different notions of which
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program might be appropriate, or whether CMHC should be
involved at all. It took VHC members a year and a half of
negotiating this bureaucratic tangle to glean enough
information from CMHC to even begin the preparation of a
formal mortgage proposal. The mixed-income nature of the
proposed co-op also resulted in the co-op’s losing the
option to purchase the site they had originally planned to
develop. The rationale of the owners of the site, a
religious order, was presented in a letter sent by their
solicitor to the VHC in August 1971:
I have been instructed to reaffirm that the
(owners) are sympathetic to the objectives of
your co-operative, particularly the ones
relating to the one-third lower income group.
The impossibility of effectively protecting

the interests of this group is an important
factor in the decision to decline your

proposal.

This set-back forced the co-op to turn to the City in
an effort to obtain a low-cost site. This they eventually
obtained, but in the form of a three-acre site in a new
suburb being assgmbied‘and developed by the municipality
itself. This meant a drastic reduction in the scale and
dimensions of their project. It also meant negotiations with
the municipal bureaucracy, including various ccnﬁﬂttegsi

ars of City

housing associations and agencies, iﬂd‘”'jﬁ
" Council. In addition, the co-op had to provide CMHC with the
assurance that the City would provide subsidies to the .
low-income third of the project, which meant further

negotiations with the City, and with the province, whose



pub1ic'hcusiﬁg program pﬁgvided the City with a;rtiai
funding for its public housing projects. The final irony was
that;thg mor tgage finally provided by CMHC was drawn up and .
approved in early 1973, only a few weeks before amendments
to the National Housing Act, incorporating provisions for
;e-épe%ative housing, were announced in the House of
.Ggﬁﬁansg

This new legislation pr@vidéd start-up fundsrfar
co-operatives, plus capital grants and loans and guarantees
for mortgages obtained from market lenders. Late in 1978,
however, the Ministry of State for Urban Affairs announced
that non-profit organizations (whi:g include co-operatives)
were to seek mortgage financing in the private market in
lieu of the 90% federal loans previously provided (Rose.
1980:180); the cost of these private loans would be
subsidized by the Federal Government in the form of rebates
to fndividual co-ops. Already existing co-ops 1ike the VHC
have also been affe¢ted by this federal move. In the case of
the VHC, the mortgage they were granted had‘aniamartizatiaﬁ
period of 40 years at an interest rate of 7-5/8%, which at
the time it was approved was half a percentage point below
the market rate. However, the term was only five years, at
which point the co-op had to renegotiate the loan with CMHC.
After a set of lengthy and difficult negotiations, they were
successful in obtaining a second term at the same rate.
However, in the late summer of 1981 they were informed that
CMHC wanted to raise the rates on all co-operative hous ing
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loans to market levels, which could as much as triple the
rate on the VHC mortgage. Co-operatives across Canada are
uniting to negotiaté with CMHC on this issue. Likewise,
co-operatives in the @révince‘in which the VHC co-op is
located are collectively lobbying the prgviﬁsiai‘gcvernment
for changes to the Co-operative Associations Act under which

.they are ihscrpcrateﬂ, Hous ing saraperativeé want an Act

”-Qf land tenure, of Gaﬂsider1n§ housing co-operatives as
self-help rather than ﬁaniprefilééﬁhups. and of the growing
amount af.equity which is owned by éaﬁgperativgs but not
available to their members. At present, this province has no
i]ggisiaticn which mentions housing co-operatives in
particular or meets their specific needs, nor any programs
to fund or encourage their development.?®

The fact that co-operatives are dependent on government
for funding destroys any notion that they are autonomous,
.self-directed bodies, free to choose their own way of
operating. The case is 1n fact quite the opposite. CMHC, in
its role as holder of the mortgage for co-operatives like
the one aﬁgaﬁizéé by the VHC, keeps tsght control over the
co-operative’'s financial affairs. As a result, co-operatives
are required to operate 1ike businesses. Businesses, as Max

a‘Prcvincial assistance is provided to buildin?
co-operatives, in which a small group of people obtain a ,
group mortgage at below-market rates and pool their labour
to build their own houses. However, this program leads
directly to home ownership, since indivndunl mor tgages are
provided for each member upon emﬁieti:sn of the houses.

)
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Weber pointed out in his lucid analyses of bureaucracy, tend
to operate in an impersonal, rationalized manner. However ,
this tendency runs directly counter to co-operafives’' avowed
goal of providing their members with a supportive,
personalized social network. The result is a continual
tension between the two poles, as co-operative members
attempt to fit together their co-operative principles of
participatory democracy, self-help, and “each for all, all

for éa;h‘ and the requirements for running a business.

D. Implications

The aim of describing the constraints to which
condominium ownership and co-operative membership mre
subject is to point out that relations of ownership do not
operate within these two groups as an iﬁdepEﬁQEﬁf variable.
' In the case of condominiums, ownership brings with it the :
notion that condo owners are investors, who, although not in-
the same Iéague as the Rothschilds and Rockefellers, are at
least playing the same game. In the case of housing
co-operatives, members’ émiratiaﬁs to community are in |
constant conflict with their obligations to operate a
business, according to guidelines set out by the external
agency ihish provides their funding.

The acknowledgement of these constraints on relations
of ownership within the two groups has important ‘
implications for this study. In the following chapter,

co-operatives will be shown to be more corporate entities
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than are condominiums. Carrgspendinglf, in Chgéters Fgﬁr,r
Five, and Six, the co-operative will be demonstrated to be a
more cohesive social group than the condominium in terms of
the level of participation and commitment tﬁat are expected
of its members, and in terms of the degree to which members’
behaviour conforms to those expectations. Hcigver, the
external constraints described above will be shown to have
effects which cross-cut the relationship between jural
corporateness and social cohesiveness. For example, in the
discussion of institutional differences between the two
projects, it will become apparent that condo owners are more
unified in their concern Qith the value of their
"{nvestments® than are co-operative members along any
dimengsion. Similarly, because of the tension between
commerce and ;@mmunity; there is significantly more
divisiveness and friction among co-op mambers than among
condo owners, as will be shown in the institutional
analysis. i '

These examples, along with others that come to light in
the corporate and institutional analyses that follow, will

be drawn together in the concluding chapter.
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_ 111. The Shape of the Projects
Housing co-operatives and condominiums in Canada represent
two responses to the widespread desire to own rather than to’
rent housing ﬂétﬂﬂﬁﬂdaEiéﬁg Both examples of these housing
forms selected for study o™er relatively inexpensive
alternatives to @wﬁing a detached single-family home. The
accommodation supplied by gs@th is similar in terms of size,
age, location, and éesigﬁéiHauever, in terms of social
organization, they differ quite markedly, as a consideration
of the formal rules of membership in each group and the
jufa1 relationships obtaining between their members will

demonstrate.

A. Physical and Demographic Shape

The co-operative. and condominium projects selected for
study are located approximately two kilometres apart in the
same suburb of a major western Canadian city. Each occupies
a parcel of 1andiabcgt three acres in size. Density in Co-op
Home'® with fifty-one units, isAsiightly higher than ir
Condo Place,'' which comprises forty units. However, the
CD‘Bﬁ'HGME site forms a triangle, with a grassed, c¢ity-owned
and -maintained pipeline easement adjoining its base.
Seventéen of the fifty-one units back onto this grassy
strip, which lends an il1lusion of spaciousness to the
praject The Cond@ Place lot is rectangular, bounded by a

'°This is the (Hctitims) name given to their co-op by the
Valley Hausing Co-operative Association.
“Th1s is also a fictitious name.
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ma jor roadway, a residential street, and two paved alleys;
as a result there is less grassed area available for use by
Condo Place residents than there is in Co-op Home, despite
thgiéciap's gr§ater density. X

| The fifty-one units in Co-op Home are grouped within
eleven free-standing structures arranged in five rows, with
common walkways and a fire access road between them and
parking lots and playground areas on the periphery:
Forty-eight units have two storeys plus basement; two,
designed for handicapped residents, have one storey plus
-basement. and one unit, which is used as a community
building, is a bi-level. Eleven units have two bedfa@ms,
thirty-two have three bedrooms, five have four bedrooms, and
two have five bedrooms. The two-bedroom units are somewhat
smaller than the others, with 950 square feet of floor area;
threé?bedrﬂam units have 1160 square feet of developed floor
area, the four bedroom units 1355 square feet, and the five
bedrodm units 14?9 square feet. However, the fourth and
fifth bedrooms are located in the basement, along with an
extra half-bathroom, which means that the area on the main
éﬁé uppfr st@regs of the four- and five-bedroom units is the
same as in the three-bedroom units. Outside, the units are
beige rough plaster with wood trim stained dark brown.
Inside, the original rggiégnts had some choice of additional
or optional featurg;! As a result, several have angled
"extensions” in their living and eating areas; a couple have
skylights and extra windows in the living room; one has &
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dinin& room; two have fireplaces; several have a good deal
of wood panelling; one has a basement-level sauna; and so
on. Each unit has a patio area adjoining: some of these are
enc losed by fences. others are open to the adjoining common
walkways, and several adjoin the pipeline easement.
Throughout the site there is a profusion of treesg vines,

flower beds, and well-tended lawns. The overall impression,

especially in summer, is very pleasing. In fact, the prajéﬁt
won a City award for architectural excellence, which is
proudly displayed in the community building.'?

The forty units of Condo Place are grouped within nine
free-standing structures arranged in four rows, each row
separated by a walkway or a fire ac;esé road. The ten units
in the easternmost row, called "elite row,” have fireplaces,
French doors opening onto patios, and garages; about half of
the remgining units have carports, and the remainder have
parking stalls some distance from the unit. There is no
-cmnai playground, and no community building. The units
range in size from 1350 squ;re feet to 1400 square feet
(including only the main aﬁd upper storeys). All have two
storeys and a basement, with three bedrooms on the upper .
storey (one of them a very large "master bedroom,” which
1;many residents mentioned as a feature which attracted them
to this particular condo). A few basements contain finished '

recreation rooms and extra bedrooms, although ﬂevelaphent of
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venting on the basement level. The unit interiors are very .
attractive, with some "luxury” features seldom found in
projects in this price range, such gé a two-piece bathroom
on the main floor in addition to the main four-piece \
bathroom upstairs, a living room and dining régm separated
by a six-inch step, large sliding window-doors opening onto
a raised gafic deck, and fake timbering on the dining room
ceiling. The exteriors are dark-stained wood siding with
white trim. Every unit has a small back yard enclosed by a
six-foot white painted fence. In addition, adjoining units
face in @pﬁosite directions, so that the back yard of one
unit adjoins the front entry of the next, which makes these
yard.areas quite private and self-contained. There are
several small trees and a dozen relatively mature trees
pIantéd throughout the area. A few flower pots or flower
beds are visible from the common walkways, but most of tﬁé
plantings are behind the fences. The lau? areas are well
tended, and the overall impression is gﬁé of tidiness and
order . Thi; design, tégi won a competition sponsored by the
City. The entire suburb was assembled and marketed by the
City, a project .intended to lower lot and thereby hous ing
prices throughout the metropolitan area. In the early years
'ef the project, buyeré of the municipally praduegéj - |
of lots. In the case of multiple-family projects, the first
parcels designated for commercial high-density housing were
sold to developers on the basis of afdesign competition. It

x
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was this competition that the developer of Condo Place won,
a win that enabled the company to build one of the first
condominium projects in the district.'3

Even though Condo Place was one of the first ,
condominiuﬁ projects in the erea. Co-op Home preceded it by
‘two years. The first Co-op Home residents took occupancy of
their units in the winter of 1373, in a sea of snow, then
mud, bordered by an uninhabited wilderness. The fiftieth
houséhold took occupancy in the spring of 1975, at which
point the units were structurally complete, although some
landscaping and exterior finishing remained to be done.
Condo Place went to market in the fall of 1975; occupancy
was complefe by May 1976, and on July 1 the de&éiapers of
" the project turned it over to the new owners.

Over the eight years of its residential life, a total
of 105 different households have lived in CQ*@é Home, and
fifteen of the original households, or 30%, remain. Over the
six years of Condo Place’'s existence, there have been at
leas@ eighty different owners:“ and of the original
purchisers. six, or 15%, still live in the condo. The price
of units in Condo Place -- originally in the $46,000 to
$56,000 price range at 11-1/4% and now in the $66,000 to
$76,000 range at 15-3/4% -- has largely determined the type
of buyer attracted to the project. When'the owners of Condo
Place wére asked why they had moved to the condominium,

------------------

'3 For a map of the project, se ‘Map Two. )
14This is an esimate, since records of all the owners of
each unit have not been kept.
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their first response was their unit's "reasonable price’
("this unit was within our price range”; "it’'s what we could
afford”). The next most frequent responses centreq on the
physical amenities offered by this particular project -- the
relatively lafg; amount of f\oofspace. the appeﬁling layout,
the fenced yards, the interior design features, and the
generally impressive upkeep of the project. Condo owners who
had owned detached houses before movihg to the condominium
emphasized the low maintenance features of condominium
living. Owners who had previously rented, however, had made
Fheir-decision to move to a condominium primarily for the |
benefits of ownership they hoped to derive from their
“investment."” Former rénters were "tired of watching {heir
rent mbney go down the drain” and looked forward to
"building equity.” Several had also had unfortunate
experiences with heavy-handed landlords and shoddy upkeep in
<the1} rental accommodations, and liked the idea of owning
something which they could do with as they liked.'s Condo
Place owners tend to be salesmen, skilled tradesmen, smal)
bus inessmen, gerrnment employees, and teachers. Most heads -
of households are under forty years of agé: only seventeen
households have children, most of them teenaged.

when asked why fhey moved to the co-op, Co-op Home
members also mentioned their Tow housing charges
(“incredibly cheap rent” was a frequent response). However,

‘they also emphasized the opportunity provided by co-op
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living to get to know their neighbours, an opportunity which
did not exist.in their previous places of residence, as well
as the mix of ages and income levels that Co-op Home
offered. ¢ Given this mix of incomes, the population of
Co-op Home is somewhat different than that of Condo Place.*
Of the fifty households in Co-op Home, thirteen receive
public housing assistance, two have no income apart from
Student loans, twenty-two are headed by sKilled tradesmen,
salesmen, or secretaries, and thirteen are headed by people
in professional-level occupations such as teaching. Seven
houseﬁolds are retired or semi-retired couples; and an
overwhelming 41 households have children still living at
home. Twenty-four of these children are under five years of
age{ thirty-two are school age; sixteen are between thirteen
and fifteen, and twenty-two are sixteen or older.: x
Housing costs for bcgb groups are quite reasonable.
During the summer during which the research was conducted,
mos t Condo‘PIace owners were paying betwéen $500 and $550
per month for mortgage payments and condominium Feesg'Ce-ep
g;me housing costs were substantially less: residents on
-{fixéd-incbmes or public assistance were paying $165 per
month; those Féceiving internal subsidies, $344 per month;
and those with no subsidies, $369 per momth. “Reasonable”
charges become "incredibly cheap” when one takes into
account the fact that these monthly charges include gas,

water, taxes, and insurance, as well as payments on the

16 See Table Eight for a summary of responses.



co-op mortgage and maintenance costs.'’

B. Membership .

) With this sketch of the physical and demographic shapes
of the two projects as a background, let us now turn to a
consideration of their organizational shapes, by means of an
examination of their formal membership rules.

First, the condo. Legislation concerning property
relations in Canada is considered a provincial matter.
Accordingly, to provide a legal basis for the farmatiéﬁ of
condominiums, the government of the province in which the
condo is Tagateﬂ ééssed the Csﬁdamiﬁiﬁm Property Act in
1966, and, as a response to several problems arising from
the application of that Act, The Condominium Property
Amendment Act in 1978. Under the Act, for each condominium

.project there is created a'Iegél entity, the condominium
association, whose responsibility is to set and administer
the by-1§:s governing the operation of the condominium in
accordance with the Act. An individual becomes a member of
this corporation by purchasing a unit within the |

~ condominium. Included in his title to a particular unit is a
“share" of ownership in the common property belonging to a

~unit. Thjs share is termed the unit factor, and is
~calculated on the basis of the square footage of th; unit,
number of outside (as cppésed to adjoining) walls, and the

17 See Tables THQ through Seven for demographic profiles of
the two projects. -
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_presence of amenities such as garages and firgpiaces!‘l" -
Under prov%ﬁcial regulations, the unit factors in each plan
must sum to ten thousand; therefore, a unit factor efi104,
for example, means that the owner of the unit assigned that
factor owns 104 ten-thousandths of the common property. This
Faczcr is then used to determine the unit owner’'s share of
the monthly condominium fee, which is levied by the elected
Board of the association to pay the costs of maintaining the
common property and establishing a reserve Fund for
emergency and replacement use; the Board may raise (or
lower ) this fee at any time, without consuliting the general
membership. The unit factor also determines the unit owner's
share of the tax assess,ﬁtem' on the common prc:speriy. his
share of the proceeds should the association‘'be dissolved,
and his voting powers within the corporation. Although for
the sake of expediency most votes at general meetings of the
association are counted by simple show of hands, any member
may call for a secret ballot. If votes are taken by ballot,
each'ballot must have the voter’s unit factor written on if.
and each vote must be weighted acccfdiﬁg to the unit f;ctarJ
on the ballot. . et

LS

ot e

Henbership» in the condominium assc-:iatian i'g further
amplicated by the Fact that technically, mgst cﬁndgm1ﬁ1um

buyers are "owners" in a limited sense only. Since most

e A sharg in a candﬂminium should not be confused with a
"share” in a limited company , since the sharé of the ,
condominium common property cannot be sold by an individual
owner separately from the sale of his unit.
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buyers are unable to pay the full purchase price befare
taking possession of their unit, they negotiate a loan
agreement with a mortgage company, whereby they can be said
to "own® the unit and the right to occupy it or sell it,
only on the :@nditfan that they meet the monthly payments on
this loan. The martgage lender retains an interest in the
property over the entire life of the loan, because the
property has been pledged to him as collateral, meaning that
it becomes his if the payments on the ma;tgage are not met.
Condominium legislation reflects this reality: if a mortgage

lender (the mortgagee) so wishes, he may register with the

he pre-empts the right of the occupant-owner of the unit on
which he holds the mortgage (the mﬁrtgagér) td vote as a
member of the assaciatién, In deciding issues in which
legislation requires unanimous approvaj¥by the association
(for example, the sale or lease of theiécmmnn'prcperty).
only the mortgagee, if registered, may vote. In the case of
Condo Place, one corporate lender holds the mor tgages on
'mést of the units; hauever..this financial institution has
never seen the need to register its right to v¢t§-

Further complicating the matter of membership in the
association is the possibility of renting out a unit or °
units. This creates another category of potential
non-resident but voting members of the association, the
lessors. Lessors retain their right to vote (unTess, of

course, that right is EPE*Emﬁfeﬂ by a mortgagee), which they
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may exercise by proxy if they so desire. The actual occupant
of that unit, the lessee, is not considered a member of the

- association and does not have the right to vote at meetings,
even though he is subject to the association’s by-laws, and
may.¢¥$n be elected to the Board of the associatfon. At the
time of this study, only three of the forty units in Condo
Place were occupied by renters, and none of them had any
interest even in attending meetings.

Membership in a, housing co-operative is conceived of in
entirely different terms. The emphasis is placed, not on the
fndividual’memﬁer. but on the co-operative and its reason
for existence, namely, the provision of housing services to
its members.

Housing co-operatives operate under the jurisdiction of
the provincial legislation governing co-operatives of all
types, the Co-operative Asseciatieﬁs'éétg Co-operatives as a

whole tend to incorporate on the basis of membership, rather
'than on the share-capital basis_typiéai of carpgrati@ns;‘and
" operate on the basis Ef the principle, “Qné member. one
vote," rather than as a collection of share hﬁidersi In
order to become a resident in Co-op Home, a perséﬁ mus t

first become a member and pay thg membership fee (one
dollar), as set out.in thg'éé-aﬁerative‘s by-laws. The
member then makes application for residency; for himself and
his housghold. I1f the application is approved by the co-op

"share payment” ($1,000) to the co-op. In addition, and
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unlike the situation in the condominium, all persons over
become members. As a result, there is usually more than one
member in any one unit who is eligible to vote. ‘

The one-member-one-vote principle applies despite the
fact that neither all members nor all households make the
same financial commitment to the co-op. The monthly “housing
charge,” which includes the payments on the mortgage held by
the co-operative as well as maintenance, reserve, and

insurance costs, varies from household to household, not on

that household "own.” but on the basis of that household's
income. A unique fgaturergf housing co-operatives, in Canada
at least, is their objective of maintaining a "mix" of
incomes within the co-operative, aﬁ the assumptiéﬁ!thaf the
poor and the affluent should not be compartmentalized into
ghettos and estates. To sustain this mix, the co-op operates
an internal subsidy system-whgreby higher—iﬁccme households
(thésevearnjngipver.iiS,DDD per annum) pay a surcharge on !
their monthly housing charge, which is applied to the
charges of the 1awer*incg6§ households to enable them to
meet their financial obligations to the co-op. In addition,
seventeen of the fifty shares in Co-op Home are owned by*?he‘:
municipal public h@Qsing association, to Eﬁabié seventeeﬁ
publicly-subsidized households to reside in the co-op.
Hcﬁievgr , the members of these households have one vote each
like all a;her msmbeﬁs;iﬁg distinctions are made at any time
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between recipients and non-recipients of subsidies, whether
pub1ic or internal, at least in terms of voting and
participation privileges and obligations.

