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ABSTRACT

Research on the ideological and political significancé of homeowner-
ship, sometimes called the "incorporation thesis, constitutes the main
point of departure for this thesis. Focussing on the activities of the
state, financial and allocative institutions, homeownership is held to
sanction and sustain the exiétihg social order because individuals
develop stakes in its survival. PriVate property and high consumption,
privatised lifestyles are emphasised and legitimised,facilitating social
and economic stability. At its logical conclusion, this perspective
- posits homeownership as a functional necessity for capitalist societies.

The fheory of ideology, implicitly drawn upon by this perspective,
is criticised as being simplistic, overly instrumental and predicated
upon an inadequate model of man and social reality. It connotes formal,
articulated belief systems that express and justify the interests of
the dominant c1as§(es). It ié tantamount to deception and indoctrination,
lending support to conspiratorial accounts of social control. Those in
positions of subordination appear to be the passive possessors of false
consciousness. |

The basis of a broader conception of ideology is outlined. It is
thought to connote a level of signification or meaning creation, which,
as a form of distorted consciousness, has the effect of sanctioning the
existing social order. In addition to propositional beliefs, ideology
is also seen to include less systematic, less easily articulated, every-

day forms of consciousness. It has a material basis in daily social
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relations and does not originate primarily in "ruling class tricks" or

a "non-social" consciousness. Those meanings and beliefs that are
reified are particularly important. Loss of a sense of historicity and
human creativity culminates in the naturalisation of aspects of a mutable-
social system.

Appreciation of the 1deo]ogfca1 significance of homeownership is
seen to require more than an analysis of the state and housing-related
institutions. Even when historically grounded, such research fails to
tap the social roots of ideological beliefs. Attention must also be
upon the ways in which expectations and experiences of home, and related
spheres of daily 1ife, crystalise, are understood and are made meaningful.

These propositions are operationalised through indepth interviews
with 33 homeowners in Vancouver that explore the subjective meanings
attached to home and to private space in general.. The latter appear
to be predicated Upon an individualistic conception of self and social
reality; however, this differs fundamentally from the "rugged individ-
ualism" usually held to characterise capitalist societies. Most signif-
jcant was the denigration of ownership and material possessions as a
basis for personal happiness and prestige. The meaning of homeownership
centres oﬁ the pragmatic exigencies of "making good use of one's money."
It is not intrinsically valued and, together with the related issue of
investment, it is tempered and overridden by the more.e1usive and subtle
meanings of home. Here, the individual, the family, self-fulfillment
and self-actualisation, and the issues of privacy, freedom and control

are paramount. Contrary to recent findings, these concerns are more



dependent on housing form rather than tenure. Ownership enhanced but
did not guarantee or necessarily facilitate their expectations of home.
Aspects of these subjective meanings are thought to reflect
naturalised views of the "individual" and "individual needs" and are
tentatively interpreted as being ideological. These are rarely, if ever,
questioned and alternative ways of satisfying perceived, basic needs
are not comprehended. The range of action thought possible, and actually
taken is fundamentally circumscribed not only by institutional arrange-
ments but also by reified constructions of self and social reality. The
need for a more ethnographic methodology is suggested in order to appre-
ciate the daily praétices that combine to make this Tived system of mean-

ing, reciprocally confirming.
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CHAPTER ONE
IDEOLOGY, SOCTAL REPRODUCTION AND THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF HOUSING

1.1 Introduction

In recent years the development and significance of different
housing tenures has become a central theme for social scientists
working from the perspective of Marxian political economy. The con-
sideration of the privately owned home undertaken in this thesis was
Targely motivated by dissatisfaction with the particular form that
this research has taken. Briefly, the latter reflects two basic
influences, oné thematic and one theoretical, which have also funda-
mentally affected the development of housing research in general.

Housing tenure research comprises one aspect of the attempt to
develop a materialist analysis of housing provision under capitalism
and to more generally theorise the relationship between the built
environment and capitalist social formations. In part, this was a
critical response to urban conflict and managerial approaches.1
These, despite an emphasis on class, on constraint and power, and on
the institutional control and allocation of scarce resources, were
seen to remain narrowly empirical focussing on descriptions of 'how'
rather than explanations of 'why'. These studies were seen to lack
a theoretical base and to abstract managers, institutions and the
urban system from social structure and history, thus ignoring and
mystifying the underlying econbmic, political and ideological processes

operative in capitalist society.



Secondly, this pefspective reflects an exposure to Marxian urban
socfo]ogy which seemed to address the shortcomings of urban.conflict
theory and managerialism and which,therefore,provided a major theoreti-
cal basis.2~ Consequently, most subsequent housing studies have been
underlain by the premise that under capitalism housing occupies a
contradictory position at the interface of the processes of production
and reproduction. On the one hand, it is a commodity involved in the
production of surplus value and capital accumulation while, on the other
hand, it is also a basic, social‘necessity crucial to the reprodUction
of labour power and capitalist social relations. Thus, in addition
to its economic role, housing is also of political and ideological
importance. Subsequent empirical and theoretical work has aimed to
historically ground the housing process in terms of these "levels" of
the capitalist mode of production and the structure of social classes
and class interests.

In this cﬁntext, the main analytic approach to housing tenures
has centred on questions of social reproduction. In particular, atten-
tion has focussed upon the contribution made by different ténures to
the development and maintenance of the capitalist system and on the
facilitatory role played. by the state, financial and other allocative
institutions{3 The political and ideological significance of private
homeownership has received most consideration and it is this set of
postulated relationships, sometimes called the "incorporation thesis;"
that constitutes the main point of departure for this thesis.4

It will be suggested that this perspective on the privately owned
home entails a simplistic, overly instrumental and largely untheorised

concept of ideology which, in turn, reflects an inadequate model of man



and social relations. Sections 1.2 and 1.3 of this chapter comprise
a review and critique of the "incorporation thesis." Sections 1.4 to
1.6 attempt to redress some of the deficiencies of this perspective
by suggesting a basis for a broader, non-functionalist approach to
the issues of homeownership, ideology and social reproduction.'
Section 1.6 reviews and appraises some recent research on these
questions that is broadly sympathetic to the approach suggested here.
This introductory, theoretical chapter forms a prelude to an empirical
study of the subjective experiences and expectations of home and
homeownership in everyday life which represents an attempt to

operationalise the postulated concepts of 1dedTogy.

1.2 The Political Economy of Homeownership: A Review

In this Titerature it is possible to discern four, highly inter-
related functions that hbmeownership is held to fulfil in capitalist
societies. First, and most obviously, as private ownership of prop-
erty, it is the ". . . ideal tenure from the point of view of the
ruling elite in a capitalist economy" because it emphasises and legiti-
mates the desirability of the institution and its associated entitle-

ments.5

The achievement of homeownerhip on a large scale is seen to
create a group with a vested interest in maintaining this system of
property relations and,-in.turn, this has important implications for
social order.

Stability at the "economic level of the social fokmation” is
thought to be enhanced because homeownership embodies a particular 1ife-

style--that of the individualistic consumer--which is based on "high

consumption of energy, consumer durables and automotive products,



supported by necessary, massive peripheral expenditure on physical
and social infrastructure," all of which benefit the capitalist produc-

tion process.6

Additionally, the possibility of industrial unrest is
neutralised because this 1ifestyle is highly privatised and reinforces
the experience of home and work as separate, even opposed, realms, thus
further mystifying their interrelatedness. Furthermore, this emphasis
on home and leisure, in conjunction with steady employment as virtually
a pre-requisite to ownership, "reinforces both economism and caution

in struggles at the shop level, as well as impoverishing the whole
sphere ofvwork.“7 Struggles tend to become centred on issues of con-
sumption with the worker more inclined to protect the system that has
made him affluent.

These issues impinge on the third, and possibly most important,
function--the promotion of social stability. Ideologically, homeowner-
ship ié held to be an effective means of fragmenting class conscious-
ness and diffusing social action thus strengthening the control of
capitalist interests.8 It is, to qubte Harvey, a "glorious tool to
divide and rule" and this occurs in several complementary ways.9
First, the creation of tenure factions--owners. and tenants--masks the
commonality of their position as wage labour in conflict with capital.
Second, this obfuscation is deepened by the failure of these "housing
classes" to recognise that the problems they face as consumers of
housing in a capitalist society have the same nature and sources.
Instead, homeowners are placed on the "side of private property" and
often actively oppose tenénts in the course of protecting their
interesfs and appropriating va]ue.10 Finally, the devisiveness of

ownership is likened to that which ensues from the distinction between



mental and manual 1abour——to the "classic division between craft and

T Eetcher

general worker, between the rough and the respectable."
summarises the political significance of domestic property as being its
"contribution to a false consciousness . . . that fails to recognise
that those who are ensnared by the precariousness of their domestic

security are really in a remarkably similar s1"cua’c1'on.“]2

Ultimately,
this mitigates against the building of alliances that might.actively
change the capitalist relations of domination and subordination.

The final Tine of reasoning has already been alluded to and per-
tains specifically to the beneficial effects of homeownership for the
individual. It is seen to perpetuate bourgeois ideology through
promotion of an ethic of 'possessive individualism' by placing a
premium on self reliance and self help, on hard work and private gain,

on delayed gratification and on privatism and thrift.]3

In conjunction
with privatism and consumerism, this helps create a relatively passive
workforce with a largely conservative outlook on Tife. Homeownership
is seen to provide a meaningful incentive in life, a heightened sense
of responsibility and involvement, and a material interest in creating
and -protecting a prosperous and stab]e'society. The essence of this
view is captured by Harvey who states that a "worker mortgaged up to
-the hilt is, for the most part, a pillar of social stabi]ity."]4
Thus, social control and reproduction are seen to result from a
form of ideological class 'incorporation' that expands the commitment
of individuals to the social order through the development of personal
stakes in its sur.vivaﬂ.]5 This is suggested to have been a primary :

motivation in the sponsorship of homeownership by the state and it

has become common to interpret housing policy and legislation in terms



of their service to the capitalist class and interests. Homeownership
is held to be a powerful ideological level against socialist demands

16

for public ownership. Taking this 1ine of argument to its logical

conclusion, homeownership has also been characterised as a functional
necessity for advanced capitalist societies in genera].]7
There is, of course, a ring of familiarity to most of these
pronouncements which is not surprising considering the fact that they
are very much part of our contemporary housing rhetoric. For example,
in the 1979 Canadian federal election, the Progressive Conservative
party described the social benefits of homeownership as follows:
People who own homes feel a great stake in the community
and the country in which they Tive.
A society in which a major proportion of the population
owns homes is 1likely to be a more stable, settled and produc-
tive society.
People who own homes have a real incentive to ensure that
they earn enough to pay for it - an incentive to work five days
a week.18
Historically, similar sentiments have been expressed in Canada and
many other countries by political parties, financial institutions, real

19 Moreover, there is also a

estate, and the construction industry.
ring of truth to those views since homeowners do appear to have been
less politically militant than tenants, or so the negligible incidence
of struggles over mortgage payments, etc., would suggest.

It may then seem strange to take issue with those views; however,
as Barnett and Silverman have cautioned, we should be "critically
alerted when our commonsense appears in tune with our analytic cate-
gorieé" since this apparent homology may simply result from a failure

to be critical of our everyday categories and/or may involve their

abstraction as fixed and ahistorical forms.20 Bearing this in mind,



it will be suggested that, as a theoretical perspective, the incorpora-
tion thesis may be criticised for its inadequate, and often implicit,

conceptualisation of human agency, 1déo]ogy and social reproduction.

1.3 Homeownership, Ideology and Incorporation: A Critical Appraisal

This literature can be seen, albeit to varying degrees, to adhere
to a functionalist interpretation of social reproduction which Giddens
sees as quite common where work has been influenced by A]thusser.22
[This is significant in view of the influence of European urban
sociology, particularly the work of Castells, upon housing research.23]
This interpretation often borders on being teleological in that the
existence and persistence of both homeownership,and state intervention
in its provision.are theorised primarily in terms of their functionality
for the continued existence of the capitalist system. This conflation
of causé and effect erroneously pfesents descriptions of the functions
a phenomenon has come to perform at a particu]&f historical conjunction
as also being the explanation of its genesié'and duration.- Such infer-
ence is unwarranted without empirical examination of the latter con-
tentions and cannot automatically be used to generalise those functions
as necessary or inevitable.

This conceptua]isation'pOSes the issue of social change as an
immediately obvious problem. The empirical accuracy of these con-
tentions can be seriously questioned and Kemeny, following a survey
of several countries with advanced capitalist economies, concludes that
homeownership may not be "an essential ingredient, let alone a basic

23

prerequisite for the maintenance of capitalism." For example, in

contrast to the countries such as Britain in which this perspective



has been developed, many others have equally highly developed capitalist
economies but exhibit much less widespread homeownership as in the

case of West Germany, Switzerland or Sweden. Echoing the.previous
argument, it has been suggested that the source of this inappropriate
genera]isatioh 1ies in the conflation of two different levels of analysis
--the theorefical.level which is concerned with structural relations
between elements of a theory and the historical level which pertains

24 \ith

to the actual historical development of particular phenomenon.
reference to homeownership, documentation of the latter's functionality
in a particular social system cannot be then used as grounds for
suggesting universality. This ignores the historical specificity of
the development and transformation of institutions and, to quote Rose,
culminates in a tendency toward "tenure fetishism" through which
homeownership is defined as a static and ahistorical category with
an unchanging meam‘ng.25
The implications:of this perspective are then enormous for it
effectively circumscribes the possibility of effective resistance to
contemporary social forms and social change with respect to both
individuals in their daily lives and to community activists intent on
challenging bourgeocis hegemony. As Leach notes, the analyst becomes
capable of understanding "how the machine works," the ways in which it
constrains and the injustices it perpetuates but only in a "way he

can predict but not a]ter.”26

Together with several other theoretical
problems, the latter can be seen to stem from the deterministic view
of human subjectivity and agency that is largely implicit in this

perspective.



The ideological and political significance of homeownership is

" theorised without recourse to the individuals who actually participate
in this tenure form. Thus, largely by default, the homeowner appears
to be the passive recipient of an ideology imposed entirely from above
and who is also powerless to resist the 'logic of the system.' 1In
essence, he has been bought .off by a degree of affluence (or at least
the illusion of the latter!). The idiom that "men live not by bread
alone" does not seem to be relevant in that the major motivations in
1ife appear to be materialistic, based on the simple calculus that
deprivation results in unrest and reward results in social stabi]ity.27
Perceptions of social reality also appear to be highly circumscribed
since false consciousness renders the homeowner incapable of recog-
nising the extent to which he is coerced and manipulated.

This depreciatory view of the homeowner's menfa]ity stems not
only from his exclusion aé an object of analysis but also from the
failure to theorise the ways in which the system and the individual
interact. - Social reproduction appears to occur unproblematically and
inevitably, implying a simple homology'between system needs and modes
of realisation. This seems strangely divorced from the Marxian empha-
sis on the contradictions immanent in the inherently antagonistic class
relations of capitalist society. Rather wage labour appears to respond
simply and directly to external stimuli and even when attention is
drawn to the possibility of resistance, successful outcomes appear to
be illusory in that they can also be shown to be functional to the

system.28

The concept of 'ideological incorproation' does represent an

attempt to posfu]ate a process of articulation between structure and
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consciousness. However, the nature of the latter, the concrete ways

in which incorporation is actually achieved are not analysed so that
individual consciousness can only be appreciated as being 'false.' The
connections between structure and the individual are inferred rather
than documented.and the point can again be made that identification 6f
functiona]ity does not constitute an explanation of the processes
through which this is achieved.

One tends to be led toward a conspiracy theory of social control
and social reproduction in which the state and capitalist interests
appear to be an “all'knowing and smooth running nationwide organisa-
tion" that unproblematically coopts the worker by disseminating ruling

29 In fact, the

class ideology "evenly through time and space."
position of those in power is as unclear as that of those who are
subordinated. The Machiavellian emphasis on deception and cooptation
imputes an unrealistic degree of calculated deception and intention-
ality to the former so that they somehow appear to be outside the
ideologically mystifying system they create. Their consciousness and
that of housing consumers appears to be fundamentally different; however,
their apparent autonomy is ultimately illusory for they too serve the
Tong term interests of capitalism.

Furthermore, this perspective focusses on the notion of a dominant
ideology that is the sole property of the ruling class(es) or groups-
Giddens has observed that the tendency to exaggerate the impact of the
former is not a coincidence in "forms of social theory that have made
little or no conceptual space for agents understanding of themselves,

30

and of their social contexts." This view is particulary untenable

for, as Saunders- has suggested, these values and beliefs would "presum-
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ably be so transparently biased that no subordinate class would accept

3 Rather, there must always be at least a degree

them as their own."
of congruence between ideology and individual experience. The notion

of a dominant ideology exaggerates the extent to which it pervades
society. It obscures the fact that it may be differentially accepted

by different social groups and ignores the complex processes of assimila-
tion, transformation and rejection that eventual appropriation involves.32'

The concept of ideology occupies a central position in this pers-
pective and it is also one of its most problematic aspects. Unlike
the issue of human agehéy which is essentially bypassed, ideology is
a primary explanatory concept. However, despité‘the fact that it is
commonly recognised as being one of the most elusive and ambiguous
concepts in social science with manifold polemical and perjorative
connotations in the latter and everyday life, it is rarely defined,
let alone theorised.

The ideological, and hence political, significance of homeowner-
ship is asserted primarily because it engenders certain values and
be]iefs,.such as private property and individualism, that can be
directly tied into the dominant bourgeois ideology. This character-
isation implicitly invokes the orthodox Marxian and, to a large extent,
everyday notion of ideology as a formal and articulated belief system
that can be readily abstracted and identified with particular socia]
units, such as a:c1ass or occupational group. This type of emphasis
constitutes a very limited and crude view of ideology that is increas-
ingly being discredited. While such belief systems may accurately be

described as "ideological" such a narrow focus leads to the tendency

to conceive of ideology as pertaining only to "ideas" divorced from
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their basis in, and determination by, material social processes and
relations. ConsciouSnesé also tends to be portrayed in an idealist

and reductionist manner with a disturbingly close 'fit' being suggested
between individual, or even group, consciousness and what amounts to
political dogma and propaganda. This both reflects and reinforces a
passive view of human nature.

Throughout this discussion, and particularly with regard to these
comments on ideology, it is obvious that certain theoretical premises
are being invoked in making these suggestions. Thus, before proposing
any alternatives to the explanatory and theoretical impasses isolated
here, I intend to make these premises explicit ih the following
sections.” To a large extent, they also constitute the basis for an
alternative conceptual framework for understanding the ideological
significance of home ownership.

However, at this point a cautionary digression is warranted.

In presenting the above critique it has not been my intention to
undermine the achievements of this research and those comments were
made in full recognition of the contribution the latter has made to our
understanding of the housing process fn capitalist society. In par-
ticular, it represents a much needed attempt to transcend static and
ahistorical analyses of social and spatial forms and raises the funda-
_menta] political and intellectual problem of the ways in which differ-
‘ent social orders are reproduced and maintained.

Instead, my aim has been to demonstrate the inadequacies of a
functionalist interpretation of social reproduction and the limitations
that it places on explanation. This exposition is important because

the notion of "functionality" seems to have been adopted somewhat
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uncritically without adequate attention being paid to the logical
consequences of such a position. If anything, this represents a lack
of theoretical sophistication for it would be hard to imagine even the
most cynical of analysts adhering to the deterministic model of human
subjectivity and agency previously described, no.matter how constraining

the system appears to be.33

This is particularly pertinent given the
explicitly political intentions of many of these researchers. However,
for the studies under consideration, this implicit reductionism seems
hard to avoid. For example, Harvey intermittently alludes to the
active consciousness of labour in that the Tatter is seen to define

the quality of Tife in terms of use values and "appeal to some under-
lying and very fundamental conception of what it is to be human.”34
However, these ideas are not developed and the conclusion is reached
that insofar as capitalism has survived, "capital dominates labour not
Qn]y in the place of work but in the 1living space by defining the
standard of 1living of labour.and the quality of life in part through
the creation of built environments that conform to the requirements

of accumulation and commodity production."35

While this may very well
be a valid conclusion, it also implies that behaviour and practices
are largely produced because no conceptual space has been made for

the human subject.

1.4 Subjective and Objective Reality: Theoretical Orientations

The most basic premise of this.critique is that the human subject
. and consciousness cannot be portrayed as being passive. Consequently,
human activity cannot be theorised as being only 'produced' for, while

social reality may appear to be an objective facticity, it is never-
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the less socially and historically constructed by active and creative
human beings. The latter are not wholly free in that they are born
into a pre existent social reality, but it is through their activity
that they produce, reproduce and change the very system that constrains
them. Thus, human behaviour is more appropriately theorised as being
"constitutive.“36

These statements clearly raise the issue of the nature of the
re]ationship between man and society, between subject and object which
is an ongoing'source of both philosophical and theoretical debate.
They also point to an adherence to a position that rejects the notion
of a dualism between man and society in favour of a positon in which
social reality is viewed as the historical and social product of
human activity. In particular, this entails, as Giddens effectively
states, an appreciation of social structure as “both the medium and
outcome of the practices that constitute those social systems.“37

This type of position is not incompatible with a Mdrxian pers-
pectiveband is precisely the type of resolution Marx sought in con-
sidering the dualism between consciousness and rea]ity.38 However, as
already suggested, this facet of Marxist thought tends to be lost in
functionalist interpretations of social reproduction. Without recourse
to purposive human behaviour, the latter fail to capture the complexity
Qf the 1n£erp1ay between subject and object and thus constitute an
incomplete theoretical framework.

At this point an exposition of Marx's philosophical-anthropoligical
speculations on human nature and practice might be deemed appropriate

and this has been a common approach amongst critics of functionalist

positions.39 However, partly to avoid repetition and partly because
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such exegesis have -achieved little in practical terms, I intend to
approach these issues from a different angle by discusging their treat-
ment by a socio]dgica] tradition which, although it draws heavily on
Marx for its anthropological suppositions, is generally characterised
as phenomenological. In particular, I shall focus on the work of Peter
Berger and Thomas Luckmann.40
The rationale for this approach lies in the fact that while sharing
certain‘basic premises such as ”procéss theory of the creation of man,"
the latter tradition has to some extent gone beyond Marx's philosopical
speculations by attempting to specify the nature of the processes

41 pddition-

through which, for example, objective reality is created.
ally, the work of Berger and Luckmann has been utilised as the theoreti-
cal basis of one of the few studies that has analysed the ideology of

homeownership in a manner similar to that suggested here.42

Thus, an
exposition of this perspective will also serve as a basis for criti-
cally assessing this research as well as raising ideas pertinent to

conceptualising ideology.

1.5. Ideology and the Social Construction of Reality

In the Social Construction of Reality, Berger and Luckmann note

the pa;adox that while society may be characterised as being built up
by subjectively meaningful activity (Weber), it can also be seen to
possess objective facticity (Durkheim). In response, they aim to
address the question: "How is it possible that subjective meanings

become an objective facticity?“43

Drawing on a diverse set of theoret-
ical positions, they suggest the need to understand the relationship

between "man, the producer and the social world, his product" in terms
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of an "ongoing dialectical process composed of the three moments of
externalisation, objectivation and internalisation." The "moments" are
soon to occur simultaneously and not necessarily in a temporal sequence.
Each corresponds to an essential characterisation of the social world:
"Society is a human product. Society is objective reality. Man is a
social pr*oduct.”45
An additional set of concepts are proposed to explain the creation
and transmission of a taken-for-granted-reality to future generations--
habitualisation, institutionalisation and socialisation--and these are
~explicated through a hypothetical example of reality construction.46
Proceeding from a largely Meadian concebtion of the creation of a social
self and of social action, two individuals are ggen to produce common
routines .that provide order in 1ife and that become habitualised and
taken for granted.47 Institutionalisation is then held to occur and
when passed on to their children or subseguent generations, these
institutions acquire the quality of historicity and are "now experi-
enced as possessing 'a reality of their own, a reality that confronts

the individual as an external and coercive fact.“48

Thus, the institu-
tion has become objectified and the extreme conclusion of this process
is 'reification' whereby human phenomena are apprehended as 'things,'
as non- or even supra-human. Ontological status is bestowed on the
institutions independently of human activity and signification and

the world of institutions appears to merge with the world of nature,
becoming "necessary and fate" Nevertheless, the social world is still
a human construction.

Moving away from this hypothetical example, Berger and Luckmann

note that institutionalisation and internalisation cannot be assumed

44
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to occur unproblematically and that there is "no a priori reason for
assuming that these processes will necessarily 'hang together' func-

tionally, 1et‘e1one as a logically consistent system.”49

However,
empirical evidence suggests the contrary and while institutions may
not, and need not, be integrated into one cohesive system, the "mean-
ings" of segregated performances will tend toward at least "minimal
consistency." These meanings in effect constitute the "logic" of the
institutional order and derive from the way the latter is treated in
reflection rather than residing in the institutions themselves.

The institutional logic is part of the social stock of knowledge
available to, and taken-for-granted by the individual in everyday life
and passed on to future generations. This stock of knowledge is defined
as "semantic fields or zones of meaning" that are built up through
language, structured in terms of "relevances" and encountered as

socially distributed.SO

Thus, it is argued that the integration of an
institutional order can be understood in terms of the knowledge its
members have of it and that "language provides the fundamental super-
imposition of_]ogic on the objectivated social world." Additionally,
the edifice of legitimation, referred to below, is built upon language
and uses the latter as its principal instrumentality.
Institutionalisation is also thought to be problematic with regard
to the socialisation of future generations. For the latter, the
original meaning of the institutions are no longer available through
recollection and_despitelthe fact that they appear to be external and
coercive, they must be interpreted, explained and justified before

compliance can be expected. Thus to the processes already suggested,

the notion of various legitimating formulas must be added. The latter
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must be comprehensive and consisteﬁt and ultimately create plausibility,
order and legitimation by telling the individual what he should do and
why things are what they are.S]

Legitimation is described as a multifaceted process that can,
analytically, be divided into several, empirically overlapping 1eve]§.52
Most basically, there is “inhipient legitimation" that is present as
soon as language is 1nterna1ised*and which encompasses all of the
simple traditional affirmations to the extent that "this is how things
are done." Next there are "rudimentary theoretical propositions"
including proverbs, moral maxims and wise sayings, legends. and folktales.
Both levels are described as ”prethebretica] but are the foundation of
all self evident knowledge constituting primary knowledge about the
institutional order upon which all subsequent theories must rest. The
third level consists of "explicit theories" that function in terms of a
differentiated. body of knowledge that results from an increasingly
complex division of labour and that are frequently entrusted to special-
ised personnel for transmission. Finally, there are "symbolic universes"
which consist of "bodies of theoretical tradition that integrate differ-
ent provinceé of meaning and encompass the institutional order in its
symbolic totality." This is the most comprehensive level that inte-
grates all. human experience and delineates the dimensions of social
reality. |

As in the case of institutions, symbolic universes do not attain
ontological status and once objectivated they may also require legiti-
mation if rendered problematic as is likely in a dynamic or pluralistic
sbciety where deviant or alternative universes can arise: "All social

53

reality is precarious . . . constructed in the face of chaos." Thus,
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"conceptual machineries for universe maintenance" are also postulated
and those function to eliminate deviations and inconsistencies usually
through redefining them in terms of the dominant symbolic universe
or by neutralising them through assignment of inferior ontological
status. The most conspicuous types of conceptual machinery are seen
to be mythology, theology, philosophy and science, in increasing order
of theoretical sophistication.s4
Berger and Luckmann's conceptual schema represents an important.
attempt to generalise beyond, for example, micro-sociological concep-
tions of the social self as repkesented by symbolic interactionism.
These accounts tend to be overly subjective and voluntaristic and by
examining the social, cultural and institutional manifestations of
subjectively meaningful, social activity they aim to move beyond the
former. However, before relating their ideas to the issue of ideology
and homeownership, a number of critical comments and suggestions for
elaborations need to be made.55 |
Even in the preceding, High]y simplified précis, the abstractness
of their presentation is readily apparent and reflects their aim to
shed Tight on the general ways in which the “"taken for granted congeals

56 The need for cultural and historical

fof the man in the street."
specificity is recognised; however, this is a largely progrémmatic
statement and their analysis mostly pertains to, and is illustrated by,
schematic conceptions of primitive societies in which a single symbolic
tradition maintains the universe and where a group of experts have an
effective monopoly over all definitions of reality.