Like votes, housing units are not assigned in terms of
the member’ s or household’'s ability to pay. Rather, they are
allocated on the basis of need for space. In fhis way, no
visible stigma is attached to being a subsidized member. In
additidn( any resident of Co-op Home can remain within it
for life, regardless 6f changes in igcome. For example, if a
household’' s income is suddenly reduced by some unforeseen
and unavoidable circumstance such as i11hessi lay-off, or
strike, that household's monthly charges are reduced
‘ accordingiy, and tbe differeﬁce repaid without penalty once
work is resumed. Likewise, if a household’'s income rises
over the years, its residents may remain in Co-op Home;
there are no ceilings such as those in public housing which’
make it necessary for the hougehold whose income exceeds the
limits to leave. Also, asva household’'s composition and
neéds‘change. an internal transfer policy which gives
existing residents first choice of units that come gacant
allows that household to shift about from one unit to
another. Over the eight years of Co-op Home's existénceg
-eleven households have transferred units within the co-op.

Thus the definition, assumption, and rights of
memsership differ considerably in the condominium and
co-operative. With these basic differences in membersh}e

come other differences, in the recruitment, education, and
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control of members.
Recruitment ; .

Owners of units in Condo Place have no control over who
may or may not become a member of the condominium |
corporation.  The ohus is strictly:aﬁ the vendor to decide .
whether or not to sell, and on the préspective purchaser
whether or not- to buy. Formal procedures are left in the
hands of a real estate agent, whose interest is to sell the
unit and earn his commission. Residents must rely on the
assufption that there is a strong correlation between
homogeneity of housing caﬁsumgti@é levels (since this
and styles) and homogeneity of interests in order to create
and maintain the type of ‘Qhar;ctgr* they wish their
condominium complex to have. The one exception is renters,
who can be evicted by the Board, but so far such action has
not beén necessar? in Condo Place.

Members of Co-op Home, on the other hand, do have some
control over who becomes a resident. Membership is open,
meaning that no one may be refused admission on the greuﬁd; .
of race, religié?, occupation, or personal prejudice. -
, However, prospestive residents are required to write a
ietﬁer to the ;é%@p_explaiﬁing why they want to move to
- Co-op Home and whatvtalents and skills they would bring with
them. Tﬁey and their families are then iﬁt;rvigﬂeé at a
coffee party hosted by the Membership Committee. This
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members’ level of é@mmitmEﬁt iﬂggqgcpgrgtive pr{nciales. and
to maKe sure they understand what is involved in living in a
housing. co-operative. The members ?F the Coomittee later
vote on whether the interviewees would make suitable
rnenﬁgrs;. and submit their recommendation to the Board for
approval. Then, when a unit comes vacant, the Committee must
select a household from their wait{ng list of approved
members to fill the vacancy. This selection is done on the -
basis of two criteria: which household’' s needs a;e best met
by the unit avaiisbie tfor exgmpie. a large family will be
"sought for a f i ve -bedroom unit); and which household’ s
\ncéme level best complements the co-op’'s income mix. This
SECQﬁd criterion 15 usua11y decisive: over the eight yE§rs
of the co-op's ex1stence. the ceilings sepaﬁétiﬁg the three
income levels have been adjusted periodically, but not
sufficiently to Keépvup with igflatiaﬁ§ In addition, several
long-time co-op residents who were grigina]ly‘in the ’
subsidized group are now earning salaries that are too high
for subsidies. As a result, the non-subsidized group has
grown to comprise half the h@gsehalds in the co-op, leaving
no spaces for new residents whose incomes are over $19,000,
and placihg severe limitations on the pmi frcﬁ which the
"ca -op can draw new members. Nc:te. too, t)‘{e emphasis on the
uard ‘Ffamily in the Membership Committee’s deliberatians
single persons or young couples without childrgn are
accepted for membership in Co-op Home, but their names are
normally placed at the bottom of Ehg waiting list for units.
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The two exceptions among‘\e preseMt maubersh’ip are a young,
childless couple, one of whom is a sibling of one of the
founding members of Co-op Home; and a "co-operative”
household of three adults unrelated by kinship or marriage,
one of whom is a sibling of another founding member of the
co-op. Co-op Home sees itself as a "family co-op."
Educat ion

Alond;with open membership, democratic control, and
limifed'ratz of return on capital, the necessity of
education is a fundamental opérating pringiﬁle of
Co-operative organizitions. In addition to interviewing all?
prospective residents, the Membership Connﬁtteé of the co-op
is also responsible for the ongoing education of the-'
membership in co-Qperative principles. As an example, the
Committee recently drew up a policy on participation in
co-op affairs, whichvseté out guidelines on the number of
hours of work on co-op business (maihly‘committee and
maintenance‘hork) that is expected of each household over a
six-month period. In addition, there is an External Affairs
Committee whose job is to maintain lisaison witﬁ other.
co-operatives and support organizations, and generally
promote awareness and understanding of co-operatives in the
Jﬁidor.co-unity.»Thoro is also a city-wide organization thai,
promotes and organizes co-operatives, & provincisl
association of housing co-operatives, and a nation-wide
association, all of which support co-operatives in this

educational role.
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Residents of condominiums, on the other hand, receive

little if any information about condominium 1iving. As
ment ioned above, most owners in Condo Place ﬂere.attraeted
to the condo by the possibility of ownership, the low price,
and the low-maintenance features of their units. For the
most-part, they were totally unaware that by purchasing
\ their unit, they were also bec?ming members of a corporate
body that has substantial Finaﬁcia{ obligations and the
right to set limits on what they, the owners, can do with or
to fﬁe units they consider their own. For example, one
couple attached a solarium to their unff. Eﬁcigéiﬁg their
patio and thereby making strugturai chaﬁges to the common
prcperty, without first cbtainiﬁg written perm1551cn from
the Board. As a result they F@und themselves liable for the
costs of removing the solarium and restoring the unit to its
original condition, as well as legal costs, since they chose
to challenge. the Board's directive in court, and lost. Not
only was the space;they enclosed not theirs to do with as
they chose, technically it was not even theirs to use. Upon
moving into their unit, they had refused t; sign the
v'TiSEﬁSE of use” ;high grants exclusive use of the yard
attached to the unit to the occupants of the unit. This f
refusal was based on a total misunderstanding of the o
document, which they perceived to be a limitation of the1f
fre;dem to use their yard, rather than a protection of it.

, By virtue of the 1978 amendments to the'Act,

condominium developers are now required by law to provide



every @urchnier of a new unit, ten days prior to the signing
of the agreement to éurchasei with a copy of the purchase
agreement, the by-laws of the condominium development, any
management and recreational agreements, any mortgage that
affects the title to fhe unit, a copy of ‘the condominium
insurance policy, and the condominium p]Eﬁ!iHﬁﬁEVEF. Condo
Place was built before these amendments were enacted, and
original residents received none of these documents. Now.
upon moving in, a new owner is given a welcoming letter and
a copy of the pyélnus by the Board secretary. However, few
if any owners have ever seen the condominium plan or 7
insurance policy. Published sources of information about
condominiums urge prospective purchasers to consult a lawyer
before signing a final aﬁreemEﬁt of sale. However, the
lawyer’'s task is to anise his ciigﬂﬁ as to whether the
documents he has received are iﬁ*ardgr. not to educate hiﬁ
about the details of condominium living. Even so, several
Condo Place residents caﬁpiaihgﬂ that their lawyers. appeared |
to Know little more about condominiums than they did, and
had not done a thorough iﬁspégtien of the title or
‘candaminium documents . |

If a purchaser is buying through a real estate agent.
who :ascig]i;gs in condominiums, he may receive more
information about condominium 1ife than he would otherwise.
However , the agent’s task is also not to educate, but to
sell the property. The pr@ip&étivg purchaser who is really

intent on learning more about condominiums can contact the
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provincial Condominium Advisory Council, which was organized
by a fruﬁtrated condominium owner in 1876 to act as a lobby
group to munfcipal and provincial levels of government, as
well as to provide assistance and information to both owners
and prospective‘owners of condominfums. There are also free
workshops and a Guide for Condominium Managers available for
a few dollars from the provincial Department of Consumer and
Corporate Affairs. However, none of these services is
D well-idvertised. and to all intents and purposes the new
¢ond6m1nium owner is on his own.
Control
The most striking difference in property relations that

distinguishes'the condominium from the co-operative is in
the approaches taken by the two types éf housing group to
enforcing their formal rules forl\behaviour. as set out in
their by-laws. ‘ | | f

7 The condpominium association exists to co-ordinate the
"interests of an aggregate of private properfy holders. The
individual owner is a member of the association only by
virtue of his having title to a boupded airspace and its
contents, and to a proportionate share of the common
property. As deed-holder, he has exclusive rights to his
‘airspace; he may do with that sirspace and the skin that
surrounds it what he pleases, as long as he does not
infringe on the rights of his fellow?bwners. He also has the
right to use the common property. subject to the by-laws of -
.the condominium The only ways in which these rights can.be
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~abrogated are (1) by expropriation, whereby the municipality
can take an owrfer’s property and compensate him at market
rates; (2) by foreclosure, whereby the mor tgagee can seize
the mortgagor's érgperty in the event that he fails to meet
his mortgage payments; and (3) by recovery. by the
muﬁi;ipality!QF the prgperfy for tax default.

| The condominium association also has rights, the major
ones being the right to sue, the right to sell or lease the
common property, and the right to set by-laws. Authority to
manage the 'day*te— day affairs of the condominium, to
enforce its by-laws, and to set GWinfuﬁ fees,.is vested
in the condominium Board, which is elected from among the
members of the corporation. Boards tend to deal with by- law
infringements first by infarmal; verbal discussion: fai]ihg
that, by a written formal warning: and, as a final resort,
by a fine, to be collected through Small Claims Court with
court costs charged to the delinquent. When the infringement
is a failure to pay the condominium fees, the penalties also
involve money and the courts. Avavﬂ’abi ,g sanctions include
charging 1nxterest on unpaid fees; recovering them through
court action; applying an “géceier,tgr- clause,” under which
an entire year's ¥ees become due’and payable when one
month’s payment is missed; or, ,Aost effgctiﬁé. fiiing a
caveat against the title to tljré unit, a debt which is
transferred with the title when the unit 15 sold. Under no
cifcumstances can the condominium Board evict an owner, or
even bar him from using the common property. |
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By contrast, the rights éF a resideﬁt?m!;gr of Co-op
Home are more like those of a tenant than of an owner. The
member has the right to the sole use and benefit of ‘the unit
which he is allocated, along with those other individuals
that are listed on his application for residency: other
adults are allowed as guests of the household aﬁ]y for a
period of three weeks, after whigh their continued stay must
be approved by the Board. In addition, the resident-member
and his household have the right to use all the community
property and facilities of tﬁe co-op. However, like a
renter, a c:c:*ép member may not with@utA consent of the c:n=c:p
make any alterations or improvements to the unit that may
cause the assessed value to be altered; he must redecorate
the unit only in accordance with the rules set out by the
co-op; he must pay for any repairs to his unit or the rest
of the property made necessary by his own negligence or
misuse or that of thé other residents of his unit; and he
must permit entry to his unit by representatives of the
co-op for periodic inspection, repair, and maiﬁfenancei or
for showing the unit to prospective resident-members. The
co-op has the right to repafr any damage done by the tenant
and charge the costs to him. The ultimate penalty for
failure to comply with the rules of the co-op is eviction.
However, this sanction hastnever been applied in Co-op Home.
Through the years the various Boards have reiied more on the
friendly Encéuragemgnt of members to participate in the

abupdance of committees that take charge of various aspects



of co-op 1ife, on mediation by a Board-appointed Member
Relations Coomittee, and on the odd letter of reprimand,

than on more formal means of control.

C. Corporate Attributes

The foregoing account of property relations and
membership definition, recruitment, and control in Condo
Place and Co-op Home points up an important difference
between the two groups, namely, that of the two entities,
Co-op Home has the wider range of corporate attributes, the .
more fully developed " jural pérsoﬂality,' in Appell’s
terminology. _

In‘order to define and substantiate this statement, it
is necessary to review the rights-and obligations of
membership in the condo and co-op that were described above
and.rgstate them more clearly in terms of the locus of these
owneréhip rights. The result will be an analysis of property
relations within the co-op assoéiation and condo
corporation. According to Appell’s definition, property
relationships consist of "(1) a scarce good or sérvice; and
(2) the constellations of jural interests, along with their
supporting sanctions, with repect to this scarce good that
"~ are held by (3) a social entity against other social
entfties.within a sdcial system” (Appell 1974:4). Using thisr
definition to analyze property relations within Co-op Home
and Condo Place, one must delineate the various social

. >
entities that exYst within each group, the interests or
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rights those entities hold, and the scarce good that is the
object of their interests.

In both Co-op Home and C@nﬁé Place, five social
entities can be identified; that ié, there appear to be five
types of ‘socia) grouping or individuals that are treated as
entities within both groups. These are the co-operative
association or condominium corporation, the Board, the
household, the individual member or owner, and the mortgage
lender .

In the case of both the co-op and ccnda the scarce
good to which the association or corporation holds rights is
the common prgpenty. which, in the case of éa—ap Home, is
the parcel of land to which the co-op holds title and all
the {gmildings erected on it; and, in the case of Condo
Place, all the canéaminium land and the structures erected
on it except for fhe airspaces and surrounding “skins® to )
which the individual owners halﬂ title. The rights which the'
association or corporation can exercise with respect to this .
common property, the obligations towards their members and
to the government which they must fulfill, and the penalties

for failing to fulfill these obHigetions are set out in the-

respective Acts which govern them. Basically these riFhis
involve entering into contracts with other legal entitiess
se;tiﬁg,-mﬁﬂifyihg and enforcing the'by-iaws that govern
~ them: and suing for Eﬁd‘iﬁ respect to any damage or injury
to the common property. However, there is one important set

of rights the condo corporation can exercise which theicaéga-
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association cannot: the condo corporation can lease,
mor tgage, or sell sc:me or all of the common property, by
~unanimous agreement of the membership; whereas the co-op, by
virtue of its agreement with their msr{ggge lender, CMHC,
may not alienate anyléf the real property of the co-op
without approval from CMHC. In the event that the co-op
ceases to exist, the property owned by the co-op reverts to
CMHC rather than to the co-op members.
One of the obligations common to both co-op aésaﬁiatian

anﬂ condo c:@rpar-gtiaﬁ is the requirement to elect annually a
Board, of managers in the case of the condo and of
*directors” in the case of the co-op. These Boards hold no -
special interests in respect to some scarce good or serv%;e:
that is; they cannot be said to "own" any property. However,
the rights and obligations of these Boards, along with their
size and composition, ard set out in general terms in the
two Acts and in more specific terms in the by-laws of the
association or corporation. The powers of the co-op Board
are ccﬁsiagrabiy more restricted tha; are those of the condo
Board. Acccrdtng»ta‘the by-1aws of Co-op Home ,

.
" The general powers of the co- cpgrative shali
reside 1? the membership as exercised in the -
membership meeting... General policy shall be set
by the membership. The Board of Directors is :
‘responsible to the membership and may be recalled

‘' by the membership as hereingfter prcvided '
Féﬁr Fﬂfﬂﬂ Bagrd responsibilities are Sp&cifiad in the - /ffg
by- lawg: negotiating and executing contracts and other

business in the interest and on behalf ef the association;:
-t '



making "other managerial decisions as may prove necessary,
having regard for such member consultation as may be
practical and reasonable in the circumstances": “promptly”
circulating minutes of méetinﬁs and major decisions to the
membership; and maintaining its financial and other records
at a central and convenient place for inspection or
reasonable notice of any member. According to the by-laws
adopted by Condo Place. the Board has similar sorts of
Eesponsibilities in terms of keeping minutes and "proper

books of account.” However, in addition to these
adminjstritive duties, the condo Board is also given the
power to set and levy the monthly condominium fees, to
emp loy ; management company or agent, and to delegate powers
and duties to individual Board members as the Board sees
fit. In Co-op Home, Board members are not grantéd such
powers; decisions are clearly to be made by the co-0p.
membership, and only.vinlplemented by the Board.

The asgociation. the corporation, and the Boards in the
two projects are made up of their members, co-op members in
the case of Co-ép Home, and condo owners'? in the case of
Condo Place. As poihted out above, however, the Boards,
although socially and legally recbgnizgd groupings in both
association abd corporation, dd not own éréperty. whereas
individual members and owners do. That is, co-op members and
condo owners are characterized by a direct interest in same

' Renters or other non-owners may by law be Board members
in a condominium, but this prospect is highly unlikely in
the case of Condo Place.
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scarce good or service, in this case, housing. However, the
nature of this interest differs préfcurﬁly in the two cases.
In the case of Co-op Home, an individual gains access to a
housing unit in which he and his household may dwell by
first becoming a co-op ﬁgntrer paryiﬁg his rnsfbershiﬁ fee (if
over 16) and, except in the case of publicly-subsidized
members, coming up with a share loan from anv:ng members of
his hﬁ!JSEhé]d; he then signs a ﬁﬁusiﬁg agreément with the
‘association, on which he lists the members of his household
who will share occupancy of the unit he is allocated. This
membership and consequent right to c:é:my a housing unit may
be devolved upon a named beneficiary in the event of, the
death of that member. In addition, the right to occupy the
allocated unit may be temporarily transferred to aﬂher
individual and his household, on two conditions: (1) that
‘th_e Board approves of the temporary tenants (who must pay
the memership fee but not the share loan); and (2) that the
share-holding members do not realize any profit from the
iransferg In this way, a member household can reserve its
place in the co-op while absent for some period of time,
usually no longer than a year. However, should the member
household choose tc; leave the co-op permanently, {ts members
may nc:t transfer their right to accupme:? of their ;ﬁit to
any {:thgr- pérsc:n or h@uséhaid! Rather, they nustv surrender
that r~1t to the co-op, in return for their share loan

, paymgnt..r of which they receive the amount they originally
paid, less the costs of any damages for which they are



charged. Finally, the right of a member and his household to
occupy the unit allocated him is subject to the by-laws of @
the co- op. but cannct be revoked, except by a two- thirds
vote of forty per cent of the total membership of the co- ‘op.
The case of the owner in Condo Place is considerably

different. That owner, by virtue of holding title to a unit
withth Condo Place and the share of the common property that
is part of that title} becomes a member of the condominium
corpofétion: in other words, ownership of and the rfﬁht to
~occupy {or rent out or sell) a given unit and share of
common property comes first, and membership .in the
corporation follows from it. In exercising his right.ta
occupy hi:vzﬁit and use the common property, the owner is
subject to the by-laws of the cGﬂdgmiﬁium corporation.2° 7
However"-he owner may cha@se to have live with him whomever ,
he chooses. He may also lease his unit to another I
individual, for a profit (he is required only to notify the
Board of the arrangement, which is not ‘ut:jgct ‘to Board
approval), and, most 1 tantly, may transfer his right of
occupancy pe}maneﬁtly to whomever he chooses for whatever
amount of money that prospective owner agrees to psy? As in
the co-op, the condo c,:mng"’s right to occupy his ‘dwelling is

..................

20 Owners may f1nd that their behaviour is circumscribed in
surprising ways: for example, one couple interviewed in the
course of this research expressed to the researcher their
amazement at disccvering the clause in the Act which states
that an owner shall not "hang oc place on the real property
of the corporation or the common property or within a unit
anything that is, in the opinion of the board, -aesthetically
unpleasing when viewed from outside the units.



secure, and can be revoked only by the mortgagee in the
event of continued noﬁ-payﬁnent of the mortgage charges, or
by the municipality in the event of exprcgriatian or
continued non-payment of taxes. The condominium corporation
may file a caveat on the owner’'s title to his untt, in the
event that he does not pay his condominium FE@;‘r damages
the common property in'some way and refuses to pay for
reoa'irs.'However. unlike the co-operative association, the
corporation has not the power to re\;ok,e the owner’'s right of
occupancy. although it may do so in the case of an
individual to whom the owner chooses to lease his unit.

In addition to the right to occupy a hgusing unit and
use the common property, ounet«p aw have the right to vote
on matters that come before the co op association or condo
corporation. This right is granted to every Co- cg: Home
member over the age of 16 who has paid his membership fee.
The co-op member’s.right to vo?eois unconditional, and is
given a weighting equal to that of every other member’s
right to vote By contrast, as described above, the :
,condominiun owner's riA to vote is hedged about by several i
constraints: that vote can be weighted according to .the
owner's urit factor: votes are 1limited in number to one vote
| per ‘t_Hlo\Hn other words, of two or more co-owners of a
single unitv. only one may vote)‘: and the owner’'s vote can be
pre- enptod by a mortgagee who *s to.register with the .

Anociation }



79

Thus, in the co-op each household may contain a number
of voting members, whereas in the condo only one vote per
unit title is allowed. subject to weighting by the unit
factor. Households as such, however, do not enter formally
into the affairs of either Condo Place or Co-op Home.
Mouseholds are clearly social entities within the co-op and
condo: however, they are not legally recognized, or jural,
entities, since it is c]gakly the co-op member or condo
. owner that has the right to vote, and not the household. In
addition, for household mambe?s who are not co-op members or
" condo owners, the right to occupy the unit in‘which they |
live is a secondary right, derived from the fact that one or
more members of the household are members of the co-op or:
owners (or renters) c? a’ condominium unit. And again, as
pointed out abové, in the co-op even the ﬂecisiéﬁ as to who
may or may not be included in a co-op household }c 3 large
extent rests with the membership; er exgﬁpie, one Co-op
Home member and her children finally left the cc*a@‘be;agse
the Board refused to approve her male companion’s
application for ngﬁbershipi This could never happen in Condo
Place, although there are condominiums which do not allow
children between the asges of two months and four teen years:
a couple in such a condo who ésve:b1rth to or adopted a
child uauid have to move out.

As Far the fifth entity, the mortgage- lgiﬁer neither
CMHC, in the case of 'Co-op Home, nor the private lenders, in
the case of Condo Place, are as much a part of the day to

i
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day social existence of the two groups as are the other f?ur
entities. Nevertheless, in both groups the mortgage lendeés
play important roles.}ln both cases they have the right to
the income they earn in the form of interest charges on the
loans they have made, to the co-operative association in the
one case, and to thg'individual title holdérs in the other.
In both cases the mortgage lenders become owners of the
property, should the co-operative asséciatian or individual
Condo owners fail to meet their payments, or the
co-operative association be dissolved; in Condo Place, four
focec}osures were threatened or actually in process at the
time of the study. In addition. the mortgage lenders hold
the right to have the mortgaged property repaired or
improved in order to maintain its value, and to have the
costs of these repairs charged to the mortgagor. This right
is exeréised.'y CMHC. insofar as the Corporation requires a
year ly inspection of the co-op property by the insurer and
the carrying out of any repairs that the insurer requires.
In condominiums, mortgage lenders may also send their
"Inspector or Agent"?' to inspect the property; in addition,
as pointed out above, they may fgqister as voters with the.
condo corporation, to better protect their investment.
However, in Condo Place, no instance of such intervention Eys
a mortgage lender came to light in the course of the
research. In general, CMHC é%ercisas a much heavier haﬁd in

21The words in quotation marks are taken from a clause in.
;he mor tgage agreement signed by one of the @unezf in Condo
lace.
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co-op affairs than do the mortgage lenders in Condo Place,
largely because, as a publicly-supported, non-profit housing
association, the co-op represents an investment of public

" funds toward which CMHC, as the agency responsible for
disbursement of these funds, must play a wa tchdog rale;

and condo owner, Board, household, and mortgage lenders, —
have all been identified and described as social entities
within Co-op Home and Condo Plaée! of thesé five entities,
all. but the household have been described as formal
participants in th; jural affairs of both groups. However,
they do not all partiéipate in the jural affairs of the two
groups as corporate or /jural entitles, according to Appell’'s
géefiniticﬁ. | '

In his analysis of property relations among the Rungus
of écrﬁggi Appell (1976b:67) sets as his gaii *to define the
nature of property relationships with a m:arf precise
specification of entities and relationships than has
occurred in the past, so that our theoretigal contructs will

but all social systems." His primary tools are three
concepts: the jural Isolate or entity, thé‘JQraI aggregate,
and the jural caliéct;vity. The Jural entity holds rightg as
‘an Eﬁtiiy toward some scarce good or service. That is, it
acts in the jural realm as well as in the social realm as a
corporate entity, a "legal person,” which Appell (after

Derham 1958) terms “the fundamental unit of al! jural



systems on which jural reasoning is based" (Appell

1 1976b:68). The Jjural aggregate, by contrast, does not hold
rights toward some scarce good as a corporate entity;:
rather, those rights are held by the individual members of
that aggreﬁate! 1f the jural system ngggs one of those
individual rights-holders within the social entity to act on
behalf of all the members of that gréhp in some jural
action, Appell then terms that grouping a jural

collectivity.

Notwithstanding the goals Apﬁé]i sets for his analysis

—

and the tools he has defined for th?‘ task, transferring
definitions from the analysis of a small horticultural
society to that of two housing groups in a complex and
sophisticated legal setting presents some prgbIBms;
Nevertheless, the attempt to distinguish jural ent/tles from
Jural apgregates and’JUﬁai célfeétlvitiés_is,a useful
exercise in the case of Co-op Home and Condo Place, be:auée
it throws into relief the significant d{fferences in

property relations between the two groups.

To begin with what is probably the simplest case, co-op

‘members and condo owners are clearly jural entities. They '

A
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they can devolve upon a beneficiary and transfer (Etsiéiit

‘hold primary rights toward a scarce !cad hcu;inq. which

temporarily) to another individual. In addition, they hold
rights to vote on condo or co-op affairs. Thgy can also sue
or be sﬁgd; and cases of both types of action have come ta)

light in both projects. The mgrtgagé holders in both

h ]
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brojects are also clearly jurgi entities; CMHC is
incorporated as a Cragﬁggg?pgratian under federal ! K

legislation,) and the prﬁ§atE'ﬁﬁrtgage=lenﬂers in Condo Place
are incorpofated under provincial Jegislation, and in the
case’ of ,the banks, under federal legislation as well.

The matter of the jural status of the Boards isrnct
nearly so clear-cut. Of the two Eeérﬂs. the Condo -Place
Board comes closer to being a jural entity: it can, as an
entity, levy fees, enter into management -contracts, and
enforce by-laws, al1*withou¥ requiring any vote of the
membership other than that by.uhich they were elected.

‘Indeed. for most intents and purposes, the Eaagg Is the ;
condo corporation. This is stated exp]icit&?fkn the
Condominium Property Act: *The powers and dutieé of a
corporation shall, subject to any restriction imposed or
direction given at a general meeting, be exercised and
performed by the board of the corporation.” This is not the
case in Co-op Home. The co-op Board, far from being granted
the powers of the co-op association, is limited to being ’
:merely the agent of that asociation, acting only on the
advice and recommendations of the several committees that
are struck each year from among the membership (for details,
see Chapter Four), and answerable to the membership at -
frequent, Eegular intervals (again, for details see
"Meetings,” Chapter Four )i’ |

The co-operative association, however, is clearly a

jural entity. It is the association which holds title to the
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co-op property, which is assessed taxes by the municipality,
which pays the insurahce premiums and utilities bills for
the entire co-oé. which selects or appgﬁves members (via the
Membership Committee and the Board). and which may evict
those members if the general membership approves. In
addition, the associ;tion may sue and be sued as an entity,
--although up to this point there have been many suits
threatened, but none launched against the association.

’ The condo corporation is less clearly a jural enflty
The condo corporation, like the co-op association, can sue |
and be sued, and Has been in fact the defendant in a suit
that was launched by #n owner. The corporation also pays the
premium on the insurance policy it holds on the common
property, on behaﬂf of the owners. However, the corporation
does not hold title to the common property; rather, the
titles are held by all the owners, each having a share of
the common property included as a part of the title to his
‘unit. Hence, it is the individual owners and not the |
corp?ration that are taxed by the municipality and that.pay
utility bills. And, as described in detail above, the
corporation has no power to select or reject owners and
hence grant or deny rights to owners of the corporation.

L
D. Conclusions
The point of this analysis i¢ not to fit the various
social entities within Condo Place and Co-op Home tidily

within one or another category within the jural realm.
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Rather, the giﬁ 1s%to demoristrate that the co-operative
association, which is coterminous withy the membership of
Co-op Home, has a mﬁch wider fange of Ecrp;rate attriéﬁte; »
than has the corporation of owners in Condo Place. According
to Appell’'s (1976b:74) terminology, the co-operative 7
association could be said to have “the (more) developed
jurai perscnility.“ by which he means "that it is the focus
of the (more) extensi{ve and caﬁﬁiex set of rights and
duties.” _ )

Do these differences in ccrﬁaratf attributes‘ar"jural
personality” make for differences in the social realm? The
aim of the remainder of this thesis is to provide an answer
to that question, by describing the differiﬁg levels of
participation in and commitment to the institutions within
which social life in the two groups is organized. These
institutional differences are the subject of the next three
chapters, each of which will deal with one of the‘mgch
institutions -- ﬁggtiﬁgs. maintenance, and neighbéﬁriﬁg -

that characterize the two groups.
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‘ IV. Meetings —
Meetings are a social institution in both Co-op Home and -
Condo Place. They are the vehicle by which both hous ing
primary arena for social interaction between mE;ﬁE?S in each
association. However, meetings in Co-op Home differ
considerably from those:in Condo Place, in terms of
rationale, number, frequency, and rate and type of
participation by membersi;
\ ,l
A. Co-op Home
Rules
The characteristic of life in the co-op that
immediately strikes the observer is the number of meetings
organized by and for co-op members. For example, this
riar‘cher's first introduction to the co-op as an
S;SDﬁiatiDﬁ took place at a meeting of the general
membership. It was made clear to the researcher that no one
person in the co-op, including the president, had the
authority to grant her permission to study the co-op.
Rather, she was expected to come to a general meeting and
present her proposal to the membership so that they could
vote on it. Fortunately, the members attending that meeting
gave their unanimous approval to the project. The fact that
their approval was required underiines the point that, in
the co-op, it is the membership that sets policy and holds

general decision-maKing power.

86
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Growing out of this centrality of thg membership in
co op affa1rs is the basic rule governing the incidence of
meetlngs in the co-op. namely, that 1f there is a probliem
confronting the co-op as a whole, a meeting of co-op mgmbeég
will be called to deal with it,lThe frequent calling of
meet1ngs provides members with an capgrtunity to exercise
their basic right to partidipate fully and equally in the
decisions that affect their 11ves;v‘

A system of committees provideé the major vehicle by
which members exercise.this right. The overarching committee
;s the Board. This comprises eleven members, who hold the
of fices of president, past-president, vice-president,
treasurer (who also chairs the finance committee),
secretary, chairman of the Membership Cgmmittee; chairmanréfe
the Maintenance Committee, and four members-at-large, some
of whom may serve as co-chairmen of the three‘ggjsr
coqmittees. A1l but the past-president are elected from
among the general membership at the Annual Meeting in the
fall. There is always a competition for the mewberiat-iérge
positions but seldom for the others, which are usually
filled by acclamation and often by draft. In addition, there
are #everal standing committees whose chairmen are
volunteéred rather than elected; these are the Community
Activities Committee, which organizes co-op social events;
the Extended Community Relations Committee (sometimps called

the External Relations Committee), which maintains 1iaison

with governmental agencies and other co-ops; the By- laws
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Committee, which !FEViE‘HS and recommends changes in the
by*laus:;the Pg;kiﬁg Committee (usually only one person),
which aiia&atgs parkinq spaces to co-op members; and the
Heusiétter Committee, which puts together and circgulates a
monthly newsletter of about thirty mimeographed pages. {%EJ;
are also three positions, Secretary’s Helper, Bookkeeper,
and Collections Offfcer, which are filled by persons
selected by the Board from among a number of applicants.”and
wﬁich carry modest stipends. Iq addition, there is a
tﬁree-perian»HEﬂber Relations Committee which is appointed
by the Board, whose responsibility is to mediate disaqiiﬁ
between members and between members and the Board. 7
Co-op members are expected to sign up for a committee
at the Annual Meeting or no later than thirty days
thereafter; after that time they must attend three zcﬁﬂﬁtﬁee
(néetings before they are allowed to vote. Committee membecrs
also lose their vote if they miss three consecutive
meetings, and must observe the three-meeting rule in order
to regain it. Board members may serve for three consecutive
years, after which they must step down for a year before
allowing their names to stand for re-election. This rule is
iﬁtended to prevent the monopolization of Board positions by
any one group and to encourage the rotation of Board jobs
among the general membership. The assumption underlying this
rule is that the more knowledge gained by members about the
running of the co-op, the more committed to the co-op and

effective in it they will become.
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The ‘Membership Committee is by far the most popular of

all the cqgmittees. It has perhaps the most interesting
task, thét of meeting and selecting prospective members, and
new members afge encouraged to join it for the orientation it
provides to co-op life. The Finance Committee is the most
closed about its deliberations, out of respect for the
confidential nature of the information with?which it deals.
Apart from the Board itself, the Maintenance Committee is
the most time-consuming -- and the most badgered -- of the
ma jor committees., since its!}Eﬁbers are the first ones
called upon to "do something" about leaking roofs, dripping
taps., and broken appliances, as well as landscaping problems
and improvements. : |

Most co-op meetings are heié in the community building,
which is located in the centre of the co-op. The
construction of this building and its dedication f; communal
functions was a sacrifice for Co-op Home. In the early days
of their e;istencel the co-op could i11 afford to forego the
rental income which the additional unit could have
generated. Nevertheless, the members used scraps of
materials remaining from the construction of the other fifty
units to finish this unit as a community centre, thereby
demonstrating their determination to be a community.

In developing what they hoped would be a community,
co-op members were guided by the principle that power rests
in the membership and that their voices should be heard on
every issue. This principle was evident in a brief presented

Y -
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to the federal minister responsible for housing by the

Citizens for Better Housing Society, out of which the Valley

Hoyusing Society and finally Co-op Home evolved: 1
- i .

Most people at the present time are neither able

nor allowed to participate in decisions regarding

the holses in which they would live and the

environments in which the houses are to be placed.

People merely react to the alternatives presented

to them by the housing market and hardly ever take

an active part in planqing the community which

would correspond to their needs.

In the early planning and building stages of the co-op,
the rule of giving each member an equal and full voice in
co-op affairs was translated by several of the more
idealistic members to mean first, that no decision
concerning the co-op as a whole was ever to be taken by
anyone without first consulting the membership, and second,
that all decisions were to be consensual. The result was a
lengthy series of meetings, some of which entered co-op
folklore as marathon sessions that would begin on Friﬂay
evening and last well into Sunday. Meetings were held in g
wide variety of locations -- university buildings,
schoolrooms, gymnasiums, church halls, people’'s homes. Every
aspect of the proposed co-op was hashed and rehashed, every
detail subjected to the scrutiny of anyone who felt its
final shape affected him in some way. Consensus was achieved
at times, but it cost the group a great deal in terms of

time, energy, and members: of the sixty-two households
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the idea of a co-operative wgs first conceived, only three

remained among the first fifty households that moved into
the co-op, and only one is there now. : g

Lésing the hundred-acre site (see Chapter Three) was
the co-op's first serious collision with external realities.
Negotiating a mortgage with CMHC was the second. The co-op
found its conflicts with CMHC architects particularly
frustrating, due to the CMHC's insistence that the project
emphasize "ownership characteristics” rather than community
facilities, and reflect "ownership expectations” rather than
"institutional qualities."?3 Even so, the only significant
[ ,

battlg the co-op lost was over laundry facilties. Rather
than continuing to insist on the communal laundry area whicﬁg
was part of the original ptlan, the co-op gave in to CMHC |
pressure and included the costs of a washer and dryer for
each unit in the overall costs Df'the project. In the major
conflicts, however, the co-op was victorious: they obtained
one subsidized mortgage for the entire project, and kept
inta:t their notion of mixed income levels supported by
1nterﬁa] and exterﬁal subsvdies
22 The repcrt that resulted from this session defined a
- charrette as a "technique for studyjng and resolving
developmental problems within the context of the total
community planning needs. The technigque requires a majority
representation of community rnesidents, and the community
leadership of a mu1t1discip11nary group...intensively
studying community problems 1n open public forum to achieve
creative solutions.
23 The words in quotation marks are taken from a letter

written by a head office architect of CMHC to the president
of the co-op.
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These victories can be ﬁénsiﬂeﬁéd evidence of the power
of ideaiism and consensual decision-making over bureéaucratic
rigidity. However, in more concrete terms they are a
testimony to the perseverance and commitment of a core group '
of half a dozen people who by this time were each devoting
as muxch as half-their working hours to getting the co-op
project underway. ’

The real test of this greup’’s devotion was the
supervising of the actual development and construction of
Vthe co-op site. Four members of this group -- the president,
the architect, the treasurer, and a member designated
committee chairman -- became the Building Committee.
VAithaggh the co-op had hired a project supervisor to
" co-ordinate construction activities, the major jobs of
overseeing the work, and ensuring that the co-op’' s interests
were being protected éﬁd their plans being realized, fell to
the Committee. This already difficult job was made close to
impossible by theiCGﬁnﬁttee‘s tenuous relationships with the
rest of the co-op membership. The nenﬁers expected the
Committee to perform a managerial role in the construction
process, yet a signficant number of members objected every
Etfmééthe Committee acted l1ike managers. Committee members
suffered a continual barrage of criticism for taking too
much responsibility on their own shoulders, for not “sharing
enough® -- in other words, for depriving the co-op as a
whole of the Gﬁp@ﬁtﬁnity to participate in the building

project as equal partners. This expectation that all co-op
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* members could b; equal partners was clearly unrealistic: the
project had a limited budget, and the Committee could not
afford to have contracted work crews sit idle while they
scurried off to the general membership for a decision on
some detail of construction: To cite the most dramatic
example, at one point thé.Chairman had to pledge himself
personally to a million dollars of interim financing so that
work on the project could proceed. Instead of being praised
for his courage and commitment to the project, he was
branded a "capitalist manipulator”™ for taking such authority
in his own hands. If he had not done so, the project would
have been stalle& and even bankrupted; yet,  according to the
prevailing institutional rule, he was somehow wrong not to
have galled an eﬁérgency general meeting before proceeding.
Participation

Halfway through the construction process it became
apparent that brices of materials and labour were escalating
to a point that would soon exhaust the project’'s funds. To
reduce costs, the Building Committee adopted two strategies:
SCrouhging cheaper materjals, and organizing work crews of
co-op members to contribute their'”sweat equity" to the
project. Thus another burden was added to the load of thﬁ
members of the Building Committee, that of prodding,
cajoling, even browbeating co-op members into devoting their
evenings and weekends to working on the site. It quickly
became obvious that not everyone was as committed to the’

project as were the Committee members, who by this time had
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so much of themselves invested in the prcjectﬁthatithey

scould not ‘risk having it f;iii‘The line between the
‘ﬂﬁ?kgrsf and tﬁg”“shirkgréz becﬁme:incrgasingJy clear. Of
the fund of stories about this period that have become part
of the caigﬁ‘s folklore, one stands out as an<gilustratian
of this division. One particularlf hot day, the “workers,”

"ﬂbc were sweating away on their hammering aﬁé toting of
lgmber, were infuriated by the sight of one of the

"shirkers,” clad in a bikini, striding to a spot in full

view of them all where she settied herself for a day-long
. session of sungéthiﬁg,

The fact that this sunbather was a self-proclaimed,
even ostentatious, shirker, points up an important BSBEGt}Ef
this division in the co-op, namely, that .there existed no
-cﬁe standard of how much participation was considered
adequate. The bikini-clad shirker was proclaiming by her
behaviour that, according to her standards, she had
contributed enough of her summer weekends to the co-op and
deserved some time to herself. This lack of a universal
standard of participation has continued to plague the co-op.
Along with the right of members to participate fully in the
affairs of the co-op, there has developed the conviction
that each member has the right to determine for himself how
much of his time and energy to devote to this participation.
The result is an uneven distribution of labour: all but one
of the households that currently cgﬁgtitute the co-op.-

contribute or have in the past contributed some of their



time to co-op committees or maintenance activities. However,
most of these contributions have been slight compared to the
ﬁrcﬂ1q1aus amount of time spent on co- op affairs by a small
group of people. The size of this core group has remained at -
about a dozen, but the membership has changed over time, due
mainly to "burnout." Rewards for the super-committed are
few. Those who SpEﬁd.a great deal of time in committee
meetings can point to few concrete achievements as the
result of their time and effort, since co-op meetings tend
to be notoriously long and noh-productive. If a
reéaﬂﬁendatién for a new or revised policy does emerge from
-months of discussion in committee, it is often defeated when
presented to the general membership. Eveﬁ if the new policy
is adopted, it seldom has any “teeth," again due to the
reluctance among co-op members to risk having one group made
and held responsible for enforcing standards of behaviour
among individual members.

The recently-adopted "policy on participation” is a
case in point. In the fall of 1980 the Membership Ccmm1ttee
was assigne; the task of devising ways to more evenly
distribute labour within the co-op and to increase the
overall rate of participétian! After months of ﬂef}bergtién.
" the Committee presentedAa policy proposal to a series of

"cluster” meetings, which were well attended by co-op
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standards (oyerQSUX attendance at most).24 However, when the

policy was reviewed by the membership at an evening workshaop
‘in June 1981, %g was subjected to criticism from all sides,
primarily by people who had not attended a.cluster meeting.
The bases of these criticisms were several. How should |

participation be defined: in terms of highly visible

activities like committee membership and maintenance duties,’

or including also less visible, more "neighbourly”
activities like babysitting another member’s children tégd
enable her to aftend a meeting, baking for co-op events, “or
helping out in times of 'i1lness and other private crises?
How much participation is enough? Ought paid labour to be
counted? To what extent should members whose past
contributions had been outstanding_be excused from
partictpating now? How should participation be measured, in
terms of households or of ' individuals? If the former, small
households, especially those headed by single parents of
young children, will be unfairly burdened: if the latter,

large families, the handicapped, and those whose work takes

them out of town frequently will be unfairly treated. Should

there be penalties for non-compliance? If so, what kind? If
financial, they will discriminate in favour of the

high-income members. Eviction was discarded early in the

24About two years ago the co-op was divided into six
"clusters” of units, in an effort to promote among members
identification with a smaller group and to organize
maintenance activities more efficiently. For a' fuller
discussion, see Chapters Five and Six, and the sketch in
Figure One. :

b



meeting as a possible sanction, on the grounds that the
co-op should be considered a mefber’'s home, and that, like
home owners, members should never be evicted from their
homes except in cases of long-term arrears.