An appreciation of different forms of social stratification and

differentiation and their effect upon the social construction of reality
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is particularly lacking, reflecting their concern to develop a philosoph-
ical, rather than an historical treatise. Brief mention is made of
the possibility of knowledge becoming socially distributed as the
complexity of the division of labour increases and of specialised
personnel taking charge of its transmission with the result that
legitimation, definitions of reality and their enforcement may also
become socially distributed.57 However, these observations are not
integral to théir analysis. Likewise, the issue of power is also
undertheorised. In considering the breakdown of monopolistic social
structure, the possibility of social conflict and power struggles
between "rival coteries of experts" and experts and practitioners is

recognised in pluralistic societies;58

The significance of power is
also acknowledge in that the success of particular 'conceptual machin-
eries for universe maintenance' is seen to be related to the power
possessed by those who operate them but again these ideas are not
developed to any extent.59
A1l social systems can be seen to embody some form of social
stratification which in turn creates specific imbalances in the dis-
tribution of power and 1hf1uence.v As Williams has noted in. relation
to the concept of culture, "to say that 'men' define and shape their
whole Tives is only true in abstraction. In any actual society there
are specific inequalities in the means and therefore in capacity to

realise this process.“60

The absence of any substantive analysis of
class and power creates the impression that the social construction of
reality is essentially a "democratic process" taking place in a politi-
cal vacuum, a wholly unrealistic view.6] Furthermore, to talk of

social maintenance and legitimation also entails the idea of sustaining
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those imbalances and inequities and raises the issues of domination,
subordination and social control. Recognition of these factors is
essential and the position of those in subordinate positions with
respect to the social construction of reality requires careful expli-
cation in terms of historically specific social systems.

Throughout Berger and Luckmann's analysis emphasis is placed on
viewing society as-a human product despite the fact that the process
of reification may obscure or negate cognition of this actuality.
However, this formufation rests uneasily with their reliance on the
processes of socialisation and internalisation to explain the third
dialectical moment--"man is a social product." In the discussion of
"society as subjective reality," it is apparent that they do not adhere
to the traditional socialisation paradigm in which the individual is
simp]y.moulded by society. In contrast, they draw on the Meadian
notion of the active, social subject and stress the dialectic between

62 However,

objectively assigned and subjectively appropriated identity.
in common with Mead and other symbo]ic interactionists, they share the
problem of utilising this conceptualisation with respect to a wider
societal framework. It is significant that society as subjective

and as objective réa]ity are discussed in separate chapters and the
former propositions are ndt adequately integrated into the latter
account..

Thus, statements regarding the processes through which social
reality is, for example, "retrojected into consciousness" or through
which the individual is "inducted into the objective world" give the
impression that the more traditional notion of socialisation is being

63

invoked. This focus mainly refers to the "primary socialisation" of
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the child which gives too much significance to the externality and
coerciveness of objective .social reality. As Giddens has pointed out,
socialisation takes place continuously throughout one's life cycle and
affects all those who participéte in the process: "Since the newborn
infant is so helpless, and so dependent on others, normally its parents,
it is easily forgotten that children 'create parents' as well as parents$-

creating chﬂdren.“64

The tendency to portray socialisation as a
temporally discrete and unidirectional process results in an over-
emphasis on social reality as an objective facticity despite their
stress on its human production. They tend to lose sight of the dynamic,
dialectical nature of social reality. This gives the impression of a
social world that, once created, becomes static and passed on as is,
rather than being continually reproduced and, most importantly, recon-
stituted in daily Tife.

A similar point is made by Litchman with regard to the discussion
of language that is worth reiterating because of its relevance to the
concept of ideology. For Beger and Luckmann, language is a "facticity
external to myself" that has coercive effects upon the individual.
However, objections are raised regarding this externality because
language is also the:

principal medium through which I formulate my very notions
of 'self,' 'externality,' 'facticity' and consequently
myself and my world. Language is not external to me because
I am formed in the process of its utilisation. When I

feel compelled by the patterns of Tanguage it can only be
because I find a particular language foreign, or unsuitable
to my needs. If prose confines me, poetry may suffice;
awareness of its origins is not the measure of its efficacy.
[ can be its creator as well as its creature, and both pos-

sibilities are part of my subjective range of options in
approaching the world.65
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This is significant given the centrality of Tlanguage in creating mean%ng
and imposing "logic" on the institutional order.

These comments also have implications for their discussion of reifi-
cation. The attempt to incorporate this Marxian notion into a phenomeno-
logical analysis of social life is important because it goes some way
toward transcending the often naive accounts of the social subject and
neutral typifications by taking the issues of alienation and false
consciousness into account. This permits acknowledgement of the fact
that.activity does not always have the character that it is understood
to have and that there are often discrepancies between "objective
existence" and the way a society is officially understood.66

However, reification is a problematic concept largely because it
is often too closely identified with, and often portrayed as being
identical to objectification. This is not an uncommon type of error

67

that can be attributed to, for example, Lukacs. Berger and Pollberg

also note that Marx criticised Hegel in these terms, however, it also

appears to be pertinent to their own conceptua]isation.68

For example,
in acquiring the qualities of historicity and objectivity through.
transmission to future generations, institutions are'experienced as
existing over and beyohd the individuals who 'happen to' embody them
at the moment . . . as possessing a kea]ity of their own, a reality
that confronts the individual as an external and coercive fact.”69
This view is very similar to the previous definition of reification
as the apprehension of human phenomena as if they are "things." As
Litchman notes, we have to question how different these processes
are, for, "how would an- institution experienced as 'over and above

individuals' be apprehended if not 'as if' it were a thing?”70
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Objectification is held to be an anthropological necessity. However,
the position of reification is less clear and one has to turn to the
earlier publication by Berger and Pullberg for clarification. In the
latter, reification and objectification are more explicitly defined
with the fo]]bwing distinctions being made: Objectivation is "that
process whereby human subjectivity embodies itself in products that
are available to one's self and one's fellowmen as elements of a common
world" and objectification is the moment in this process in which "man
establishes distance from his producing and his products, such that he
can take cognizance of it and make it an object of his consciousness."
‘Alienation is then described as the "process by which the unity of the
producer and the product is broken" and reification is that moment when
the "characteristic of thinghood becomes the standard of objective

II7-I

reality . . . (it) is objectification in an alienated mode. In

terms of necessity, objectification is seen as an a priori of human
existence in that the latter could not be conceived without it. This
status is denied for the latter two concepts, however, they go on to

state that:

. . it is still the case that reification constitutes the
de facto reality of most socio-historical situations .

it would be a mistake to regard reification as a chrono-
logically later perversion of some original state of non-
reified existence (as in the pseudo-theological constructions
of paradise, redemption and fall of vulgar marxism) or even
as- a rare phenomenon in specific socio-historical situations
(as .Marx himself at least tended to do in his conception of
reification in terms of the specifically capitalist 'fetish-
ism of commodities'). As we have tried to show, because of
its social functionality, reification is a cross cultural
and historically recurrent phenomenon.7’2

This conceptualisation is highly problematic because through the attri-

bution of a degree of inevitability to reification, creativity and the
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possibility of change tend to be undermined echoing the conservative-
ness of overtly passive views of human nature.
As with the concept of socialisation, there is no analysis of how
and why reification actually occurs or of what sort of practices are
causal. It is not sufficient to characterise reification as the result
of people "forgetting" that institutions, etc., are their own product
and the question of why this occurs must also be raised. It is curious
that they criticise Marx's historically specific analysis in favour
of an abstract, transcultural and transhistorical view of the process
for it is precisely this lack of specificity that curtails the explana-
tory usefulness of their analysis. ‘Reification may very well occur
in all historical periods. and in all cultures, however, concrete analysis
is ultimately necessary to confirm this proposition'and to understand
its generative conditions which intuitively seem likely to differ between,
for example, primitive and modern capitalist societies.
Rather than being of the limited nature they suggest, Marx's
analysis seems to be more appropriate. Reification is seen to result
not primarily from the fact that human practice crysta}]isés itself
into objective social reTations or from man's 'failure to recognise'
the latter as his product but from the actual structure of social rela-
tions that characterise specific societies. In particular, the develop-
ment of the division. of labour and its separation of individuals into
social classes, the fact of private property and the transformation of
human Tabour and its products into commodities subordinated to the
market, are highlighted with respect to capitalist society.73
'At'this point it is worth digressing briefly to consider the Marxian
analysis of reification due to the implications this concept has for the

djscussion of ideology that will be taken up presently.
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The ferm reification originates with Lukacs rather than Marx and
is used by the former to characterise the main consequences of the
‘fetishism of commodities,' an essential feature of capitalist society.
Israel describes it as a "partial process in the general process of
a]ienation“.and suggests that it represents a transition in Marx's
work from a speculative-philosophical discussion of human nature to an
explicitly sociological concern with existing economic and social
conditions and their effect upon man.74

The starting point for Marx's analysis is the value relation
through which commodities are constituted as a result of objects
being related to, and exchanged againét, one another. This relation-
ship is quantitatively expressed in the product's 'exchange value'
which is distinct from, and is determined independently of its 'use
value' by the market system. Both human labour and its products are
susceptible to this transformation and under capitalism, this relation-
ship is ultimately seen to dominate the whole of society with its
development being linked to the factors mentioned above.

The effects of commodity fetishism are largely the same as those
that Berger and Luckmann attribute to reification. Socially created
properties of objects, such as their exchange value, acquireé non-social
character and appear to be natural attributes on par -with the object's
physical characteristics. For example, capital is seen to be capable
of "earning" a profit and landed property is invested with a natural
ability to produce rent. The social relations of production which
these properties manifest are also masked so that the latter appears
to be a relationship among "things" that is governed by natural and
eternal laws. In turn, society and history take on the character of

alien, impersonal forces determining human behaviour rather than being
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the products of social activity.75

Thus, unlike Berger and Luckman's
analysis, the discussion of commodity fetishism begins to provide
some understanding of the specific types of relationships and inter-
actions that culminate in this distorted consciousness.

These reified entities and relationships are described, by Marx,
as being "appearances" that conceal the real "essence" that is, for
example, definite social relations among men. This is not meant to
imply that the former experiences, and the way they are conceptualised,
are illusory. On the contrary, "a real inversion [of social relations]
at the Tevel of the essence is responsible for the inversion produced

at the level of appearances."76

As will be noted below, this conception
of a distorted or reified consciousness is closely related to Marx's
conception of ideo]ogyr |

Returning to Berger and Luckmann and the contention that their
ideas of universe maintenance and legitimation must also be seen to
involve sustaining systems of domination and subordination, it is
further suggested that the process of reification makes a similar
contribution. 1In barticu]ar, the latter can be related to the tendency
of reification to "naturalise" historically specific social relations.
Thus, this process would appear to be closely related to, and to entail
a concept of ideology insofar as a contribution to the support and
preservation of the social order is suggested as a minimum definition
of the latter. As mentioned above, these ideas are integrally related
in Marx's analysis of reification but are largely absent in the case
of Berger and Luckmann.

Berger and Luckmann, briefly introduce the term ideology with that

of power in their discussion of the "social organisation for universe
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maintenance" in which, as mentioned above, allowances are made for

78 In

competing definitions of social reality in p]ura]istic sotieties.
this context, they state that: "When a particular definition of
reality comes to be attached to a concrete power interest it may be
called an ideology." This idea is not elaborated beyond noting that
the "distinctiveness of ideology is rather that the same overall uni-
verse is interpfeted in different ways depending upon concrete vested
interests within the society in question." Thg failure to elaborate
this concept or to relate it.to other aSpects‘of their analysis seems
to stem from their recognition of the problems that ensue from diverse
and often inadequate conceptualisations of ideology which they feel

", . might lead one toldespair of using it in any brecise manner at
all. We have decided to retain it in a narrowly defined sense, because

79 The

it is usefu] in the Tatter and preferable to a neologism."
rationale for this decision is not elaborated or justified.

This retreat from developing a concept of ideology in union with
their other processes for creating and maintaining social reality is
unfortunate because their analysis clearly contains some of the essential
elements of a nonevaluative conception of ideology that could usefully
supplement their analysis and allow for a serious consideration of the:
effects of social stratification and power on reality construction.

As Litchmann has suggested, the "model of objectivation is strongest,
despite all its difficulties, in describing the apparent coherence and
permanency of the social world. It is a model based on successful

instances of ideological hegemony.“80 Keat and Urry also consider the

notion of reification to be "one set of general types of ideological
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distortion.“81 In particular, Berger and Luckmann's emphasis on the
importance of'meaning; language and reflexivity, on pretheoretical as
well és theoretical legitimating formulas, on a.taken—for-granted social
reality and stbck of knowledge, on everyday life, and the 'naturalisa-
tion' of historically specific objectification via reification are

all important constituents of an adequate conceptualisation of ideology
as will be made clear in the following section.

Instead of developing such a view of ideology, they fall back on
what amounts to the classic, orthodox Marxian concept of ideology not
unlike that utilised in the 'incorporation thesis.' This conceptualisa-
tion derives from two interrelated themes that are discernible in the

German Ideology--ideology as a system of illusory beliefs ("In all

ideology men and.their circumstances appear upside down as in a camera
obscura") and ideology as an expression or justification of the dominant
class interests ("The ruling ideas are 1h every epoch the ideas of the

ru]fng c]ass“).82’

There has been. a tendency to abstract these ideas
from their wider materialist context in which consciousness is seen as
inseparable from conscioué existence and, in turn, material social
processes. This culminates in a rather clichéd view of ideology as
deception and lends support to conspiratorial notions of the ruling
class and social control. The latter tends to become the consequence
of indoctrination, manipulation and coercion. In this respect it is
interesting that Berger and Luckmann's discussion of power pertains
mainly to military strength of direct coercion.83
As has already been suggested in considering "commodity fetishism,"

ideology does not .arise as a pure invention of consciousness that

distorts reality nor as the result of an objectively opaque reality
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which deceives a passive consciousness" or, it could be added, because
of ruling class "tm‘cks."84 Rather, its source is seen to 1lie in the
nature of the social relations in which all participate. Thus, while
ideology may be seen to support the dominant class(es) and perpetuate
existing patterns of domination and subordination, these functions do
not solely, or even primarily, accrue because those in dominant positions
promulgate these ideas. More fundamental is the fact that the conditions
under which productive and reproductive practices are carried out in
capitalist societies usually embody the rule of a definite class{es)
which holds contradictory relations with other classes. Ideological
consciousness, by remaining fixed at the level of "appearances," where
these basicvrelétions are distorted, will therefore tend to work in
the interests of the dominant c]ass(es).85

In this context, the process of reification can be seen to make
an important contribution to ideological consciousness and the sanc-
tioning of systems of domination and subordination. - It is sugggsted
here that Berger and.Luckmann's analysis of the coherence and obduracy
of the social world implicitly invokes these ideas. Furthermore, it
would be greatly enhanced by explicitly including a consideration of
social stratification, domination and power and by cultural and histor-
ical concreteness. In particular, a focus on class inequalities and
ideology in conjunction with reflexive meaning, taken for granted
reality, etc.,. leads to quite a different view of domination and soc%a]
control to that deriVing from "ruling class" paradigms.

These éuggestions, to a large extent, reflect aspects of Gramsci's
concept of 'hegemony.' His work can be seen as providing one of the

most fruitful attempts to revive and develop Marx's ideas about ideology
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and consciousness and represents a reaction against both mechanistic
and reductionist base-superstructure models and views of social control
as the product of direct coercion and ruling class "tricks." Coercion
is seen to be appropriate primarily ih times of crisis when domination
is expressed in directly political forms. Hegemony, however, is seen
to characterise more normal situations in which a complex interlocking

of social, political and cultural forces brings about social control

and sustains domination as a result of "spontaneous consent.”86

The essence of this concept is very effectively captured by

Williams in the following:

. . it sees the relations of domination and subordination
1n their forms as practical consciousness, as in effect a
saturation of the whole process of 1iving - not only of
political and economic activity, not only of manifest social
activity, but of the whole substance of Tived identities and
relationships, to such a depth that the pressures and limits
of what can ultimately be seen as a specific economic,
political .and cultural system seem to most of us to be the
pressures and limits of simple experience and commonsense.
It is a whole body of practices and expectations, over the
whole of 1iving: our senses and assignments of energy,
our shaping perceptions of ourselves and our world. It is a
lived system of meanings and values - constitutive and
constituting - which as they are experienced as practices
appear as reciprocally confirming.. It thus constitutes a

~sense of reality for most people in society, a sense of
absolute because experienced reality beyond which it is very
difficult for most members of the society to move, in most
areas of their Tives.87

The commonalities between this concept and Berger and Luckmann's ideas
are readily apparent in this synopsis, particularly with respect to
the stress on everyday 1ifé, meaning contexts and taken for granted
reality.

Ideology or ideological ‘consciousness is obvious]y an important

aspect of this "lived process" but it is conceived in a manner quite
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different to the narrow version previously criticised. Rather than
pertaining only to systematic ways of thinking and formally articulated
belief systems, Gramsci also stresses the "lower levels" of thought.
which he describes as "commonsense." The latter comprises an accumula-
tion of "popular- knowledge" which provide a means for dealing with
everyday life and which is disjointed, often internally contradictory

and sometimes difficult to articu]ate.88

Thus, as Williams points
out, this view does not deny or exclude the type of belief system
usually described as 'ideology’' but it does not "equate those with
consciousness or reduce consciousness to them.”89

It is also apparent that reification is an important element of
ideology and hegemony in that the existing social system gains a sense
of the "natural." Again commonsense thought is held to p1ay‘an
important role because jits lack of "conscious historicity," and there-
fore self knowledge, prohibits the questioning of popular beliefs
effectively discounting the possibility of change and naturalising the
social order. Furthermore, because it is not systematic, contradictory
ideas can coexist or be combined.

Thus, ideology and social control are not seen to originate in,
and reflect, imposition and indoctrination by the fu1ing class.
Instead, they are viewed as being a "lived relation" between classes
that is grounded in material social process and in social reality.
Ideas and practice are, therefore, seen to be intimately related,
ref]ecting Gramsci's adherence to Marx's more general views on cons-
ciousness and reality mentioned above.

In the following section I intend to briefly draw together the

ideas introduced above that are suggested as important elements of a

nonevaluative conception of ideology before going on to relate them
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to the specific issues of homeownership and reproduction.

1.6 .Ideo1ogy: A Conceptual Synthesis

The actual operation of ideology in contemporary society
is better illustrated by the cacophony of signs and sounds
of a big city street than by the text serenely communicating
with a solitary reader, or the teacher or TV-personality
addressing a quiet, domesticated audience.90
In 1ight of the previous discussion, ideology may then be seen
as an essentially critical concept that connotes a distorted under-
standing of social reality. However, this does not entail its common,
simplistic association with error and false consciousness. Instead,
it should be seen to denote a specific form of error and may be broadly
defined as a form of distorted consciousness that has the effect of
sanctioning and sustaining the existing social order and the inequa]itieé
and patterns of domination and subordination embodied in the latter.
As will be discussed below, this does not imply that all consciousness
or all types of error are ideology. The questions of truth and false-
hood are less significant than that of the efficacy of ideology with
respect to social reproduction and maintenance.91
- More specifically, ideology is conceived too narrowly if it is
equated only with formal and articulated belief systems. The latter
comprise only a small part of the social stock of knowledge that is
drawn upon in everyday life and, ultimately, may make a less decisive
contribution to most hegemonic situations than the more subtle and less
systematic sets of beliefs, meanings and values. It is the latter that

most effectively structure everyday life and, as Barnett and Silverman

suggest, these basic separations that people make, both conceptually
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and in practice, are an essential aspect of our ideology.
latter should, therefore, be seen to encompass everyday thought and
experiences as well as propositional beliefs. By concentrating on the
relationship between ideas. and the concrete ways in which daily life
is organised, this view of ideology focuses attention directly on the
relations involved in hegemony rather than on abstracted belief sys-
tems.

The restriction of-ideo]ogy to institutionalised discourse is
particularly problematic when attempts are made to relate the latter
to actual consciousness. Ideology usually appears to be the property
of one group that.is imposed upon the conscidusness of another and
this tends toward a reductionist account of social control and stabil-
ity. In particular, adherence to this point of view results in the
tendency to lose sight of the material basis of ideology, and of
thought in general and to conceive of the latter as pertaining only

to ”ideas.“93

. However, ideas do not exist outside of, and are expressed
in material reality. Consequently, ideology is more appropriately
regarded as an “ongoing social process" rather than as a "possession"
or, as Geertz has suggested, as a "ghostly happening in the head.“94
More specifically, ideology as both formal and everyday thought,
is more appropriately understood as being a level of signification--
the active, social creation of meahing through formal signs which is
structured in,‘and through language and is intrinsically involved in

all other social, material activities.95

Language, and hence signifi-
cation are seen to comprise a practical, constitutive activity rather
than something that is taken up and used for communication. Conse-
quently, it is central to the creation and reproduction of social life,

consciousness and the human self. Following weber, Geertz stresses
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the requisite nature of the process and structures of signification by
noting that "man is an animal suspended in webs of significance he

himself has spun.“96

It is in terms of these hierarchies of meaning
structures that communication and interaction is made possible and that
behaviour and social action are produced, interpreted and understood.
Williams states that an adequate conceptualisation of ideology
requires some form of emphasis on the social, practical process of
signification and this is precisely the approach adopted by Geertz in

97 For the latter,

his discussion of Ideology as a Cultural System.
human behaviour is symbolic action and thought is characterised as
the construction and manipulation of symbol systems that make 1life
meaningful and concurrently define consciousness itself. In this
context, ideology is described as "systems of interacting symbols, as
patterns of interworking meanings" that provide a "template," an
extrinsic source of information in terms of which life is patterned
and made meaningful. Ideology is seen to come most crucially into
play when the infdrmation it contains is lacking when, for example,
in situations of social change and upheaval, "general cultural" and/or
"down to earth pragmatic" orientations no longer work. Stress is
placed on the Comp]exity of these symbol systems and they are seen to
be more appropriately viewed as "metaphors" embracing stratified and
often discordant, socially rooted meanings above and beyond those
suggested by a Titeral reading.

The latter suggestions regarding the content of ideology are.
particularly important; however, this exposition stops short of being
the radical reconceptualisation of ideology that an emphasis on sig-

nification suggests. This is largely a consequence of retention of the



36

traditional association of ideology with a particular kind of symbol
system; that is, with a formal belief system to be appropriated as
needed rather than as intrinsically involved in social action itself.
Geertz ranks ideology alongside religious, philosophical, aesthetic
and scientific symbol systems but, to reiterate the point made
previously, this conceptualisation is too narrow, both empirically
and analytically, for, together with the cultural and pragmatic
orientations noted above, these systems may a}] perform ideological
functions. This point is reflected in Giddens' suggestion that the
characteristics and functions Geertz attributes to ideo]ogy-—“meta-
phor and metonymy, Qénerating_mu]tiva]ent levels of meaning"--are

in fact features of signification and symbol systems in genera].98
It wod]d, thus seem to be more appropriate to reverse Geertz's formula-
tion and to regard ideology as a level of meaning rather than as a
particular symbol system. In this manner, commonsense thought and social
practice can also be taken into account.

In contrast to Geertz, Therborn tends to carry this line of argu-
ment too far in the other direction by defining all consciousness as
ideology. For exémp]e, the latter is defined as réferring to "that
aspect of the human condition under which human beings live their lives
as conscious actors in a world that makes sense to them to varying

degress.”99

Again the point can be made that ideology is primarily
a level of meaning. Its identification with all processes of signifi-
cation tends to reduce its critical connotations and loses sight of
the fact that not all consciousness and thought is inevitably ideo-

logical and that there are forms of error which are not necessarily of

this genre. For, as Giddens states:- ". . . .to treat a symbol system
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as ideology is to study it as ideological;" that is, to criticise it
on the grounds of distortion and to suggest a relation between it and
the preservation of the existing social order, 100

Finally, the issues of the‘spec%fic characteristics of ideology
and the ways in which it operates to sustéin particular social systems
must be broached. Ultimately, the answer to these questions, and to
the problem of how and why ideology occurs and is sustained, will
depend on concrete and historically specific empirical analysis. How-
ever, some general suggestions can be made, in light of the previous
theoretical discussion, that seem relevant for at least contemporary,
western societies and which will, hopefully, receive further specifi-
cation and clarification through the empirical analysis of homeownership
presented in Chapter Two.

As an aspect of signification, ideology can be seen to be involved
in the establishment of meaning structures that provide ways of dealing
with. basic existential dilemmas. It can be seen to be involved in our
constructions of self and the domains in which we live dur Tives, in the
ways in which social practices are structuréd, and in ouf ability to
participate in the latter. Above all, however, it will refer to the
particular ways in which these éctivities contribute to social reproduc-
tion. As suggested in fhe previous section, the process of reification
is centrally involved in the latter and, as Barnett and Silverman suggest,
it can be seen as one way of describing the issue of ideological signifi-
cation.]O]

Thus, to reiterate, ideological consciousness can be seen to entail

loss of a sensé of human, social creativity in relation to the products

of human activity, daily practices and spheres of 1iving, and social
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relations in general. Discussions of reification have'sometimes been
overly influenced by the terminology used in Marx's consideration of
commodity fetishism with the consequence that the process is often
conceived too narrowly. For example, for Markovic, "to 'be' reified
means to acquire or ascribe the characteristic of a th1'ng.“]02
A]though this is certainly involved, this type of définifion tends to
detract from the more fundamental negation of human agency and natural-
isation of its products.

Through natufa]ism, the existing social system, or at least aspects
of it, tends to be apprehended as natural and eternal rather than as
historically specific and mutable. In.turn, the range of both thought
and action tends to become restricted and the possibility ofAchange
may be discounted with attention focusedAon'manipulating, or at best
modifying, that which already exists. The ways in which Tife is
structured may also gain a sense of the absolute so that, as in the
case of commodity fetishism; the relationships between these spheres
and their associated activities are masked. This process can also
extend to definitions of the QUalities comprising human nature so that
they also acquire a sense of timelessness. Finally, the social world
and social relations may appear as given and as governed by natural
Taws and/or the quirks of human nature that determine human behaviour.
Reification may therefore be thought of as encompassing many of the
general ways in which signification and the sanctioning of systems of
domination and subordinétion are interrelated through ideological
distortions. The essence of this interplay is captured in Williams'
earlier cited comments on hegemony and ideology as the processes

through which:
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. the pressures and limits of what can ultimately be
seen as a specific economic, political and cultural system
seem to most of us to be the pressures and limits of simple
experience and commonsense.103
The consequences of reification have been presented somewhat
tentatively, reflecting the previously noted need for empirical inves-
tigation. To do otherwise at this stage runs_the risk of encountering
the problems faced by Berger and Luckmann in generalising reification
as a "de facto characteristic of the human condition," an account which

Litchmann feels is "itself reified."]o4

The crucial point to remember
in both general and more concrete commentaries is that ideology and
reification are above all lived experiences and processes that are
produced and reproduced in daily practice and ére integrally tied to
the overall structure of social relations. From this point of view,
social control and domination are not seen to reéu]t primarily from
inculcation or manipulation. Rather, they should be understood in
relation to a hegemonic set of meanings, beliefs and values to which
ideological significations and practices contribute. These are

rarely questioned by those in both dominant and subordinate positions
and as guides for action they can be highly problematic as, for example,

105 These latter authors

the recent study by Sennett and Cobb suggests.
demonstrate the manner in which blue collar workers, attempting to

live by the messages of individua1iSm-which they take for granted,

are frustrated largely by the class nature of society. Their failures,
however, are attributed to their own personal inadequacies. The
appropriateness of such a view of ideology and social control is strongly

suggested in the following excerpt from a newspaper article outlining

one house buyer's critical self examination of the search process:
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. . I realise it sounds rather strange, but the seemingly
individual act of buying a home is connected to the gravest
problems that affect the entire social fabric of this country.
. Before looking for a house, I never gave serious consid-
eration to school district lines. That naiveté did not last
very long once the search began . . . before long and despite
the fact that my wife and I have no children, I found myself
going from door to door asking what schools served the neigh-
bourhood. Whatever rationalisations I came up with, the
ugly truth remained: I had become part of the web of institu-
tional racism, pushed on by the gods of appreciation and
‘resale value. I was too vulnerable to resist. Beyond race,
[ also found class distinctions entered into the equation
of house buying. As with the question of race, the omnipresent
figure of real estate value lurked constantly around the corner
. class and race, race and class, these ideas swirled in
my mind even as I examined energy efficient doors and meas-
ured wood-paneled family rooms. They seemed to be the
constants in the fluid world of floor plans and square
footage. They were enthroned and seemed unchallengable.
Yet they existed not because of cabals and conspiracies but
because of the scripts by which we live our Tives. There
were no villains, no seedy operators manipulating my emotions.
The advice offered was honest, forthright and friendly. It
made sense, like the suggestion to take aspirin for a cold.
Everyone was concerned with my best interest and I appreciated
the fact. But it was my best interests that rested at the
heart of the problem. Unlike Adam Smith's dictum, this is no
"invisible hand' to insure that the pursuit of private self
interest leads to the furtherance of the public interest of
all of society. In gaining the benefits of property owner-
ship for myself, I realised I was willing to sacrifice certain
abstract social goals. That realisation has caused me
anguish, for it has placed me on the horns of a true dilemma.
I am certain that like so many others, I will soon rest my
tired and guilty body into a 'proper' home. And I will be
happy because my wife and I have certain material aspirations.
Yet I cannot engage in self-delusion or convenient Tlapses in
memory, and thus I know I have become part of the problem
rather than the solution. I will make my decisions in house
buying and they will be the wrong decisions made for all the
'right' reasons.106

Attention will now turn to some recent studies that have, to vary-
ing degrees, attempted to utilise aspects of the conceptual framework
suggested here in relation to housing tenures, following which, sugges-
tions will be made for 1nvestigatfng the relationship between ideo]pgy

and homeownership.
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1.7 Recent Approaches to Research on Housing and Idéology

Giddens has suggested that "many of those who have declared their
opposition to functionalism in principle are themselves prone to employ

w107 This dictum may even be

functionalist arguments in practice.
applicable to those espousing the 'incorporation thesis' as was
previously suggested in relation to Harvey's attempt to allow for an
active consciousness on behalf of labour. Thus, it would seem to be
apprdpriate to consider the success of some recent attempts to trans-
cend the theoretical and practical impasses previously isolated as
deriving from'functionalist interpretations of social reproduction and
. to take heed of the pitfalls they encounter.

Within the geographic literature, there has been surprisingly
Tittle published criticism of the 'incorporation' perspective although
there is some evidence that it has been a "behind the scenes" topic of
discussion. "The latter usually manifests itself in a rider to the
effect that préceding comments on the éocia] reproduction functions of
housing tenures are not intended to imply a functionalist interpreta-
tion. For example, most recently Bassett and .Short state that:

It is important not to see owner-occupation on-a large scale
as somehow necessary for the reproduction of certain social
relations . . . It is also important to emphasise that what-
ever the ideological advantages of owner-occupation this
does not mean that owner-occupied housing is automatically
provided according to some functionalist perspective. The
balance of tenures . . . is also the result of conflicts
reflecting a changing balance of class forces. Such effects

need to be drawn out and explained through historical analysis
of housing policy in each country.108

The Tlatter type of analysis is, however, most conspicuous in its absence.
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Inclusion of this type of cautionary statement suggests that func-
tionalist interpretations are still problematic and this is reinforced
by Rose who feels that "despite the valuable radical work of recent
years on the emergence of housing tenures and their significance at
the so-called economic, political and ideological levels, our under-
standing is still inadequate.” Again, the need for a "systematic and
historically specific understanding of .the material bases of, and the
processes creating, tenure group fragmentation" is suggested.]09

Thus, identification of the inadequacies of functionalist inter-
pretations can bé seen to be insufficient unless actompanied by some
very basic theoretical and empirical reorientations. (This assertion
js well illustrated by the work of Gray and Dickons discussed below.)
To varying degrees, this point is reflected in each of the pieces of
research considered in this section, the first by a political scientist
and the remaining two by geographers.

i. Rakoff-Ideology and Public Policy: A Phenomenological Analysis
110

of American Housing.

The following appraisal of Rakoff's work will be Timited to the
issues of theory and methodology, particu]ar]y the conceptual framework
utilised to analyse housing and ideology. Reference will be made to
empirical content only insofar as it elucidates these issues.

Synopsis. Rakoff is primarily concerned with policy impact analysis,
a field he holds to be fraught with phi]osbphica] and methodological
problems that severely curtail its analytic capabilities and pragmatic
utility. His critique is reminiscent of that made in geography in
reference to the"quantitative' tradition in that, through adherence to

4the "accepted canons of empirical research,“ a distorted picture of the
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socjal world is produced by focusing upon "arbitrarily isolated parts
and “ignoring the pre-existent subjective and intersubjective experience

of wholeness and continuity.“1]]

In contrast, he argues for a pers-
- pective that would permit an understanding of policy impact within the
"ongoing context of institutions and ways of thinking that people
experience in everyday life" in order to get some sense of "how a social
order is constructed and understood." A theoretical basis for this -
apbroach is seen to already exist in Husserlian phenomenology and partic-
ularly the work of Schutz and Berger and Luckmann. Together, they are
seen to provide a means of understanding the "ongoing multilevel
construction of reality" as a complex dialectic of individual, subjec-
tive meaning constitution and objective meaning contexts" that order
and make everyday 1ife coherent.”2
This process is seen to be profoundly political and social control
is thought to be inherent in that through it, all aspects of social
reality are structured and allocated often under the rubric of policy

making.”3

The implication of both a linear connection between govern-
ment activity and structuring and conspiratorial paradigms of social
control is denied. Instead, he suggests the importance of a shared.
and, to a large extent, commonly defined social reality that provides a
guide for and controls action and in terms of which policy is madé.
Ideology fs proposed as a sphere of mediation between policy processes
and everyday 1ife in that it provides the content and context of the
former and structures thé Tatter: "Ideology is thus part of the
definition of social rea1ity, contributing to the structuring of
everyday experience and-to the erection of higher order symbolic

w114

universes of legitimation and reality maintenance. This concep-
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tualisation closely follows that of both Geertz and Berger and Luckmann
and will be considered in more detail below.

Rakoff concludes that "in order to understand the impact of an
area of policy on the structure of everyday life, we must seek to
reconstruct the subjective and objective 'knowledge' people have of
that part of life." To tap these levels of experience, he opts for a
methodology of in-depth, unstructufed interviewing based on the
Schutzian rationale that the availability of the intended meaning and
subjective experience of others is maximised in "face to face" situa-
tions.”5

Empirically, analysis consists of two parts. In Chapter Two, the
socioeconomic context in which housing policy is made is mapped out and
is reminiscent of the geographic, institutional analyses that focus on
the actions of, for example, finance capital, developers, etc., in

116 This

securing profit and fostering the circulation of capital.
type of analysis is seen to be "anonymous in terms of knowiedge and
bloodless in terms of human apprehension and experience" and to broach
these issues he turns to the second empirical thrust, an analysis of
the subjective meaning of houses in everyday 1ife as derived from his

. .7
usntructured conversations." 17

In the final chapter, the existential
roots of these subjective meanings are considered and are connected
to.wider structures of meaning and action such as Tibera] capitalist
ideology and Locke's treatise on private property. They are also
characterised as providing the content and context of policy and,
finally, their effect on "public Tife" as an arena of fulfilment, etc.,

is noted.”8
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Appraisal. There are a number of interesting aspects to this
study that this highly generalised synopsis blankets. For example, the
suggestion that "Public and private policy makers operate within the
context of these symbol systems, and their policies assume a social
world in terms of those meaning systems and, consequently, aim to
construct shelter and communities which make sense in these terms"
represents a considerably more sensitive view than is usual. Similarly,
the suggestion that the subjective meanings of houses are a means of
dealing with existential problems created by the attempt to live accord-
ing to individualistic premises is highly suggestive.”9
A However, when viewed as a whole, a number of conceptual problems
become apparent that place Timitations on the success of the substantive
ana]ysis; More specifically, in looking beyond the general programmatic
statements, the manner in which some of the postulated processes are
operationalised rests uneaSi]y, and conflicts with the former. In part,
this is a result of an uncritical adoption of the phenomenological
theoretical orientations. |
Rakoff's characterisation of ideology is especially problematic.
Reflecting his debt to Geertz, ideology is described as a "“symbolic
template" that acts cognitively and normatively to provide schematic
images of social order whose construction makes man a political animal.
The following elaboration is provided:
Ideology is more than opinion and less than world view.
Opinions are formed within a pre existent context of meaning;
ideology is part of that context. World view encompasses
the entire phenomenal world as well as transcendental worlds;
Ideology .refers to a rather more delineated sphere of objects
and actions . . . more specifically, the world which ideology

structures is the political world where values are allocated
and power is defined and used.120
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The Tatter claim is justified by reference to Berger and Luckmann's
equation of ideology and vested interests. Ideology is also seen to
provide the content and context of policy primarily by "offering hier-
archies of meaning and justifﬁcations for existing social arrangements."
Empirically, the main example provided is that of '1ibefa1 capitalist
1deo1ogy.']2]

The. inadequacies of defining ideology only in terms of formal and
articulated belief systems were discussed previously and can be seen to
be particularly limiting in Rakoff's study given the emphasis he places
on sﬁbjective meanings. The separation that is maintained between
those levels of discourse creates a number of inconsistencies that
pervade the ana}ysis. T

The most obvious problem is the tension that exists between the
attempts to relate both ideology and subjecti?e meanings to policy
making. At various points in the study both symbol systems and are
characterised as providing the context for, and conditioning the out-
puts of, the policy process suggesting that both are integral aspects
of the "sphere of ideological mediation." However, rather than devel-
oping analysis in this direction, subjective meanings are portrayed as
being "expression" of, and “"reflections" of, formal ideologies which
undermines the crucial contribution‘they make to a hegemonic social
r*eah'ty.]22 This also tends to conflict with Rakoff's contention that
he is not-positingva Tinear causal connection between housing policy and
éveryday Tife. The basis for this denial 1ies in the sharing of a
commonly defined social reality. However, when subjective meanings

are portrayed as reflections of ideology embodied in the policy process,

an element of determinism can be inferred. There are,; of course, con-
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tinuities between formal belief systems and everyday meanings for as
Lane notes: "Even the most abstract ideology, the most utopian scheme,
has an empirical content that must be squared with the small world of
experience of the individual faced with.thé problem of finding meaning
in his wok]d."]23 This degree of congruence, however, does not provide
grouhds for positing a simple homologous relationship between these
levels. Subjective meanings cannot solely, or even primarily, be Seen
to reflect or fulfil the prescriptions of formal belief systems. This
implies a redubtion of consciousness to the latter and ignores the fact
that less systematic meanings and beliefs can also be ideological.

Retention of this dichotomy also contributés to the tendency to
rely on the notion of a dominant value system in order to account for
" social cohesion. As previously suggested, such a view tends to exag-
gerate the degree»to.which‘these values pervade society and the extent
to which they are accepted by various social groups. Rakoff's use
of "Liberal-capitalist ideology" as the wider meaning structure to
which subjective meanings are related, suggests adherence to this
“point of view. Ultimately, this detracts from an understanding of the
ideological aspects.of hegemony and may reflect a basic conceptual
confusion concerning the nature of the latter.

In a similar mannér, the subjective meanings of the home that
emerge from the interview data are presented as the cultural definition
of the American home. Suéh a generalisation is unwarranted in view
of his highly heterogenous sample of only 18 people. Furthermore, there
is a disturbhingly close fit between these findings and the classic

steredtype of the American homeowner. That two radically different

views of the home, one religious and one community oriented, emerge
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from such a small sample suggests that the former, somewhat extreme
attitudes might be tempered in a larger group. Again, this indicates too
great a reliance on easily isolated and generalisable sets of meanings
and beliefs rather than probing those that are more subtle and less
readily articulated. The latter are more characteristic of actual
consciousness and everyday life. Both at the objective and subjective
levels of soéiety,‘formal systems of belief are portrayed as being too
overarching and all encompassing.

When viewed in this manner, ideology appears to be an external and
.coercive force and this conflicts with Rakoff's basic be]ief_that
"ideologies and meanings do not just happen and are not just magically
out there in the things we build and use." More specifica]]y, he
stresses the fact that "meanings are created by people daily in their
working ‘and acting, for pragmatic'and other reasons, and in accordance
with learned cultural dispositions." However, he is unable to extend
this discussion to the origins of ideology and simply refers to the
latter as éo]oﬁring housing policies and thereby structuring the social

and physical woNd.]24

The definition of ideology as a "template"
makes it difficult to also appreciate its basis in, and determination
by, material socia] processes and ultimately limits its ufi]ity in
elucidating the relationship between ideas, and action and behaviour.

Development of the Tatter type of understanding is certainly
intended in Rakoff's general cdnceptua] statements but is prohibited
by his uncritical acceptance of the view of ideology developed by

Geertz and Berger and Luckmann. The housing policy process cannot be

seen as primarily responsible for producing and reproducing an ideology
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and world view appropriate to capitalism. Everyday practices, including
signification, also make a fundamental contribution. Similarly, the
suggestion that the meanings of the home represent an attempt to deal
with the existential dilemmas created by the attempt to live by
individualistic premises loses its suggestiveness when these meanings
are interpreted as being a "restatement" of liberal-capitalist ideology.

The failure to appreciate the ideological importance of subjective
meanings and everyday practices results not only from this uncritical
borrowing of concepts but also from an inadequate appreciation of the
ways in which ideology actually works to justify existing social arkange—
ments. Surprisingly, there is little consideration of the process of
reification despite its centrality in Berger and Luc&mann's anafysis
and this probably reflects the fact that the latter authors do not
attempt a synthesis of this process with a concept of ideology. Pass-
ing mention is made of the interrelationships between these concepts
~when Rakoff notes that "ideology mediates between the political economy
and the individual 6r family to make what is seem good.”]zs
However, this point is not developed and isvnot integral to his view
of ideology or his final analysis.

This_omission is unfortunate because an appreciation of reifica-
tion might also allow for an understanding of the ideological contri-
bution of everyday thought and practice. For example, most of the
people interviewed are seen to perceive no alternative to the subjective
meanings of the home outlined or to the individualistic premises in
terms of which they act. This would.seem to suggest that some very
basic aspects of daily life have been reified but rather than considering

why this perception exists, this sense of inevitability is seen to be the
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fulfilment of formal ideology. Rakoff is not critical of the categories
people invoke to describe their experiences of private space and, for
example, the equation of privacy and freedom is not really questioned.
Yet, as Barrett and Silverman suggest, these categories and the very

way in which we categorize, are central to an appreciation of ideol-

12
ogy. 6

In this context, the sharing of a pOmmon]y defined social
reality by all in society, inc]uding policy makers, can be seen to be
important not only because people "act in terms of it and are equally
controlled by it" but also because aspects of that reality are appre-
hended as given and inevitable.

As suggested above, the use of 'liberal capitalist ideology' as
an explanatory tool is conceptually problematic, however, it can also
be criticised on more substantive grounds. This belief system is
fleshed out by reference to Locke's treatise on private property and
the subjective meanings of the home are seen to echo these proposi-

‘cions.]27

However, thié type of interpretation can be seen to involve

an enormous intellectual leap. The subjective meanings identified are
those of a very small, culturally specific group of people and their
interpretation only in terms of a 200 year old treatise seems unwarranted.
Above all, it ignores the fact that both capitalism and liberalism have
drastically changed during this time. For example, we may still charac-
terise contemporary society as pursuing an "individualistic" Tifestyle
but, as recent 'research has suggested, the latter has a fundamentally
different character to the "rugged" individualism of the nineteenth
century.]28 Locke's ideas may suggest the roots of modern beliefs but

on their own the explanation they provide is rather empty. It is

questionable as to how much understanding is gained by the demonstration
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that contemporary, subjective meanings of the home "reflect" these
ideas on private property. The question of why still remains to be
answered. Without such knowledge ideology appears to be too all
embracing and it is difficult to see how, or on what grounds, it could
be challenged.

Ideology is proposed as the sphere of mediation between policy
proceéses and everyday life. However, the manner in which it is opera-
tionalised detracts from its explanatory potential. In concluding,
it may be suggested that, in addition to the inconsistences noted above,
the empirical -approach Rakoff adopts also places limitations on the
possibility of understanding the dialectic of objective and subjective
reality. The subjective meaning éontexts derived from a very specific
group of people are essentially juxtaposed against a much more general
consideration of the operation of institutions on a national level.
Beyond demonstrating the fact that the latter are all geared toward
the promotion of homeownership and that this is predicated upon the
profitability of capital fnvestment, it is difficult to appreciate
the relevance of the latter for the subsequent analysis which revolves
primarily around a consideration of thebsubjective meanings identifies.
Ultimately, demonstration of the manner in which these two levels
articulate remains an unresolved problem that perhaps.requires a more
subtle approach to that taken by Rakoff. What may be necessary is a
vertical slice through time that encompasses both Tevels of reality
in one concrete situation. For example, it may be more appropriate
to examine a set of institutions, or a particular institution, in

conjunction with an attempt to tap the subjective levels of meaning of
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those involved in the institutions and those experiencing their results
in a specific location. In this manner it may be able to avoid por-
traying the institutional world in the anonymous manner utilised by
Rakoff.

Thus, 1ike Berger and Luckmann's analysis, Rakoff's study
contains many of the requisite elements of a broad definition of
ideology and an understanding of social reproduction 1n.a non-function-
alist manner. However, a somewhat uncritical adherence to the tradi-
tional view of ideology as a particular kind of symbol system tends to
negate many of these potentialities and creates a number of tensions
between his programmatic statements and his substantive analysis. The
type of dialectical understanding that is espoused may be very difficult
to operationalise but a broader, more carefully specified concept of

ideology would seem 1ikely to make a useful contribution.

ii. Gray and Dickens - Ideology and the State: the Case of

Local Authority Hous1'ng.]29

Synopsis. Gray and Dickens consider. ideology and the state to be
two of the most neglected concepts in recent radical work, largely as a
result of the tendency toward economic determinism and functionalism.
The latter is seen to reflect tqo close an adherence to a '"neopolitan
ice théory“ of base and superstructure and too great a reliance on the
economic aspects of Marxist thought. Both bring an "unwelcome degree
of rigidity in thought and'analysis," and a denial of the "true com-
plexity of the interrelationships between the political, economic and
ideological! levels, and the "paramount importance of understanding

social and c]ass're1ations."]30
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In Tight of this, they aim to use the work of Gramsci to consider
the "nature ef ideology and the state in Britain, as exemplified in
the case of council housing." In particular, they focus on his concept
of hegemony, the distinction drawn between the state and civil society,
and the view that social control is more a product of "nebulous and
subtle ideological moans" than direct coercion. Specifically, they
draw on the following interpretation of Gramsci as derived from Boggs:
[Hegemony] is the saturation of all society and its component
social classes by a complete system of values, attitudes,
beliefs, morality and so.on, to the extent that ideological
hegemony becomes an 'organising principle' of society .
in one way or other supportive of, and serving to perpetuate
the interests of, the established order and class interests
that dominate it. The means of disseminating this organising
principle is through a variety of agencies, although state
apparatus, such as the education system, the media, law and
so on figure preeminently. The function of successful diffu-
sion and operation of hegemony is to serve as a means of
legitimation and socialisation, the consequences being social
and political -control of the population.13]
Their theoretical discussion is conducted by drawing attention to the
interrelationships between the categories we impose on society, such as
the base-superstructure model and to their dynamic nature. Challenges
to hegemony are also noted.]32
Their empirical analysis is also 1arge1y derivative and focuses
on two periods in the development of council housing--before and after

133 Their consideration of the former

World War I and the early 1920s.
period consists of the fairly standard picture of state intervention
motivated by the failures of the private sector to provide low cost
housing and the resultant health, crime, class conflict, and social
unrest problems that were thought to ensue. Social control is seen as

being direct and as representing an "extension of the process whereby
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the state, working principally on behalf of industrial and banking
capztal, buys off the working class in ways that. remain broadly com-
patible with the established social order and dbminant mode of produc-
tion."

This period is also seen to have laid the seeds of the contradic-
" tions that now surround council housing, such as the overtness of
control, and to have heralded the beginnings of "newer, somewhat more
subtle forms of social control and ideological hegemony." The Tlatter
ideas comprise the most interesting part of their analysis and they
point to the idealisation of owner-occupation, to the council housing
waiting Tlist as a self-policing instrument that "divided and ruled
those wéiting to enter the public sectof and those within the public
sector" and that discredited attempted direct action by squatters as
impinging the rights of those on the 1ist, and finally to the passing
of the Squatters Bill that made the occupation of all property,
fnc]uding industrial, a criminal offence. The.efficacy of these forms
of control is seen to 1ie in their polarisation of housing and industrial
struggles and fragmentation of class consciousness, both of which

helped diffuseAindustria1 unrest,

Appraisal. These latter points do represent a considerable advance
over the more common notions of the working class being "bought off."
However, as a study of hegemony, it is somewhat less successful and is
ultimately an extension of the "incorporation thesis" criticised above.

This can be seen to be the consequence of a fundamental misunderstanding
of both hegemony and ideology.

Most basically hegemony is not seen as a lived relationship grounded

in daily practices and material social process but as something imposed
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by a monolithic state, as is evident in their interpretation of

Gramsci cited above. Social control is still seen to result from
domination, albeit more subtle, rather than from "spontaneous consent."
There is some recognition of the importance of reification in that the
possibility that the dominant ideas about housing may be thought of as
"normal reality" and tend to form the framework and 1limits within

which subordinate classes challenge the system, is recogm’sed.]34
However, there is no discussion of this effect upon those who comprise
"the state."

The state still continues to be portrayed in conspiratoriaﬁ and
functionalist terms despite claims to be avoiding both interpretations.
For»examp]e, they see themselves as avoiding a functioné]ist interpre-
tation that might suggest "that apparent social stability has occurred
because state housing and other'concessions have now satisfied material
demands. Rather, incorporatﬁbn has tended to occur (subtly and gradu-

ally) in the realm of ideas."13%

However, this can also be seen as
problematic because, apart from the brief reference to reification noted
above, ideo]ogy continues to be "deceptive" and a tool of the state.
Furthermore, to talk of incorporation as occurring in the realm of

ideas gives the impression that consciousness and social practices and
social relations can be radically separated. Ideas about housing emerge
fundamentally in egperiences of the latter and discussion of those
issues requifes a consideration of those seeking and occupying council
housing. The validity of such an approach is suggested by the most
interesting aspect of their empirical comments--the council housing
waiting list as a se}flpoiiéing instrument--which, to a degree, takes

subjective meanings and perceptions into account.
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As previously suggested, many of these problems stem from an
inadequate understanding of Gramsci's ideas and, in turn, this can be
seen to reflect their reliance on Boggs as their primary theoretical
source. The latter describes hegemony in terms of the permeation of
value systems that can be defined as an organising principle or world
views diffused by agencies of ideological control and socia]isation.136
Hall et al. criticse this type of interpretation and suggest that it is
an example of recent uses of the concept that have "tended to assimilate
it to 'ideological domination' and to instrumentalise it by suggesting

137 144

a simple mirror relation of domination and subordination."
is held to be problematic because it results in a "Marcusean model of
social control'and as a corrective to the conflation of hegemony and
1deo]6g1ca]ldomination they propose the following interpretation:
Hegemony, for Gramsci, includes the ideological but it cannot
be reduced to that level . . . it refers to the dialectical
relation of class forces. Ideological dominance and subord-
ination are not understood in isolation, but always as one,
though crucially important, aspect of the relations of
classes and class fractions at all levels - economic and
political as well as cultural/ideological . . . It involves
the organisation of spontaneous consent.138
Gray and Dickens clearly attempt to operationalise the former, partial
definition of hegemony and this rests uneasily with their programmatic
statements regarding the need to consider the fluctuating strengths of
different classes, civil society, etc. These conceptual inadequacies

tend to undermine their much needed attempt to transcend the problems

encountered in functionalist approaches to housing and ideology.
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iii. Rose - The Political Significance of Homéownership in
139 -

Britain.
Synopsis. Rose notes the 'seemingly irrefutable, commonsense appeal
of the British Conservative Party's campaign for the sale of council
houses'prior to the 1979 general election and of the theoretical perspec-
tive that relates to this programme, namely, the 'incorporation thesis'
previously described. Nevertheless, the latter is thought to be prob-
lematic from the point of view of both. academics and community activists
because if "housing tenure divisions are theorised only in terms of
their 'functionality' for capitalism and/or are seen -to be 'structurally®
and inherently divisive, this implies a major limitation on the spaces

w140

available within everyday life for resistance to that logic. This

perspective is also held to make homeownership into a static and

ahistorical category and elsewhere this has been related to the problems

141

of functionalism and teleology. Most basically, these deficiencies

are seen to stem from a "widespread failure to consider tenure forms as
historically created products, and ongoing sites, of concrete struggles"
about both their physica1 existence and social meaning and from insuffi-
cient serious and theoretically-informed attention to the ways in which
people try to resist or escape the logic of the system.
In order to redress this balance, it is suggested that:
. . rather than fitting our interpretations of owners' and
tenants' behaviour into predefined categories, we need to ask:
what are people struggling for, and against, when they struggle
over housing . . . With respect to homeownership it seems impera-
tive that our political strategies be informed by a deeper under-
standing of what people are trying to achieve by this way of

occupying housing, as well as an appreciation of the constraints
on their 'choices'.142
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She emphasises the fact that neither aspirations nor  structure should
be considered in abstraction. Rather, an Ristorical understanding of
how the meanings and significance of home are related to, and structured
by the dominant processes of capitalist society and the concomitant
functional and geographical separation of home and work is required.

To elucidate these issues some "historical notes" concerning the period
from the late nineteenth century to the end of World War I are pre-
sented.m.3 .This period is seen to be usually neglected in favour of
analysis of the extension of mortgage credit and state propaganda
campaigns in the 19303‘and is deemed important because at this time
homeownership was actively sought and strived for within certain
l1imiting conditions rather than solely reflecting state sponsorship or
the imposition of middle class values.