The resulting policy (see Appendix Two) was adopted at
the annua) meeting held in the fall, but only for a
six-month trial period and with no provisions for
enf@r;emEﬁt.“This lack of enforcement characterizes much
co-op policy, and has frustrated some very active and -
committed members to the point where they have resigned from
the Board2?% or declined to let their names stand for
re-election. In their view, the co-op would benefit from
being run in a more rationalized manner, with expectations
for behaviour clearly set out and stamdards consistently
enforced. One member is very vocal in his disdain for
committees and meetings, yet remains very active, preferring
to contribute to the co-op by, in his words, "doing instead
of just talking about doing."2¢ The most vocal proponeft af
rationalized management in the co-op has made public, in a
2% Every year approximately one-fifth of the Board members
quit their positions part way through their terms and have
to be replaced. The reason they usually give is the press of
affairs outside the co-op; however, most acknowledge
privately -- and sometimes publicly -- that they are "fed
up” with the Board's refusal to enforce co-op policies
consistently. , , . :
26For example, this member takes pride in having organized a
group of men to take down a playhouse in one of the
playgrounds. This structure had long been considered an
eyesore and even a potential danger by many co-op members,
but no communally sanctioned action had resulted from the
grumbling. This member §s convinced that, had he and his
cohorts not taken action, the eyesore would still be there
and still be the subject of much debate.



series of open letters, his opposition to the “pollyanna”
and "marshmallow" stance on enforcement of successive
Boards. This member a% one time held a Boagd position;
during his term of office he actively pursued the
. enforcement of co-op rules regarding incamé disclosures, }@
the chagrin not only of those whom he discovered to be in
violation of the rules, but of most members of the co-op.
These members objected -- and continue to odbject -- to his
tactics: but one suspects that at. the root of their
discomfiture is this member’'s strategy, which is to violate
in a_céﬁssiéus and straightforward manner the co-op’s
institutional rule of using meetings to solve problems.
According to this member’s account, the committee he was
expected to chair contained allies of the members who were
breaking the‘iﬁeéme disclosure rule. 5o, to ensure that he
could take the meigures he felt were necessary, he dfspenSed
with the committee altogether and operated as a one-person
committee for the remainder of the year. Aszsguld be
expected, this flouting of convention was raised in a
general meeting. That meeting and several subsequent ones’
became shcutihg matches, and turned several members away
from attending meetings for the three years that have
followed. |

As a way of demonstrating his disgust with the way. the
co-op is}m:nigid. or nism:ﬁ;gn&. in this member’'s terms,
‘this enforcement proponent no longer takes any part in co-op

meetings. At the present time, ﬁeetings are relatively
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quiet. Agendas for general membership meetings (of which
there are at least eight per year) are delivered to each
household prior to the meeting, meetings are run according
to Raberts; Rules of Drdeé, and minutes are kept. Saﬁe
speakers tend to be long-winded and repetitive, but they are
tolerated in the interests of lett1n§ everyone have his say
-an time to time someone becomes upset at what is being
said and stomps from the room, slamming the door for
emphasis. But, these occasional upsets aside, majntaining
‘order at co-op meetings is not presently a problem.

Attendance is, however, a ééntiﬁuing problem. The first
quorum set for co-op meetings was 30; it was soon reduced to
24, and is now set at 12. Attendance at committee meetings
is also a problem; as the first fall flush of enthusiasm
.wears off, so attendance drops at meetings, and committees
dwindle from a dozen members to two or three. This problem
with attendance is a reflection of the deeper malaise of
participation, which also affects the institutions of
- maintenance and neighbouring, to be discussed in the
" following chapters.
‘B. Condo Place

Rules - - ;

Meetings are equally an institution in Condo Place.
However, they are much reduced in ﬁuﬁber and variety in .

comparison with Co-op Home. The only continuing committee

i'IIII'_



100

that operates in Condo Place is the Board.?” This consists
of six residents of the condo who are elected from the
membership at large at the Annual Meeting in the fall. At
their first Board meeting, the six decide among themselves
who will serve in the various positions of president,
vice-president, treasurer, secretary, and members-at-large.
As in the e;-op, members may remain on the Board for a
maximum of three years, after which they must step down for
a year before allowing their names to stand again for
re-election. Board meetings are held monthly, more
frequently if a problem arises that needs to be dealt with
quickly. General meetings are held twice a year, one of them
the annual meeting. Since there is no community building '
within the condo, general meetings are held in nearby
schools and Board meetings in Board members’ homes.

This system makes few demands of members. The rule
governing the incidence of meetings in Condo Place appears
to be: if there is a problem confronting the condo as a
whole, the Board will meet to deal with it. The residents
who attend the Annual Meeting elect the Board members on the
understanding that these six people will be in charge of
managing the .condominium association; The authority granted
the Board is extensive; the Board can determine the monthly
condominium fees, levy fines, administer the condominium

cTosccscvccscvnanrcocccnse

27There are a number of small, issue-specific committees
struck from time to time, such as the coomittee that

proposed amendments to the by-laws that would make them
conform with the Condominium Amendment Act of 1976. Once
that task was accomplished, the committee was dissolved.
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budget, and enfoéce the by-laws of the condo association,
all without consulting the membership. The only powers they
are not granted are those of selling or leasing common
property, altering the by-laws, or dissolving the
association: these actions require the consent of from 75%
to 100% of the condo owners or begistered mor tgagees .
Participation |

The majority of residents in Condo Place seem content
to leave the management of condo affairs to the Board.
Several owners commented that they moved into a cond@minium
because they "didn’t want hassles -- whatever they (the
Board) do is okay by me.'AOnly two owners not presently on -
the Board expressed a desire to serve on the Board, as soon
as their job pressures ease and leave them more time. One of
these members was interested-in a Board position because
that way she felt she could "find out more about what goes
on around here”; the other felt a Board position would give
him the "authority to keep kids from roaring up and down the
boulevard (which is common property) and breaking the trees,
and to keep cars from blocking the roadways (which are also
common property).” These comments point up the perception
common to condo residents, that if you want to have an
effective voice in and keep informed about condo affairs,
you must become a Board member.
| Getting elected to the Board is. not difficult. The six N
positions are almost all filled by acclamation, and

residents have to be cajoled and flattered into agreeing to,



let their names stamd. Those who do serve on the Board find
it a worthwhile experience; in their words, “"we learn so
much about how organizations are run, about budgets, and so
on,” and "this way we get to know everyone." Board members
are inevitably surprised by the amount of time they end up

spending on condo affairs. As the wife of a long-time Board

the house was taking up too much time. but once he got on
the Board, N. (her husband) ended up spending as much if not
more time on the condo than he ever did on the house.”

For the majority of residents, however, participating
in condo affairs has no appeal. Twenty-three of the forty
households irr the condo had no meﬁbers who would be
interested in serving on the Board. Most of these owners do
not even attend the general meetings; according to their
accounts, they are too busy at work, too tired in the
evenings, or away from the':ity too often to have any energy
left for condo meetings. Four owners told the researcher
that they considered attendance at condo meetings important,
“to protect my/our interests,” yet they did not attend the
Annual Meeting at which the researcher was present.

For a general meeting to be held, a quorum of ten
owners$ is required. Even this is sometimes difficult to

“obtain, and the Board gives away a door prize at every
méeting to encourage a larger turnout. For some policy
decisions, the "aye" votes of a substantial pfaﬁarticn of

owners are required both by provincial law and by the
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association’'s aﬁﬁiby§1§us. For gxgmélei amending the by-laws
requires a special resolution which must receive the consent
of 75X% of the owners representing 75% of the unit factors.
However , the required threg%quarters of the owners do not
have to be physically present at a meeting: instead, they
may vote by proxy. A few residents regularly send their
proxies to meetings at which policy decisions are going to
be made, in effect consenting to whatever proposal the Board
makes. Inevitably, however, the Board members must go from
unit to unit after the meeting collecting mcre‘é;cxigs in
order to ﬁakg a policy decision legal. For ex‘mgle. at a
general meeting in May 1981, members were asked to approve
amendments to the by-laws that would allow the Board to
define an owner’'s enclosure of common property?® as illegal
and to direct that it be removed and the unit restored to-
its original condition. Attendance at that meeting was
excellent by condo standards -- over half the owners were
presenf -- but even so the Board members spent several
eveninqs that week collecting proxies.

The institutional rule governing the incidence of
meetings which leaves the management of condo affairs to the
Board does not go unchallenged. Members of four households
interviewed were highly critical of the Board: Owners gf two
units had encountered problems getting the Board to pay for
repairs to parts of the common property that adjoined or
were inside their units, in one case a leaking water pipe.

LR el L

285ee Chapter Three, p. 67.
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in the other a leaKy roof. These owners claimed the Board
 members did not know what they were doing, were ignorant
even of the condominium plan, and as a result had made
erroneous and inconsistent judgements in deali'ng with these
problems. One of the owners also complained that she had
been harassed without cause by the‘Board for héving what the
Board claimed was a mess in her yard. As far as she was
concerned it was not a mess, and "who are they anyway to be
telling me how to keep my yard?"

The complaints of the bujlders of the illegal! enclosure
represent a special case. At the time they built their
"solarium,” one member of this couple was actually on the
Board. As a Board member, she was fully aware that
permission‘from the Board was required to proceed with the
enclosﬁre; but, asyfar'as she was concerned, the Board had
granted that pormission. The Board, however, had granted
these owners only ;nterlm permission, to enable }hem to
apply for a development permit from the City. The dispute
lasted for two year;.*an& was finally ended by a court
decision, which ordered the owners to restore the unit to
its original condition at their own expense. Thﬁoughout this
period ;he aggrieved owners were very vocal in presenting
their case to the other condo owners, inviting them to come
and view the enclosure for themselves and taking around
petitidns for owners’ signatures. . |

When this researcher interviewed condo residents in the

summer of 1981, a full year after the enclosure had been.



erected, the dispute was in full swing. Most residents,
however , were simply confused about what was happening.
iSeveral stated outright that the matter did not concern
them; even when it was pointed out that the enclosure, if it
remained in place, could affect their taxes and insurance
fees, the response was a shrug and a comment to the effect,
"So uﬁat? what's a few bucks?" The couple with the enclosure
managed to gain the support of the other owners who also had
complaints igai;st the Board. But those residents who were
reasonably aware of the issue and the events related to it
| were all present, former, or intending Board members.
Without exception, the latter group hoped the enclosure
would soon come down and the matter ended.

These reactions to the dispute reinforce the impression
that only Board members are in a position to be fully aware
of condo affairs. Of the non-Board nent:er‘s a few were
openly hostile to the Board and critical of the way the
dispute had been handled, but the majority were either

puzzled or indifferent.

C. Conclusions

It is evident that meetings in the é@‘@p play a mﬁ?e
central role in members’ lives than is the case in the
céﬁaéi The situation that results in the co-op could be
described as "management by demgcrﬁcyi‘ in which all members
perceive themselves to have -- or at least to deserve to

have -- as much of a voice as they care to in co-op affairs.
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By zaﬁtéast. the condo can be characterized as "democracy by
management,” in which owners democratically gisét a Board
who are thereafter considered to be in charge of condo
affairs. This basic institutional difference carries over
into the institutions of maintenance and neighbouring, which

are the subject of the next two chapters.



V. Maintenance
The necessity of maintaining and repairing the common
property aggcunts for a large proportion éf the time that
cé?éperative and condominium residents spend in each other's
company. As with meetings. however, maintenance activities
are dealt Qith on a much different basis in Co-op Home and

Condo Place.

A. Co-op Home

Rules

One of the fundamental principles of co-operative
organizations of any kind is self-help. The fact that Ca—ap:
Home members subscribe to this principle is evident in the
emphasis they place on maintaining the co-op themselves, by
organizing work parties and work schedules according to
which volunteers are assigned maintenance tasks. Members are
expected to take care of their own units and yards, but even
there the co-op will help out in certain circumstances;
single mothers, for example, have asked for and received
help painting their units, and the ill or the handicapped
get their snow shovelled and their lawns mowed on a regular
basis.

The prevailing institutional rule appears to be: if the

members will volunteer for the task asiaart of their
responsibility as co-op members. This self-help principle is

réinforced by the pressure to Keep costs down. Self-help was

107
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thrust upon the co-op in the construction phase of the
project described in the last chapter. Even at the present
time, despite housing charges that are ridiculously low
compared to market rates, many co-op residents feel strongly
that they should be kept that way. Any Board proposal to

: raiée monthly charges by any amount greater than that
required to meet higher materials costs and utility rates
meets with immediate and strongly worded ;rctests. For
example, this researcher attended two general meetings at
which the co-op budget was the main item for discussion.
Most of the discussion at these meetings centred on the need
for a larger "replacement fund,” to proyide for the da? when
sizeable amounts of co-op property, such as carpets.-
appliances, sidewalks, and roofs have to be replaced. At
these meetings, the Board proposed raising charges by an
amount that would allow the fund to be built up to whatever
Jimit CMHC would allow, and to press CMHC for higher 1limits
yet.2® During the long and muddlied discussion, several |
members challenged the need for such a large fund, on the‘

d%DUﬁﬂs that if the co-op were Kept in adequate repair

29 The guidelines provided by the provincial hausing 7
corporation for the size of a replacement fund is 2% of
assets, but current CMHC ceilings on the co-op fund are half
that. The replacement fund is held in a trust account;
withdrawals must have CMHC approval. Income earned on the
account is returned to the account rather than becoming part
of the co-op’s general revenues and spent as the co-op
chooses. Because CMHC considers co-ops non-profit
organizations, the Corporation is concerned about this
interest income and does not want to see it become too
sizeable.
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the place decent,” in the colourful words of one member)
full-scale replacement of property would not be necessary.
And anyway, claimed one member, there gée no guidelines for
the use of this fund: "Tell us what it's to be used for and
then we might see more need for it." The Board won the day,
but the votes were close. However, the Maintenance Committee
has been given the task of coming up with some guidelines
for expending the fund, which is a partial victory for the
protesters. _ r
Maintenance and repairs on fifty-one units and a
three-acre site i{s a mammoth task. The job of deciding what
needs to be done and co-ordinating the efforts of co-op
members to get the needed work done falls to the Maintepapce
Committee, whose members are kep? very busy. Work partg
are the preferred mode. Tasks such as painting, landscaping,
spring clean-up, and changing furnace filters, which need to .
be done throughout the co-op or for the benefit of the co-op
as a whole, aée>aft2ﬁ accomp | ished in this way. Groups of
co-op members are assembled for the purpose by members of
the Committee who phone around or go from door to door to
get volunteers. If there is enough lead time, an
aﬁnquhcngﬁt is placed in the Newsletter. Work pariies are a
co-op tradition. From the co-op folklore come atories of
huge crews of people of all ages laying sods one cold
November evening so that they would be in place when the
CMHC inspector came round the following day to approve the

next mortgage instalment. There are similar stories for
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sidewalk block laying, planter box building, and tree
planting (some trees obtained, according to original
memberé. from the provincial qg;erﬁment’s *Midnight Tree
‘Nursery”"). The partiziéaﬁtsrin these parties remgmber;them
as having been good times, with a good deal of bickering but
also a good many laughs, with communally provided food and
drifk following. That spirit still pervades the work parties
formed in the pFESEﬁt*ﬂay co-op., but they occur much less
frequently. Haintaﬁniﬁg an existing structure does not seem
to present the same rewafés as building something from the
ground up and seeing cﬁe‘s efforts repaid by something as
tangible as a mass of lawn where only mud existed before.
Partjcipa%igﬂ

As described }n the preceding chapter, getting
volunteers for work parti;s was a siruggie even in "the good

old days.” Now that the tasks involve primarily maintenance
rather than creation, the problems are much more severe, to

the point where the co-op is hiring more and more labour

painting and fence-building. Several of the members
1ﬁtervigwed this summer felt that employing even Qutside
labour for jobs co-op members could do themselves is an
indication that the co-op is on the downhill slide; the fact
that co-op members are being paid to do co-op jobs indicates
to these members that thergcr!ep has hit bottom.

Those who have made the decision to hire labéur rather
than to beg for it within the céégp’are very aware of the
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fact Eﬁat the hi?ing of labour represents the breakdown of a
co-op institution. Hauéver. they point out, their task is to
gét the work done. Co-op members will not turn out in
adequate numbers to do these jobs, and often when they do,
the work is amateurish and of a qua11¥y unacceptable to some
members. There are some skilled tradésmgn in the co-op,
anyone claiming a trade or some similar level! of manual
skill is likely to be snapped up by the Membership
Committee. These skilled members are willing to do some work
for the co-op on a volunteer basis, but often they find
themselves spending so much of their time fixing co-op
. plumbing or mending woodwork that they have too litt'le time
left for themselves or their families. Often, too, they work
out of the city for extended periods of time and are not
available FQF co-0op work.
The nstltuhoﬁ of maintenance as self-help may well be
undergoing a fundamenta'l change; only Hme will tell. The
new participation policy, for example, may spark new
interest in co-op work. Or the membership mix may change
significantly, attracting energetic new members who want to
contribute. One factor in the present malaise is the extent
to which many long-time residents are "burned out.” As one
Board member, relatively new to the co-op explained, "The
‘more involved you get, the more jobs you see that need
doing; it's a vicious circle.”

Nonetheless, even if the quantitative aépécté of
maintenance are solved, however temporarily, the qualitative
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problems will remain. At thé present time, no issue
generates’more controversy than does that of maintenance
standards. Since all the buildings, land, and even some
furnishings like appliances and carpets, are common
property, this concern for standards takes into account not
just whether one shovels one’'s snow or Keeps one’'s front
step free of litter, but extends to how clean one keeps
one’'s unit. "Keeping your place nice" appears to be the
absolute minimum that is expected of a2 co-op member. Even
-those members who refuse to go to méetings or to participate
in co-op life generally are still considered "good” menbers‘
in other ways, because "You've got to admit she takes good
care_of"hef place,” or "He takes good care of the trees at
that end,” or "He's sure a worker." Observing these ’
unwritten maintenance standards is the saving grace of
otherwise disagreeable or troublesome members, whereas
slovenly housekeeping or refusing to shovel one’'s own snow
or weed one’'s own flower-beds is widely perceivea as a
cardinal sin. Stained carpets that have to be replaced,
smashed-in walls that need extensive repairs, or appliances
that are abused and left filthy cost the entire co-operative
money, and are the subject of widespread resentment.

Some of the more charitable members, in their
determinatiqn to "live and let live" and thereby avoid
conflicts, do not acknowledge that the few households
singled out fdr their Unacceptable maintengnce are a serious

problem. Rather, they point out how large the offending
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families are, or how frequently the father is away, or “"how
much things have improved there in the last little while."
At the other extreme are the members who want one family in
particular evicted for their abuse of co-op property and
other retated, unacceptable behaviours. The ensuing dispute
has become so heated that lawsuits have resulted. In between
are a number of responses like that of the member who
admitted to taking on an easy but very visible maintenance
task so that "at least They' 11 see I'm doing something,"” or
that of some>younqer members who see the problém in terms of
"these old folks laying their middle-class trip on the rest
of us.” |

Through the years, therBoards have been subject to
almost as much criticism as the offending families for their
reluctance to take sterner measures against the of fenders .
For example, the most severe action that a Board has taken
against the family referred to above was a three-page,
strongly worded letter in which the Board requested that
certain damages be repaired before the annual CMHC
inspection team arrived. However, the only threat the letter
contajned was the warning that if the requested repairs were
not made, the Board would have to "again meet to consider .
further action in accordance with our by-iaw;.‘iﬂere general
actions have also been taken to encéurage a higher level of
~ maintenance throughout the co-op and spread the workload

more evenly. One of these was to divide the co-op into six

clusters of approximately the same number of units each. The
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aim was to promote a sense of identification with one
smaller group in the co-op, since identification with the
co-op as a whole did not seem to be materializing. This
sense of identification was to be fostered by, among other
measures, each cluster’'s taking responsibility for
maintaining its own area. However, this objective has seldom
been met. Within each cluster, those members who had always
nerked on the co-op continued to do so, and those who
previous to the setting up of clusters had contributed
little if any labour ta'ca-ap maintenance appear to be no -
more motivated than before. In terms of organizing co-op
neighbouring activities, clusters have been somewhat more
successful (see Chapter Six, p. 145). However, in interviews
several members expressed resentment toward the clusters; as
one member phrased it, "Now if I go to weed a flower bed or
trim some bushes in another part of the co-op, I'm told that
I shouldn't be doing it because that's not my cluster. 1|
still think of myself as a member of the co-op, not of this
cluster nonsense.” In addition, several members pointed out
that cluster divisiaﬁé; by fQ‘iGﬂiﬁﬁ the natural boundaries
within the é@-@a -- walkways and the fire road -- rather
than crossing them, have reinférced the tendency for members
ta see themselves as members of "this end” as opposed to
"that end,” and have weakened rather than strengthened
"overall co-op solidarity. . |
Another policy aimed at encouraging better maintenance

is the "move-in, move-out" policy. Units are inspected by a



co-op team when a member household gives notice that they
are moving out:; the inspection team notes any repairs that
are needed, and notifies the members concerned that if the
repairs are not completed by the moving date, the costs will
be deducted from the members’ refunded share payment. The
team then inspects the unit again once the household has
moved out, to assess whether any charges against the share
payment are required. The unit is also inspected a third
time, when a new household takes occupancy, to note the
unit's state of repair so it can be used as a basis for
assessment should the new household ever move out. Like all
co-op policies, this one also has its critics: some members
consider the criteria unreasonably severe ("My God, they
expect us to clean between the windows"”). Several members
also regret the fact that the first application of the
policy happened to fall on a household that was part of the
original activist core of the co-op, and resulted in their
leaving under a particularly dark clgud;i

Maintenance standards afe in more than one sense a
surface issue in the co-op; in other words, scratch the
surfacglcf any of the conflicts over maintenance, major or
minor, and one finds a deeper, more general conflict over
values and, more generally, world and life view. Within an
‘environment like the co-op, where members live in full view
of each other, the way in which a member chooses to furnish,
maintain, and landscape his unit becomes his primary vehicle -

of "self-presentation,” to use Goffman's terms (Goffman
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1958). By the way a member keeps his unit, he is saying to
his fellow co-op members, "This is what | am like: this is
what | really care about." For example, a dispute between
adjacent households over the damage done to one family's
fiower-béds by the other famify's cats becomes upon closer
examination the surface menifestation of a deeper split in
life-styles and methods of child-rearing. The one set of
parents does not approve of the other’'s "permissive”
handling of their children, letting them “run wild, well
past the time they should be in bed, or at least quiet." The
"permissive” family, it so happens, is headed by two college
students, who are living together but not married to each
other; the complainants are a married couple, without a
university education, whose statements indicate a
fundame;ta1 resentment of what students "get aﬁay with.”
However, rather than have the dispute carried on in these
terms, the pluralist tendencies of the society from which
these two households are drawn lead to the rule that
fighting over cats is acceptable, whereas fighting over
choice of occupation and life-style is not.