Brief]y,'during this period the pressures for the rationalisation
and mechanisation of the industrial labour processes increased mainly
due to international competition for marketé. In response, labour
struggles were primarily oriented toward the stabilisation of wage
levels and shorter hours, the latter reflecting increased commuting
times due to suburbanisation as well as a desire.for more leisure
time. Outside the work place, working class political organisations
were gaining an influence over local governments and semi public bodies
that were 1hcreasihg1y providing services that materially affected
standards of living and‘everyday life. A greater impact could often be
made here rather than in the wage work place. Thus, there were str&ng
tendencies for these spheres to separate both physically and in terms

of the meaning and significance of 'separatedness' in response to

structuring and shaping by the capitalist production process.
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With respect to housing, these changes in the labour process
tended to reduce skill differentials between workers which in some cases
laid the basis for increased so]idakity but which also placed many
"skilled" workers in dangér of sinking back into the "mire" as a
result of job loss. Against this, and reflecting the nineteenth
century equation of responsibility and thrift, better off sections of
the working class may have souéht homeownershjp so as to differentiate
themselves by maintaining 'respectable' homes and to raﬁse their
children away from stigmatised slums. A secure and permanent home
offered real material advantages and ownership primarily reflected a
struggle to survive and keep up appearances than a goal of upward
social mobility.

The emerging social meaning of the home and residential differ-
entiation are further illustrated through reference to the preliminary
findings of research concerning shoe workers in Northhampton in the
1880s to 1900s. Here, in addition to rapid expansion of the factory
system and its concomitant loss of control and threats of unemployment,
small workshop production also prevailed and was often facilitated by
purchase of a house.- However, the latter form of production could not
take place in iso]atiqn from capitalist enterprise and control over
how they worked and, more importantly, the purposes of work were
increasingly lost despite ownership of their means of production.
Homeownership can partly.be seen as a form of self protection and
avoidance of the factory system and increasingly those instances of

loss of control provided a powerful motivation to:
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. maintain the home as a 'separate sphere' where time
spent in capitalist production could be used to create a
space for life-outside-capitalist-production - an explicitly
non capitalist environment. . . . A sense of security,
autonomy and control over life at home, in the family, in
the community accompanied homeownership: given the limited
options available it probably could not have been gained in
any other way.144
These benefits were neither illusory nor inherently divisive and often
created conditions suitable for collective action and resistance.
Another facet of the social meaning of residential property
can be seen to be influenced by developments in the newer suburban
communities where the new petty bourgeoisie (service workers, clerks
and other employees in state and private bureaucracy) increasingly
dominated community politics and cultural Tife as well as the trade
union movement. Placement of the latter on the side of 'mental labour'
in the developing division with manual labour Ted to an 1ncrea$ing1y
hierarchical ordering of the labour process and development of status
divisions within the group and may also have contributed to the growth
of forms of consciousness based on "social status" in the suburban
communities. In turn, this can be seen to contribute to acceptance of
housing and community services as issues of consumption to be fought
over, perhaps, in a competitive, possessive individualist fashion, to
the experience and understanding of home as a sphere separate from the
capitalist production process, and to a narrowing of the range of issues
over which organised labour would take collective action. The signifi-
cance of this fragmentation is illustrated with reference to situations

in which it did not occur, such as company towns where unrest was much

more intense.
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From these historical notes, it is concluded that these social .
definitions of housing tenure forms are neither historically universal
nor theoretically and politically neutral. Nevertheless, homeowner-
ship for the nuclear family is viewed as a natural mode of Tife to
which all have a right and has been naturalised so that it appears to
be social policy. The effect of this mystification on women is noted
because the role of the 'ideal wife' has been institutionalised as an
essential aspect of the scenario of the 'ideal home'. Paradoxically,
the same processes that effectively made homeownerhip a form of
resistance to the total domination of life by capitalist process are
also seen to reinforce the entrapment of women in the home.]45

It is suggested that these '"notes," while having no pretensions
about providing answers, do shed light on the complex relationships
between people's aspirations and the_aominant'processes of capitalist
society unlike rigid, functional interpretations. The latter are seen
to overlook a 'significant ambiguity' regarding the home and to have,
therefofe, obscured the progressive possibilities inherent in daily
Tife:

In a sense, the home, and residential environments, are
'separate spheres.' While they are structured and delim-
ited in various and changing ways by the dominant processes
of capitalist society, they are not in themselves fully
capitalist. So while in a sense the formal freedoms and
rights, such as those that have commonly come to be attached
to the achievement of a 'home of your own,' are aspects of
bourgeois ideology which conceal the real relationship of
home and family life, there is another sense in which the
'cultural space' they provide is very real. Material
improvements and increased security in the 'social relations

of everyday Tlife' can bring opportunities for the collective
exploration of alternative ways of Tiving and working.146
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Appraisal. Rose's empirical findings have been cited at some
length because they re]éte most dfrect]y‘to the problems encountered
by the 'incorporation fhesis' and are highly suggestive of the poten-
tialities of combining an analysis of everyday life and actual human
behaviour with a concern for institutional structure. Additionally,

.despite the tremendous data problems encountered in historically
researching subjective meanings and experiences, this study provides
considerably more insights regarding the articulation of structure and
action than, for example, the work of Rakoff. This lends support to
the previously suggested need for analysis of objective and subjective
reality at a specific historical conjunction rather than juxtaposing
two separate analyses.

The present study is particu]arﬁy notable in its insistence on the
"openness"” of the processes documented. Their outcomes are neither
inevitabTe nor predetermined and while they may be interpreted as being
supportive of and functionalto capita]ism, this "effect" is the cul-
mination of a complex set of interactions. As Rose stresses, the
latter involve resistance as well as acquiescence and thus suggest the
possibility of change. This type of analysis contributes to an under-
stand%ng of capitalist hegemony as a lived prbcess in which domination
reflects the active contribution of these who are to all intents and
purposes, subordinated as well as those in positions of power.

It would be inappropriate to be overly critical of work that is
presented as being';preliminary' of that is intended to be 'suggestive,'’
however, some comments can be made regarding some other processes
occurring in thevnineteenth century that might usefully inform the

data presented above.  Rose primarily.considers the emerging signifi-
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icance of the home and homeownership with reference to the effects of
work experience and changes in the labour process. However, récent
research points to other non-economic influences that were also crystal-
-1ising during this period and that, while also related to the processes
of capitalist production, refer more to issues of social psychology and
may be pertinent to the changing meaning of the home.

Richard Sennett, for example, locates the .source of the contempor-
ary definition of self as unique and tending toward narcissism, as
being sometime during the nineteenth century, and points to three,

highly interrelated forces.]47

Firstly, he cites a process of privatism
similar to that suggested by Rose which led to the glorification of the
family and the home. Secondly, however, he points to material conse-
quences of capitalist production,to commodities,and their mystification
through mass production and mass merchandising, particularly advertising.
The existence and expansion of a market for mass produced goods is
seen to be made possible by the endowment of objects with human qualities
and, in turn, this is related to his third condition, namely, the secu-
larisation of thought. The latter entailed replacement of transcendental
knowledge and a belief in the order of nature with a belief in immanence.
This entailed the notion that all appearances, including those of inani-
mate objects; could be suggeétive of, and reveal, human meaning and
personality.

Obviously these ideas are highly speculative and require consider-
ably more empirical and historical investigation. However, they would
appear to suggest a basis for contemporary ideas about, for example,

148

the house as a symbol of self. They are suggestive of the nature

of the changing social psychology that may have accompanied, and have
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been related to and shaped by the production and labour processes Rose
details. Consideration of these issues would lead toward a more
complete and multidimensional understanding of the home and homeowner-
ship. In addition to their work experiences of the capitalist produc-
tion process, these people also experienced the products of the latter
and, thus, it is important to question not only how goods were produced

but also what was being produced and the manner of consumption.

1.8 Conclusion: The Home and Hegemony in Everyday Life: Endnote

In 1ight of the foregoing presentation, the empirical focus of
this thesis will consist of an attempt to operationalise the postulated
concept of ideology with reference to homeownership and the everyday
thought and practice of those who have actively sought and achieVed '
entry into this tenuré. It is suggested that this approach may shed
Tight on the ideological significance of this tenufe in North American
society and may also contribute to an. understanding of the role it
plays in social reproduction. My aims are much more modest than those
of, for example, Rakoff. whiie the subjective meanings gleaned from
this study may be suggestive, no pretensions ake'held as to the possi-
bility of definitively demonstrating the articulation of objective and
subjective rea]ity. The Tlatter may be inferred but, as suggested,
it u]timate]y requires concrete analysis of a different form to that
_focussing on everyday life and subjective meanings. Furthermore, as
noted with respect to Rakoff's study, the issue of the'meaning of the
home and homeownership is still far from resolved and requirestfurther
empirical investigation so as to avoid perpetuating and falling back

on stereotypica1 images of the average (American) homeowner.
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The focus on everyday life reflects the belief that an understand-
ing of ideology requires more than an assessment of the actions of
the state and housing related institutions and their perpetuation of
formal belief systems. Even when hfstorica]]y'grounded this type of
analysis remains partial because it provides little information regard-
ing the social roots of ideological beliefs. Like Rose, I adhere to
the view that the latter type of understanding requires consideration
of the ways in which housing is experienced at specific historical
conjunctions and an appreciation of what people are actually trying
to achieve as well as an appreciation of constraints. As was suggested
with respect to Gray and Dickens' analysis, recognition of the problems
generated by functionalist interpretations and narrow definitions of
ideology remain inadequate without a corresponding change in empirical
focus. |

It is also suggested that analysis of the hbme and homeownership
requires an approach that is broad and that looks beyond these immed-
iate issues. The ways in which the expectations and experiences of:
home crystallise, are understood and are made meaningful are related
to other spheres of daily 1ife and can be seen reciprocally to influence
and shape one another. These interactions ultimately contribute to
delimiting the forms of action that are felt possible and actually taken

149 ‘As Barnett and Silverman

with regard to housing in daily 1ife.
suggest, our construction of, and 1iving within seemingly discrete,
but inextricably related domains is an integral aspect of our ideology,

150 To consider

not a reflection of the way things are in the world.
only ideas and experiences of home and homeownership would ignore their

wider social context by which they are fundamentally influenced.
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In Chapter Two, the exact nature of the empirical study undertaken
and the methodology employed will be detailed. This is followed, in
Chapter Thfee, by an exposition and analysis of the results of the
empirical study. Finally, in Chapter Four, tentative conclusions are
drawn regarding the relationship between ideology and homeownership

and a theoretical and methodological appraisal will be undertaken.
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CHAPTER TWO

METHODOLOGY

2.1 Methodologica1 Orientations

The strategy adopted to examine the issues of ideology and the
meaning of homeownership in everyday life was greatly influenced by
(1) the manner in which consciousness was conceptualised in the theor-
etical work of, for example, Giddens and Williams, and (2) the more
substantive work of Sennett and Cobb, Lane and, to a lesser extent,
Rakoff. !

In his discussion of the consequences of reducing consciousness
to formal ideologies (noted in Chapter One), Williams describes the
consciousness of "actual men" as being "relatively mixed, confused,
incomplete and inarticulate" and as being overridden when equated
with formal belief Systems.2 Similarly, Giddens has raised the idea of
a distinction between what he terms "practical" and "discursive"
consciousness. The former pertains to tacit knowledge embodied in
"what actors know how to do" but of which they may only be able to
gjve 1mperfect‘or fragmentary accounts, while the Tatter is knowledge
that can be articulated discursive1y.3 These contentions appear to
find empirical support in the work of each bf three additional authors
cited above, although this was not their explicit purpose. For example,
Rakoff suggests that the meaning contexts created and drawn upon by the
homeowner are rife with areas of ambivalence, contradiction and con-
tingéncy and a similar view is taken by Sennett and Cobb in their dis-

cussion of the subtlety of their respondents' thoughts.4 Lane has also
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indicated that many of the ultimately important themes are latent, but
may émerge from discussion.5

In Tlight of this, Sennett and Cobb, Lane and Rakoff all espoused
the belief that a different methodological appfoach to the traditional
attitude survey is required in order to penetrate subjective levels of
meaning.  Most basically this latter form of interviewing becomes prob-
lematic because thé important issues and questions tend to be largely
predefined. When this occurs, empirical research largely entails
obtaining "accurate evidence on distributions of people among categories
to be used in description or verification" rather than facilitating
the exploration of and discovery of theoretical concepts.6 In view of
the somewhat. stereotypical images conjured up by the ideology of home-»
owner and evidence that the commonly evoked meanings and values are
less than universal, it seemed essentfai to undertake a study that
was exploratory and to avoid a methodology that might perpetuate these
1'mages.7 Additionally, the postulated nature of consciousness and the
empirical findings cited above, both suggested the inapplicability of an
approach requiring direct, codifiable responses to discrete questions,
in which the range of possible answers had to a large extent been
anticipated. These authors all opted for a considerably less struc-
tured methodology and more precisely for variants of indepth, relatively
unstructured interviewing. This is basically the approach adopted here.
As such, it is viewed as being largely inductive and as aiming to "dis-
cover" rather than "test" the nature of the meaning contexts evoked by

homeowners.
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2.2 Interview Form and Content

While a standardised questionnaire was not utilised, the limited
scope of the study and the limited time and resources available made
completely unstructured interviewing or an ethnographic approach
unfeasible. Instead, a partly structured interviewing methodology was
adopted. This was Quided by a series of topics that at least initially
seemed to be important, and by a set of general, very flexible questions
that were intended to initiate and promote discussion where necessary.
The topics thought to be significant were largely suggested by a quite
heterogenous literature encompassing somewhat reflective speculations
regarding the psycho]ogica] meaning of home, more empirical studies
yielding concepts such as the "home as refuge," studies pertaining to
the nature of home, family or private Tife in general, and finally popu-
lar images drawn from, for example, the contemporary media and political
propaganda.8 Thesé issues were broached from a variety of different
angles and levels of specificity and while some questions, such as those
regarding individual housing history, wefe quite specific, the majority
were very'general and open ended and aimed at initiating discussion.

The interview guide that was loosely followed can be found in Appendix A.
It was compiled in a sequence that seemed to facilitate a degree of
continuity, given the diversity of the topics considered, in case it

was necessary to conduct a re]atiVe]y formal interview. However, with
the exception of the opening questions on housing history, this struc-
ture was not adhered to in a rigid manner and issues were taken .up
spontaneously as they arose in the course of discussion. Throughout,
emphasis was placed upon allowing the respondents to express and explain
their opinions and be]iefs,'fo]]owing which, the latter could then be

pursued, probed and clarified.
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O0f course, even a relatively unstructured form of interviewing
is an artificial intrusion into people's lives and may result in the
researcher imposing his own preconceptions upon his respondents. This
pitfall would seem to be minimised, however, where questions are gen-
uinely open ended so that the respondent may "speak for himself" and
where the researcher self-consciously identifies personal biases. This
rationale seems to be reasonable in retrospect for throughout the
interviews it was readily apparent when an idea or suggestion was
inapplicable. Typicé]]y, a response such as, "Well, I think a lot of
people feel that, but for myself I . . ." would be elicited. Both
the topics raised and the Tead-in questions appear to have been suffi-
ciently open to allow the respondents to express freely their opinions.

The group of péop]e interviewed was assembled through a system of
contacts and referrals, initially from friends who knew homeowners and
subsequently from the respondents themselves. Whilst obviously lacking
the rigour and potential for generalisation yielded by, .for example,
random sampling, this method was thought to be most appropriate given
the aims and form of the interviews to be undertaken. Essential]y,
this involved a trade off between the former qua]itiés and a desire
for depth of information and discovery. A minimum interview length of
one.hour-to one hour and thirty minutes seemed probable following a dry
run among fellow graduate students. It seemed unlikely that many posi-
tive responses would ensue from either telephone or doorstep requests
for an- appointment. It also became apparent quite early on that thié
length could bé greatly exceeded by aresponsive person. Furthermore,
there was the possibility that some of the issues raised might have

been perceived as being too personal to discuss with a stranger. To an
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extent, those 1ntuftions were validated by the manner in which contacts
were made. In the majority of cases, potential respondents were first
contacted by their friend, often on the latter's suggestion, to
ascertain their willingness to participate. Only then would the names
be passed on to me. The only refusal encountered did not follow this
pattern in that the "friend" was reluctant to do more than give me a
name because she felt she would be "imposing too much" on the friend-
ship. Thus, a degree of sanction seemed to be necessary to facilitate
credibility -and legitimacy.

A1l the interviews were taped with the prior consent of the res-
pondents who seemed to find it neither an unusual nor unpleasant request.
One woman was slightly ikritated-at the idea because she didn't like the
sound of her vofce on tape;‘however, she told me to "go ahead anyway"
because she realised she would not have to listen to it! I chose to
record the interviews for several reasons. Pragmatically, because I
anticipated 1engthy discussions, I was dubious as to the extent to
which I could trust my memory and was uncertain whether efforts to
take notes would disrupt the flow of discussion. In one instance,
where a technical breakdown occurred, the latter did seem to be the
case and it was more difficult.to follow up interesting points.
Furthermore, note taking also seemed likely to introduce an unwelcomed
degree of selectivity that might undermine the essentially exploratory
aims of the study. It seemed Tikely that at least some of the signifi-
cant themes and ideas would only appear'to be so iﬁ'retrospect and
might be passed over during the early stages of the study. Similarly,
I felt that the choice of words, phrasing, hesitation and other aspects

of the style of discourse might be important and that these nuances
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might be lost through translation into my own terminology and short-
hand.

Both men and women were interviewed and while the majority were
couples, discussions always took place separately because it was felt
that they might restrict one another. A fellow graduate student
conducting a similar form of interviewing had noted that the entrance
of another family member during the interview often caused the res-
pondent to become less vocal. In my own case, early in the study I
made the mistake of conducting a joint interview when scheduling plans
broke down and I found myself seated at the family dinner table with.
the assurance that I should "just go right ahead and ask my questions."
The results were disastrous_and'inevitab]y one person tended to
monopolise the discussion so that eventually the other ceased to par-
ticipate in more than a minimal manner. I chose not to utilise this
interview and proceeded on the basis of my initial intuitions regarding
multiple interviews. All interviews took place in the respondents’
homes, as much by their assumption as by my request. This was felt to
be important in order to maximise their sense of ease and control.

In asking for contacts, my only stfpu]ations were that they should
be homeowners and that they should have white collar occupations so
that, Toosely defined, I was broadly aiming for a middle class sample.
There were several motivations to this focus. The ideology of home-
ownership entails ideas about embourgeoisment and the inculcation of
what is essentially thought to be a middle class lifestyle. Achievement
of a single family, middle class home and lifestyle is portfayed as a
universal desire, at least in North America. This.-is.-also the group

. of people most likely to be involved in the institutional structure
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influencing housing production and allocation, so it seemed important
to understand the meaning contexts they may bring to bear upon policy-
making. Finally, research amongst this social group has indicated
that their meanings of the home may vary significantly, suggesting the
need to penetrate and move beyond the stereotypical images of middle
class homeowners.9
The choice regarding the exact number of interviews to be conducted
was problematic. While not aiming for a random sample and having no
predefined threshold of significance, I also felt that Rakoff's sample
of 18 (jointly conducted_interviews)‘waé.too small particularly when
two couples were excluded from the maih discussion because of their

fundamentally d1'ver‘gentvattitudes.]O

Ultimately, I chose to follow

the suggestions of G]aéer and Strauss with regard to the distinction
‘they draw between theoretical and statistical sampling. The former

aims to. discover significant theoretical categories and their properties
from the data and is guided by a concept of "saturation" rather than a
pre-established, representative sample population. Saturation can be
seen to be achieved when "no additional data are being found whereby

1 Given

the socio1ogist can develop the properties of the category."
the exploratory aims of the present study, this seemed to be an appro-
priate strategy and culminated in the group to be described in the

following section.

2.3 Sample Characteristics

A11 those interviewed were residents of Vancouver, British
‘Columbia: a west coast Canadian city with a 1976 population of 410,000

and forming part of a metropolitan area with a population of 1.2 million
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(1976). .Notable characteristics are: 12

1.  An above average share of white collar occupations which
comprised 70% of the city's jobs in 1971.

2. Selective migration patterns have resulted in a loss of
conventional, single wage earner households with children
and ‘their replacement by one or two person adult households
without children. There are more, and sma]]er,.households.

3. High disposable incomes. The 1976 mean household income was
estimated as being $14,600 in 1976 but about a quarter of
households earned in excess of $20,000.

4. In terms of housing, 47% were owner-occupied while the
remaining 53% were rented in 1976 and 50% are sing]e'family
dwellings.

5.  The dominant ethnic group (by ethnic origin) is the British
Isles - 53% in 1971.

6. It is generally considered to be a high amenity city.in view

of the quality and diversity of its physical setting.

When requesting.contacts no specific areas of the city were

specified, however, all but tWo couples were located on the west side

of the city in southern West Point Grey and Kitsilano, Dunbar and the
northern fringes of Kerrisdale (see Figure 2.1). Those living outside
these neighbourhoods were recent first time buyers who had been forced
further east by the rapid escalation in house prices and interest rates
in 1980 and whose preferred location was in these western neighbourhoods.
This locational clustering is not surprisfng given the manner in which

the sample was assembled.
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The group considered in theAﬁext chapter consists of a total of
33 persons, 15 men and 18 women. The numerical discrepancy between
sexes reflects one single woman and two women whose husbands were
persistently unavailable during the interview period. In terms of
households, there were 14 married couples, one cohabiting coupie, one
single person and one.divorced person, plus the two married women whose
husbands were not interviewed. Thus, there were 19 individual house-

holds. Their social characteristics arekas follows:

1. Their ages ranged from late 20s to early 60s with the majority
(44%) being in their 30s. (See Figure 2.2.)

2. Fourteen of the 19 households had families, mostly consisting
of two children under the age of five, or of grown children.

(See Figures 2.3 and 2.4.)

3. A1l those in employment (20) had white collar jobs and the former
occupations of the remaining women were also of this type. Four-
teen of the women described themselves as homemakers and only
three were involved in part time jobs, again white collar.

4, The majority had received post-secondary education, although thfee
did not complete their degrees."Siity—seven:percent’receivéd“some
form of post secondary education. (See Figure 2.5.)

5. Over a third (36%) can be thought of as being socially mobile in
that their father's occupation was in a blue collar job.

6. Geographical mobility is also quite high with only 30% born in
Vancouver/ British Columbia. The remainder origfnate either in
other parts of Canada or from other countries, most notably |

Britain (67%). (See Figure 2.6.)
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7. A1l but two couples were paying off mortgages and those that
owned outright had previously financed their housing in this manner.

8.  Sixty-three percent were in their first homes and over 70% had
owned for less than five years. For all but five, length of
current house ownership mirrors Tength of neighbourhood residence.
(See Figures 2.7 and 2.8.)

9. With two exceptions, all had Tived in a variety of rental accom-
modation prior to their purchase of a home.

10. In their childhood almost all had Tived in owned homes (91%).
For the remainder, one had always 1iyed in rented accommodation
while two had Tived in houses that came with their fathers'
jobs. The majority were single family dwellings.

11. A1l incomes exceeded $15,000 per household per year, with the
majority falling in the $25-34,000 and $35-44,000 categories.
Those in the $45-54,000 category represent households with two
wage earners as did two instances in the preceding ($35-44,000)
category. Four of the latter also specified their incomes as
being exactly $35,000 éo that the majority of households can

be seen to earn between. $25-35,000 per year. (See Figure 2.10.)

These characteristics have been presented in very general terms and,
for example, mention has not been made of specific types of jobs.
This reflects the promise of anonymity made prior to conducting each
interview.

In the following chapter the subjective meanings of the home
and homeownership articulated by this group are presented. In order

to further respect this promise of anonymity, I intend to, similarly,
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make no reference to specific characteristics or life circumstances of
the individuals cited. Additionally, my aim was to isolate general
meanings and themes and these seem to be more appropriately substan-
tiated by extensive verbatim quotations rather than by the construc-
tion of elaborate vignettes with fictious names and personal details.
Emphasis lies with the broéd themes rather than particu]ér instances

of the latter.



Areas in which
interviews were
conducted

S(anleyQ
Park

<

Burrard Inlet

7

|
English M i
Bay Vo |
O nasTINGS !
Sy SUNRISE |
. S |
\ &S !
. & |
) < .
1 EST \ %
— | POINT GREY KITSILANO MOUNT '
y FAIRVIEW
University 4 PLEASANT !
Endowment |
& 0 |
Lands & i
RS IKENSINGTON- | RENFREW- |
S%| RiLey [# _CEDAR COLLINGWOOD;
c,,O\&q: PARK [ COTTAGE -
¥ ¥ !
) '&—1 1 ('] |
o /\—_1
[
OAKRIDGE |
VICTORIA- i
SUNSET \FRASERVIEW i
N KILLARNEY ll
MARPOLE [
S !
0 1 2 Miles
—rt A — (
0 1 2 3 Kilometres Fras®

Figure 2.1 - Distribution of Interviews in Vancouver Neighbourhoods

by Household. _
Source - Adapted from Jance, personal communication,1981.

(3



12;

18% 46 18 12 6
10‘ — g ——— " Lo N T~

Number of Persons
o

60+

Years

Male Female

Figure 2.2 - Age Distribution by Age Category.

88



89

-
»

-t
4

®

Number of Households

Number of Children

Figure 2.3 - Number of Children per Household.

12;

104

Number of Children
)

o) 5 10 15 20 25+

Age — (years)

Figure 2.4 - Distribution of Children by Age
' Category.



Number of Persons

14,

121

104

2-

3%

30 67

L1 .

Elementary
School

High

School ‘University

Level of Education

Figure 2.5 -

Educational Attainment.

Male

Female

90



91

33

ifepeue) apising

epeue)
JO seaie 13y1Q

o

36

BIqun|o) ysyijig
JO seaJse 13y1Q

193ANOJURBRA 19)E31H

27%

&« 9 @ © < &« o

3|doad jo0 saqunp

Place of Birth

v
«
£
)
[~

Male

Figure 2.6 - Geographical Mobility.



92

63% 21 10 5
14'“ P e,

oy
N

-
Q

Number of households

0 [ ]

1 2 3 4

Number of houses

Figure 2.7 - Number of Houses Owned by Household.

("}

©

o 8;

i =

o 21% 16 26 5 11 11
g GqA e, prame PR PN ——
(=]

L

- 4

[}

o 2 _

L

E o . R | l YN /L

= L4 r7

brd o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 13 14 15 19 20+

Number of years in present house

Figure 2.8 - Number of Years in Present House by
Household.



18

16

14
Male

12;

10 Female

Number of people

-
)
£
-
o

~~—
(=}
)
| =Y
=
-
*
=2

-owned & rented

Tenure 6f childhood home

Figure 2.9 - Tenure of Childhood Home.

93



Number of households

-h
Q?

16% 32 42 10

P, P o —

e

15 25 35 45 55

Annual income ($ x 100)

Figure 2.10 - Household Income

94



95

Footnotes

1 Anthony Giddens, Central Problems in Social Theory: Action,
Structure and Contradiction in Social Analysis (Los Angeles: Univer-
sity of California Press, 1979); Robert Lane, Political Ideology (New
York: Free Press of Glencoe, 1962); Robert Rakoff, "Ideology and
Public Policy: A Phenomenological Analysis of American Housing,"

Diss. University of Washington, 1975; Richard Sennett and Johnathan
Cobb, The Hidden Injuries of Class (New York: Vintage, 1973); Raymond
WiTlgams, Marxism and Literature (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1977).

2 Williams, p. 109.
3 Giddens, p. 73.

4 Rakoff, Chapter 3.
5 Lane, p. 5.

6 Barney Glaser and Anselm Straus, The Discovery of Grounded
Theory (Chicago: Aldine, 1967).

7 For example, see the findings of M. Cooper and T. Brindley,
"Housing Classes and Housing Values," Sociological Review, 23 (1975),
pp. 563-76.

8 Examples of this 1iterature include Val Ross, "Squeezing the
Middle Class," Macleans, March 10th, 1980, pp. 48-53; Lee Rainwater,
"Fear and the House-as-Haven in the Lower Middle Class," Journal of
the American Institute of Planners, 32, No. 1 (1960), pp. 23-31;

Yi Fu Tuan, Topophilia, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall,
1974; E1i Zarevsky, Capitalism, the Family and Personal ‘Life (London:
Harper and Row, 1976).

9 For a review see John A. Agnew, "Homeownership and Identity in
Capitalist Societies," in Housing and Identity, ed. James S. Duncan
(London: Croom Helm, 1981), pp. 60-97.

10 Rakoff, "Ideology."
11 Glaser and Strauss, p. 62.

12 These statistics were drawn from David Ley, "Liberal Ideology
and the Postindustrial City," Annals of the Association of American
Geographers, 70, No. 2 (1980), pp. 238-258; Chuck Davis (ed.), The
Vancouver Book (Vancouver: Evergreen Press Ltd., 1976); Vancouver
City PTanning Department, Understanding Vancouver 2 (Vancouver: City
Planning Department, 1977).




96

CHAPTER THREE

HOUSE AND HOME: SUBJECTIVE MEANINGS IN EVERYDAY LIFE

3.1 1Introduction

The house is an institution, not just a structure, created
for a complex set of purposes. . . . Very early in recorded
time the house became more than shelter for primitive man,
and almost from the beginning 'function' was much more than a
physical or utilitarian concept . . . If provision of shelter
is the passive function of the house, then its positive
purpose is the creation of an environment best suited to

the way of life of a people - in other words, a social unit
of space.]l .

These prefactory comments, taken from Amos Rapoport's book, House

Form and Culture, underscore a form of thinking about houses that has

become'quite widespread in the socia]lsciences; particularly in recent
years. As is suggested, the house is regarded as mOré than a form of
shelter that satisfies essentially physiological needs and as more than
a commodity to be exchanged in the market. While these aspects are
recognised as important functions, primary emphasis tends to be placed
upon the cultural or symbolic significance of houses. The latter are
characterised as expressing externalised, subjective meanings and
experiences and, to quote Marcus, as more broadly expressing " . . . a
good deal of how (men) relate themselves - or how they are related to -
the world in which they 1ive.”2 In this context, the house has variously
been characterised as a psychological, cosmological, sociological or
environmental concept, or as being some combination of the former,

although substantively, analysis has tended to be somewhat particular-

istic as the wide variety of aphorisms suggests. For example, the
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house has been characterised as being a "territorial cove," a "haven"
or "refuge," an "ordering principal in space," a "symbol of self," a
"status object" and so on, and, as Hayward notes, there tends to be
little consensus in the literature regarding the genrality of these
meanings or their significance in a person's 1ife.3

Broadly, and in light of the significance accorded to signifi-
cation fn Chapter One, this type of perspective on. the house also
informs the present discussion. However, the latter aims to be con-
siderably more holistic in that emphasis is on the variety and dif-
ferent levels of meaning that are brought to bear on the home and

related spheres of daily life rather than on particular meaning contexts.

3.2 House. Ownership: Some Contextual Comments

Pr1or to discussing and interpreting the levels of subjective
meaning that emerged from the present empirical study, it seems useful
to "set the scene" by briefly considering one of the most common and
consistently articulated themes regarding the attainment of, or striving
for, a privately owned, suburban home.

Commentators, both within social science and within more popular
thought and literature, have stressed the intrinsic importance of
ownership per se; that is, its significance as an act of appropriation
or possession so that the actual fact of ownership appears to be at
least as important as that which is owned. This type of focus has
also tended to entail statements regarding the ability of this act to
confer or allocate status. Thus, for example, in terms of popular

sociology, Packard demonstrates at length in the Status Seekers the

manner in which the house has overtaken the car as the major status
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4 In their more academic study of the ficti-

symbol since the 1950s.
tious Canadian suburb, Crestwood Heights, Seeley, Sim and Loosley des-
cribe the meanings of the home evoked by their respondents as being
centred on the concepts of the "House as Property" and the "House as a
Stage":
Property is an essential component of status in Crestwood
Heights. The Crestwooder who owns an adequate house has
become a substantial member of the community and, as such,
is respected and admired by his peers. The house and its
furnishings; the street and the street number; the location
in Crestwood - all are items which make up the total property
complex of the house.?
This backdrop of the house is, in the minds of all those
who are intimate with or know its owners, as permanent
a symbol of status as is the husband's income or position
or the wife's beauty, accent and clothing. Thus, the central’
theme of all the dramas the house supports becomes competition
for social status . . . 6
More recently, an attempt has been made by Agnew to provide a
theoretical basis for these ideas by relating them to the Marxian
concepts of exchange-value and use-value. Briefly, drawing upon
Marx's analysis in Grundrisse, he argues that an essential feature of
capitalist societies lies in the fact that activities and products
are of no value to the individual unless they can be used in exchange
for other activities and products. This is seen to arise because the
division of labour. engenders "interpersonal separation and indiffer-
ence" despite impersonal dependence and in turn this necessitates the
"creation of an objective and quantifiable measure of value - the
exchange-value." "Ultimately, the transformation of all activities and

products into exchange - values is seen to lead to a neglect of human,

social relations with significant effects upon man's self-image and
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self-evaluation, the latter being viewed as one of man's basic needs
that is mediated by the evaluations of others.. In view of the basic
reification of social relations, however, there tends to be little
real basis for this to take place so that:
As a consequence, people turn to the things they own or use
as a means of self-evaluation. When these things are rela-
tively scarce and appreciated by others, and one can tell by
looking around, status is endowed and the basic need of self-
evaluation is satisfied. However, the objects which endow
status have a certain exchange-value. They acquire use-
value as a status object through their exchange-value. 1In
other words, one needs to command exchange-value to obtain
objects with status-value. In everyday life, therefore,
individuals evaluate themselves and are evaluated by others
through objects which have a certain exchange-value and
status-value. The quest for financial self sufficiency in
order to own objects and the expression of self through
objects are, then, marks of identity in capitalist society.

This possessive individualism is described as often appearing
to be pervasive in capitalist societies a]though he also goes on to
consider a varied selection of literature that suggests that commitment
to this ethic appears to be far from complete and that other meanings
of the home are significant.

As indicated above, this emphasis on status and ownership is only
one, albeit a major theme in the 11terafure of the home and even the
authors cited here can be seen to have isolated other meaning contexts.
For example, Seeley et al. also comment on the home as a refuge in a
hostile world although this is somewhat secondary to the generalisa-
tions noted ear]ier.8 Thus, there appears to be a tendency, even
where disparate and often conflicting meanings have been isolated,

to emphasise the intrinsic significance of ownership and particularly

its role in allocating status. For example, Rakoff's commentary on
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the variety and ambiguity of the possible meanings of the home in the

U.S.A. points to, for instance, the tensions created by the fact that

the "house simultaneously symbolises both permanence in an uncertain

world and mobility in a success oriented society.“9 Nevertheless,

in the final analysis, recourse is made to the inherent centrality of

ownership:
There has been an unmentioned, underlying theme running
throughout these various meanings of the home; indeed, in a
sense, I have taken these meanings out of their unifying
context in order to illuminate the separate levels of thought
and -symbol involved in people's experience of housing . .
there is a common, central phenomenon running ail through
these interrelated levels of meaning and providing both a

synthetic focus and a motivational determinant. That
phenomenon is ownership.10

He draws the conclusion that "ownership seems tb represent or make
possible some of the most important tharacteristicé of homes.“]] 
Thus, thereyappears to be a fairly high degree of consensus regarding
the va]ués inherent in oWnérship per se.

Turning now to the present study, the most striking and initially
most confusing theme that emerged was precisely the absence of this
perspective amongst the peop]é I talked to. It became quite clear
during attempts to make sense of the first five or six interviews that
this was to an extent a presupposition that I also held and it was
only when I moved'away from this notion of the intrinsic value of.
ownership in my interpretation of the data that the latter began to
make some sense. Thus, while remaining an interesting focal point
for discussion, analytically it appeared to have less importance.

The meaning and importance of "home" and of "homeownership"

did not appear to be synonymous. Neither were they necessarily or

inherently dependent upon one another. This finding was not immediately
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apparent or readily articulated. It became obvious only when the dis-
cussions were finally broken down into the themes outlined in the
remainder of this chapter. These themes are highly contingent upon
one another with regard to their specific content. They are the
product of a rather circuitous reasoning process by the respondents

in which the ideas and opinions articulated continually contextualise and
temper one another. In this manner, seemingly contradictory of ambiv-
alent statements tended to be reconciled. Thus, the themes finally
isolated do not represent a clearly formulated, readily articulated
set of discrete responses to the issues I raised. This assertion
perhaps requires some exemp]ifitation. However, its intent will hope-
fully become clear in the discussion that follows and, at this point,

I prefer to avoid pre-empting the content of the latter.

3.3 Subjective Meanings of the Home in Everyday Life

i. Ownership and Commonsense

The first and‘most readily articulated attitude regarding the
importance of, or reasons for, owning one's home were always eminently
sensible and practical. Moreover, they cou]d hardly be disputed given
the state of the rental market in Vancouver in 1980. Most patently,
there were no "pride of ownership" sentiments or regard for similar
clichés that abound in the media or political propaganda. For example,
shortly before I commencéd interviewing, Macleans magazine ran an article
on the problems created by escalating mortgage interest rates. This
was used to initiate discussion and the respondeﬁts were asked for their

reaction to the following statement made by an Ontario homeowner: '"We've
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been taught in this country that owning a home is next to G.odh'ness.“]2

Not surprisingly, to many people this evoked images of the "American
Dream," "motherhood and apple pie." However, while the sentiments
were readily recognisable, only nine percent felt owning a home had
been a major goal in their lives and-even their réasoning was tempered
in a manner similar to that of the rest of the group. For most (91%),
ownership was imhortant but "not that important" and was commonly des-

cribed as being "not the be all and end all":

Well, godliness doesn't rank very highly on my scale of
values . . . it's irrelevant really. (pause) I think

that there are things far more important than owning a home
but I think that probably (those things) . . . are enhanced
by . owning a home and that's sort of family life and .
marriage-and things like that . . . I find it to be impor-
tant but . . . if there were a law suddenly passed decree-
ing that no one could own their own home I wouldn't go

jump off a bridge.

Their feelings tended to crystallise into two major attitudes, the
first of which is reflected in the words of the person cited above and
concerns the relatively greater importance of other aspects of life
(24%). The second group tended to stress precisely which aspects of
ownership were important and primarily referred to issues of financial

security (56%) as is obvious in the following:

No, it's definitely not that important . . . I prefer owning
a home to renting because of what I can do with the home

. the repairs I can make and not feel that I'm wasting
my money doing it. (pause) What owning a home also does is
give me somehow the security to know that the rent isn't
going to keep going up . . . that in fact the cost of the
home is going to go down all the time that I own it because

. every year as other things rise the percentage of my
paycheque going to the mortgage is going to be less. Even
though it's the same amount of dollars, it's going to be less
for the indefinite future. Things may change, however, I
think they won't for a long while . . . whereas if you're
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renting every year it goes up - to at least the same degree

as the . . . paycheque does. So in that sense at least it's

more secure but it's really not . . . it's not my castle!
Thus, to accord major importance to ownership itself was variously
seen to be a bit excessive and out of proportion, as amusing, as rather
old fashioned, and as applicable more to their parents' or even grand-
parents' generation. Instead, the common sense of owning was stressed.

To some extent, this lack of enthusiasm for ownership is under-

standable given their backgrounds. The majority (91%), including those
from blue collar backgrounds, had grown up in owned homes and for most
(82%), the tenure of those homes was not something they had even really
been aware of. It was very much something that they had "never ques-
tioned" or "thought about," that had been "taken for granted" Or‘thought
of as "normal and unexceptiona]" so that the typical response to my
inquiry as to whether the tenure of the homes they were describing had
meant anythfng to them, usuaT]y»took the following form:

It certainly didn't when we were renting (pause). At five

years I was obviously not aware of it . . . but Tlater

(pause) I'm sure it had subtle effects on the whole family

atmosphere but I can't remember ever really being terribly

cognizant of any difference . . . I wasn't all that sure

what the hell homeownership meant . . . the difference

between mortgage payments and rent and things like that just

didn't . . . I wasn't really interested- . . . No, I don't

really recall anything about that at all.
The remaining 18% also felt that it had been an unimportant or insig-

nificant topic personally but could remember the opinions of other

family members:

Did your parents own or rent these houses that you lived in?

They owned them . . . always.
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At the time did that mean anything to you . . . did you
think anything about it?

No . . . I never did (pause) although I can remember early
on the question of whether people should rent or buy and my
dad was emphatic that you buy . . . you never rented a house
. .- the money you put out was just lost money so he always
bought. It was economics but also he was an immigrant to
Canada and in his day owning your house was very much a big
thing, culturally. So I was aware of this but it wasn't
. . . well, it was talked about but I don't really think
that it meant much to me. I didn't think about it really
at all.
Generally, the merits of, or fact of ownership were not topics of
family discussion and very few could remember any particular ideas
that their ‘parents had about houses or homes, so for 76%: ". . . they
never discussed things like that. I don't remember them talking about -
about money - everything was paid for so that we never sort of discussed
it.. We never discussed these ideas." Those with recollections either
mentioned specific factors - "I guess they liked to live in_ the country"
or "My mother wanted a patio" - or, alternatively, felt thaf their
parents had demonstrated what was important by the way in which they

Tived:

I think that they had pretty much what they‘wanted to have

for themselves . . . They wanted a lot of space inside and
outside the house. They had what they wanted and I never
heard them express any views really . . . or desires. I

suppose you could just see what they 1liked.

Homeownership seems to be very much something they have carried
forward into their adult Tives more as an assumption, as an aspect of
settling down rather than as a sought after, or motivating goal. While
most felt they had intended to buy a home one day, 64% were quite

equivocal as to when they'd made, or become aware of, such a decision:
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I think probably I always thought that someday I would . . .
own a house but I had no idea where . . where or where .
I don't remember feeling badly that I wasn't in an owned
house. It was something that I thought probably we would
(pause) but I was not "looking forward" to it.
Generally, it was not perceived as being an issue that generated
interest or cohcern, éspecia]]y when they were single. As one woman

summarised particularly succinctly, there was a sense that one reached

a stage where it became appropriate:

You know, you sort of reach that stage - I mean, it's

financial of course but also . . . you have to come to a
point when you're ready to take the plunge. I was married
and had been married for . . . a while. I think you're

going through prescribed hoops maybe a little bit. You
sort of think, 'Well, I've been married this long' and you
start thinking of yourself as a young settled couple and

- you think of getting a house for one thing . . . It's a
stage of readiness as much as anything.

These feelings were particularly acute amongst the men,who often asso-
ciated buying a house with being married and settled and/or raising a

family (40% as opposed to 27% of the women):

Well, at university I very much took renting for granted so
there wasn't much to like or dislike. Following that .

again I took it for granted because I knew there was no way

I could think of buying a place or even know that I would
have the stability . . . Tive in one place for six months.

So . . . it was a way of 1ife and I think I accepted it

such that I didn't even think about the fact of renting until
well . . . I suppose ever since I got married and started

thinking about a family.
For several of the recent buyers (36%), the contemporary escalation in

housing costs also seems to have been a strong incentive to make the

move:
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I had never made up my mind about owning because . . . it
was always a situation where . . . it was temporary but I
began to see that . . . as it mulled over in my mind . . .

I realised that somehow this money could be going toward
buying a home and there was no reason why some other person
should have the benefits of my money.

Finally, ownership seems to be relatively easily available to
them and 76% described the securing of finances as something they
didn't particularly think or worry about:

I pretty well took it for granted that we'd be able to

get a mortgage . . . I didn't worry about it . . . it's

just 1ike paying out rent, you have to put this certain

amount aside each month. It's just something that has to be

done.
In general, ownership seemed to be something they expect in all areas
of their lives. However, very few anticipate eventual, outright owner-
ship of their houses with any particular feelings. The debt was viewed
as being long term and, probably reflecting North American attitudes
toward credit, as being quite an acceptable situation to be in. This
is of course understandable among recent buyers facing exceptionally
high interest rates, however, it was very much a pervasive attitude
irrespective of length of ownership. 0n1y nine percent mentioned
outright ownership as a "goal" or an "ideal"and even they are not
particularly optimistic about this eventuality:

-I-guess that would be something that we'd .. . aspire to

I guess you sort of feel you'll never own' because -

you fee] you'll always have a mortgage Ideally, say if
we had a lottery fund we won, we'd probably pump it into

the mortgage . . . Maybe I'm being misleading by saying
we're aspiring to it . . . It's probably something that will
never happen but if there was some way it could . . . well,

it would be nice.
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For most it seemed to, as suggested by the previously cited person, be
"just Tike renting" but without the concomitant insecurities of tenure
and finances. This attitude even seemed to prevail amongst the two
couples who had paid 6ff their mortgages and only one person mentioned
being relieved at not to have to face mortgage payments today.

Thus, as has undoubtedly become apparent in the preceding discus-
sion, primary emphasis was always placed upon the "commonsense" of
owning. It was a good use of one's money becausel”it“s going toward
something." It's "working for your benefit and nto the landlord's."
As one woman put it:

. . it doesn't really mean anything . . . It certainly
doesn't make you a special or . . . a better person. I
don't understand why people think you have to own a home in
order to be someone. I just don't really understand that.
It makes more sense to own rather than rent one. It's like
owning your own car instead of renting or . . . owning your
own shoes!
Overwhelming, this assessment rested upon the financial benefits that
ensued and this was the most commonly mentioned féctor in explanations
of what was imbortant about owning a home (67%). Over and over again
phrases such as "you can't get away from the fact that you have an
equity,” "it's always beaten inflation," "you don't keep falling
farther and farther behind," "you get a return on ybur money," accom-
panied their rationales and explanations. Renting was seen to be
wasted money and this applied to both the actual contract rent paid and

to money that might be spent on’upkeep'and maintenance as the follow-

ing assessment of the importance of owning suggests:
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It's simply financial (pause), well, no, I shouldn't

say that but it is important . . . one is financial, that
house prices have gone up so fast that we just had to jump
in to get a house before the rents increased out of our
range and the housing prices increased out of our range . . .
And the second thing is the places we were renting .

The place we rented before we came here was an old place
that the Tandlord just didn't fix up. And I was willing to
do lots of work to fix it up and I did but without any
recognition from the Tandlord and it was that feeling of
frustration . . . of wanting to get the work done and want-
ing to fix the roof and the drains and do everything else
but it being a waste of money, and a waste of time and
everything else (pause) I guess money and the knowledge that
if I fix something up, it stays fixed up and it's for us and
it's not for the landlord . . . it's not money poured down
the drain. '

ii. Ownership and Investment

This pragmatic orientation requires, however, some qualification
because it did not,.as might be expected, also entail a commitment to
the "house as an investment" or commodity point of view. They were all
very much aware of the investment potential of their homes and, indeed,
could hardly have failed to be given the massive escalation of house
prices in Vancouver in the fall of 1980 and the attendant pubTicity.

It became apparent that "investment" was quite an ambiguous term and

that while it might be offered almost unthinkingly as a motive for

ownership, its meaning was varied and was far from being a model for
action. Basically, there seeﬁed to be two main connotations to fhe
term:

1. A house can.be an investment because you are putting your money
toward somethfng, building up an equity and keeping ahead of
inflation - the house as security.

2. A house can be an investment if it "makes your money work for you."
This seemed to entail buying a house, renovating it and turning
it over at a profit within a few years and often repeating the pro-

cedure with the next house - the house as a money maker.
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As may be obvious now, the former definition is most applicable here
so that while all were cognizant of the latter it was considered unim-
portant or at best a secondary consideration in their own decisions to
buy. Thus, 82%.¢ommented on this potential but inevitably qualified

themselves in a manner similar to:

Well, a lot of people buy homes for this reason . . . I
have an . . . acquaintance and they move almost twice a
year . . . and this is how he makes his money. So a home

for them is just something that you (pause)..The investment

occurred to us but it wasn't a "let's fix it up and sell

it" decision.

No, I don't think so. I think homeownership (pause) I

think I fully realised that it was those things but . . . an
~apartment's not a place I'd want to raise a family and rents

are now (pause) mortgage payments are about what our rent

payments were several years ago. So I think I saw the

economics of it. It seemed the right thing to do for a number
of reasons.

Many noted that it was very much something they had become aware
of, or had begun. to appreciate with hindsight (36%): "When we bought
it I don't think I did. I was just so thrilled to have a place that
was bigger than the place we were moying out of but now I certainly
do." "Prices have risen so much in the last few years so it's definitely
important now." In a sense, it is one of those "extras" one attains
but doesn't necessarily seek in deciding to buy. In addition, some also
seemed to be quite skeptical about the possibility of realising one's
investment (18%) and added QUalifications to their initial statements
regarding the elusiveness of profit: |
. . Only insofar as it was.money out that was going
toward something, not really 'heck, if we buy now, you
know, this house is going to be worth . . .' (pause)

don't know what the house is worth now but it doesn't mean
anything because we're still living in it and most people
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when they sell they're looking for something better anyway

so it really doesn't . . . the investment doesn't mean
anything unless you sort of go back to 1living in a tent or
something, you know! . . . It sort of implies that you cash

it in later on, so for us I don't see it as an investment

at all because if you cash it in and you want to stay in the
same area you'd simply have to pay out more . . . We didn't
buy it because we thought it was going to be a money maker
in the Tong run. It was just . . . well, it was a place

to live and it was . . . the money that goes out was at
least going into something. It was not going to someone
else.

These rationales appeared to rest not only upon a set of priorities

regarding their expectations of the home but also on a perceived tension

or conflict between these two connotations of investment. This was

most keenly apparent in the case of a young couple who had bought

very recently with the realisation that they would "never be able to

own if we didn't do it now." Here the investment perspective was

espoused to a greater extent than in any of the other discussions by

the wife, although as is apparent she is far from comfortable with the

idea:

Yes, it is an investment. You can't buy your dream home
right away so a house can either be an investment or a place
to Tive forever. Obviously you have to get to your end

goal somehow and on the way the houses you live in tend to
be investments. Hopefully, they'l11l appreciate so you can
keep turning them over and reach your final goal eventually,
whereas you probably never would if you just rented. But,
you know, I've become attached to this house although we
thought of it as investment to begin with . . . it has

‘character and you get attached to it and enjoy living in it.

So it's not solely an investment I suppose (pause) I wouldn't
want to see the place I was going to Tive in in those terms.
It's just too hard to keep selling the house you live in.

You know, you end up having to treat it like a commodity

and then you can't really love that house because if you did
you'd never sell it. I don't know, you sort of end up being
a house pimp and it all gets so cutthroat:

—— e v e
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Here the notion of a "starter home" tends to be evoked and this
issue again illustrates the secondary importance of investment for the
remainder of the group in that 67% felt that they had not viewed their
first homes in these terms. Typically, the latter were described as
being "just our first house," as suiting "our needs at the time," or
as being "something we liked"; in other words, as always being more
than a means of getting into the market. For 70% neither these first
homes nor their present homes are held to be their dream homes and 64%
anticipate a move in the future but.in all cases this ié characterised
as occurring in order to "suit our needs" - 14% are thoUght to be
perhaps job related and 68% are size related with 42% fequiring some-
thing Targer and 26% requiring or anticipating éomething smaller -
ratherbtﬁan td realise a financial gain.]3

Thus, most basically, their houses appear to be places to Tive in
and enjoy and nbt commodities to make money and adherence to one atti-
tude apparently precludes the other: "If we'd been willing to - or if
we'd had the energy to put the time and money into it, we could have

sold at a good profit, but we weren't really interested."

iii. The Many Faces of Freedom

Had these pragmatic concerns comprised the whole picture there
might perhaps have been 1little basis for prolonging these discussions
for it would be hard to quibble with the view that in contemporary
society owning makes better sense than renting. However, as is appar-
ent, these practical virtues were accompanied by, and contextualised by
several other ideas that ultimately provided clues to a deeper, more
elusive, and less readily articulated set of concerns that were far

from being "sensible."
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Firstly, as noted above, apartments were universally seen to be
unsuitable for raising children. The majority (85%) felt that their
housing choice had been affected, at least to a degree, by having a
family - 58% felt this had definitely been the case, while 27% felt
it was partially valid. In some cases, the prospect of raising a
family had provided the final impetus for them to buy:‘

We got married after living together for a while and we
Tived in an apartment and then my wife got pregnant and I
. or rather, we decided to buy a house. An apartment

Qaén't suitable.

Renting was always something temporary. By the time we

had our son . . . we were in a really small suite and . . .
he slept in the dinette so that . . . we definitely needed
a house.

Thé most problematic aspects of rental accommodation were the
lack of interior and exterior space (61%) and proximity to other
tenants (40%). Both were seen to place extra and undue restrictions
upon the child, particularly in the latter case where the noise created
by the child was likely to create conflicts. As one woman put it:
"People expect so much more of children in apartments and it can be
really hard for them and for you."

These considerations all pertain to the form of the rented dwe]Ting
rather than its actual tenure and this distinction became very important
in understanding the importance of ownership when discussion moved from
apértments to the necessity of raising children in an owned home. While
many initially responded affirmatively to this notion it became apparent
as the conversation continued, that their point of reference was a

rented house rather than an apartment:
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No . . . it's not vital. The only possible connection
(pause) It would be individual things 1like if the

parents felt any sort of burden or worry because they were
renting and that's reflected into the home. That's the only
relationship I can see. It's just like when I was little

I never even thought about it. I don't know, maybe I knew
but . . . I never worried. I don't think my parents really
discussed finances or showed any sort of concerns . . . Maybe
I'm unique but I just knew that meals appeared on the table.

- So you'd feel okay about raising your kids in an apartment?

Oh, okay, sorry. I made an assumption . . . I was thinking
of either a rented house or an owned house. I wasn't think-
ing of . . . an apartment versus a house. Sure, I think

there would. be more reasons there. I personally wouldn't
want to bring my kids up in an apartment because I think
you'd have to be always conscious about the noise. There
might be extra restrictions placed on them . . . no yard.
Probably space. I guess those would be the main things .
plus the fact that there's so many people around . . . I
~was definitely thinking of a rented house at first.

Thus, while all were unanimous as to the unsuitability of apart-
ments of either tenure, 88% felt that the actual ownership of a house
was unimportant or non-essential from the child's point of view
unless either their physical security and stability were endangered
(30%) or they .were unnecessarily constrained by space or other people
(45%).]4 As indicated in the above quotétion, the effect on the
parents was thought to be more significant particularly when their
feelings regarding the foolishness of renting are taken into account.
While children could quite adequately be raised in a rented house, this
was not a valued or practical a]ternative for, to a large extent, this
option maximises all the disadvantages of renting (except those per-
taining to propinquity) and consequently undermines the positive aspects
of a house.