- Not surprisingly, more major disputes over maintenance
issues also turn out to be surface indications of underlying
value divisions. For example, the family criticized for its
poor maintenance is also censured for the "foul" language
used by the children, the old cars left sitting in the co-op
parking lot, and the number of bottles they leave beside
their front step. The confrontation is not between Good and
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Evil, as some members would have it, but between
middie-class and workjng-class-life;;tyles. As one member
put it, “Such behaviour belongs in a public housing
development, not in our co-op." Likewise, the "Fire Road
Hassle,” as it has come to be known, was rooted at least
partly in a confrontation between life-styles. The issue was
the fire access road, which runs the length of the site and
is intended to provide accessﬁby fire and other emergency
vehicles to centre units when the need arises. Originally,
the co-op constructed this road of pieces of log up-ended
and embedded in packed sand. This took many hours of labour,
but the result was aesthetically very pleasing. It also
provided the.advantage, in some members’ eyes, of makiﬁg
child traffic virtually impossible along it. These members
either had no young children, or if they did, believed that
children should be "kept in line,” and not allowed to “run
wild" to disturb the peace of other resfidents. Howeger. the
road bed was not properly drained, with the result th%t
after a"rai6 the log ends tended to pop out of the sand and
had to be repositioned,LThe co-op became divided into three
camps over this road: those who wanted the drainage system
improved so that the road could be left the way it was;
those, mostly with young children, who wanted the road paved
to cut down on maintenance and also to provide a place for
their children to play; and those others, mostly occupants
of units not adjacent to the fire road, who had no strong
feelings about it. The leader of the "pro-improvement
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anti-pavement® faction was not swayed by arguments that the
Fire Department had indicated it would refuse to take its
vehicles down the existing road. He termed these arguments
"a typical Board cover-up,” and proceeded to collect names
of like-minded members on a petition. Aesthetics was not the
 main issue; This was evident in the caméramise offered by '
this member: pave half the road at the "other end” of the
site, but leave as is the half that skirted the units of
most of the pro faction. The issue was resolved only when
the pfas’ leader left the country on ;ﬁ extended trip, at
which point the co-op acted quickly to have the road paved
before he returned. The fire road continues to be a problem.
Every year, almost as a rite of spring, the;issue of
restricting children’s use of the fire road is raised at a
general meeting. As a result, hours of use are set, and the
co-op policy banning two-wheeled vehicles from the site is
reaffirmed. Gates have been built at either end to prevent
;hrgﬁgh traffic, but complaints about internally generated
noise and traffic continue.

This is not to suggest that every dispute over
maintenance can ée reduced to a single issue, such as
permissiveness versus strictness in chitd-rearing.
Life;styles and values are much more compliex than that. The
point is that maiﬁtenaﬁ;e. aithguﬁh the mést cémman ﬁnd
visible focus for quarrels between neighbours and between
the larger divisions within the co-op, is almost always a

surface manifestation of some deeper conflict in values,
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attitudes, and aspirations. These bases for conflict will be
described in greater detail in the following chapter en

i

“neighbouring.”

B. Condo Place

Rules "

Maintenance is gié@ an important issue for Condo Place
residents. When asked what they liked about the project, a
‘majority of residents replied, its high-quality upkeep. The
researcher had to agree: the project is very tidy, with
well-kept lawn areas, fresh-looking white paint on’ﬁgnées
and trim, and a minimum of litter. The only jarring rmote was
a splash of white paint on one of the two signs bearing the
project name; however, that sign has now been repainted.
Many of the residents had looked at several Ecndahiniums
before deciding on Condo Place, and had based their
statements about this project’s good looks on compar isons
with others they had seen, which were described more often
than not as ‘Juﬁky" or "shabby."

By and large Condo Place owners feel they are getting
good value for their money. In some cases they claimed to be
paying "a few thousand dollars more” for a unit in Condo
Place than they would have ejsewheré. but felt that the
“samount of space, the private yards, and the good Yooks ihey-‘-
receive more than justified the extra cost. Universally,
credit for the high quality of maintenance in the project is
given to, or taken by, the members of the Board. The Board

v



president claimed to have spent many hours in spring and
summer out and about the project, picking up litter,
planting grass in bare patches, and pulling weeds. All the
Board members spent time watering, spraying, and pruning the
trees on the common property. A former Board member
reminisced about having spent his Sunday mornings walking
the project, checking for things that needed attention, and
just generally finding out "how things were going." One more
recently arrived owner was looked on as a "good Board
pEasaect“ because of the amount of work he had devoted.to
watering the condo trees and other maintenance tasks.

The prevailing rule governing maintenance tasks appéars
to be ghat if some aspect of the common property requires
repairs or upkeep, the members of the Board will see that
the necessary actions are taken. Other residents will help
out from time to time, and every owner is responsible for
maintaining his own unit and yard, but the brunt of
responsibility falls on, and is taken by, the members of the
, Board.

This institutional rule is not without challenges. A
few of the residents stated in interviews that, rather thén
see the Board hire people to cut grass, c}sar snow, or paint
fences,  they would prefer to have work pa?ties and séheduies
organized, in which they.would be willing to participate.
These members had had their own houses, and many had been
raised on farms, and were accustomed to puttering about

- N

outside. However, this feeling was not widespread, most
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residents stated that their "little bit of yard” was all
they needed or wanted to Took after, and were relieved to
have the Board looking after the common property and
therefore their interests.

It is this "looking after our interests” tpat appears
to underlie tﬁe condo residents’ concern for maintenance. In
every case, residents define these interests primarily in
terms of resale value: they impressed on the researcher how
quickly Condo Place units that went on the market were sold,
often within three or four diys of being listed, and how
quickly they had been appreciating. Most of the residents,
for whom the condo unit was their first owned home, planned
to sell their unit and @Qve into a house, and had
immediately evident reasons for wanting to maintain their
unit’'s attractiveness to potential buyers. However, even
residents who had once owned houses wanted to make sure
their units continue to be "good investments,” even though
they had no plans to sell and move elsewhere. This concern
for resale value was evident in several ways other than
direct referéﬂtes. For examplie, several residents appeared
_ concerned that Condo Place not "turn into a slum.” These
concerns surfaced primarily in reference to the patio
enclosure described in the prefeding chapter.‘MoSt residents
did not mind the enclosure, as long as there was some
certainty it would be finished to conform with the exterior
of the rest of the project. Some residents, however, wefe

determined that it should come down and that no such
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additions to units be allowed, since; in the words of one
owner, "If everyone were allowed to éa éamgthing different
to their unit, the place would soon look like a slum. I’ ve
seen lots of those places; | know."

Resale value was not residents’ only concern. They also
wanted the place they called home, however tempérariiyi to
look like a place to which tHey could bring visitors without

embarrassment. In addition/ some wanted their costs kept as

low as possible while theyl lived in the condo. This meant
pressuring the Board to Kekp condo fees low and to spend the
condo budget frugally.

Meeting, the outgoing Board suggested that the incoming

5r example, at the 1981 Annual

Board consider increasing the fees to allow the'
association’'s reserve fund to be built up (for reasons
similar to those the Co-op Board gave for building ﬁp its
Feplacement fund). This suggestiéﬂ met with some opposition
from owners who considered such a fund a'waste of mnﬁeyi 
These same members also -comp lained about the amount of money
($1,000) the Bsardehad spent on tﬁe purchase of twelve mature
trees. Why not smaller ones, they asked, which are much
cheaper and are more likeiy to survive? The outgoing
president had made a practice of hiring stﬁdent and
apprentice labour for jobs such as painting, in the
interests of Saving the condo money. But even this economy
measure did not meet with universal agprcvali_with some
membersfcharging that the quality of the materials and
workmanship was poor, and that money would be better spent



having the job done right the first time.
Participatién

The typical response given to those who complain about
actions taken by the Board is: "If you don’'t like the way we
are doing things, get on the Board so you can do them

" better.” Those who take the time to complain often do rise
to the challenge and allow their names to stand for Board
membership, although one chronic complainer (who has now
left the condo) claims she "couldn’t stand the thought of
joining that bunch® and another, although willing to become
a Board member, was unable to gé so because he planned on

~- moving within the year.

In other words, the major pressure to participate in
maintenance tasks falls on Board members. Board members do
most of the maintenance of the common property themselves.
Outsideblabour is hired for snow-clearing, painting,
plumbing, and electrical repairs. Lawn cutting was at one
time shared among Board members, but now the spouse of one
of the Board members is paid to do the mowing. All owners
were asked to water the trees that were;pianted close to
their units, and’scme complied. However, the members of the
Board have ended up taking the bulk of the responsibility
for tending them on a regular basis.

The.most importaﬁt behaviour expected of owners who are
not also Board members is to maintain éheir own uﬁits in a
reasonable state of repair. This area of individual auﬁér

responsibility extends to the yard attached to each unit and
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the front step, which are to be kept free of visible weeds
- and garbagé: Most owners comply. However, some residents are
considered pYoblems by the Board: two residents have been
warned that ghey must clean up the weeds in their yards or
it will be done for them and the costs charged to them, and
one owner has been warned several times about the mess her
dogs make of her yard. In addifion. one of the renters has
been leaving disabled cars in the condo parking lot, and
several residents have received visits from Board members
(usually the President) about their garbage, or pets, or the
way 6r pléceg'in which they éhrk their cars. -
In almost all cases, the Boérd takes no more formal
action than a warning, first verbal! and then in writing..
Under;the association’s by-laws, the Board is granted the}’/’
authérity to do considerably more. For example, one of the
by-laws forbids the keéping of a pet in the condo. However,
the Board has been vety reluctant to have the S.P.C.A. '
called to remove an offending, or in some cases even
negleéted. animal. Likewise, cars not parked in accordance ‘
with condo by-laws are:-gkldom ticketed. Under the law, the
Board could designate one of its members an Enforcement
Officer, with powers delégated by the municipal police to
ticket offending_ﬁghicles or lay charges of disturbing fhe
peace, but the de;d has not done so. Instead, Boards have
felied on friendly persuaéionAto enforce maintenance and

parking standards, and, in the case of one former Board

member, on intimidation. In one case a "vigilante” group of
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owners have taken it upon themselves to Keep children off
the commonly owned boulevarq that lies between the
easternmost row of houses and the street.

This relu&tance of most Board members to press their
legal authority on other owners stems from their desire to
be “meighbourly,” which will be further defined and
described in the following chapter. The expectation, or at
least the hope, is that owners will respond positively once
they are made aware of the pboblem they are causing. Even
" when this expectation is not fulfilled, Board members Keep
on hoping that the offending owner will “come around,” or,
even better, move away. To some extent, however, this
hesitation the Board displays arises also from their
uncertainty about the limits of the condo association’s, and
hence the Board's, legal responsibilities. No Board, member
has a copy of the condomir plan, which éistihguishes the
property that is owned in n and hence the association’s
responSleity from that which is privately owned by the’
individual members of the association.3®® For aiaﬁgierfthe
Board has claimed that front screened doors are the
responsibility of the unit owners, as are any prgblems'that
_ migHt arise with the aluminum wiring that was originally
installed throughout the project. This is clearly not the
case: according to the condominium plan, wiring aﬁd!extEFiar

. L] .
doors are common property. No owner has challenged the Board
30This is in spite of the fact that a copy of the plan is
gasi]y obtainable from the provincial Land Titles Office for

4.00." :
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on these matters. However, one couple (oneyof the few owners
who has studied the coédominium plan) have had a long
struggle with the Board over who assumes responsibility for
an outside water tap that is leaking into their basement.
The Board claims that the owners are responsible, but the
owners claim, with the authority of the condominium plan as
support, that the Association is responsible. '

Both these tendencies, of the hope for neighbourliness
and co-operation and the lack of knowledge about the limits
of ownership and responsibility, were most clearly evident
in the .Board’'s ‘handling of the condo’'s cause celebre, the
illegal enclosure. The owners who erected it were fully
aware that they needed Board permission. However, they
claimed to have this permission and freely admitted to the
researcher and others their confidence that once the:
structure was in place, nothing could be done about it. Two
Boards struggled with the problem of how to proceed. The
first Board relied primarily on intimidation, but were met
with an equally forceful refusal by the owners to comply
with the Board’'s insistence that constructioﬁ be halted,
claiming that the Board was reneging on its initial
agreement. The subsequent Board maintained the position that
permission had been granted only to obtain a devélopment
permit from the City, and repeatedly requested a list of
materiils used and other specifications of the enclosure for
insurance and tax purposés. 1t took this Board close to a

year to take further action. By that time, the owners, one
. . , ,



in particular, had become hostile and abusive to the point

lawn if he "didn’t stop the racket” and calling the police
to remove the paiﬁiers hired by the Board who had come
inside "his" yard to pdint “his* fence without his
permission. Acting on advice from their solicitor, thg Board
pﬁspasedéamEﬁdments to the by-laﬂéi which were subsequeﬁt1y
passed, giving the Board full authority to have the -
enclosure torn down. When informed by the condo’'s insurer
‘that insurance would not be provided on the enclosure and
that the entire policy might be voided if the structure_
remained in place, the Board, through its .solicitor,
informed the owners that the EﬁE1QSU;E must come down. The
owners challenged this directive in court, but lost their
case, and have now put the unit up for sale and moved away .
However, the Board has had a lien placed on the title to the
unit, which refders its sale unlikely, or at least very
difficult.

Long-time residents of Condo Place claim that the
encjosure dispute is by far the most serious problem the
condo association has had to face. Even when the developer
turned Ehe project over to the GwﬁEFé. no one who 1lived
there at the time recalls any seriéué difficulties,?' There

have beeﬁ many minor problems, such as writing an adequate

1 This trah51tian was aided by the fact that the

developer’'s sales agent, who was named president of the
condo association while it was still in the developer’'s
hands. bought one of the units and remained as an owner.
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set of by-laws, getting the developer to honour the
five-year warranty the project carried, dealing with
disputes over garhiﬁg and pets, and attending to leaking
roofs and outside water valves. But no one recalls emotions
ever having run as high among Condo Place residents as they
have over the enclosure issue. Even at that, over half the
residents interviewed stated that they had not been involved
to any extent in the dispute, and only wanted the enclosure
owners to stop bothering them with petitions and requests

for support.

C. Conclusions

Maintenance standards do not seem to pose the problem
in Condo Place that they do in ééégp Home. Several factors
are at work here. One, condo residents are, compared to
co-op residents, relatively homogeneous in terms of income
and occupation, and might as a result be expected to share
eertiiﬁ standards of behaviour. Even the renters in the
project, despite the fears many owners express about their
standards of behaviour and upkeep, have so far been "good”
tenants. Two, there are few children in the cﬁhdc to wreak
havoc in the flower-beds or ride roughshod over iawﬁs and
ifhe peace and quiet of the residents. No éFFart is made to
attract families with young children to the condo. For
egample; fhe Baaéd'cendusted a survey to dgtérmine
residents’ level of interest in having a pi;ygreuﬁd built.

Out of twelve reponses, eight were negative. As one Board
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member, herself a mother of a young child explained, no one
wanted the playground close to his unit because Qf the
noise, there were fears it would be overrun by neighbourhood
Kids, and’no one was interested iﬁéFTEEﬂiﬁg cat feces out of
playground sand. Three, the desién of the project keeps
offences against prevailing maintenance standards out of
sight, behind fences and within unit walls; only the very
worst are considered worth acting on. Four, the Boards have
generally been regarded as competent in maintenance matters,
and most residents seem glad enough to hand the burden over
to these "public-spirited” people. Board members see

- themselves, and are seen by other members, as protecting the
interests all owners have in the common érgpgrtyi This leads
to the fifth and probably most important factor, which is
the intent all the owners express to keep the resale value
of their units as high as possible. Even the owners of the
offending enclosure built it in order to improve the léaks
and thereby the saleability of a unit they cgﬁsidgrgd dingy
Pnd unattractive. |

The reaction to the enclosure indicates that the ,
primary emphasis in the condominium is op,.conformity, bgth
in unit design and upkeep and in rgsidéﬁts’ co-operation
with the Board. "Good" residents co-operate and keep their
yards and front steps tidy and attrgetivei In this the co-op
and condo are similar. However, the bases for that
similarity are quite different. These differences are thrown

into even greater relief in the description of the
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institution of neighbouring, which comprises the following

chapter.

v
s



VI. Neighbouring
Neighbouring patterns are enshrined in the sociological
literature as a primary focus of analysis in urban locales.
In her summary work on urban neighbourhoods, Keller
(1968:90) motes that in a sociological definition of the
neighb@urihg role, mere srgpiﬁquity {s regarded as a
necessary but not a sufficient condition. Rather, this
sociological conception emphasizes the notion of shared
activities, experiences and values, common loyalties and
perspectives, and human networks that give a physical area a
sense of continuity and persistence over time. In further
defining this role, Keller (1968:24) provides some useful
distinctions between neighbour and friend and between
" neighbour and kin. The position of relative in relation to
another person is an ascribed status, and that of friend a
chosen status which is considered a @ri#gte and intensely
personal affair in North American society. The position of
neighbour is similar to yet different from both of these,
-beiﬁg in one sense ascribed, since it depends éﬁ physical
proximity, yet in another sense chosen, since in urban areas
it is possible for people living next to éné another never
to see one another or know one another’s names, let alone
behave in any way as neighbours. When people do choose to be
neighbours, their roles are more 1imited and less intimate
than those of either friends or relatives. However, their
roles as neighbours are collectively defined. Keller

(1968:26) points out that settlements vary in the formality

Fy
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and rigidity with which they define the neighbouring role,
in fhe degree of consensus as to the rights and duties it
includes, and in the distinctiveness and saliency of the
role in relation to other roles. In a more specific sense,
Keller notes that neighbouring activities can vary according
to their content, the occasions which prompt them. the
locale in which they take place, their extent, their
frequency, and their intensity.

Once again, it ‘will be the collective definitions, the
consideration of neighbouring as an instftution in both
Co-op Home and Condo Place which will concern us here. What
behaviours are expected of people who act as neighbours, and
how closely do these behaviours conform to the iﬁsfitutiaﬁai

rule-?

A. Co-op Home

Rules

Neighbouring activities are the mainstay of social 1ife
in Co-op Home. As was seen in the preceding two chapters,
the membership of Co-op Home places great emphasis on
sharing: sharing of responsibility for running the affairs.
of the co-op and for keeping the physicai plant in an
acceptable state of repair. These two sets of activities
provide many opportunities for interactions between members;
However, a third set of activities, those to do with |
neighbouring, not only provide additional opportunities for

interaction, but are governed by a rule whose influence

[
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extends to all co-op activities.

This rule can bef stated: if any member of the co-op

needs he]p in coping hH’Eh some crisis, minor or major, the

ather members of the \:p ill offer that member

substantive and emotional support, singly or collectively.
In other words, all co-op members, not just those living
next to each other, are expected to behave toward one
another as neighbours, in a way that is positive, helpful,
and understanding.

For the origdnators of Co-op Home, the definition. of
neighbouring was in fact the definition of co-operation and,
by extension, of community. Among the principles which

guided the original planning "charrette” were the following:
(1) "Active co-operation is a normal human function™; (2)
"People can give expression to their needs”; and (3)
"Community is the result of an achieved co-operative process
of need fulfilment." 32 Eleven years later, when present-day
GQ;E@.HEH“E!EFS learned that this researcher was studying the
incidence of community in co-ops and condominiums, t‘herir
reactions indicated that for them the existence of community
was still predicated on co-operation and the mutual
satisfaction of needs. The most common rj;éti@n was an
expression of doubt that a sense of community r-ea‘liy exists
in Co-op Home, and the caﬂjecmre that “covmunityness” is

prevented frm develaping by the conflicts that erupt

32The phrases in quotation marks are taken from the repart
on the planning charrette held by the Citizens for Better
Housing Society in June 1970. See Chapter Four, p. 91%.

4
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between members, some of which have led to permanent
divisions within the co-op and even to legal action.

The original planners of the co-op did not take the
possibility of chronic conflict into consideration. So
power ful was their belief in the benefits of co-operation --
which were evident to them in the battles they were winning
with CMHC -- that they could not envision there ever being a
co-op member who would not be aware of these benefits and
i behave accordingly. Conflicts did arise in the planning
stages of the co-op, but in most instances they were talked
out and resolved. In a few cases, the participant whose
needs were not met by the eémmuﬁal resolution left the
group; this was considered an unfortunate but not altogether
unsatigfactory outcome, since member numbers and enthusiasm
were still high enough to accommodate the loss.

A much larger number of participants dropped out of the
project when the group lost the hundred-acre site. However,
the number remaining was still adequate to carry on planning
for the smaller site. As months gf‘planﬁing stretched iﬁtp
years, however, the attrition rate increased, and when the
project was finally ready for occupancy, the co-op found
itself in the crisis position of having not enough members
to fill the units and thereby meet the mortgage payments. As
[ result.‘thg co-op Membership Committee could not be as
selective as it would have liked to be, and had to accept
more or less whomever they could get. Their prospective
clignt group was not large. The housing charges in the co-op
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" were not a particularly attractive feature at that time,
since they were very close to market rates; nor was the
location, far from the city centre with few connecting bus
routes and roads, very appealing. Instead, the co-op had to
be 531? on its désigﬁ and life-style features. This was an
advantage in the view of some members, who feel that the
prospect of cheap housing attracts the "wrong™ sort of co-op
member . Nevertheless, pickings were slim, and the first year
and a half of the co-op”s physical existence were a severe
financial struggle. '

Some members and former members of the co-op see this
early struggle for residents as the beginning of the co-op’s
troubles with non-participating or even abusive members.
However, as described in Chapter Four, members of the
original core ﬁr@u@ Know better, having had to cope for ihe
years preceding actual occupancy with as many "shirkers" as
“workers." However, it does appear to be the case that once
co-op ﬁembers were actually resident in the project, the
interpersonal conflicts which previously had been tempered
by distance suddenly erupted with full force as members
struggled with their new }Qies as neighbours.
Participat ion

The co-op’s first major crisis was also its worst in
terms of the casualties left in its wake; the broken
friendships and rifts in the community which resulted from

organizing of a daycare centre, which was to be housed in
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the cammunity buiidiﬁéa Of the several options available to
the co-op, two came to the fore: to have a small daycare of
aboM twenty children, all from within the co-op, which
would occupy only one floor of the community building: or to
have a 13%@3? daycare of about thirty children, including
some from the surrounding area, which would be eligible for
municipal subsidies but which would require fitting out both
floors of the community building aéd meeting municipal
standards concerning such things as fire exits and outdoor
play space. Two factions developed, each supporting one of
these options. Marshalling evidence to support their cause
and enlisting supporters devoured the time and energies of
both sides. Secret meetings, stacked committees, petifiansi
charges, and é@uﬁterfeharggs became the order of the day.
Within a short time the debate lost whatever logical basis
it had had, and became the arena for a power struggle
between the two increasingly hcstiiedand embittered groups.
In the end, the result was no daycaré centre at all; the
fssue was finally Killed by the votes of the co-op’'s "silent
majority,” a third faction made up largely of members
without young children who did not see the need for a
daycare centre at all.

" Looking back on what they term "that terrible year K"
many members who were involved in it realize that the
daycare centre issue was only the outlet for tensions that
had been building up within the co-op for some time, but for
which the more idealistic members were totally unprepared.
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Many of these idealists ended up leaving the co-op, dismayed
at the "political” turn events had taken. There were in the
group of original residents several people who had had years
of experience in political organizing in unions and
political parties, and whose motives for joining the co-op
were to make co-operatives a political force in the Canadian
housing scene. However, their tactics -- circulating
petitions, stacking meetings and committees, running slates
of candidates for election, holding secret meetings, and
branding their cppagitiéﬂ as “"capitalist lackeys and
manipulators” -- did not fit with the idealists’ version of
how life in a co-op should be cérrieﬂ on. Eventually most of
the political organizers left too, having turned against -
each other in their struggles to achieve political.
correctness, and ended up embittered by their experiences
and pessimistic about the chances of ever bringing about
meaningful changes in society by means of housing
co-operatives.?? ;

Co-op Home today is relatively quiet. Wounds from the
daycare battles are still open buglara no longer Feste%ingg
Several members withdreﬁlfrem active co-op 1ife for a few
years to nurse these wounds, but many of them are now
returning to meetings and joining committees. A erisis\ag
the proportions of the daycare war ﬁay never develop again
;;!;;;EE;;!ZEQ;;!;hg have 1eft. both idea]istg and |
politicos, bought or built houses (27 households out of 44),
eight moved to rental accommodation, and only three moved to

other co-ops; the remainder left the city, and most are now
living in houses or condominium units they heve purchased.
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finftﬁe co-op] waiting lists of prospective members are long,
‘and_the Membership Committee can afford to be samaﬂhgt
“selective. Most of the recent arrivals are energetic, yet
waFy, having been té}ﬂ of the earlier troubles. Almost all

the’members{iﬁterviewed appeared comfortable in their role
as neighbours, and were happy enough with their environment,
both physiéu1‘ahd social, to remain in the co-op for at
least a few years longer.

" To assess the potential number of people available as
neigﬁbours to #Es{dgnts»iﬁ the co-op, éach member
iﬁierviewed (70 in total) was asked to indicate on a list of
co-op members (adults”only) how many he or she knew by sight
or could “put a face to." The results indicated that.most
co-op members Know each othér at least well enough to say
hello: 22 peoplé knew all the other ninety members on the
li%t to speak to by name; the average number of names
identified was 70, or 78% of the total. The scores are

weighted in favour of the larger number of identifications,

Board members, for example, but very few ngn*ﬁarticiﬁaﬁtsg
(The lattgr were no more available for interviews than they
are for co-op activities; see Chapter One for details of the
Arésearch procedure). Even so, extrapolating from the
responses of low- GFgﬁGﬂfpaPtiéigﬂﬁtS who did consent to
interviews, it would 'be safe to estimate that, with the
excepfion of the very newes! or rgc?uéive members and those

men who spend very little time at home, every co-op member
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kKnows at least half the'members of thg co-op by name. All
those members interviewéd who had been residents of the -
co-op for over a year knew not only their neighbours’ names,
but also such details about their lives as how many children
" they had, their occupations, their Kinship ties within the
co-op, and something of their history as participants in
é@*@p life. Tﬁe “g@ésié pipeline” appears to be every bit as
effective in Co-op Home as it was in the student housing
complex described by Festinger et al. (1950). Members are
very aware of the role played by gossip in disseminating
news and rumour through the co-op. Several deﬁéuﬁced this
-rgie. and a few members were reluctant even to discuss their
experiences in the co-op because they "didn't like to
b@ssiﬁ."
For a few members, saying hello is the extent of their

neighbouring activities, although even they will stop and
- chat with a few people they meet most often. Almost all the
members interviewed stated that they make it a practice to
be friend?y'te everyore in the co-op, although ten members
also cited specific people they tend to avoid. However,
group of memh%r;‘ up to six h@usehcidé in size, with which
he or she enjoyed more Frgquent énd intgnse‘iﬁtEFactigns
than just the odd chat.

‘ | The criteria used in selecting the memﬁers of these
maré intimate groups derive ia;ge1y from the way in which

-

co-op members are recruited. Members of all but five
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households in the co-op had learned of the co-op through a
.relative, friend, or co-worker who was already involved with
or living in Co-op Home. Two of the exceptions had had Co-op
que recommended to them by the muﬁicipa1 housing authority.
another had wanted to live in the area, and had encountered
the co-op while on a Sunday afternoon drive: the fourth had
had the co-op recommended to them by their gﬁandﬂaughier's
schoolteachér: and the fifth are a Vietnamese refugee family
- whose membership in the co-op was sponsored by a local
church. A relatively large number of co-op residents moved
in as relativeé of members already there.,0f the fifty
households, four are the retired or semi-retired parents of
three other families in the co-op (i.e., one co-op family
has both sets of grandparents also in the co-op); three
pairs of households are cousins to each DtﬁEFi.Bﬁd in
another household one member is the sibling of an original
resident who has since left the co-op. Members of six
households were recrgited to the co-op by their co-workers,

students, professors, or fellow-students. Members of two

other households are business partners. Members of six other -
households were at one time tenants in the same public |

housing project in another part of the city. The remaining
members were recruited by acquaintances in the labour and
co-operative movements, or by friends wha%}ivgd in or were

" interested in living in the co-op.
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As a result, only a few co-op residents moved in
Knowing no one. Most of these existing ties have been
preserved in the more intimate groups members have formed.
Kin ties have been preserved in every case, and ties of
friendship in most. For example, the households who lived in
the same public housing project still see each other
frequently, and one circle of friends which includes two
sibling pairs maintains an active social life that includes
weekend. get-togethers, birthday and anniversary
celebrations, and concert-going. Ties between co-workers
seem the least likely to be preserved in neighbouring
groups: for example, the members of the two pairs of
households that contain co-workers told the researcher that
they make it a conscious Ppractice to keep working relations
separate from "social” re1atigh§. i.e., those outside the
workplace. Moreover, they avoid becoming emotionally
involved with anyone in the co-op, having been forewarned by
former members of the co-op of the role played by §11iahces
and leya1ties in the daycare war. In all, members of twenty
households interviewed expressed the same conscious effort
to Keep most or all of their close friendships outside the
co-op, to "help keep problems from developing,” as one
member put it. :

Thus for many co-op members their role as “friend" is
kept consciously separate from their role as "neighbour.” As
neighbours, these members generally adhere to the

institutional rule of offering help to each other in various
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forms. The content of these neighbouring activities is quite
uniform. With few exceptions, those interviewed indicated
that in an emergency they felt they could approach anyone in
the co-op for help, without feeling awkward or worried that
they were intruding; likewise, they would offer such help
were it asked of them. Two stories were frequently offered
as illustrations. One concerns an attempted theft in the
co-op, which was foiled whenéthe intended victim yelled for
help at the top of his lungs and brought the rgsidentsrcf
surrounding units running, in their nightclothes, to his
assistance. They all leaped on the would-be thief, who by
the time the police arrived was pleading for mercy. The
other concerns the two major fires that have occurred 1 he
co-op; these were immediately tended to by co-op member ¥ and
the victims were compensated with donations of bedding and
other household effects. In times of personal crisis co-op
membefs have also rallied to support the stricken member or
. household. For example, at the height of the daycare war,
one of the-ccﬁﬁaiaﬁts died of a heart attack. Factions were
forgotten for a time as éé’é@ members jciﬁeditcgether to
organize both the funeral service and the food for the
gathering which followed. More recently, the mother of the
Vietnamese family died, and again the co-op rallied to
provide a place for the service, food for the tea which
followédi and several months of child care for the family’'s
preschoolers. More minor crises of daily living are also

handled in the prescribed neighbourly fashion. For example,:
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‘it‘is common for co-op members to lend athét members a car
(nine households are without cars), some staple Faéd. or
some item of household equipment. Interviews were frequently
interrupted by people dropping by to borrow something or ask
advice, and several members remarked that when they were
preparing a special meal they could make the rounds of the
co-op, borrowing silverware from one family, china from a
second, a mixer from a third, and so on. Several families
also have arrangements whereby they care for each other’'s
children on a more or less regular basis.

Occasions other than immediate needs also prompt
neighbouring activities. The most common occasion is
encounters in the parking lots or along the common walkways.
The fire road is a particularly frequent locale for these
casual ?eetiﬁqsi Df the fifty households, the mothers in
sixteen are home most or all of the day caring for young
children; in addition, the six retired couples are home a’
good deal of the time. As a result, there is a substantial
amount of interaction among these residents during the day,:
especially in the summer, as mothers wander about the co-op
supervising or searching for their children, and the older
péaﬁie putter about their gardens. Néraﬁe admits to doing
much regular "coffeeing”; most members hastened to assure
the researcher that people’s privacy is respected in Co-op
. Home, that “we’'re not in and out of each ther's units all

the time." However, a shared iced tea or lemonade often

results from these casual encounters, and children are fed a
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good many cookies by the "co-op grgndmas.“ Most parents of
small children mention as one of the most positive features
.of co-op life the fact that their children will siay within
the co*op to play and can be allowed to run more or less
freely, since other members of the co-op know them and will
look out for them. |

The many meetings organized in the co-op also provide
occasions for neighbourly exchanges, as do the work parties
organized by the maintenance committee, the monthly
news letter production session, and the membership coffee
parties. In addition, there are several purely social
gatherings Grﬁanizeé by the Community Affairs Committee,
which include monthly éub nights in the basement of the
community building with bingos upstair: for the ~.
under - twe lves, dances organized by a self-selected committee
of co-op teenagers, a Mother's Day Breakfast cooked by the
co-Oop- men, a Shi]dPEﬁdS.H311QHE'Eﬁ party, and the two major
events, the Summer and Winter Solstice parties. These
originated with the first residents of the co-op, who were
looking for an excuse to hold community celebrations in the
picnic and Christmas seasons; given the mixtgrg of religious
affiliations within the co-op, the solstice festivals seemed
the most apﬁra?riate! All these affairs are well attended,
and are funded partly from the co-op budget and partly by
member contributions of food and drink,

Other sorts of co-op social gatherings are open to some

but not all members. One circle of original residents has
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pot luck suppers, to which former residents are often
invited. Some co-op women host sales parties for household
plastic ware, cleaning products, jewelry, and other firms,
to which they invite other co-op women. In addition, recent
arrivals in the co-op have been welcomed at pot luck suppers
' organized by their cluster group. When asked about baby or
bridal showers, members replied that these were not normally
held, since that practice would soon become too expensive,
;%ven the number of young families and teenagers in the
"co-op. Farewell parties are rareiy:grgani;ed either, but not
for financial reasons. Rather, it appears that people
commonly leave the co-op under less than happy
circumstances, sometimes because of feuds with neighbours,
sometimes because of marriage breakups. Even those who leave
under what might be presumed to be happy circumstances,
namely, to move to their own house, often do so under a
cloud, since they are thought by some of the longer-term
members to be deserters, traitors to the cause. As one
member put it, "If you want to start a really vicious rumour
about someone, just 1ét it be known that they’'re saving for
a house."”

Once again, the issue of standards surfaces. Co-op
members are expected to behave in a neighbourly manner
toward each other, offering help to meet expressed needs.
However, there is no universal standard of validity of
' ’needsivCe*Qﬁ members cannot be easily classified according
to their standards of what needs they consider legitimate;
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however, a few issues stand out as points of disagreement.

Saving one’s money for a house is clearly one. There is
a relatively large minority of co-op members who feel that
people who join a housing co-op primarily because the chéap
housing it offers enables theh to amass a down payment on a
house more quickly are exploiting the co-op; for this
minority, housing co-ops are a preferred alternative, not
just a waystation'on the path to home ownership. More co-op
members, however, feel that saving for a house is
acceptahle, as long as the people concerned continue to do
their part as co-op members. One older couple feef that
families with teenaged childrén especially ought to have
their own home, for the children’'s sake, on the grounds that
co-ops are too densely populated to accommodate normal
teenage behaviour. ‘

Emotional breakdown is another issue. Several members
mentioned that they had found other co-op members,
especially those people in their more intimate circle, Qgry
supportive in times of emotional crises. For exaﬁple.
several people whose marriages disintegrated have rema ined
in the co-op for a considerable time, moving out only upon
re'ﬁdrriage. However, a few members appeared very bitter _
about the lackjof support they had received dur1n¢ emotional
crises. A former resident moved out when the co-op refused
her liQe-in boyfriend' s application for membership. Another
neﬁber; who is still in the co-op, felt deserted by the

co-op when she was hospitalized for a month to recover from
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a mental breakdown, during which period she was visited by
no one from the co-op. Another member feels persecuted

because of her status as a single parent and as an

immigrant, with a cultural background that differs
considerably from that of other co-op members. Over the
years Co-op Home has begn occupied, several marriages have
broken up. Alcoholism has also been a problem in several
households. Some of the more analytical members have
suggested that the stresses of co-operative living have
added to the problems of thesé distressed members, rather
than serving in any way to relieve them.

"However, the majdr‘point of disagreement céncerning
neighbour ly behaviour appears to be the extent to whith
people’s feelings must be taken into account in.dea1ings
between co-op members. Many members find'itldifficultrto
separate neighbourly behaviour and the more formal,
disciplinary behaviour necessitated by the fact thit the
co-op is not just a collection of neighbours, but a
corporate association which must govern itself. The majority
of members would prefer to see all problems in the co-op |
dealt with in a neighbourly fashion, by talking them out to
arrive at mutually satisfacfory solutions. Unfortunately for
this point of view, there are disagreements between co-op

members that are so fundamental they'can never be resolved

" in this way. The disputes over maintenance and life-style

described in the preceding chapters are an example, as are

the political issues which surfaced in the daycare war

*
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descr ibed above. Some members have resorted to the courts
for a resolution of their difficulties with fellow members.
Other ‘co-op members, while not necessarily agreeing with
this approach, feel that strong and-detisive action by the
Board would have headed éfféﬁhese praﬁlgms before they
deyelapga to the point where legal action became necessary.
Through the years, however, Boards have tended toward the
neighbour ly approach and hi@e taken steps to foster that
approach rather than to enforce written rules and policies
more strictly. For example, one recent BDEFd‘aﬁinﬁtEﬁ a
Hember‘ﬁelaticns Committee to whom members can bring their
problems with other members for confidential mediation and
resolution. The members of this committee feel they hive
been successful more often than they have failed, but some
members with autstanding grievances feel the committee’s
work is irreie&int to their problems.

Another example of a Board approach to fostering
neighbourliness was the organizing of cluster groups, to
EﬁGGQFSQE more consistent maintEna%ce of the common property
and thereby build esprit de corps. MHowever, only a couple of
clusters are very active, and this activity is due entirely
to the initiative taken by activist members; the rest rarely
'_meet for any purﬁgse other thaﬁ Dn those aec!signs when they
are requested to meet by the Bcard or a Board committee.

Ean meetings, although they are run according to
conventional rules of order, tend to be long, drawn-out

affairs, because the chairperson hesitates to impose order
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on particiﬁﬁnts who are his neighbours, friends, or even
Kin. Membership coffee parties, another example, have come
under attack for being "inquisitions® rather than the
friEﬁdix, informal affairs many members would prefer tham to
_beg The monthly newletters also display this preferred
néighbeuﬁ1y approach, since they afe compilations of news
about co-op members, announcements of meetings and special
events, letters from members, reports from Committees,
maintenance hints, recipes, sayings. and the like, fither
than the hard-hitting, educative vehicle some members think
they shagld be.

This téﬁsian between th; formal requirements of
governance and the more infcrﬁa] requirements of
neighbouring appears to be a chronic feature of life in
Co-op Home, for which there is no immediate or easy
solution. Members are expected to consider the co-op their
home; therefore, t;ey in turniexpégt that home to be their
refuge from the tensions of the workplace and their primary
vehicle of self-expression. Yet because they must share the
Gﬁﬁership of that home with others, they mﬁst also agree to
abide by certain rules with which they may not agree and
which they feel impinge on their freedom to enjoy their
~home. To some extent, all home owners face this problem,
since all must abide by municipal and other laws respecting
their use of their awﬁ’prgperty, However , because co-op
members participate directly in setting their own rules

rather than having to rely on elected representatives to

E 4
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pass laws on their behalf, they feel that much more
aggrieved if those rules do not accord with their particular
values and beliefs. The co-op’' s open. membership policy
prohibits them from recruiting residents on the basis of
their beliefs. and their ultra-democratic decision-making
process prevents them from declaring one particular set of
beliefs and standards as universally true. This dilemma and
its origins in the wider society will be discussed in °
greater detail in the concluding chapter.
A B -

B. Condo Place

Rules 7

Neighbouring in Condo Place is much less intengive and
emotion-laden than it is in Co-op Home. Although owners and
other residents of Caqde Place who encounter each other are
_expected to behave toward each other in a neighbourly
fashion, there is no universal expectation that all condo
residents are to regard all other condo residents as their
neighbours. The rule gcverﬁiﬁé neighb@uringibehavigur in -
Condo Place could be stated: if interaction between
caﬁécminium residents occurs, it will take place in a
positive, co-operative, and friendly manmer. Neighbourly
relations are not expected to differ from those found in
other urban neighbéurha@ds in Narth'América: Keller's
description of a neighbour as "an alien who must help but
not intrude” is very appropriate to C@n&é Place (Keller

1968:28). Respect for privacy is an overriding concern in
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Condo Place: none of the residents interviewed moved to the
éandaminium to find neighbaurs; rather, they moved there to
enjoy the benefits of ownership, one of which is having a
place where one’'s privacy will*be respected and outside
interventions in one's 1ife kept to a minimum. Q\
Participation

Condo Place residents did not choose to be part of an
association; by and large membership was a fact thrust upon
them by their purchase of a condominium unit. Accordingly,
Condo Place residents tend to choose their acquaintances on
the basis of mutual interests other than those arising from
their (chance) ownership of property in common. ‘ E

This openness of choice is evident in the number of
names of fellow residents each interviewed resident could
recognize and "put a face to." Of the 42 people
(represenfing 33 of the 40 households) who indicated how f
many residents they would recognize, the largest number of
names identified was 37, out of a p?ssible 39;";Eveﬁ Board
memb;rs did hgt Know everyone in the condo, although present
and former Board members tended to know more than did the
other reside;ts. as did the couple who built the enclosure,
because of their activities in circulating petitions for
support. The average number of recognitions was 13 household
names out of thirty-nine, or one-third of the tétzﬁ number .