This is not simply a question of supply either for 70% felt they

could have obtained accommodation equivalent to their present choice
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in the rental market. However, half felt that it would be more expen-
sive than paying a mortgage and, again, the financial arguments detailed

in the previous section were raised:

Recently I've met quite a few families who have got some-

where to rent that's comparable . . . the rents are fantas-
tic. They're far more than mortgage payments would be. So
it just depends on whether . . . on how much you're prepared

to pay. You can find something.

Thus, as a result of their perceptions of what constitutes a suitable
dwelling for raising children and of financial viability, they rather
circuitously-afriVe at a pbsition where an owned home becomes important
and valued.
These comments regarding the housing requirements of children
also point to the seéond set of ideas that accompanied their pragmatic
statements about ownership. These ideas centre on a multifaceted notion
of sécurity. The latter includes the financial aspects of security
already documented, however, only 18% cited this as being their sole
expectation. Many also referred to psychic and physical notions of
security which derive largely from security of tenure and the perceived,
and desired, permanence and étabi]ity it affords (49%). In turn, these
ideas introduce and are related to the more prevalent concerns for inde-
pendence and control (82%) of which the following statement is typical:
Knowing that you won't have to move is one point. Knowing'
that you can do what you want to the space without having
any hassles. It's a much more independent feeling. You
can just do something when it's needed and you don't have to
care what other people think or what your landlord thinks.

As the quotation suggests, these ideas tended to be highly inter-

related and somewhat contingent. Similarly, they, in turn, point to,
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and are aspects of, é largely Tatent theme that underlies the vast
majority of the méanings of the home they evoked but which emerged most
poignantly in the.course of eliciting their personal definitions. of
privacy. To say that privacy is freedom would not be an overstatement
(although, as will be discussed below, this is not unproblemmatic). This
appears to be the connecting and most basfc thread underlying the meaning
contexts they articulate. As will become apparent, it is a multifaceted
notion with both positive and negative connotationé, closely intertwined
S0 tHat they'often appear to be two sides of the same coin. For example,
the positive freedom of "doing what one wants," entails, and is partly
the consequence of the more negative freedom of "not having to be
involved with other people."” In gehera], the cdncept tended to have
more negative connotations - 73% cited this aspect as opposed to 58% who
mentioned positive factors - so that it was primarily freedom "from"
something and its essence is effectively captured in the following:

. . it all gets back to freedom. It's the ability to shut

out the rest of the world and just be alone . . . To be able

to .do what you want without feeling that society or part of

society is looking over you, watching your moves . .

criticising, judging . . . or questioning what you do.
However, it would be misleading to maintain any rigid dichotomy between
these connotations since, to a large extent, they tended to be articu-
lated in tandem, defining and qualifying one another in the process.

In terms of the specific content of their definitions of privacy,

18% felt it was a "state of mind" and was largely unrelated to place or.
other people, One could have privacy in a very public place so long
as "nobody was trying to get into your head." However, only two people

saw privacy as solely entailing this idea and the remainder also espoused
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the ideas common to the rest of the group.. These fell into two cate-
gories, the first of which was more general and nebulous and centred
on the notion.of the freedom of the individual or for individuality:
It means a place where (pause) I get to make the decisions
(pause). It's a place where I decide what happens and where
[ can do just as I Tike, you know, be sad if that's how I
feel or just . . . just be any way I want.
In private space one can basically do whatever, and be whatever one
wants whenever one wants to and these actions are possible because they
do not affect other people in this space. These freedoms covered a
wide spectrum from concrete activities, 1ike making noise or changes,
to more elusive, psychological concerns, such as establishing identity
or self actualisation.

These freedoms were also made possible because one was also unaffec-
ted by the actions of others and'exemption from involvement with others
comprised the second category of meaning. Again, there was a wide
range of concerns with differing degrees of specificity and at the most
substantial level issues such as landlord-tenant interaction were cited,
while at the other extreme, more vague cqncerhs were expressed regarding
the perceived restrictiveness of mere propinquity:

I guess it's a bit of isolation so that you don't have to
worry about the other people if you're doing something.
First of all, it's a positive thing. It makes you feel free.
It makes you feel you're able to do things. Now the ulti-
mate privacy is almost visual isolation from people so that
you could do anything. I wouldn't even have to put my bath-
robe on to walk outside. In a really private place you
could just walk outside. There's other levels too .

where you could . . . turn the radio or the stereo on as -
loud as you want and nobody bothers you and vice versa .

you can't hear the people near you. I guess it's just

sort of freedom to have . . . not to have peace of mind
shattered by having somebody else intrude. '



117

This quotation effectively illustrates the manner in which the positive
and negative aspects of freedom are closely interrelated in an individ-
ual's perceived need for privacy so that isolating either often becomes
largely a matter of emphasis.

These statements of privacy appear to lend support to the litera-
ture mentioned earlier that characterises the home as a refuge or haven.
However, this did not seem to be entirely appropriate. When asked
whether they regarded their homes as places that were open or closed
to the world, the majority emphasised that it was a mixture of both
(55%) and only 15% described it as being closed:

I guess there's a time for both, yeah, both. . . I really
like to come home . . . I'm looking forward to being alone and
it'is my favourite place to be alone and to lounge around.
I know it's a sort of refuge for me when I am home but at
the same time I really enjoy people . . . having people drop
by. I always like to say, 'just come over, you don't have
to phone, just come,' and I like it when people come over
. . well, most of the time . . . I wouldn't want people
dropping in all the time (pause) yes, it's really a bit of
both.
Thus, most felt that their homes were, or tended to be, open for, as one
man put it, "you simply can't shut the rest of life out that easily.
It doesn't go away just because I've shut my front door." However, as
the quotation suggests, these statements require some qualification and
only 18% were unequivocal about this openness. It became apparent, in
discussing their entertainment patterns, that their homes were only
open within definite Timits. The latter pertain to both those admitted,
and to the frequency of visits

The patterns I intend to describe are presented somewhat tenta-

tively because in utilising an open ended question to tap this issue,
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several fuzzy areas remained after analysing the responses. For
example, it is clear that there tends to be an "open door policy for
neighbourhood kids" énd that a good deal of spontaneous '"coffee visits"
take place between the women during the day although not in the form
of a "kaffee k]atsch“ or similar organised patterns that some authors
have identified. This form of socialising was less easily articulated
or quantified so that while a statement such as "and 'so and so' some-
times drops by in the afternoons" were common, Only nine percent
(three women) specified this as being a regular occurrence. Thus,

I make no claim to have obtained a precise idea of the nature of their
socialising patterns. Nevertheless, it was quite clear that their

own lives tended to be home-centred, as will be discussed below, and
that while they saw their homes as open, this invitation was applicable
to a fairly small circle of intimates composed Targely of close friends
and family. Sixty-seven percent described themselves as entertaining
a "couple of times a month" or "once every couple of weeks" while 12%
mentioned once a month and 21% cited three or more times a month.]S
A1l cited close friénds as being their main guests and 31.6% also
mentioned family. Business related entertaining was mentioned only on
three occaéions (nine percent) and not as a regular occurrence so that
entertaining was overwhelmingly informal. Finally, most estimated
that, when socialising with friends, 70% to 80% of the time was spent
in each other's homes with the remainder takjng place in public places
such as restaurants. Only one person mentioned a private club. Thus,
whilst their homes were not bastions against society, they were only
open with certain 1imits and to certain people, and transcendance of
either seemed likely to result in a disturbing loss of control that

would compromise one's ability to enjoy home and privacy.
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~One of my initial, "ice breaking" questions raised the issue of
"what sort of attributes a place would have to have for you to feel it
was home"; in other words, how did they define "home." The issues of
privacy and freedom discussed thus far were central characteristics
and were a major facilitator of the primary attribute of home, namely,
that it should be a place where one feels "comfortable." There seemed
to be two aspects to the latter, one physical and, more importantly,
one psychological. Most people (84%) evoked adjectives such as cosy,
casual and comfortable and/or described "home" as being a "place to
feel relaxed," "that one is familiar with," "that suits me," "that
fits with my lifestyle," and so on. Basically "home" was a place
moulded to one's individual personality and this was facilitated partly
by the personal possessions one gathers together and partly by decoration:
Well, I must have the sense that it's mine. That I have some
control over it. That I'm comfortable in it. (pause) 1I-
think feeling at home is . . . the sense of relaxation as
much as anything. Feeling Tike the surroundings . . . suit
me. It's always sort of flattering to tell someone else
that you feel at home in their home because you feel comfort-
able and it seems 1ike a place you'd be comfortable Tiving.
I suppose it's basically being surrounded by one's possessions
and family. A certain amount of furnishing and trappings
that are my .own. I suppose pictures, books, rugs .
things that I like around me (pause). Somewhere you can come
back to. 'Home is where the family is.' You know, the
people in it are part of what the home is.

As the latter suggests, the people sharing the home, typically one's
spouse and/or children, comprised another major dimension of "home." The
tremendous importance placed upon interpersonal relations has already
been discussed and this also became apparent in considering whether or

not a house afforded emotional support. Their descriptions of "home"

clearly indicate that it has much significance with regard to mental
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health; however, when confronted directly, this idea tended to be played
down. Most felt that one's home enhanced but did not provide this type
of support and the dominant feeling seemed to be that the latter
derived from "people not structures" (49%):
Yeah, there's the sort of 'nice to come home to' feeling.
I've had that but emotional support . . . I wouldn't say
so. It comes from feeling comfortable. You draw your
strength from other things, from other people and yourself
- not from a house. It's just that feeling of comfort.

Again this underlines the fact that their houses are not the "be all

and end all" in their 1lives.

iv. The House as an Expressive Medium

That the houée is expressive of self or of identity is a
common, and recently popular, theme in the social sciences and in
advertising and popular magazines.]6 This concern did seem to be
validated here. Only two people, both men, felt that it was inapplic-
able while 67% unequiVoca]]y supported the idea. The remaining 27%
“were in agreement but uncertain to a degree. While the latter commonly
made statements such as ". . . maybe in . . . I suppose, its the furni-
ture we've chosen and maybe in the decorating," the following is typical

of the majority:

Sure, that's true . . . because where you live you like
to extend your self. How you manage your life is how you
manage your house really . . . how your thoughts are (pause)

If your thoughts are all untidy and you never get going any-
where or never accomplish anything, well, your house is
surely going to reflect that. So, I just Tike it open and
not too much junk and my husband is the same. So I guess
that reflects me. I don't 1ike to have my mind cluttered.
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For most it was the way in which a person decorated and "fixed a place"
up that gave a house this quality and while five people mentioned a

sort of vague feeling of being able to walk into a house andv“know

that it's right for you," the house as a structure was not seen to be
expressive. All would agree that there were certain types of housing
they 1iked, but this feeling was not usually associated with expressive-

ness:

Well, I think there's also something in the basic structure

. it's the idea that you can go into a place and just know
that you're going to be comfortable there. Even if you're
looking at other places and looking at places that other
people are living in right now . . . you have . . . a sense
that there's something about the space and the shape, that
it's just you. I came into this place and immediately had a
sense that this was a place where I1'd be comfortable. It
felt right.

Generally speaking, there is little that is inherently expressive in a
house, as might be expected in a market of largely mass produced dwel- .
1ings, and to achieve this quality one has- to "do things" to the house:
If it's an extention of us, it's because we've made it so.
We didn't buy it because it was an extension . . . It's
what we've added . . . or neglected.
This activity encompassed most usually decorating but some also saw the
need to renovate and redesign and to make structural changes in order
to personalise a house:
No, I don't think so . . . I'd have to confess that this
house. is still very much the previous owner's house in the
sense that . . . we haven't changed ita lot and we've always
been . . . too busy doing all sorts of other things to bother
to do much. It was adequate for our purpose and remained

adequate for our purposes and we haven't altered it to con-
form with any great design.
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To a degree, the stress placed upon having to make changes is
indicative of a tension that emerged when discussion turned to the nature
of that which houses express. While generally, or very impersonally,
the term "self" could be, or was evoked, there was considerable confusion
over exactly what houses could reveal and this Ted one woman to question
my use of the latter word: "Not revealing - that's quite a strong word.
Maybé it can tell you a few little things but not reveal." This uncer-
tainty is illustrated by the distinction that some drew between one's
personality and one's tastes, between "what I am" and "what I Tike"
and while intuitivé]y they can be thought of as being interrelated,
the latter appeared to somehow be more objectively available for

expression:

Well, the structure, no, I don't think it expresses anything

at all, and the way it's set up . . . I really don't think so.
I think it's the people and their tastes and likes and dis-
likes, so . . . whether it's expressive of me as a . . . of

whether I'm an aggressive or passive sort of person (pause)
I'm quite aggressive and I don't have bright glaring colours
all over the wall . . . so, in that case, I suppose . .

no, I don't think it really expresses my character.
Superficially . . . I suppose in small ways there are things
that T 1like . . . that reflect what I like. I don't think it
reflects what I am.

There seemed to be several possible sources to this confusion.
Partly it reflects the fact that while they are relatively affluent,
the goods they have access to are highly standardised. This applies
to both houses and personal possessions and neither could be viewed as

truly individual statements. Access to the latter type of goods seemed

to be largely limited by finances:
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I find that a difficult question. I don't know if I have
anything to say. You know, your choice of a house is limited
by so many things besides what you would like to buy. I

mean it's limited by what you can afford and it's limited

by your own prejudices which are . . . governed by so many
things, 1ike the fact that we'd Tived in this area before,
that we Tiked the area, that this house happened to come on
the market at the right time . . . There are so many impond-
erables.

In addition, the perceived need to make some sort of changes was also
compromised by lack of funds and by lack of expertise (42%) as is

reflected in statements such as:

I agree with the idea but depending on the finances avail-
able. I don't think in my situation it could become an exten-
sion of my personality . . . For one, I couldn't afford it
and, two, the children have to be considered. It has to be
right for them, too.

I've begun to think about that a lot . . . I used to think
decorating was just a function of your personality . .

You could just go to it but there's an awful Tot more to it
than that. There's . . . money for starters. You can't
express yourself without some money. You can in sort of
small ways but if you really want to do it up right it takes
a lot of money to do it.

Well . . . I guess . . . you do what you can to make it as
comfortable as you can . . . to suit your needs and your
family's needs and you want it to be pleasant (pause) But
I'mnot . . . I often know what I want but I'm not sure how
to get it. I'm not an artistic person. I'm really not, but
I do Tike.to have nice things if I can afford them. So you
just do the best you can with what you have and you do it

to suit you and not to suit anyone else . . . If I had a
lot of money I'd do it a Tittle differently.

While 42% described decorating as an enjoyable or pleasurable activity,
the remainder undertook it but were only really interested in the end
result and 36% of both groups stated that it was not something they were

"very good at."
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A further set of tensions seems tostem from the equation of the
self with a unique personality and individual expréssion was thought
1ikely to, or seen as unfeasible because of conflict with those .who
shared the home, especially the needs of one's children. There were
intermittent comments regarding the requirement that the home be func-
tional or workable for the "kids" and as suiting their needs. Common-
ality with one's own needs was not something that could be automatically
assumed. This is particularly poignantly 111ustra£ed by the dilemma
faced by one couple who had recently bought their first home as articu-

lated by the husband regarding his needs for self expression:

It's a place where I gather all the things that are important

to me around me . . . I really feel very strongly that the
physical and sensual things of life . . . and the things you
gather around you . . . like the colour of your rugs, the
colour of your walls, the texture of your sofas and the
tapestries you have . . . those are really important things.
My home is a place where I can go and feel . . . and feel

1ike I'm in some kind of womb or something like that.
I don't have that feeling right now.

Is that because you've only just moved in?

I don't think it's that because I've moved into places

before and . . . had six months to nest build and had better
results. I think it's more a product of the 1ife space that
the woman I Tlive with now and I are creating. She's tidier

than I am and . . . She Tikes a more sterile environment
than I'd 1Tike to live in. Really it's a conflict that hasn't
been resolved . . . I'm fair]y pessimistic. It's really hard.

While this may well be a rather extreme illustration, the need for
compromise, and the problems thought 1likely to ensue, were alluded to
by 30% of the group. The perhaps more "normal" situation with regard
to these issues is a.particularly well captured statement regarding

the house and self expression:



125

Well . . . that's hard to say because ideally I suppose it
should be but one makes pragmatic decisions really based on
. how much money is available to put into these things
. . . on how much consultation has to be gone into in doing
it and how 'with it' everyone who's consulted is at any
given time. So that any large purchase could just as easily
be a disaster as be an extension of the way you really feel
about things. So, some things come off okay and some don't.
They just don't work and eventually you get used to that. So,
I guess, I tend more to feel that's inevitably what happens.
There are very pragmatic decisions involved and the test of
it tends to be luck pretty well. I think maybe if one were

more flexible financially ... . but most people aren't.
They don't have that flexibility to pick and choose. Like
we don't . . . how many people have the flexibility to go to

- West Vancouver and buy a house for $500,000 and tear it down
to build a new one. You know, you just don't have that .
well, I guess some do, but not generally.

Finally, there was an issue raised by one person but which seems
worth mentioning given the contemporary description ofthe 1970s and
1980s as being the time of the "me generdtion.” Rather than a lack of
monetary resources or particular skills, this person focussed on an

inner uncertainty:

['ve been to other people's homes and I've realised that
'Yes, this is an expression of their personality.'

Th1ngs are set up in a certain way that does that. I don't

. . . you know . . . the big philosophical thing . . . 'I

don't know what I'm about' . . . so I . . . personally, I

don't know who I am. You know, the old . . .'Go out and find

yourself' . . . cliché. So I can't say that . . . 'Yes, this

is an extension of me' . . . because I don't feel confident

actually saying who or what I am. So I presume someone

who knows me could walk in here and feel quite comfortable

in here because it's an expression of me but to ask me .

I couldn't possibly say what it is.

Thus, they clearly understand and espouse the idea that objects
provide a mirror for, and definition of, one's unique self and that
they mediate the evaluations of self made by others. ' However, their

personal experienées and those of friends and the very real personal,
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familial and financial constraints they face generated understandable

confusion and scepticism.

.....

v. Individuality and Attitudes Toward Children's Housing Needs

These definitions of, and expectations of private space resurfaced
most starkly in discussing the housing requirements of children and to a
large degree. the latter constitute a microcosm of their own perceived

needs. The responses to this enquiry are summarised below:

Table 3.1 The Housing Requirements of Children

Housing-Requireménts : %

(n = 33)
Their own room/space 85
Proximity to Schools 76

Access to open space - yard - 30%

- parks, woods - 46% 76
A "good, quiet, safe neighbourhood" _ 46
Away from traffic 39
Proximity to other children 36
Proximity to services 30

Source: The author.

As 1is apparent, the major requirement of the house itself was some form
of non-adult space--either their own bedroom or a playroom--where they
were free to do what they want to without feeling restricted by either

the parents or the parents' environment:
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Did having a family affect the sort of decisions you made?

Yes, definitely. This is the area we wanted to stay in . .

in and around Lord Byng and Queen Elizabeth . . . We def1n1te1y
wanted a house with a back yard . . . a southern back yard

so that there's lots of sun and space for the kids to play.

We definite]y wanted a basement for the kids to ride around

in when it's raining. These kinds of things were on my mind
when I was renting and th1nk1ng that we rea]]y should buy
because prices were just going to keep going higher. It was
basically, for the kids . . . the yard, proximity to schools
around here . . . the house itself . . . as long as there

were enough rooms (pause) I guess, also having some other kids
of the same age within the block area. When the children are
between the ages of four to ten I think it's important to

have kids, within the block anyway, in the same age group . . .
I definitely think trees to climb. . . . We 1liked this neigh-
bourhood because the Endowment Lands were so close. We

didn't want to Tive with the kids in apartments where . .

they can't simply walk out and be outs1de . . . We def1n1te1y
did not want to be where there weren't trees or fairly quick
access to swimming pools, playgrounds, a beach area. That's
really why we stayed here.

What about the house itself?

For children? . . . I guess, space again . . . especially
outside for them to run around in. I'd choose not to be on
a busy street so that they can play on the sidewalk .

so they can have a bit more room to play around in.

An area they can call their own. A bedroom or a playroom
where they can be a little creative and won't have to worry
about keeping it clean all the time.. They can have some
little area that is theirs as opposed to someone else's.

For children, and by extension, the individual, private space
should afford the opportunity to be alone, feel relaxed and unres-
trained, to be 1maginative and creative and to develop their characters
and talents. It should be a place for which they have some sense of
possession so that they will also feel "responsible" for it as well as
feeling free to be "wild within 1im1ts“;

A place where kids can be kids. I think there's got to be
a place in the home where kids can know that it's their space
but that they have to care . . . that there are certain

expectations of that space. It's theirs but it still has
to be . . . it's part of the home so it's kept up. They
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can't destroy it but it's theirs and it's sort of like their
private space where they can do what they want to do. It's

not a space where you have to worry all the time. You know,
make it so that they can do things until sthey're old enough

to respect their space.

Each child should have their own room if it's at all possible
so they have somewhere to go and do whatever they want.

Where they have a sort of relaxed feeling and . . . not feel
that they can't touch anything because it's mum and dad's
furniture or whatever . . . an area where they can sit and

study and eventually have friends over and know that it's
not the sort of place where you have to ask permission to
have them over . . . you don't have to be scared if you run
your bike into the walls. A sort of feeling that they can
grow up in a relaxed atmosphere.
Interestingly, one of the most commonly remembered features of the
parents' childhood homes was whether or not they had had their own
room (55%).

Throughout the discussions of child rearing only 24% mentioned the
primacy or importance of the family itself as opposed to the physical
environment of the home. Nine percent felt that the latter was. unim-
portant or insignficant and that the atmosphere of the family was all
that mattered but the remainder tended to view it as another factor
ranked along with the locational and space requirements.

These definitions of, and expectations of privacy suggest that it
is a relatively solitary or "individual" phenomenon and this appears
to exacerbate the tension discussed above, between the needs of the
individual and their fulfilment inva space that also provides a base
for the family. The child's need for private space was sometimes dis-
cussed in terms of providing an "escape" and this not only entailed

the possibility that the child could get.away from the parents but

also the reverse (27%):
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I think that in a house the parents must have somewhere to
escape . . . from their children. Sometimes children
escape from their parents, too: But it's definitely a good
idea to have escape routes for all the family in a house.

I think that for everybody's mental health you need a place

for the kids to be alone, . . . for each of them to be able
to go into their own space and shut the door behind them
when they're angry or when they want to be alone . . . a

place to play that's apart from the normal living area.

Privacy'and House Form

The expectations of priVacy that pertained at a Targer scale regard-

ing the relationship of the home unit to the rest of the neighbourhood

or community also tend to be applied within the home. Only six percent

also expressed the view that a home should also provide adequate com-

munal space for the family:

It's effected mostly . . . that there's enough space for
everyone . . . both private space and communal space.
That's surprisingly critical. When I look around at these
new places it always amazes me that they can put so many
bedrooms and not a common space, really.

A room for them to be by themselves. Everyone should have

_their own room. That was important to me. A place where

they can entertain their own friends, be it a playroom or

. . but not vastly removed from the rest of the house . . .
so it's really like two homes with great playrooms and whatnots
downstairs so kids come in and go down stairs and that's
all the parents see of them. It shouldn't be so separated
or removed.

Furthermore, several people, especially women, saw the ultimate

privacy as-being a room of their bwn within the home in which they

could be alone or arrange in their own way (36%). However, their

houses were usually too small to permit this and few were able to

point to rooms or parts of the house that they really identified with -

64% responded negatively to this idea.
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The relationship between ownership and these various meanings of
the home are complex and, as suggested in discussing the importance of
an owned home for children, they cannot be automatically equated in
any direct, causal manner. While some aspects of privacy are obviously
predicated upon ownership, such as security of tenure, there are many
that do not have this dependence. Seventy-nine percent felt that
ownership was not essential to the satisfaction of the majority of
the issues discussed in this section. In other words, renting an apart-
ment or a house was not objectionable until the issues of raising a
family and using one's money sensibly are taken into account.

As.noted earlier, theirrdecision making is as much a preference
for a particular type of dwelling unit - the detached house - as for
a particular tenure form and here a firmer link can be made with such
issues as privacy and freedom that are currently being considered.

In some respects .this is reflected in their discussion of their ideal
or dream homes. This typg of image was not held by all and only 70%
felt they had at least some partial mental picture. Of those who
responded negatively (30%), 70% fell into the oldest age groups (40

to 60) and felt thét while they probably did have an ideal home at

one time, they had ceased to dream and were now 1argefy content with
what they had. - Those who outlined the images they hgd held did so in
terms largely éompatib]e with the remainder of the group for whom the
most consistent.desire was for-a larger property; for some bigger than
their présent_situation. There were two elements to this expec’cation.]7
Firstly, a larger house was desired (48%) and this was usually with
respect to their present home, although in some cases they simply

wanted something "big". Ineither event, spaciousness, big rooms, lots
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of windows and the possibility of having rooms for specific functions
such as a dén, a work room, etc., were mentiohed; Secondly, and more
commonly, a 1érger property was desired (87%) either in terms of a
larger lot with figures of 60 to 70 feet of frontage being mentioned,
implying an .urban location or, alternatively, a less urban location with
a "nice piece of land, out of the city but not too far away." Interest-
ingly, one woman who had already owned a huge seven bedroom home, felt
that she had already had her dream home and that she wouldn't want it
again. This property seems to be along the lines of those described

by the remainder of the grdup but this woman pointed out the problems

of upkeep and the size of family one would need to make the place feel
lived in and basically felt she "couldn't cope with it again." For the
majority, however, these issues do not appear to be as pertinent as,

for example, maximising one's pfivacy and freedom. As one woman put

it: "If I decided to move from here now it would only be to get more
privacy - to somewhere more remote." As will be discussed below in
greater detail, these ideals or dreams do not provide a model for

action since only 39% of those expressing these ideas felt that they

were aspiring to own such a property.

vii. Home and the Private IndiVidua]

At this point it seems useful to digress briefly in order to make
some preliminary interpretive comments in light of the foregoing summary.
These may also usefully serve to contextualise the remainder of this
exposition.

The expectations of private spéce documented thus far may seem
uncontentious and unexceptional, however, as a considerable body of

sociological and anthropological work has demonstrated, they should be
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understood as .being both a culturally and h}storica11y specific juxta-
position. In discussing house forms, Rapoport points out that while
privacy is viewed‘as a basic human need in our cu]ture,'it is neverthe-
less a complex social phenomenon that may vary cross culturally with,
for example, "feelings of personal worth" and attitudes regarding the

"place of the 1'ndiv1'dua1.“]8

Furthermore, Brittan also notes that the
notion of "self" implied by these latter factors is also a "social
invention; that is, a social construction which appears only in certain

historical and CUltura1 contexts.“]9

This notion of self is, in addition,
not a static category and, even in its most egoistic form, it is a social
process that expresses, and has implications, for interpersonal relations
at an intimate and societal level.