¥4 The list of names shown to condo residents for the
identification tasks contained only the last names of the
owner or renter of each unit. No list of all household
members exists in Condo Place. -

Y
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As in the co-op, this average is likely higher than it would
be had all the owners participated in making the
identifications, since the sample of residents interviewed
1nciuded=€1i fhe present Board members and most of the '
former Board members still resident in the condo, but not
211 the non-participants. Extrapolating from the statements
‘of the non-participants Ehé wé?e available for interviews,
6any of whom could put faces to only two or three names and
some.to none, the real average would likely be closer to
fifteen per cent. q

The range of neighbour ing acﬁivjties in Condo Place is
very restricted, so restricted that it is possible to list
_all the 1ﬁ5taﬁ§§5 of neighbouring that came to. this
resegrehgr s attention. Only Board members see each ethar on
anything like a regular basis, and even then their
interactions are limited largely to condo business. Two of
the Board members are also mothers of young children, and -
this, plus the fact that their husbands at one time worked
for the same firm, has given them enough in common to widen
their interchanges to include matters ctb;r than condo
affairs. In one other instance two young mothers came to
know each other to some extent because their children played
tagéther. but they were unable to provide each other’'s last
names or the number of the unit the other 1ived in. Another
 Board member claimed that she enjoyed getting to know peéplg
in the condo and liked the fact that she could drop in on a

few of them for coffee and a chat. In another case two

AN
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owners worked in the same office and became quite friendly
for a time; but the boyfriend of one felt she was spending
too much time at the other’s place, and that brought an end
to the two women’'s relationship. The final case also
concerns a Board member, who as a single parent had come to
rely on the man next door, also a single parent, for
emergency car éhd other repairs, and recibrocated by baking
cookies for his son’s'cu’b‘sé:out meetings; that man moved
out, but she now relies on another mag, also a Board member,
for help with mechanicalvo} technical matters.

When Condo Place residents were asked how much they saw
of their neighbours, the most common response was, "We’'ve
really not‘gotten to know anyone here.‘ or "l couldn’'t even
‘tell you who lives next door." A few residents would prefer
to know their neighboufs somewhat better, but most describe
themselves as "loners,” and/or as too busy with their jobs
and their families to do much "socializing." Two owners
remarked- that neighbours seemed much friendlier in the
neighbourhoods of detached houses they had lived in before
4coming to the condo, and were somewhat surprised fhat_this
should be the case. ~

Owners themselves proposed several reasons for the lack
of social contact between residents of the condo. Most
res1dents work during the day, and are too tired or busy in
the evening to be bothered with neighbour1ng. The rate of
turnover of units {s high, which means that residents have

little chance to get to Know other residents before they



move on again. The design of the units, with their high
fences and staggered yards, gives residents perhaps too much
privacy, since iﬁ means that residents rarely encounter each
other; only along "elite row" do driveways and yards adjoin,
and only here did residents mention seeing each other |
"around” or outside. One member stated that she saw more of
!hgr fellow tenants in the apartment she had lived in prior
to moving to the condo than she saw of her present
neighbours; "at least we saw each other ini{?e hallways."
Other factors mentioned were the lack of tasks within the
condo on which residents could work together, and the lack
of any community Fécilities or criss-crossing walkways where
residents would encounter each other on a regular basis. |
Even meetings provide little opportunity for meeting other
resideﬁtsi since the same people tend to turn up at all of
them and mﬁst owners prefer to send proxies if required.
"Neither do recruitment procedures provide much in the wai of

pre-existing ties amang Condo Piase résidEﬁts. In only three,

a:qua1ntan;e; all the other residents had selected Condo
Place from among a ﬁumbervaf condominiums shown them by
their real estate agent.

Only a few owners, however, statedithat they disliked
Céﬁd@ 1iving because it was not cenﬂucive to neighbcuring
One owner felt he had been subject to discriminaticn because
of his country of origin. One of the two renters was well

aware that one of the owners would prefer to see all renters



banned from any use of the common property. The few’
remaining malcontents al] complained mare.abgut the Board
and their incompetence or their intrusions on privacy tha;
about the lack of neighbourliness. Primary among these
complainants were the couple who built the enclosure. F;ey
and the two owner-couples who supported them were the only
residents who had become so disgusted with condominium
living that they "could hardly wait to get out” and "would
never live in another condominium.” ;

Almost all tHe residents interviewed have from time to
time encountered a problem arising from the close proximity
;f'units in the condo.‘such as music being played too

loudly, dogs barking, cats leaving dirty paw prints on
fences and feces in flower beds, teenagers roaring down the
roadway or boulevard, noisy parties, or cars parkgdxiﬂ'the-
wrong spot. The most common reaction is, in the words of one
disgruntled resident, to "sit back and bitch.” However, if
“the problem continues, the aggrieved resident usually
approaches the offender and asks him to cease the offending
behaviour. When this fails, the resident usually complains
to the Board, whose members then go through a similar
procedure of first approaching the offender iﬁférméliy. then
more formally by way of a letter. When all else fails,
external authorities are appesled to;. for example, the
pBlice were called to get the owner of the enclosure to

cease hammering on it at one o'clock in the morning; he in

turn called the police sometime later, to havé,the pajﬁtérs
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who had been hired by the Baaﬁé removed from his yirdi
However , these extremes of behaviour are very rare, and most
residents remain unaware of them. Most residents are
likewise unaware of crises in the lives of other residents.
For example, during the months in which this research was
carried out, one resident family suffered a double
ééreavemEﬁt, Only a few other residents, most of them Board
members, were aware. of these tragedies.'Similariy. tgwafd
the end of the reéearch period, the mortgages on four units
were either in or about to undergo foreclosure, but only the
treaspreﬁ and possibly some other Board members were aware
of the owners’' financial plight.

The Board makes only perfunctory attempts to foster
esprit de corps. Each summer a barbecue is held in the
condo, to which every household is invited to bring their
own food snd drinks. However, these affairs tend to attract
only the members of the Board. A few other residents report
having attended one, but they were disappointed to find that
each family kept to itself while the Board members "sat and
tdlked shop.“ Only the Board members seemed to have anything
in common: the others felt like outsiders, and have never
attended another one. | Lt

Condo Place appears to attract people who géqpral]y
want to be left alone to live their own lives. IY‘}heY havée
rented in the past, they look forward to moving into their
own house as soon as finanées permit. If they have lived in

a house, they are attracted to a condominium because it
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requires less of their time and energy to maintain. These
types of people are not seeking a community or an
opportunity for "involvement,” but rather a waystation on
the road to something else, be it home ownership, a new job
in another city, or retirement. As a result, they feel
little pFESSBFE’t%’bEEGﬁE involved in condominium affairs,
nor would they appfeciate such pressure being applied to
them.
C. Conclusions

The contrast between Co-op Home and Condo Place
residents ig most dramatic in the emphasis they place on and
the expectations they have of the Seighbsurinqrrclei The
sﬁarpﬁess of this contrast throws into vivid relief the more
basic difference in property relations that obtains between
the groups. The implications of these differences for the
future of condominiums and co-operatives as alternatives to.
the ownership of a single-family home in Canada, are the

subject of the following and concluding chapter.



VII. Conclusions
A. Objects of the Study: Reprise

been to determine whether the basic difference in property
reiatignﬁSrgpresgntgd by a housing EQ%apgr;tivg and a
housing condominium gives rise to'differences 'in other
sotial relationships.

The answer to this question, following from an analysis

represents, and of the institutional rules and ranges of
behaviour that characterize each form, is a definite yes. As
deseriged in Chapter Three, with the aid of G.N. Appell’'s
concepts of jural categories, cafeaary. the housing
co-operative is more clearly a jural isolate, wity a‘Mﬁre
fully developed jural personality, than is the condominium.
peoperty; whereas, in the condominium, each individual owner
holds tiitle igt eh a share of the property. The
co-operative association has the power to select or reject
applicants as members, and insist thét all adult residents
become members; whereas, in the condominium, the corporation
has no such powers, all residents in the condominium are not
members (for example, the renters) and membership is open to
pgrggns not resiéeﬁt in the condo (namely, absentee
landlord-owners and registered mDrtgageéjenders). Finally,

the Board of the co-op association is directly and °°
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frequently answerable to the members who elected it: whereas
in the condominium, the Board may actually assume the powers
of the corporation, whose members elect it on the
“understanding that it may do so. a 35 f#this diffei‘e!thgsg
differences# In Chapters Four, Five, and Six, these
differences in corporate attributes were seen to be
reflected in the institutional differences characterizing
the two housing groups. In the co-op, the @rimary emphasis
is on the general membership' the frequent meetings
organized by aﬁd for co-op members provide members with many
opportunities and encourage them to parti:ipate in the
running of the co-op; the membership as a whole is held
responsible for the maintenance of GQ;Sﬂ property, which
extends to the insides of the units that members consider
their homes; and "neighbourly"” interactions between co-op
members encompass an extensive network of potential
neighbours, are Fﬁequent and éftea intense, cchr in a wide
range of locales, and carry a variety of contents. In the
condominium, on the other hand, the Board is emphasized over
the general member;ﬁ?p it is the Board that meets
frequently to set condo policy and manage condo affairs, the
~ Board that carries the bulk of the responsibility for
ﬁaintaininq condo property -- which does not extend to the
ihteriors of individual units -- and Board members who
interact most frequently on a "neighbourly” basis.

C Thus, in Co-op Home, both the expectations of members’

L}

participation in co-op affairs and their rates of
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participation are higher than tﬁey are in Condo Place.
However, in addition to these differencesxiﬁ expectations
and their fulfilment, there is another marked difference
between the two projects, namely, the much higher incidence
of conflict and division evident among 'Co-op Home members
than is the case among Condo Place residents

The differences in corporateness wh1ch characterize
jural relations in the two projects-do not account
satisfactorily for this difference in levels of conflict. In
fact, the highef incidence of conflicf -- or better,
unmanageable conflict -- within the co-op runs counter to
the researcher’'s initial (naive) assumption that the more
corporate.or unitary the group, the lower the level of
confllct among its -members. (

This assumption appears to have been shared by the
originators of Co-op Home. As pointed out in Chapter Six
(p. 134), the original planners of the co-op did not take!.
into consideration the possibility of chronic conflict, so
power ful was their belief in the benefits of collective and
co- rative action. Those members have had to come to terms
with what has become thé reaIify of chronic conflict. Scﬁe
‘have done so by leaving Co-op Home. Those who have stayed,
however , have sought an explanation for this conflict in the
folk wisdom that sn intense and intimate relationship has #s
great a potential for hostility as it does for warmth and
supportiyeness. This “familiarity breeds contempt”

explanation surfaced in discussions with several co-op
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members about their policy of making their closest friends
outside rather than within the co-op (see Chapter S5ix,

p. 141). It was also appealed to by analysts of the day care
war; many members who had lived through that crisis felt
that the situation became as explosive as it did because too
many co-op members became too involved with the co-op and
with each other, resulting in an overheated "pressure
cooker” environment.

This relationship between intimacy and hostility is an
-assumption about human re1atianshipsyand interaction that
could probably be tested in some e&pirieal way. Haugver;
Explangticnsrfﬁr relationships and interactions within a
social group can also be sought outside the boundar ies of
the group. In the case of housing co-ops and condominiums,
such an approach is entirely gppraariatg! given thé\ifzt
that these residential groups are a response to needs
arising in the wider society. Because these'grau;s owe their
existence to that wider society and draw their membership
and l-gal bases from it, it is reasonable to consider the
1n§act which thase ties to the wider society have on the
operation of co- aps and condominiums as social groups.

, :
B. Caﬁstra!nts and Ccnflict
| As cutlined in Chapter Two, h@us1ﬁg co- cperativgs and
céndcminium; are responses to the dilemma pcsed by Gﬂﬁtiﬁued‘
demand for home ownership on the one hand and the rising
costs of that ownership on the other. Correspondingly, the



- 162
internal problems of co-ops and condos can be viewed as

Both co-ops and condominiums are compromise responses
to the dilemma. In both cases, lowered housing costs are
achieved by increased residential density and shared
ownership of most or all of the physical plaﬁt‘and all the
land on which it sits. The condo owner, however, gets to
keep his rights as an owner of private property, espééia11y
the right to a profit upon transfer of those rigqts to
another owner. The co-op member gives up his rights of
~ private property ownership, in exchange for even lower
housing costs than are typical in a condo, and for freedom
from the burden of a long-term mortgage debt.

The contention of Chagteé Two, that*purchasers of homes
willingly accept this debt load and the other burdens that
‘accompany home ownership, is borne out in the interviews
with Condo Place owners. As ingicated ¥n Chapters Féur
through Six, most Condo Place owners feel they are getting *
good value fer:thgir mnhéyi Moreover, they are anxious to
see that value maintained; many owners mentioned to the
researcher the fact that Condo Place units that are put on
the market teéd to sell quickly and for a "good" price
(i.e., one significantly higher than the price the vendor
paid when he bought the unit). This concern for property .
values pervades every aspect of Condo Place social 1ife:

owners who choose to attend meetings or volunteer for Board

positions do so out of their concern to “protect th§1r=

i



interests"; Board members and others water newly-planted
trees and go about picking up litter because trees and
tidiness "add a lot to the value of the property.” When
disagreements do arise, they tend to centre not on personal
values, since all owners are agreed on the need to keep up
property values, but réthér on how property values can best
be maintained: recalcitrant owners are urged to clean up
their yards or remove disabled cars from the parking lot
because weeds and dead vehicles "make the place look cheap” ;
the illegal patio enclosure was considéred a problem
primarily because it could set an unicrtunate precedent far}
uﬁcéﬁtrciled building that would detract from the value of
every unit; reniEFS are viewed with suspicion because they
may not have the commitment to érégerving property values ]
that characterizes owners. For the reasons outlined in
Chapter Two, this commitment to property values is widely
suppor ted iﬁVNDrth Amer ican society, and, while in the case
of the condo it does not appear to lead to the building of a
community, neither does it lead to the kind of deep -
divisions and hostilities that characterize life in the
co-op.

Co-op H@me members, by contrast, are a much more
diverse group, as indicated in the demographic sketch that
forms part of Chapter Three. Like condo owners, samévcaﬁgﬁ
meibers look forward to the day when they can buy their own
house, and see Co-op Home as a pleasant and cheap place to

live in the meantime. Others, whose iﬁeames.will never be
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high éﬁeugh,ta make a house purchase possible, prefer 1ife
in Co-op Home to the uncertainties of rgntinéean the social
problems. and stigma associated with public housing. Yet a
third group of members, whose incomes would enable. them to
buy a house, prefer life in a co-operative to priv:ie
ownership, on grounds that range from practical ("we don’t
want the burden of a mortgage”) to ideological ("Housing
co-ops are a way of providing the decent, affordable housing
that is every Canadian’s right.")

Hut of this diversity comes a lack of commitment to any
common goal, even to the principles of co-operatives
themselves. The stated goal of the housing co-operative
movement in Canada is the provision of decent, affordable
housing by means of self-help (see Chapter Five). In the
case of a small co-operative like Co-op Home, affordability
is very much tied in with self-help, given that the costs of
operating the co-op would be considerably higher were all
1abéur!é: espécia11y the labour expended on managing co-op
affairs -- hired at m;rket rates. The result for co-op
members is an Gb]iﬁat{%ﬁ to participate~in ruﬁﬁinq and
maintaining the co-op. In effect, their monthly charge has
two parts, money and unpaid labour. Not all co-op members .
are aware of -- or at least prepared to admit to being aware
of -- the two-part nature of their monthly charges. The
‘non-participants interviewed in the course of this research
considered regular payment of their monthly charges and
Reegiﬁg their own units in good Fepair’a sufficient

*
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c?htributigﬁ to the co-op. As far as they were concerned,
those memé;rs who "Knock themselves out” on co-op committees
do so out of a need to feel important, to be "at the centre
of .things" and recognized for their hard work.

The recently-instituted Policy on Participation is an
attempt to make these npn-participating members aware of
their obligations, or, failing that, to derive from them at
least a minimum number of hours of labour. In terms of this
latter objective, the policy may be successful. However ,
from the comments made ;§ the researcher by these
ﬁcnépartic{paﬁts. no policy is going to jolt them into an
admission of their obligations. They simply do not consider
Qﬁ*@p!pglicies to have much authority over their actions.
These policies are IEQisiatedi in their view and also in
reality, by a minority of co-op members: technically a
policy can be voted iﬁtc existence by the aye votes afkenly
seven members, i.e., a majority of the quorum of twelve. And
although a powerful sanction for enforcing pciiéies exists
in the form of eviction, Boards are reluctant to use it, on
the grounds that eviction is not appropriate in a
co-operative of homes .

The fact that all co-op members are not wérking for
common éea{s is reflected in the procedures for S%Feening
and disciplining members. The Membership Coomittee, in its
recommendations to the Board, attempts to select members
according to their promise as'co-op members. However, ‘they

have only prospective members’ professed rgaécnsx?af wanting
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to join the co-op on which to make their decision, or
recommendations on their behalf from existing members who
‘are their Kin or friends. Contrast this situation with that
in a Hutterite colony, for example, in which young adults
are accepted as full members through baptism after many
years of observance of their behaviour by their elders.
: -
Hutterites value actions over words in determining who would
or would not make a good Hutterite:
Everyone in the colony generally knows who
will request baptism and who will wait. If
there is a question about any candidate, all
aspects are discussed so that the colony is
in agreement; often a young person is advised
to postpone his request for baptism. During
the six-to-eight week instruction period,
applicants must demonstrate that they have
humbled themselves, are devoid of self-will,
and are completely obedient to the cammunity
(Hostetler 1974:236). o
Co- op Home members have no cppartun1ty for observing the
resident members, and even if they did, have no set of
communal ly-acknowledged standards by which “workers" could
be distinguished from "shirkers." Indeed, there is not even
a consensus that such a distiﬁcticﬁ is apgrapriate, At least
in the past, some persnns have been accepted as cc op
members because it was Felt that the co- op c@uld help them
through a rough patch in their lives to became eventual}y
fully participating members. In a few cases this hope was
"fulfilled, but in most cases it was not, and several members

interviewed now repudiate the notion of the co-op as a
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charity. '

The unity afdgill and‘purpasé among Hutterite brethren
derives from thei% belief in an authority greater than
themselves. assistant preachers, for example, are chosen by
lot from among the nominated candidates, thereby giving God
the casting vote (Hastetfgr 1974:162). For Hutterites, the

self is to be regarded merely as a vehicle for expressing

the will of the divine authority. Their goal is total/.

immersion in the«éivine will:

Individuality, which is denied and carefully
guarded against throughout life, is to be
completely abolished in hgaven. The vision of
dying Hutterites emphasizes dikeness,
uniformity and unity, for all personal
tendencies and idiosyncracies are to be
dissolved. There is little speculation about
heaven or the Kinds of enjoyment or activity
it will provide. What matters most is
preparation through submission to divine and
right order . There is to be more perfect
communal living in heaven (Hostetler
1974:250).

Co-op members, however, are not aspiring to any type of
perfection or se]f!abneggiiang In the preamble to their
' by-laws, any authority above the ‘level of the individual is
eiplicit]y eschewed:

In the onganization of the work of the Co-op,
the following principles are held to be
important:

I
People should do the jobs they want to do
and that they are capable of doing. It is
better if people volunteer than if they
have to be asked. It is better that people
be asked than that they be préssured. Once
a job is taken on, it is their ,
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responsibility and they should ask for
whatever they need to gccomplish it.

Every member of the Co-op should
participate in some way. Each adult member
is encouraged to belong to at least one
committee.

There is no boss, no power trip. What we
are is a housing co-op whose existence
requires the accomplishment of var1cus
tasks.35%

The comparison between the co-op and a Hutterite colony
is a usefuf one, in that it points up the fact that co-ops
ire not utopian attempts t@‘withdraw from the world, as is
the case for sectarian communal groups like the Hutterian
Brethren. Co-ops are a Qithdvawa] only from the conventional
housing market, an alternative to renting, whether from
government agencies or private owners, and to single-family
home ownership. However, as was pointed out in Chapter Two,
this withdrawal is not complete, s ine co-ops are dependent
on government largesse, yet are unable to amass a large
enough power base to manipulate that largesse EQﬂSiEtEﬁtiy-
in their favour. This is in contrast to the power of N
developers, particularly large ones, to infiuﬁﬁcf government
policies (Lorimer 1978, Collier 1974), which are already
predisposed in favour of individual home ownership (cf. Rose
1980,als0 Chapter Two). As a mortgage-lender, the federal
government in the form of CMHC makes the same demands as any
other mortgage lender -- t?gt the mor tgaged praﬁgrty be

35Takgﬁ frcm Infarmatiaﬁ about CQ op Home for ResidEﬂt
Members,” 1978.
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managed in a business-1ike manner to insure a cont inuous
flow of monthly payments, and maintained in a way that
protects the value of the lender’'s investment. Co-op Home
members may vacillate over acceptable standards of
housekeeping and maintenance, but the mor tgage- 1ender and
insurer do not. In fact, the insistence of the insurer‘that
certain units be cleaned up has lain behind most decisions
ovaoards to move out o; their “neighbourly persuasion”™ mode
and into their "enforcement” mode in dealing with laggard
members .

As described in Chapter Five, the need to conduct a
business operation in which setting and enforcing standards
of behaviour, is required, conflicts with the desire to
behave tbwards fellow co-op members in a neighbourly
fashion. Dealing with the resulting tensions takes up most
of the co-op-directedrenerg1es of its active members. This
inner conflict seems to characterize all
;counter-inst{tutions,' that is, groups like the housing
co-op that are intent on building a group life and carrying
out collective activities that run counter to more
widespread societal values. Rosabeth Kanter, in her study'of
urban communes, ascribes this concern for energy in
counter-institutions to their lack of external support.

" According to Kanter (1979:129), in the commune there are
strong pressures

...not to withdraﬁ energy from the group. The
need to centralize energy of all Kinds in the
S
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group and diffuse it among members and group
tasks seems .to be an underlying dynamic in
group life: the more radical the group, the
more unstable and uncertain its future and
the mbre sources of outside support
unavailable to it, the stronger the need to
collect energy.... The tendency to collect
energy is surprisingly universal, even in the
loosest communes with the most limited
programs and expectations for future
existence.

It is ironic that in their attempt to build a
collective challenge to the notion of home as investment
‘that is so entrenched in North American society, housing
co-operatives become subject to internal tensions that
weaken the impact co-operatives as a group can have on the
Canadian housing market. Pabl Starr’'s analysis of “phantom
communities” points up these difficulties -
counter-institutions .face in -trying.both to challenge

prevailing values and to exemplify alternatives to them:

.. .counterinstitutions face a trade-off
between exemplifying ideals (such as
co-operafion; BJS) and waging conflict (e.g.,
with the housing industry; BJS). They cannot
fully commit themselves to both (unless, of
course, their ideals make the accumulation of
power a primary value in itself). They can
strike different balances between
mode 1 -oriented and conflict-oriented action,
but there is a strong tendency for them to

< adopt either exemplary organization, without
engaging in conflict, versary :
organization, withoutr immed tely atteﬂpt%ng
to realize ultimate fatues (3tarr 1979:248).

[

This tendency to internal divisiveness i% not the only

factor responsible for the as yet relatively small number of
housing co-operatives in Canada: the dream of individual

home ownership and government suppor t fbr jt is still more
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power ful than the movement towards co-operation, for the
reasons Dut(jned in Chapter Two. However, the emphasis on
building camﬁun!ty appears to be as much a conservative
tendency as it is agchQIIEﬁﬁetta prevailing valueg. Several
social scientists have diss@vered this!tendEﬁ;y in their own
disciplines. Robert Nisbet, for example, places social
scientists’ concern for community in the historical context
of their concern with the dark side of the social

transformations wrought by the Industrial Revolution:

Out of intimations of dissolution and
insecurity has emerged an interest in the
properties and values of community that is

one of the most striking social facts of the
present age.... Along with the pervasive
vocabulary of alienation (already described),
there is an equally influential vocabulary of -
comunity. Integration, status, membership, 1
hierarchy, symbol, norm, ldentif ication,

group -- these are key words in the
intellectual’s lexicon at the present time.
(Nisbet 1953:23)

Uzzell and Provencher (1976:34ff.) point out that this

concern with community éerves some very practical ends:

,The problem...which subsumes almost all of
the sociologist’'s social pfoblems is how to
make people, particularly poor people, behave
according to the norms of the sociologist’'s
subculture.... After the use of police, the

. 1st venerable solution has been to promote

’ primary relationships in the city. It is no
accident that philanthropic enterprises such
as Hull House in Chicago focus upon creating
"community’ within a particular.locality. Nor .

o is it accidental that many sociologists
. . remain preoccupied with how much contiguous
' people 'neighbor’ with each other..

* Dennis (1968:91) points out the political usefulness of the
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assumption that both causes and cures of social problems lie
at the community or neighbourhood level:
Generally the presumption... effect1v31y
stultifies the study. No gacd is achieved but
neither are any powerful interests affected
nor are any important established beliefs
questioned. It (the idea of community)
therefore remains an ideology which can
attract research funds and catch the ear of
established opinion. ,

It would appear that those co-op members who are
ideologically conmitted to making housing co-operatives a
force in national housing production and exchange need to
work at political levels beyond their own bauﬁdariesi'This
question of the effectiveness of housing caféperatives as

= f
vehicles pof political action is not directly relevant to the
. L e A : .
primary question posed in this thesis. However, it does have
a bearing on the answer to that primary question. The

research and analysis presented in this thesis suggest that

in cohesive relations in other aspects of the social
structure, “é@hesive‘ being defined in terms of the degree
to which>groug members are expected to participate in the
institutionalized activities of their group, and the degree
to which théy fulfil those expectations. However, in light
of the material presented in this last chapter, a proviso
must be added to this conclusion, namely, that the
relationship between property relations and other social
relations, although causal at one level, is not mechanical

or readily predicted. Rather, {t is complicated by pressures
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and constraints arising from the wider socio-economic system

within which it is ermeshed, and these constraints must be

taken into account if descriptions and analyses are to have

any validity as explanatory tools.

C. Possibilities for Further Research

The question of the political effectiveness of housing

fn this thesis. In the remainder of this chapter, some of
these questions will be made explicit, and some possible
ways of answering them will be prgpqséﬁ,

One of the former members of Co-op Home interviewed in
the course of this rgsearch'ﬁaw iivgs in another gity, in a
much larger co-op, af!QSD units, which predates Co-op Home.
This large co-op his a paid professional mgﬁage% with Ja

staff of eight, and was a “turnkey” projec

it was organized and built by a sponsor ing or
rather than by the members themselves. Accerdjn

member, the number and extent of neighbouring activities and

participation rates in the large co-op are much lower than
they were in Co-op Home. She and her husband miss Co-op Home
very much; ' they enjoyed the intimacy with and support from
fellow members they encountered there, despite the Fa:t!theyf
HEFé residents at t%e time of the daycare war. They ﬁave |
ﬁEYEF lived in a condominium, but she feels that thé more
bureaucr“ic and formal organization of the large co-op
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makes it more like a condominium thar? like a co-op.

These observations about the difference size makes to
social relations within a co-op are reinforced by the
reflections of one of the @r;giﬁal core members of Co-op
Home. who is stil] resident there. This member feels that
Co-op Home is both too large and too small: too smal) to be
run effectively as a business, with the arm’' s- length
transactions a business operation makes necessary, yet too
large to allow for the truly intimate intergéticﬁs which,
for him, make for a genuine community. ;

Informal conversations with members and former members
of other cg?css have led the researcher to the realization
that co-ops can differ along many aiher dimensions than size
alaﬁe; one co-op in the same city as Co-op Home is argaﬁifad
and pc@ul by refugees from a pcl{iicaiiy distressed
country; almost all the members af aﬁcther co-op be1anq to a
targe public service union; '‘a third co-op has a great many
"co-operative households.,” in other words, households of
people of both sexes who age not relatedipy ties of blood or
marriage; a fourth is the result of a conversion of a rental
apartment complex tc é co-operative; and so on. This . |
diversity may make é;ﬁeraifgatians about housing co-ops
difficult. However, some a!}efuliy controlled e@ﬁﬁn;ative
studies of, for example, ‘a large with a small 36469.';ﬁ
‘gthnical1yfbased or trade-union-based co-op with an open
membership co-op, or a “turnkey" .project with a
self-organized and se1f=maﬁaged:¢éﬁgp. should peint up the.



differences factors such as bases of member recruitment,

size..and the commitment that results from| "sweat equity”

make to the ongoing operation of housing cb cperativegs -
Hous ing caﬁdamiﬁiums also differ alenﬁ d1mensibns sucha

as size, membership, and management. Even very sm;]l
cbndominiums may Ee professionally managed, usuaigy by a
‘management ;gmpaﬁy that!hQIds contracts with several condo
associations. The role of the Board in professionally 7
managed condominiums as Gﬁ@ﬂﬁéﬂ to self-managed condominiums
would be an 1ﬁterest1ng subject for a comparative study. As
for recruitment, the difference in social relations between
2 luxury complex, which offers a range of recreational
facilities and an internal security system, and a more

s Condo Place, would

modest, moderate-income campiexﬂéuc”
makKe for a%ather useful comparisom.

bétween a housing co-operative s#d truly communal
settlements. A comparison between“h housing co-op and a
secular, preferably urban, commune of about the sﬁme size
would be useful in deter"ping differences in members’
roles, relationships, idgclagy. and motives for beccming
involved {ﬁ such "EGUﬁter institutions.” I: addition,
participant observer studies of either hausing ca*cperatives
or condom1n1ums wou id br1ng much more depth to a descr1pt1cﬁ
and analysis of their social orgagliEstions than was possible
~in this 1imited study. Especyally important would be a
t&sting of the fit between ,shat residents say they do -- on
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which this study has largely relied -- and what they can
actually -be observed to do. The researcher did as much
cross-checking of members’'claims as possible, but such
checks are no substitute for systematic and long-term

observation of behaviour. In addition, participant observer

studies would i11ﬁminate aspects of social life, such as the

role of children in the co-op, which the researcher was able
only to glimpse by means of interviews and.a comparative
focus. : : '

Finally, this study has been ﬁrediéatgd largely on the
effects of the North American home ownership dream on social
relations in condominiums and co-operatives. Some
cross-cultural studies of housing co-ops and condominiums in
North America and 1ﬁ shose parts of Europe where they are
-firmly established and widespread forms of tenure would be
valuable in issézsiﬁg-the extent to which that dream and its
effects are North American phenomena only. This s &
question that has far broader implications than merely the
operation of co-ops and condominiums, and would be the
researcher's preference were further time and funding for
research to be made available.

The social relations of housing, both productien and
consumpt fon, deserve much more systematic study than they
have received to date. The research preéeﬁteé in this thesis
is intended as a-contribution to that end I%ES a
demonstration that the concepts and methads of

anthrgpolgqiea1 research are useful tools for that task.
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Table 1-
Previous Residence of Co-op Members and Condo Owners

Previous No. of IN. No. of IN
Res idence Co-op (N=50) Condo (N=40)
Househo lds Househo lds

Public 10 20 - -
Hous ing L -

Rented 35 70 24 . 60
- Dwelling
Owned Home 3 8 16 40

Farm - 2 | 4 B -- ;' --
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Social
Worker,

- Nurse

Clergyman

Business

~ Owner

Salesman

SKilled
Worker

Secretary,

No. of
Adult

Co-op
Membe

M B 5, I I « IR

—
LN

- - A
RNWADW O N~

-

F

I

XN
(N=90)

.

LM o W

[ %] oo L

ol

-

No. of
Adult
Condo

' Residents

—y

O OF M-

10

AN
(N270)

[N
" Y
. ’ ¥

O WO =
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Table 3:

L] s'“g

Occupations of Heads of Households {n Co-op Home and Condo

Place
'3
Occupation . No. of XN No. of IN
Heads, (N=50) Heads, (N=40)
' Co-op Condo
Lawyer 1 2 - -
Pilot o= - 1 2.5
Professor, w6 12 3 7.5
Teacher . .
Manager 6 12 14 35
Clergyman - - 1 2.5
Business 2 4 5 12:5
. Owner
Salesman 1, 2 5 12.5
Skilled 9 18 3 7.5
Worker ' .
Secretary, 3 6 3 7.5
Clerk
Labour 1 2 - -
Union ) _
Manual .. 7 14 2 5
Worker o
Student 4 8 1 2.5
Retired 8 16 R 2.5
2 4 1 2.5

Unemp loyed



Table 4:

&

=

Ages of Co-op and Condo Residents

Age (In No. of XN No. of
Years) " Co-op (N=186) Condo

Residents Residents

13 - 15 16 8 3
16 - 21 22 12 . a
21 - 35 34 18 30

36 - 64 44 28 . 38

181

%N
(N=97Y)

16

31

39
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Table 5:

'8¢

Number of Persons per Co-op and Condo Househo 1d

S ey

Number of No. of
Persons per Co-op
H@usghﬁla Househo lds

(N=50)

AN

No. of

Condo

Househo Ids

19

o

‘s m e

%N
(N=40)
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Table 6: s .

Number of Incomes per Household in Co-op and Condo

No. of Number of ~ XN Number of %N
Incomes per Co-op - (N=50) Condo (N=40)
Househo1d Households Households. -
1 24 a8 24 60
2 12 24 16 40
3 2 4 - .
Pension, 9 18 - -
Public : ) ‘ :
Assistance

Student 3 6 _ - -
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- Table 7:

‘Reasons for Moving to a Co-op Given by Co-op Rgggdintz

*,
k]

3 -

Reason . - . Number of . AN
) - + Respopses (N=102)
) A '
1. Interpersonal L. . 51= 5
Good place for chi'ldren 13 -
Desire to Know neighbours L I
Possibility of alternative 8
lifestyle : d
Relatives in co-op

7
Friends in co-op 5
4
a

—w

“~0Q 00w

Possibilities for
~involvement
Mix of incomes and ages

LH DHDUOD B —aO

Q

2. Financial Security 25+ 24»
a. Permanency of tenure t7 : 16
b. Control over environment 8 8

3. Good Value for Reasonable Price 16+ 16+
a. Nice design, reasonable : 13 13
rent n '
b. Desire to live on one 3 3
income

4, ldeological Commitment to . 9 9
Concept of Co-op :

5. Low Maintenance e o

L 4

*These figures reﬁfésent the sum of the responses that
follow them, which are lettered a., b.. and so on.
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Table 8
%
Reasons for Moving to a Condo Given by tondo Residents
- ‘ . = l
Reason ; Number of N
: : Respﬂnte; (N=65)
. 1. Good value, reasonaple price 24 37
2. Desire for cwﬁershi? / 21= 32+,
a. Desfre for equity . 15 22
b. Desire for control over ) 6 10
environment " '
3. Interpersonal 112 < L 1T
a. Desire for privacy 5- 8
b. Space for. family v 5 . 8
c. Desire to know neighbours 1 1
4, Low-maintenance 9 , 14
L
-\

*These figures represent the sum of the responses that
follow them,which are lettered a., b., and so on.
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1. Census

a.
b
C

Appendix One: Interview Protocol

\

~

Names of occupants
Ages of occupants
Occupations of occupants

2. Residence history

000

®

3. Choices

4. Ritual

when did you come to the co-op/condo?

Where did you live before coming here?

Are you originally from this city? If not, what is
the population of your home town?

/

Uhat7made you choose the co-op/condo as a place to
live? :

(For short-term residents) You're relatively new
here; how do you like it so far?

(For long-term residents) You've lived here _
years; what keeps you here? _ :
what do you see as being the major problems in the
co-op/condo? , . ,

How long do you see yourself staying here?

On what Kinds of occasions do co-op/condo members - -

tend to get together? ) ,

what about more casual or smaller affairs? (e.g.,
“coffeeing,” baby or bridal showers, welcoming
parties) ’

L
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5. Levels of participation

a.
b.

ao

Have you ever served on the Board? on any
committees? on any work parties or other projects?
Do you QEﬁerally attend co-op/condo social
affairs’ :

How about general membership meetings?

Are you involved in activities or organizations
outside the co-op/condo? Would you say these take
more or less of your time than co-op/condo
activities? v

6. Neighbouring

O o

o Qa o

-ty

How many names on this (membership) list could you
put a face to?

Who on this list might y@urgs to for a cup of
sugar or the loan of a tool’

Who might you ask to water your plants or feed
your pets while you' re away?

Who might you ask to take care of your children
for a few hours? o o
Which of these people do you think of as your
“neighbours”? as your “friends"?

Are there any people on this list whom you tend to
avoid? Any who you feel tend to avoid you?

7. Finances

a.

What are your housing GhaFgES/MEﬂthTy!QBYWEBtS?
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Appendix Two: A Participation Policy for Co-op Home

1. Rationale

By choosing to live in a housing co-operative the
members have committed themselves to a share in
the responsibilities of the co-op as well as to
its benefits. However, an inequity exists in the
number of members who accept those
responsibilities.

This imbalance in participation has a number of

implications for:

1) The cost of operating our co-operative since
our costs are kept to a minimum through the
self-help system as opposed to a system of
hiring staff. This will continue to increase
in importance as the maintenance expenses
rise)ea:h year.

2)  The state of morale and the sense of
co-operativeness among the members. The
feelings of unfairness on the part of those
who do participdte and the feelings of
isolation on the part of those who do not are
a source of conflict. These conflicts can
only hinder the co-operative’'s growth and
1imit us to only the economic benefits of
co-operative living at the expense of many
social benefits.

3)  The cost to the co-operative of the

‘burn-out’ of members, The imbalance we speak
of implies that some members are doing more
than their share so that the co-op can
function. This over-participation results in

' 'some members contributing excessive valuable
time and energy for a period and then
‘withdrawing totally to recover.

The lack of a co-ordinated system for allocating
tasks within the co-op and the absence of formal
expectations leave both long-standing members and
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new members confused about getting involved.

Organization of Participation
a. Types of Participation

1) Time spent in formal meetings other than
general meetings can count up to a maximum of
one-half of a member’'s total contribution.

2) Organized tasks delegated by each of the
co-operative's standing committees,

3) Suppgri tasks, e.g., taking care of someone’'s
children so they could participate in a
meeting.

4) "Creative and member-initiated participation”
-- either on an individual basis or through a
committee. This category will allow for the
unique contributions individuals may make
that would otherwise be smothered by

‘over-organization’ . Members who are
interested in this apticﬁ should approach the
Board for approval with the right to appeal
to a General Meeting.

b. How Much Participation?

It is estimated that 18 hours per household will
be required in the next six months. The required
number of hours is based on a minimum of one
household with one adult member. Board members and
committee chairpersons are automatically

considered to have fulfilled their hcuseheld"
obligations since these positions regularly
contribute in excess of the minimum.
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Organization

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

At every annual General Meeting each
individual over 16 in the co-operative is
requested to avail himself of one of the
committees. Future members shall be asked to
do so upon acceptance into the co-operative.
It is emphasized that this means that
atiendance at the committee meetings will be
compulsory. This will enable the committees

‘'to approach members and delegate tasks

directly if circumstances require.

Each committee will keep an ongoing estimate
of their monthly man-hour requirements on an
annual basis so that the co-op has a basis to

" review the amount of time required per

household ta(meet our needs.

Each committee will be responsible for a
description of its functions and the various
tasks it requires. This description will be
updated as often as required and will inform
new members, as well as longstanding ones, of
the kinds of things one can get involved in
on each committee.

Each coomittee chairman will make three
copies of the monthly job list including the
hours per task. One list will be prominently
displayed on a Kiosk or a covered bulletin
board outside the hall. A second list will be
posted in the newsletter each month and the
third kept by the chairman for his/her
records.

Registering and recording participation
through his/her committee will be the task of
each committee chairman. )

As an individual takes responsibility for a
job the chairman will update the committee
records accordingly. As jobs are completed a
record of how much work each household does
through its committee will be updated.

Work will be recorded in hourly blocks and
totalled on a six-month basis.

Routine tasks may be pre-assigned to members

\
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in advance on a yearly or seasonal basis,
thus saving the chairmen the extra work of
assigning these monthly.

3. Monitoring Participation

Each month, a frequency distribution (table and graph)
of the number of hours worked by the number of
households will be posted on the bulletin board beside
the job list along with the average number of hours
m:rhed per hcrusemm tcta1 hc:urs ux:rrked and the

i

Merrbers can rate their own pgrﬁzrmm:e

4. Review B ,
A workshop will be conducted every six months to
a. review membership participation, and

b. review the success ::F this policy and recommend
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Appendix Three: Letter Delivered to Every Household in Co-op
Home :

Dear Co-op Home Resident,

I am a member of the faculty of Athabasca University, at the
moment on leave to complete my dissertation for the Ph.D. in
the Department of Anthropology at the University of Alberta.
The title of my dissertation is, "Housing Co-operatives and
Condominiums: Corporate Groups and Community."” As part of my
research | plan to include two case studies, one of a
housing co-operative, and one of a housing condominium,
which will be compared in terms of the extent ta which their
residents form and feel part of a "community.’

At the general membership meeting of May 25, 1 was given
permission to include Co-op Home as part of this research.

As the pioneer housing co- QpecaLJve in this area, Co-op Home
has had the most extensive experience in forming and
maintaining a sense of comn nity amang its newber; 1 very
much apprec1ate the agpert, ****

experience, in the context

f my research,

e

As a basis for my case study, | need information of two
sorts about the co-operative, from interviews with co-op
members, and from observations of co-op meetings. | realize
this will mean an imposition on your time. However, 1 will
do my best to take as little of your time as pcssib1e. 7
probably two hours, at some point between now and the end of
September . In this research and the resulting thesis, 1 will

to ensure the aﬁaﬁym1ty GF those | interview or observe --

and of the co-operative itself, if required. Finally, I w11],,f:

be pleased to provide the co-op with at least one copy of
the thesis, once completed.

At some point in the next two weeks I will be contacting
you, efther by phone or in person, to arrarige a time during
the summer months that would be convenient for you to talk
with me about your experiences as a member of Co-op Home. |
look forward to meeting you.

Sincerely yours, .
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Appendix Four: Letter Daiivs?sé to Every Household in Condo
Place -

Dear Condo Place Resident,

1 am a member of the faculty of Athabasca Uniyersity, at the
moment on leave to complete my dissertation for the Ph.D. in
the Department of Anthropology at the University of Alberta.
The title of my dissertation is, "Housing Co-operatives and
Condominiums: Corporate Groups and Community.” As part of my
research, | plan to include two case studies, one of a
housing co-operative and one of a housing condominium, which
~will be compared in terms of the extent to whi:h their
residents form and feel part of a "community.”

At t'h?\cgr:do Place general meeting in May, | was granted
permissi to include your condominium development as part
of this research. Throughout the summer and on into
September, 1 hope to be able to talk with each of the
residents of the condominium about their experiences as a
condominium resident. 1 realize that this will be an
imposition on your time. However, | will do my best to take
as little of your time as possible, probably two hours per
unit. In this research and the resulting thesis, 1 will take
all measures necessary to maintain confidentiality and to
ensure the anonymity of those | interview -- and of the
condominium itself, if required. Finally, I will be pleased
to provide the condominium with at least one copy of the
thesis, once completed.

I'will be contacting you, either by phone or in person, at
some point in the next three weeks, to arrange a time during
the summer or early fall that would be convenient for you to
talk about your experiences as a member of the condominium.

I look forward to meeting you.

Sincerely yours,

f