These ideas would seem to usefully inform the present discussion,
and the expectations of private .space outlined can be seen to point to
an individualistic conception of self and social reality reminiscent of
the classic Tiberal view. Brittan cites, as a recurrent theme, the
uniqueness and privacy of the self and describes the concept of privacy
as being intimately connected to the conception of the individual in
western thought and especially to the bourgeois individual and his
property rights-zo More specifically, he states that in this view:

. the private individual is a person who can only fully
realise himself if he is not fettered by the constraints
of the 'public sphere,' that is, he is free to accumulate
property without too much state interference. Privacy, in
this context, relates not only to the individual person, but
also to the exclusive rights of property. To respect a
person's privacy, therefore, entails respecting his right
to property. What I own and what I lay claim to Timits the
extent of my privacy. Hence, as an individual, I demonstrate

my autonomy to the extent that my ownership of property
allows me to pursue my own interests.Zl
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The latter sentence particularly appears to have implications for the
beliefs expressed in the previous summary. Additionally, Lukes also
notes the close interrelationships between autonomy, privacy and self
development and .describes them as the "three faces" of freedom which,
together with the belief in the inherent dignity of man, constitute
the basic elements of 1'nd1'v1'dua11'sm.22
To a large extént this is the 1ihe of reasoning followed by Rakoff
in his study of the meaning of the home and ideology in everyday Tlife.
The former are characterised as being paft of our "culture's recipe for
dea]ihg with the recurrent persona1 tensions created by an individual-
istic view of social reality" and both are held to be an expression of
and fulfiliment of liberal capitalist ideology. In drawing these con-
clusions, Rakoff turns to John Locke's stagements regarding man's
natural right to personal appropriatibn of, and self extension in,
one's property and sees this as remaining a powerful attraction today.
Locke's formula is seen to "continue to motivate us in our treatment
of ownership" which, for the majority in contemporary times, is seen
to mean homeownership. Given the limitation of property to personal
possessions and a housé for most people, Rakoff feels that it "makes
perfect sense that the house (and perhaps the car, also) takes on the
full range of characteristics that classical liberalism ascribed to
landed property.“23
Whilst there may well be some justification to delimiting such
interconnections, particularly from an etymological point of view
in that the above may constitute the roots of contemporary beliefs, this

argument is highly problematic. Not only does it continue to interpret

the modern meaning of the home in functionalist terms, but it also
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ignores the manner in which society has changed since the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries when these pronouncements were made. Like the
society in which they arose and in which they retain meaning, categories
such as the individual and private property are not static and unchanging
and have been gradually and subtly transformed so that they correspond
only superficially to their antecedents. The recent proliferation of
literature concerning the postulated transformation of the western
notion of self is illustrative of this point. As Lasch notes with
reference to the contemporary individual, the conception of self may
still be described as individualistic but it bears only a "superficial
resemblance, in his self absorption and delusions of grandeur, to the
"imperial self' so often celebrated in nineteenth century American

1iterature."24

-Similar arguments could be made with regard to the
development of corpokate and shareholder property ownership .and the
pervasiveness of the modern credit system which is particularly, and
increasingly, significant with regard to domestic property ownership.
Thus, while Rakoff's line of argument initially appears to be
evocative, it nevertheless involves a tremendous, and mystificatory
lTeap in logic that appears difficult to subport empirically ‘and histor-
ically. In terms of the present discussioh, while an individualistic
view of self suggests itself as integral to the multivalent meanings
of the home, something different to the usual connotations of this
characterisation also appears to be taking place. The latter is suggest-
ed most notably by the denigration of the intrinsic importance of prop-
erty and property appropriation. It also emerged forcibly in discussion

of those spheres of life closely related to, and bounding the home and

its meaning and to which attention will presently be turned.
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viii. Status and Success: Some Dissenting Views

The traditional emphasis on the relationship between property and
the allocation of social status was mentioned at the beginning of this
chapter and, as.might be .anticipated, the latter element of this rela-
tionship was also consistently downplayed. This denigration pertained
to both personal success and achievement (with theif implications for
identity) and to the more. crude COnspiCuous consumption. It was an
attitude that prevailed despite the fact that in the eyes of the rest
of the city, they reside in relatively prestigious areas. I was aware,
before commencing interviewing, that this might prove a difficuit topic
to probe in view of its popular negative association with snobbishness
and pretention and, of course, I cannot say definitively that the res-
ponses I received did not reflect this attitude, Nevertheless, there
was great consistency in their disavowal of this motivation that ran
through all the direct and indirect ways I attempted to broach this

topic.25

Furthermore, as will be discussed in the following subsec-
tions, their attitudes in other areas of discussion also lend support
to this viewpoint. Thus, in the exposition that follows, I intend to
trust these intiutions and take their opinions at face value in the
hope, and belief, that the extracts from the conversatibns substantiate
the generalisations I draw.

Most generally, the following statement seems to capture the
essence of their kepudiation of the ability of, and importance of,
property in conferring status:

No, I don't feel special because we've got it . . .
I guess, at times I feel lucky(pause) but I don't feel

better than anyone else or anything like that . . . just.
fortunate, I guess. ’
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There seem to be several, interrelated sources to this attitude.
In part, it may reflect the tendency, noted among Canadians, to
adhere to a belief in an essentially classless society:
When Canadians are asked to which class they belong, they are
inclined to answer either that there are no classes in
Canada, or to identify with the middle class. The great
middle, in their opinion, encompasses almost everybody, and
the Tower and upper - which must exist if there is a middle
- can only be defined in terms of relative wealth. A few
may be rich, a few may be poor but most people, according to
this belief, are somewhere between these small groups. This
classless society is a pervasive belief and one renewed with

the daily reading of the newspaper, the viewing of tele-

vision, the study of literature, or history, or social science.26

Certainly their own lives did not appear to be exceptional in any way
to them and when status was discussed it did tend to be in terms of
wealth. In discussing the house as an.expreséive medium only 24%
spontaneously raised the topic of social status. This was the sole
emphasis for only nine percent and the majority (91%) talked of houses
revealing specific interests or tastes, e.g., "If a house is full of
books . . .," "If it's a really modern house . . ." or as revealing the
degree to whicha.person is interested in their house, e.g., "If the
house is really well kept up . . .". Status was usually mentioned as
part of the Tatter emphasis in that a person who was really interested
in their home might also be described as being interested in "appear-
ances" or "show." However, this was subordinate to the main view that
you could simply see how much tihe or care a person devoted to the
house.

In specifically discussing status,reference was commonly made to
the elite afeas'of the city or to large and/or unusual houses and their

connotations of wealth so that, for example, one woman's response to
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my inquiry as to what house revealed consisted of: "Well, a big house
is associated with wealth usually. I suppose it's a fact of Tife."
In order for many to make this. sort of connection it was necessary to
make the assumption that status was a question of finances (55%), a
view they did not seem to espouse although it was perceived as an
option. Again, a typical response to the above question was:

. I think that the people who 1ive in Shaughnessy have

a certain, different status than the people who 1live on
this block and the people that live on this block have a

different status to people who Tive in Surrey . . . I
‘don't know how you define status but if it's in terms of
the 'almighty dollar' . . . well, then it costs more to

Tive here than somewhere else. There's more doctors and
lawyers in Shaughnessy but if you live here then there's
more bankers and accountants. 1Tiving here. So it can be a
clue to financial status and it's sort of unfortunate that
that's often thought of as social status too.
Thus, while the possibility of houses revealing status and success
was recognised, it was an issue that was seen to depend very much
upon the individual (52%). It was repeatedly stated that use of one's
house, or perception and appraisal of others in this manner, was a
matter of personal choice. This was not the route they had chosen
with respect to their homes or interpersonal relations. One older
woman did mention that the issue had been important when she was
younger but that it was no longer something she worried about and, Tike
the rest, she espoused the attitude that she hoped that if she moved
it would be for "a better reason than just what people thought about
me."
Both the house and the neighbourhood as objective indicators of

status were also devalued because they were held to be often misleading.

As discussed earlier, there is a fundamental ambivalence as td the
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degree to which their own houses are self expressive, particularly

with regard to the physical structure. In addition, many also pointed
to particular instances in which such a judgement would have been.
inappropriate. Tﬁese indicators were seen to be both potentially

over- and understatements of status or personal worth depending upon

the individual so that judgement should be reserved to personal acquain-

tance with the latter:

You know for some people it's an anti-statement . . . some
people try to express themselves by buying the biggest and
the best house with the most rooms and the most chandeliers
and the view and so on and that's an expression of his
power, whereas some people do the complete opposite. They'll
choose a very modest place, in fact, even run down to go the
opposite way. To just sort of shun those types of trappings.
I know people who are like that. It's just that other things
are important to them. Their houses just aren't central

. but to some people it is.

. . I don't really think so as a general rule that you can
say that . . . the value of property just changes so drasti-
cally from area to area that somebody may . . . be going
through a bad financial five years and may be in an area that
really doesn't express themselves but they really cannot

put themselves anywhere else because of bad fortune or some
other sort of disaster.. So I don't really think there's

very much in it. I mean there are stereotypes but they
don't mean much when it comes down to it.

Houses were not necessarily seen to express "who" the person "really
was" and there was no necessary, perceived correspondence between
status defined in these terms and being a "nice person":
I suppose a house in Kerrisdale implies a lot of different
things to houses in Richmond although, in fact, nothing
could be further from the truth for some of the people who
live around here. Some of them are real idiots.
People who attempted to demonstrate status in this manner were vari-

ously characterised as being "pretentious," "ostentatious," "false"
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and as interested in "show" or "appearances." Such adjectives were
evoked by 52% and all carry the implication of lack of authenticity
that could be readily discerned:
Sure . . . I guess someone who's very keen on material
possessions would reflect that in their house. - I think if
someone . . . I guess it's a question of security and
insecurity . . . the more people are ostentatious about
their houses the less . . . secure they are in themselves.
They can't just let people take them as they find them.
Presumably if one is secure in one's self knowledge, this will be
reflected in more genuine ways. Finally, there was also the implica-
tion that status defined in terms of objective criteria entailed con-
formity to a normative standard and this was perceived as possibly
compromising their appraisal of both themselves and others as unique
individuals.
These ideas are reflected in the belief by 58% that their inter-
action with a person would be unaffected by the type of house the
latter owned and by 42%, that this might initially be the case but that
it would soon pass:
No, well, maybe a little bit. If it was a really . . . a
b1g house in Shaughnessy I might feel a little out of my
league initially, but only a Tittle bit. 1It's not going to
affect my interaction with a person that much. I might be
aware that the trappings of their 1ifestyle are around me
but it's not going to affect the way I think about the
person or the way I feel about a person . . . once I got
talking to them. No. '

Only nine percent felt that their interaction would definitely be

affected and all provided rationales that pertained to the negative

effects of somewhere "dirty" rather than a feeling of intimidation

due to wealth more commonly evoked. For most, the basis for inter-
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action was seen to 1ie in "who I am, not what I have" and the uneasiness
created by a person's possessions was not seen to present an impenetrable
barrier. As one person noted regarding possessions: "I don't believe
that's what makes a person and if people don't like what I've got - then
I'm sorry. But if they want to come and see me for me then I'm glad

to see them." Many also noted that they tended to know people and to
establish friendships prior to knowing where a person lived. In view of
the intimate nature of the entertainment patterns described earlier, it
seems unlikely that acquaintances are brought to the home. Hence super-
ficial judgements of character, lifestyle or taste are also unlikely

to be necessary or important.

The combined effect of these opinions is, therefore, an extreme
hesitance to make generalisations about others wfthout prior knowledge
of the person. Interestingly, this attitude seems to conflict with
their assessment of those attempting to demonstrate status through
their houses as in some way false; however, many do seem to have some
basis for thié opinion in their personal experiences with friends,
neighbours or acquaintances so that, for example, one person ﬁoted that:
"You know I have friends that live in the British Properties and they're
no more 'British Property' types than I am."

A further dimension to the attitudes toward status and success
pertains to thefr expectations of private space. As described earlier
their homes are valued as places to relax and be oneself and actively
seeking statUs through the house would allow for the intrusion of many
of the pressures they hope to exclude, at Teast to a degree. Most
seem to "feel sorry for people caught up.in all that" in that'iﬁ

invo]Ves "t00 much pressure" and feel glad to have avoided it. For
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example, in discussing the North American tendency to upgrade every

few years, the following type of response was common:

{
Hopefully, I don't feel pressured into that. Hopefully I'd
look for better reasons for doing it like getting a more
comfortable place or better amenities. Somewhere more
attractive and comfortable rather than just because I felt
some social pressure.
Almost all seem to have encountered no difficulty in pursuing and
practising this belief thus far, however, the implication that it is
still a relevent attitude in society and the potential for personal

conflict this engenders are suggested by one man who had recently

received promotion:

I guess in some respects I feel some pressures from work to

sort of upgrade . . . There are . . . pressures that are
put onme . . . I guess I'm reasonably successful in my
field . . . I can see in a very few years time I'm going to

have to do a fair amount of entertaining of senior people

and this isn't the house to do it in. 1It's a bit crazy

in a way. I shouldn't respond 1ike I am . . . I'm pretty

mixed up as to whether I should respond but there's no doubt

about it that I do feel some pressure in the work situation.

I don't Tike it. I think that . . . it's getting less

strong but I still think there is a pressure. It's certainly

never spoken (pause) although I don't know, it is occasionally.

I have friends of mine who after I took this position I was

offered . . . we had some friends around and they said they
~assumed I'd need to move into a bigger house. So it is there.

It's just a question of how much attention you pay to it.

I don't want to be continually moving. If we can get one

good sized house then, as far as I'm concerned, it's point-

less to be continually going on, you know, higher and higher.

A similar type of reasoning also seems to apply to the potential of, and
treatment of the house as an investment in that the commitment of time
and energy required to make renovations, etc., and to keep turning
properties over is also perceived as entailing too much pressure and

as detracting from their other, more valued aspects of home.
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ix. The Quality and Meaning of Life Redefined

These attitudes regarding status are underlain by, and entail a
particular conception of the "purpose of life" and throughout these
conversations stress was placed on the importance of "quality" rather
than the more traditional economic advancement or material accumula-
tion. As already noted, emphasis was placed upon the importance of
marriage and family over material possessions and the latter were not
necessarily held to define standard of living. Most felt that they
had, to an extent, been raised to expect a rising standard of living,
marriage and a family, however, 58% felt that these expectations had
changed to a considerable degree:

It certainly was the . . . well, I'm no different from lots
of others and that was the . . . lifestyle that was preached.
That's too strong a word but it's certainly part of my up-
. bringing. The old Protestant heritage and all that stuff,
you know, W.A.S.P. and so on (pause) I'm not saying that I
agree with it anymore but it was there.
That was the North American Dream, you know, bigger and
better. A bigger and larger car and all the stuff that
went with it but that's really changed. You know, people
just aren't prepared to sacrifice any more.
It isn't such a high priority. People are changing their
approach to life . . . to what they want out of 1life.

Life seemed to be perceived as being too short to submit to the
pressures generated by the type of striving that was thought to be
necessary to attain these traditional values. This was seen to com-
promise, and to an extent to be contrary to the enjoyment of 1ife so
that consumption tended to be devalued as a basis for both personal
happiness or success. It was merely seen to enhance the other things

that are important in 1ife and was a feeling, as summed up in the

following quotation, that you get to a certain level where you're

comfortable and then you sit back and enjoy it:
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I think I'd fight pretty hard to . . . not fall into that
syndrome. Because I think that no matter what category you
get yourself into there is always going to be someone that's
got more and that's a real danger, you know, always trying

to keep up. It's a real rat race if you try to. No, I

think there's definitely a point where you're just content

to be where you are. You know . . . sort of quality of life -
just sort of being there and so what if evetyone else is

in a great big home. You know, so what, just enjoy life.

These opinions help make explicable the fact that while 70%
held some sort of image of an ideal or dream home, this did not pro-
vide a model for action in most cases. Of this group, 61% felt that
it was not an ideal they were really aspiring to in the future. As
mentioned previously, they tended to envisage large, expensive prop-
erties, with values. of about half a million dollars being occasionally
specified. - In general, these are thought to be largely pipe dreams
realisable only through winning a 1ottery'ok through some similar
windfall. They are not thought to be feasible in terms of one's '
personal efforts and they are generally not prepared to make the
sacrifices this would entail:
I never have had a dream home . . . I have seen homes
and gone by homes and sometimes toured around homes or seen
pictures . . . and said, 'Oh my goodness isn't that fantas-
tic' but I don't think that I consciously yearn or have
any great pipedreams about ever . . . I don't have any
illusions about the thing. Maybe if I won a lottery or
something.. That would be the sort of money I'd be trying
to spend . . . my money on. ..if I did win a lottery.
For most, the following statement made with regard to the investment
potential of houses seems to capture the essence of their beliefs and
expectations:
We thought about our objectives in 1ife and we felt our
priorities were to find a nice place, to enjoy life and be

happy. Appreciation is nice and we've made a bit but it's
not our prime objective.
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This type of belief set was also identified by Ley in his consid-
eration of the development of a new urban reform party and new liberal
ideology of urban development in Vancouver during the early 1970s. A
challenge to the traditional commitment to an ideology of growth,
boosterism and efficient city management.was identified in the e]ection‘
of TEAM - The Electors Action Movement -'candidates to city council
who espoused the Tiberal notion of the "Tiveable city." Central
concerns tended to be with the quality of 1ife and experience, with
aesthetics and with creating a "landscape in harmony with human sensi-
biTity." The style of urban government and development is described
as being "recognised less by its production schedules than by its
~consumption styles." In essence, TEAM promised that "consumption should
henceforth follow the canons of good taste" and this dictum has consid-
erable relevance for. the attitudes regarding the purpose of life out-
Tined above.27

The primacy accorded to an "aesthetic" lifestyle emerged particularly
in discussions_aboﬂt neighbourhood and zoning change and development.
Amenity was highly valued in neighbourhood choice, as noted above, for
their own and their children's benefit and was commonly perceived as
the main motivating concern that might produce some sdrt of community
activism. Attitudes toward development and/or zoning changes were
very flexible and moderate with 84% expressing the view that their
reaction would depend very much upon the type of project proposed.

Only nine percent were unequivocal in their likely opposition to change.
In addition, distance to self was.a critical factor and many felt that
there were certain types of development that would only be objectionable

if "right next door." There appeared to be little concern for their
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neighbourhood as a whole and attention was focussed largely on events
¥n their immediate vicinity.

In genera1, there was a feeling that development or increased
densities could occur in a non-disruptive manner so long as they
remained consistent with the character of the area. Many also recog-
nised that change was necessary or inevitable given the contemporary
pressures on urban Tand and the shortages of urban housing (33%).28
The types of development that were consistently suggested as provoking
a negative response were those involving some sort of commercial
facility (27%), such as a 7-11 Store, or those consisting of single or
multiple high rise blocks (58%). In such instances, the values they
thought might be threatened crystallised into two interrelated themes
that together represented a concern that the “character of the area"
should not change. These values are summarised in Table 3.2. The
first theme is explicitly aesfhetic and concerns issues such as a
loss of one's view, of open space or the presence of ugly buildings
that might become an "eyesore" (36% of the 55 issues raised). The
second théme focusses more on the consequences of increased density
which included problems of increased noise, traffic or of loss of
privacy or stability (64% of the 55 issues raised). Interestingly, the
issue of house and/or property values was mentioned spontaneously only
three times and this reflects their relegation of investment to a sec-
ondary concern. In the remainder of the conversations I had to ini-
tiate this as a topic for discussion and even then most were quite
equivocal about the topic. Typically they commented that "probably,"
or at least they "supposed" it would be a concern (see Table 3.3).

The fo]]owihg‘exchangé of ideas is typical of the attitudes expressed

- regarding development:
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Table 3.2 Va]ues'Perceived to be Threatened by Zoning Changes

Percentage of Percentage of
group raising tota1 number of
each issue concerns raised
Values (n = 33) (n = 55)
A. Aesthetic
Buildings out of character with
the area 27 16
Loss of open space 12 7
| General changes in character or
atmosphere of the area- 9 5
Loss of view 6 4
Loss of sunlight 6 4
36
B. Density
General desire to avoid increased density 36 22
Increased traffic and/or parkfng problems 21 13
Noise increase | 18 11
Loss of privacy ' 15 | 9
Loss of stability in the area 15 9
64

Source: The author.
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Well it would really depend. I think that . . . a highrise
would bother me, very high density . . . If it was right
next door and it was very high density it would bother me
but I wouldn't . . . knowing how difficult it is for people
to get into housing, I wouldn't automatically object. 1I'd
sacrifice a certain amount of my feelings about density for
“the needs of mankind" you might say. I mean there are
people out there now that are finding it a lot harder than
we did to get into housing. So if there were a project
that was . . . you know, I agree with False Creek. It's an
excellent idea. It's "moderate density."

What sort of things would you be bothered by if it was
something right next door?

Oh, noise, the stresses and strains it puts on one when
there's a lot of people too close by. Loss of my view, you
know.

Would you be worried about your property values?

(pause) I don't . . . well, I suppose I would. You know
seeing as your house is an investment. If it was going to
devalue the house then . . . More than likely it wouldn't

unless it was something terribly commercial like a gas

station right next door.
Interestingly, of the 61% who made some degree of affirmative response
to the question of broperty va]ueg being affected, just over half
(55%) felt that they'd probably go up while only one person felt they'd
go down:

If they could put up one then they could easily put up

another so property values would probably go through the

roof and then you'd probably be able to move somewhere else.

A further aspect of this orientation concerns the emphasis placed

upon the realm of meaning and experience or, to quote Ley, upon "man's
emotional, spiritual and aesthetic nature." The designation o% "home"
as an arena in which self-fulfillment and self actualisation takes
place, discussed earlier, lends some support to the suggestion that

these concerns are an element of this group's "purpose of life."
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Manner in which topic was raised (n = 33)

%

By the interviewer to initiate discussion 91

Spontaneously by the respondent 9
100

Degree of concern for property values (n =-33)

"Yes, I would be concerned." 15

"I suppose I probably would be concerned." 46 °!

"No, I wouldn't worry about that." 27

" don't really know if I would be concerned." - 12
100

Direction of change anticipated in property values

by those expressing concern {(n = 20)

"They would most Tikely increase." 55

"They would most likely decrease." 3

"I don't know what would -happen." 42
100

Source: The author.

In addition, Ley notes that attitudes toward work tend to be trans-

formed so that, for example, self fulfillment may be ranked above

conventional forms of job satisfaction as a major employment goal. In

British Columbia, a survey in which "more than 60% of residents placed

lifestyle satisfaction in first place, while less than 25% gave primacy

to economic success" is cited.29
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Some tentative support for these contentions can be inferred
from the interviews under consideration. However, the issue of work
and the manner in which it might be related to home 1ife was an ex-
tremely difficult topic to probe. I was sometimes asked what dis-
cussing their-jobs had to do with housing or homeownership which, in
some ways, iS surprising considering their willingness to divulge
some quite personal information with respect to other issues. This
would seem to lend éupport to the thesis that stresses the pervasive-
ness of the contemporary fragmentation of home and work 1ife both

30 The most conclusive theme that did

objectively and subjectively.
emerge from this area of discussion was that they did not view them-
selves as working "just for the paycheque." Home did not appear to be
being utilised as a compensation for work and the adjectives used,
by the 61% in employment, to describe the Tatter were usually satis-
fying (45%), challenging (25%) or fulfilling (25%):
I certainly don't 1ike to work but I don't just work to
live. I get some satisfaction out of my job. 1It's not
drudgery going in, there's challenges there.
Those who expressed dissatisfaction (9%) also did so in these terms
ahd mentioned, for example, lack of responsibility and room to use
one's initiative and there seemed to be no fear of changing jobs in
mid-career. Furthermore, few seemed willing to go the route of the
typical North American executive and the only person in the group
who appeared to have been in this. type of job, had refused another
transfer in favour of "settling down" in one place with his family in

full recognition of the potential detriment it may do his career.
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* Xx. Home-centredness and Community Involvement

The devaluation of material possessions as regards personal motiva-
tion and happiness ahd the stress placed upon interpersonal relations
could possibly constitute an indication of a move away from the highly
privatised, high consumption Tifestyle usually thought to be associated
with homeownership. However, the pursuit of quality still appears to
entail a fairly high level of consumption and, more saliently, their
lifestyles do not appear to be less privatised. Only six percent felt
that their lives were not home-centred and nine percent felt that they
were more of a mixture. Thus, 85% felt that their 1lives were best
described as home—centred:

Yeah, I guess so} We're not active in any clubs or
anything Tike that and I've got no great burning desire
to be involved in that. We use the beaches and we get
away a fair amount but basically we are . . . we are home

centred. You know, we visit friends and they visit us so
we're not totally homebodies but, in general, yes.

As mentioned previously, their social networks appear to be highly
fragmented and centred on a few c]ose,.intimate friends and/or family.
These constitute their main Companions when socialising and the latter
largely occurs in each others, homes.

Their involvement in specific community activities is tabulated
in table 3.4 and, as is readily apparent, participation is quite low.
The expense of joining‘c]ub$ was occasiona]]y mentioned (12%) and
some also saw them as restrictive either because they "put you in a
mold" or because regular meeting times were a hassle (9%), however,
for the majority disinterest seemed to be the primary factor. Of those

citing a religious affiliation, half saw themselves as "fringe Christians"

attending church only for some special purpose such as Christmas or
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Activity

%

33)

Cultural Activities - very much involved

- Involved but only to a degree

Club Membership - athletic
- Hobby

- University Womens Club
Voluntary work ‘
Church and Church Organisations - attend regularly

- "fringe Christians"

Informal, cooperative activities - child related

- other

Professional Associations

21
58
79

Source: The author.

Easter. The cooperative activities cited all involved the women and

focussed on child care, such as a baby sitting pool or a play school.

This was sometimes also cited as being voluntary work (9%).

Other

involvements were in specific organizations, such as the Junior League
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or the B.C. Association for the Mentally Retarded, or in specific
projects, such as the U.B.C. hospital heart drive. When discussing
participation in the cultural life of the city such as the theatre,
galleries, etc., only 21% were unequivocally affirmative, while a
furfher 21% felt that it was not applicable to them. The remainder
(58%) fe]t that, to a degree, they were involved and might "go to the
theatre a couple of times a year" or the "art gallery once in a while"
and most seemed to concur with the following assessment: "Yes, but
guardedly. It tends to be more in theory than practice."

Some interesting distortions took place in this discussion
regarding the nature of the activities comprising each category of
community involvement. These questions were posed almost as a check
Tist and it is possible that some of the following instances may
reflect an attempt to make-some response, although I have no grounds
upon which to make such a judgement. In either event, they do seem to
be suggestive of interesting definitional distortions. Going out to
dinner was sometimes suggested as an indication that people's 1lives
were perhaps less home-centred (12%) even though in their own cases
this takes place among intimate friends or family and merely provides
an a]ternative,_and infrequent location to their own homes. The
inquiry about voluntary work sometimes resulted.inmention of a neigh-
bourhood drop in centre (9%) for women with small children that pro-
vided an opportunity for play and conversation. While this is a
cooperative activity it does not have quite the usual connotations of
the word "volunteer" in that its endeavours are self-help rather than
charitable and philanthropic; that is, the benefits accrue to those

using the centre rather than the pursuit of some wider social goal.
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Similarly, with reference to informal cooperative activities one woman
qualified her involvement in a baby sitting pool by adding that it
wasn't "really a community thing, it's just among friends." Member-
ship in a local community centre or the Vancouver Aquarium were sometimes
offered as instances of club membership (12%) and again participation
tends to be individualised and an end in itself, requiring little, if
any, commitment to a particular group. Whatever the status of these
comments, they do seem to usefully relate to the previous discussions
of the "home as refuge" in which most tended to view their homes as
"open" although it later became clear that this was Tikely to be in a
highly circumscribed manner.

For most people, non-intimate, social involvement seems to occur
through their children so that, for example, while disliking public
events themselves because "of the crowds," they will often go to the
Pacific National Exhibition or the Sea Festival because they "take
the kids." This orientation is readily apparent in the following
statement by one of the people who definitively felt their 1ife was
not home-centred:

No, not with the people we know or ourselves. We do spend

a lot of time in each others' homes entertaining but I

think that I seem more involved in the community, at least
for ourselves and the people we know, than withdrawn from it.
Many more people that we know are getting more involved with
soccer and with community centre activities . . . with cubs
and all the other kinds of things for children. Maybe
that's because of the group we're in with young families.
Because . . . ,yes, the majority are young families. I

see more and more of our friends getting more involved than
when they were single or without children. I think we had
more party life in the home or in the apartments then.than

we do now. Much more is geared towards playschool or
school or so many other community things.
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Many noted this effect that children had on their activities. The
particular age of the fam11y also seemed to have a significant effect

in that those with very small children felt more tied to the home
because, for example, parks lacked facilities for a six month old

baby, and those with grown families noted that they had been more
involved when their children were smaller. The implications of these
faﬁtors for community invo]vemeht and, indeed, any sense of community is
very effectively captured in the fo]]owihg response to my inquiry as to
whether people in the area felt any sort of shared sense Qf commitment

to it:

Yes, very much so. They have a feeling of . . . keeping it
up but as far as a feeling of community, no. And that's
. . . it's kind of hard to really reconcile those two things
but everybody keeps up appearance, you know, looks after
their gardens and . . . well, they do whatever they do but
as far as actually being part of a community (pause) it does
vary a little bit because if you have young . . . or younger
children then you tend to be more active in . . . soccer or
with the children in one way or another. I think that's the
key to it . . . as to what age the children are as to how
much you get involved (pause) you can go. for weeks and . .
well the story that I tell and I'm not especially proud of 1t
because you always end up saying, well, I could have .
There are two people who've died along here . . . and nobody
knew. To me it's terribly sad because they were both Tong
term things and the fact that they . . . the parents weren't
getting any strength or comfort from anybody much . . . I
think that's really sad because it wasn't as if you didn't
talk . . . you know you might see them but they never shared
it. I felt really badly (pause) So, no, there's no real
sense of community. I don't have that feeling. It is sad.
Now, I may be . . . I may be wrong. Maybe other people
wouldn't see it that way but . . . the only time people are
roused. is if somebody wants to redevelop something but
~mostly . . . you see people jogging or going for a walk.
Everyone has cars and I suppose that's isolating for a start.
It's not like the suburban community I lived in where . .
well, we had to build fences so we had to work together and
there were no . . . boy scouts or whatever, so you had to
start them and people did that together. There was, you
know, the kaffee klatsch and, much as it was absurd, it did
get you together. Yeah, there people seemed to be more
oriented toward doing things.
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This characterisation relates back to the earlier consideration
of their attitudes toward redevelopment and their lack of concern for
occurrences beyond their immediate vicinity. Only nine percent of
people were aware of the existence of some sort of property owners'
association in their area and any sort of activism was perceived as
being issue oriented. This is also reflected in their reactions to
activism in face of rising interest rates. I raised the possibility
of a homeonwers' strike against high interest rates should the latter
reach what, at the time, seemed like an unprecedented high level -

20% or 25%. MWhile many thought this was an interesting idea, only
33% saw it as a likely possibi]ity. 0f the remainder, 27% thought
that "perhaps" it would be the type of action taken while 39% could
not see such an event occurring. The prevailing attitude seeméd to
rest upon two assumptions regarding human nature énd problems of
mobilisation. In terms of the former there was a general feeling that
people would tend to "cope" or get by (64%):
No, I don't thinkbso. People accept things and learn to
get by. I mean, look at the ridiculous situation in Britain.
Well, it's one alternative they'd have and there'd be a
huge outcry but, you know, people are very malleable and
if they think that's the way it has to be, they won't fight.
I can't really see that happening. I don't know how people
would get by but 1ife does seem to go on in spite of infla-
tion and nobody seems to be going without.
»In terms of mobi]isation, a strike focussing on mortgages was perceived

as- being difficult to organise because peop1e's loans came due at differ-

ent times and because of a lack of any sort of legal rights (55%):
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I don't think that would ever happen. It's set up so that
everybody's mortgages come due at different times and stuff
like that, so you'd have a hard time mobilising people.

Your interest rate only goes up when your loan comes up.
You'd have a hard time mobilising more than a small percen-
tage of homeowners and you'd really need a Tot for it to have
any effect.

No, I can't see that happening because you'd lose your home.
There's no legal way you could keep it. The mortgage com-
panies, credit unions or whoever could simply take your
house and there's no way you could fight that at all.
Probably the only think that you could do is put pressure
on your elected officials to bring in stabilisation of the
interest rates or special help for homeowners but you couldn't
fight the banks.
Twenty-seven percent suggested some-sort of pressure group to lobby the
government as a more viable alternative, however, as mentioned, most
saw people as taking no action. Nobody suggested that they personally
would want to initiate or be involved in such an activity.

In summary, the membefs of this group tend to lead rather insular
lives so that, while not entirely "homebodies," their focus is primarily
upon the family ahd a small network of friends. Involvement in activities
outside the home tends to be relatively Tow and occurs in the course of
personal recreation and/or activities related to their children rather
than as a form of collective activity. Furthermore, when participation
occurs it does not usually involve interaction with nen intimates. For
example, C]ubamembership was usually a means of gaining access to par-
ticular athletic facilities to be utilised with friends rather than a
vehicle for meeting people and socialising. Disinterest in both their
local community and city wide activities is quite high and where par-
ticipation does take place, it tends to be in only one or two activities.

Only four people seemed to have multiple involvement in the activities

outlined in table 3.4. In many ways, their Tives seem to be more
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privatised than the lives of thosé indicated in the popular stereotype

of the materialistic, middle class, status seeking homeowner in that

the latter retain a degree of concern for the opinions and judgements

of the community in which they live. The group considered here appear

to be unconcerned about such judgements as became evident in the previous

discussion of their attitudes about status.

3.4 House, Home and Homeownership: Endnote

In this chapter, the main themes of meaning running through the
attitudes and beliefs of a group of middle class homeowners have been
documented. I have avoided the usual tendency to break them down into
summary catch phrases - "the home as . . ; - because it seemed
impossible to devise any categories that remained meaningful and that
captured the complexity and contingency of their thinking.

To recapitulate briefly, homeownership is essentia]]j a pragmatic
issue and concern. It is not thought of as being an exception or an
inherently "special" updertaking but rather as being something that
"makes good sense." However, the money making ability of the house is
a secondary concern. Ownership also afforded a sense of security and
control which, when combined with a detached dwelling, make an important
contribution to "home." Ownership enhances but does not define or
determine the latter. Their houses should provide an appropriate
environment for raising children with regard to proximity to parks,
schools, etc. Primarily, however, it was private space that could be
moulded to the unique needs and desires of both parents and children.
In this manner, "home" becomes a place to feel at ease, relaxed and

unrestrained, to be alone and to pursue interests and express themselves.
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Their lives and consciousness are highly home centred and somewhat
insular with only infféquent and fragmentary participation in thé
community or city Tife. Attention is primarily directed toward one's
family and a small group of intimates with whom the home and community
activities are shared.
In essence, these beliefs about home and homeownership coalesce
to produce an empirical instance of the contemporary phenomenon Brittan
describes as "privatisation." The latter reflects the fragmentation of
consciousness and reality into "relatively autonomous compartments” and
is described in the following terms:
Privatisation involves intense emotional involvement in the
family, in one's friends, in one's hobbies, etc., etc. More
importantly, the world of work is believed to be completely
insulated from private 1ife, leading to a split between the
private and public self. Hence the private self becomes the
focus of gratification.3]

The correspondence between this definition and the view of home 1ife

summarised above is quite stiking particularly with referenge to the

"world of work." | '

The relationship of these subjective meanings to ideology will be
considered in the subsequent, concluding chapter. Two issues, however,
still remain to be discussed. The first concerns the effect of age and
gender upon the themes discussed in this chapter. I had anticipated
that both factors might create significant variations in meaning but
this does not appear to have been a valid assumption. The consistency
with which these attitudes were held, across the group, was most strik-
ing and the differences that did emerge were either obvious or rela-

tively trivial. In the former instance, for example, those in the older

age groups were less inclined to have an image of a dream home and
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justified this in terms of n6W'be1ng contented with what they had. The
manner in which they discussed the ideas they used to hold, however,
was largely the same as that characterising the remainder of the group.
In terms of the latter issue, men and women tended to emphasise differ-
ent aspects of the home when talking about the places they had Tived
in as children. The men were more likely to describe areas of open
space or the yard than the house itself; however, this seemed to have
little significance for the remainder of the opinions they expressed.
The relative unimportance of these factors was particularly notable 1in
discussing the traditional association of the home with "female space."
Only 21% felt this was a valid generalisation in their own situation:
Yeah, I think in fact it is. I'm away for at least eight
house a day and she isn't. So the investment of time by
her is much greater. She's much more conscious of colour
and furniture, and so on, than I am. I'm just not thinking
about those sort of things.(pause) personality-wise, those
sort of things just don't concern me whereas they do her.
A further 18% felt that the men were "perhaps a bit Tess interested"
again mentioning the time spent in the home by the woman:
I suppose . . . as a generalisation, that's true but I don't
think I'm that less involved. I'm not as involved as . .
perhaps 60/40 because she spends all day here but I'm
definitely not divorced from it.
Thus, 61% felt that in their own situation the generalisation was
inapp]icab1e and that the mate was equally as interested in the home.
In two cases, the suggestion was made that the male was perhaps more
interested than the female: .
No, most of the men I know are quite into theif homes . .

making their mark. I think that's a generalisation that
probably is applicable to a 1ot of men . . . you know, 20
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years ago . . . 1like my parents . . . my mother would
always decorate and my father would deal with the physical
aspects of the place. I can't imagine him trying to . .
choose wallpaper or decide what the girls' bedroom . . .
how it was going to be done up. But that's something that's
really changed. I think as men gain their independence too,
- they want to express themselves. It can be a struggle . .
You know, how do we combine? (pause) Where can we express
ourselves and how? Is one of us going to take over the
other or is he going to be too strong or me too strong? It
was quite complex at first.
Similarly the ﬁnterview Tengths did not vary significantly between men
and women and, in fact, one of the longest interviews (four hours) was
with a man. Thus, the traditional dichotomy between male and female
attitudes to the home would appear to.be breaking down from the evidence
presented by this.sample.

Finally, there is also the question of how typical this group of
men and women 15 with respect to Vancouver itself and to Canadian or
North American society in general. It is difficult to respond:to” these.
issues. in more than a highly tentative manner. As stated in Chapter Two,
an inductive methodology was adopted with the aim of exploring subjective
meanings rather than the deductive testing of hypotheses. The sampling
procedure adopted was deliberately non-random in order to pursue a
methodology of indepth interviewing and, as such, it provides no
grounds -for generalising the results of these interviews. Strictly
speaking, the latter are quite specific to the 34 respondents in this
group and are not necessarily representative of any larger group.
Further research is ultimately required to shed Tight on these issues.

'In spite of these caveats, however, some tentative comments can
be made with regard to Vancouver, A study of the home .and home decora-

tion amongst upper income female homeowners, undertaken by Gerry Pratt,

isolated two distinctive social worids - one associated with "tradition-
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32 The latter

~alism" and the other with a more "modern" orientation.
bears a number of similarities to the group considered in this chapter.
It is characterised by diffuse, fragmented social networks in which

each woman's collection of friends tends to be unique to herself. Their
lives are quite insular and they are generally involved in few activities
outside the home. Involvements tends to be for private gain rather

than philanthropic reasons. Théy tend not to have an active. commitment
to an immediately involving social group with each tending to ”sfand

as an individual in relation to others." Their homes bear few similar-
ities to those of friends and their houses are thought of as being
symbols of their own unique personality and individual creativity.

This social network and community orientation is similar to that
described above és are the statements regarding their houses, individ-
uality and self expression. These latter attitudes are, however, more
extreme than those of the present group and exhibit none of their
uncertainties as to exactly what it is that their homes express. In
many ways., the grQup identified by Pratt seems to comprise an ideal
type of the manner in which the members of the present group might
view their homes if familial and/or financial constraints were removed.
These comments are speculative but are suggestive df the applicability
of these attitudes to a larger grouping than that considered here.

In terms of Canadian or North American society in general, it is
more difficult to draw conclusions. Thé stereotype of the materialistic,
status seeking, midd]e class homeowner derives primarily from an American
literature. The data presented here is considerably less exotic than

that usually found in studies of the meaning of the home or homeowner-

ship. The question of whether these dissimilarities actually reflect
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differences in the world views of the two societies is important but
unanswerable within the context of the present study.

In the final chapter, the tentative interpretive comments made
in Section 3.3 vii above will be considered further as will the rela-

tionship between those subjective meanings of the home and ideology.
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE HOME AND HEGEMONY IN EVERYDAY LIFE: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

4.1 Contextual Comments

In the previous chapter, the range of subjective meanings of the
home aﬁd homeownership articulated by a group of middle income home-
owners were described. These were tentatively interpreted as reflect-
ing and reinforcing an individualistic conception of self and social
reality so that consciousness of these latter phenomena is both highly
privatised and fragmented. However, as will be discussed below,
there are significant departurnes from the "rugged individualism" of
nineteenth centﬁry capitalism. |

These contentions appear to be justified particularly in view of
their attitudes regarding the nature of, and participation in, spheres
of daily life other than the home. Indeed, consideration of the latter
seems to have been essential and the specific meaning of the home does
not appear to be fully comprehensible when isolated from these atti-
tudes and beliefs. As Lane suggests: "An opinion or belief is best
understood in the context of other opinions, beliefs and attitudes,
for they illuminate its meaning, make its boundaries, modify and

qualify its force."]]

This statement applies equally to the subjects
to whom these opinions or beliefs pertain.

In the previous chapter, it was readily apparent that the nature,
and significance of the various themes of subjective meaning only
really became clear when considered in relation to ideas about 'non-

home.' Thus, while social reality may be perceived, and understood as
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being comprised of discrefe spheres of activity, the latter are neverthe-
less highly interrelated, at least at a conceptual level. Similarly,
the concept of self is not a discrete entity. Rather, it reflects the
manner in which one relates to others at an intimate and societal level
which, in turn, has imp]fcations for, and reflects the basic separations
made in daily 1life. In other words, understanding of one sphere of
life requires an understanding of the construction of the relation of
self to the social whole and of the specific spheres of daily 11v1ng.2
Before commencing a discussion of ideology, a comment regarding
the form of the latter is warranted. The subjective meanings isolated
in the present study are historically and culturally specific and are,
to a large extent, historically explicable. Indeed, a common interpre-
tive strategy has been to document the historical processes that have
combined to create the‘contemporary emphasis on the privately owned,
detached home.3 Reference is usually made to the economic, social,
and political changes brought about by the growth of industrial capi-
talism and its resultant "shattering of the old feudal hegemony in
which all spheres occupied a fixed position within a given set of
production re]ations.”4 Stress tends to be p]acéd'upon'removal of
economic production from the home and household group, on the growing
separation of home and work, on the changing functions and form of the
family, and on the atfempt to create a refuge from alienating work
conditions and increasingly impersonal bureaucracy through which the
home and family beéome the focus of personalised and privatised 1ife.5
Other factors, suéh as the deve]opment'df the ideology of private
property and individualism, technological developments .in transporta-

tion and house building techniques, the growing degree of state inter-
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vention in housing provision and legislation, the development of housing
related institutions, méss merchandising and consumption, are also
cited in a less holistic manner, as being causal influences upon con-
temporary housing forms and tenure.6

This fofm‘ofvana]ysis does have considerable validity. However,
it is not the method adopted here. 1In 1light of the type of empirical
study undertaken, attribution of causality to these processes without
concretely demonstrating the nature of the interconnections would bring
about many of the problems Rakoff was seen to face in Chapter One in
ekp]aining contemporary subjective meanings as 'reflections' of liberal
capitalist ided]ogy. ‘Most basicé]]y;'ana]ysis would tend to remain
equally as functional as that of ‘the "incorporation thesis" in that
causality is attributed to impersonal, determinate historical forces
such as industrialisation. These processes can be suggestive of caus-
ality and can serve to contextualise and ground contemporary phenomena
but, in order to demonstrate these relationships, concrete, historical
studies, such as the one undertaken by Rose, are necessary.7 Furthér—
more, the empirica] accuracy of these ideas may be questioned in light
of the recent suggestions by, for example, MacFarlane, that the origins
of Englfsh individualism can be traced back as far as thé thirteenth
century ‘rather .than the commonly cited eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries.8

Thus, while fuily récognising the significance of these processes
and the specificity of the subjective meanings: under consideration, the
~interpretive stkategy adopted here reflects the overall aim of the
present study to understand ideology as a level of signjfication in

everyday thoUght and practice rather than solely as a set of formal,
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propositional beliefs. Attention is, therefore, focussed upon the
material bases of the ideas of home and the manner in which they may,

or may not, be thought of as being ideological.

4.2 Ideology and the Construction of Self

The importance of the definition of, and construction of self
was alluded to throughout Chapter Three and also in the present dis-
~ cussion. The'natUre of this definition and construction is suggested
as being crucial to understanding both the meaning of the home and its
ideological content. ‘Briefly, thé nature of the conception of self
for the group presently under consideration will be outlined.

The consciousness of home and the socié] world in general is
quite c1eak1y'predicated upon an individualistic conception of self and
social reality. However, as suggested previously, it can be seen to
differ quite'substantially from the "rugged" individualism usually
held to characterise capitalism and also invoked by Rakoff. Rgcent]y,
several commentaries have been‘méde’regarding.changes in the contempor-
ary, western notion of self and Daniel Bell states that: '"Western
society is in the midst of a vast historical change in which old
social re]atioﬁs (properly bound), existing power structure (centred on
notions of restraint and delayed gratification) are being rapidly
eroded.“9 In a similar but more socio-psychological manner, Richard
Sennett and Christopher Lasch have, respectively, commented upon these
trends and draw conclusions along the lines suggested in the following

statement by Lasch:
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Much could be written about the signs of new life in the

United States. This book, however, describes a way of

life that is dying - the culture of competitive individ-

ualism, which in its decadence has carried the logic of

individualism to the extreme of a war of all against all,

the pursuit of happiness to the dead end of a narcissistic

preoccupation with self. Strategies of narcissistic survival

now present themselves as emancipation from the represive

conditions of the past, thus giving rise to a "cultural

revolution" that reproduces the =~ worst fears of the

collapsing civilisation it claims to criticise.l10
As this quotation indicates, both are concerned to understand the con-
temporary character disorder termed narcissism. The latter is held to
be the most common form of psychic distress dealt with by therapists
and is seen to have replaced the type of obsessional neurosis documented
by Freud. SennettQprovides the following definition of narcissism as a
character disorder:

Narcissism in the clinical sense diverges from the popular

idea of Tove of one's own beauty; more strictly, and as a

character disorder, it is self absorption which prevents

one from understanding what belongs within the domain of

self and self gratification and what belongs outside it.11]
Bell provides a more sociological or cultural characterisation in his
discussion of_the‘“antinomian attitude." Generally, both concepts
comprise aSpects of a concern to understand the nature and origins of
historical changes in the notion of self.

The form taken by the arguments these authors present is par-

ticularly well illustrated in Lasch's discussion of "Changing Modes of
Making It: From Horatio Alger to the Happy Hooker" and their substan-

tive content has relevance to the méanings of the home presently being

considered:
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Until recently,.the Protestant work ethic stood as one of
the most important underpinnings of American culture.
According to the myth of capitalist enterprise, thrift and
industry held the key to material success and spiritual
fulfillment. America's reputation as a land of opportunity
rested on its claim that the destruction of hereditary
obstacles to advancement created conditions in which social
mobility depended on individual initiative alone. The self
made man, archetypical embodiment of the American dream,
"owed his advancement to habits of industry, sobriety,
moderation, self discipline and avoidance of debt. He Tlived
for the future, shunning self indulgence in favour of patient,
painstaking accumulation; and as long as the collective
prospect looked on the whole so bright, he found in the
deferral of gratification not only his principal gratifica-
tion but an abundant source of profits. . . . In an age of
diminishing expectations, the Protestant virtues no longer
excite enthusiasm. Inflation erodes investments and savings.
Advertising undermines the horror of indebtedness, exhort-
int the consumer to buy now and pay later. As the future
becomes more menacing and uncertain, only fools put off until
tomorrow the fun they can have today. A profound shift in
our sense of time has transformed work habits, values and
the definition of success. Self-preservation has replaced
self improvement as the goal of earthly existence. .

If Robinson Crusoe embodied the ideal type of economic man,
the hero bourgeois society in its ascendancy, the spirit

of Mol1l Flanders presides over its dotage.12

Thus, in contemporary society, emphasis is held to be placed upon
personal feelings and inner needs, upon intimate social relations and on
the search for self definition and self actualisation rather than upon
beliefs in thrift, delayed gratification or avoidance of debt. The
family and, by extension, the home, whilst already being privatised,
have come to be seen as the main institutions in which the enhancement
of self can, and should, take place. As Sennett notes: "We have tried
to make the fact of being in private, alone with ourselves and with |

13 In essence, the

family and intimate friends, an end in itself."
processes of privatisation and fragmentation have become heightened
in the course of historical development with particularly profound

consequences for collective activity so that, for example:
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As concern for questions of selfhood has grown greater,

participation with strangers for social ends has diminished

- or that participation is perverted by the psychological

question. In community groups, for instance, people feel

the need to get to know each other as persons in order to

act together; they then get caught up in mobilising pro-

cesses of revealing themselves to each other as persons,

and gradually lose the desire to act together.14
Furthermore, these trends are described as being a logical consequence
of the manner in which capitalism has developed. Lasch notes that:
"Economic man himself has given way to the psychological man of our
times - the final product of bourgeois individualism.""® Both Bell and
Sennett cite the importance of mass production and mass consumption in
undermining the traditional value system though the zealous promotion
of a hedonistic way of 1ife. The Tatter also comments on the effects
of privatisation and on the development of a secular, immanant, as
opposed to a transcendent code of meam’ng.]6

The relevance of this characterisation to the subjective meanings
of home considered here is readily apparent and there are several
obvious parallels that can be drawn. For example, the emphasis placed
upon "quality of experience," on amenity and aesthetics, on intimate
and familial relations, on self expression and the uniqueness of the
individual. The denigration of the value of accumulation, economic
advancement and commitment to a form of "public life" seem to be more
indicative of an "antinomian attitude" than the characteristics tradi-
tionally associated with "rugged" or "possessive" individualism.
However, while parallels of this nature can be discerned, the

present study should not be seen to empirically demonstrate the

_existence of a narcissistic or antinomian character structure per se.

Research was not undertaken with this aim in mind but, more importantly,
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some elements of this thesis also appear to be missing. Most obvious
are the extreme character traits associated with pathological narcis-

t

sism: . dependence on vicarious warmth provided by others com-
bined with a fear of dependence, a sense of inner emptiness, boundless
inner rage and unsatisfied oral cravings.“]7 The absence of these
traits is probably to be expected given the present focus on everyday
1ife rather than clinical case studies. More salient exceptions per-
tain, for example, to the emphasis placed upon objects in this new
perspective. Bell notes that:
By the middle of the twentieth céntury, capitalism sought
to justify itself not by work or property, but by the badges
of status of material possessions and by .the promotion of
pleasure. The rising standard of living and the relaxation-
of morals became ends in themselves as the definition of
personal freedom.18
Additionally, Lasch sees the world as. comprising a "mirror" for the
nar‘cissist.]9 However, in terms of the present study, the importance
of possessions and objects was consistently downplayed. It is diffi-
cult to estimate the significance of this attitude for it may reflect
a tempering of the ethic of self-gratification as a result of the

pragmatic exigencies of daily 1ife. The conception of self under

consideration is most appropriately viewed as tending toward a form of

narcissistic or antinomian individualism.

As stated above, the main question to be considered here concerns
the nature of, and the basis of ideology in everyday life. In addition
to the ideal about homeownership that comprises the "incorporation
thesis," this tenure has also been described as being ideological

because it has become reified as the "right and natural" manner in
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which to occupy housing.20 For the group under consfderation, however,
this generalisation is too superficial because all were cognizant of
alternative possibilities and of the experiences of other, European
countries in which rates of homeownership are relatively low. Rather,
it is the institutional arrangements regarding housing costs and
finances and the premises upon which they attempt to live their

lvies that together undermine the saliency of these alternatives. The
data presented in the present study are most illustrative of the latter
aspects of this calculus reflecting the relatively narrow scope of the
project.

In this context, it is suggested that rather than focussing upon
the issue of the home per se, attention needs to be directed to the
basis of attitudes toward the Tatter and this can be seen to lie in
an individualistic conception of self and social rea]ity-whfch struc-
tures and informs experiences of everyday 1ife. As noted earlier, the
construction of self and the separations made in daily living are
cited, by Barnett and Silverman, as being crucial to the understand-
ing of ideology in that they are often accorded the qualities of
boundedness and concreteness when such a strategy is unjustified.Z]
These suggestions can be seen to be applicable to the subjective
meanings of the home considered here and it will be suggested that
they are premised on certain taken for granted, naturalised ideas
about the nature of the "individual" and of human needs and the
manner in which they can be satisfied.

The concept of the "individual" that emerges from the conversa-

tions with this group of homeowners, is characterised by uniqueness,
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autonomy and self determination. As suggested in Chapter Three, privacy
and freedom tend to be equatedand their images of freedom centre
on the belief that the latter should be largely without limitations.
The individual should be unconstrained by neighbours and, to a lesser
extent, family, in order to relax, feel in control and pursue one's
interests and capabilities. This set of needs was most starkly articu-
lated in their attitudes toward children and housing. Most basically,
the individual is seen to require the freedom to go his/her own way
and private space is seen to be the arena that best facilitates this
need, particularly in the relatively insular detached dwelling. These
needs, and their dependency upon relative isolation, are issues that
are never questioned and that tend to be thought of as being facts
about human nature. The possibility that self-fulfillment might be
pursued and achieved in a more collective situation is not something
that is devalued but rather is an issue that is never considered due
to the equation of privacy, isolation and freedom. The reification
.of the individual and his needs effectively circumscribe the range
of action thought to be possible and as well as that actually under-
taken. Unlike most of the functions of ownership, those afforded by
priva£e space are not perceived to be one choice among a possible set of
options. |

The endowment of private space with qualities not thought to be
available in other spheres of daily life also has implications for
the manner in which these separations are perceived. This was most
obvious with regard to work experiences which were held to have Tittle
or no relationship to home life. This separation tends to be taken

for granted and naturalised. Similar, although less obvious, conclu-
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sions can be drawn regarding the "public" arena: While community and
cooperative involvement did occur, it was of such a limited and indirect
nature that the terms collective activity or participation did not
really apply. This type of activity was overwhelming interest based

in that personal gain or protection was ‘the prime motivator. 1In

many ways this situation can be likened to the more basic separation
between the "political" and the "economic" and the ascription of a
limited range of activities and issues to the former.

The persuasiveness of the reification of the "individual" is
illustrated in an interesting manner by Barnett and Silverman in their
consideration of an alternative socialist vision to the capitalist
social order. They note both Marx's "wistful" comments on the possi-
bility of "free substitution of tasks" and Lenin's state of "unthink-
able flux" and summarise them in the following manner:

The formulation goes something like this: 1in a communist
society, each person can choose temporary reifications, or
states of being. While moving freely among various options.
(The brutalised reifications needed to reproduce capitalist
society would slowly fade away as their necessity faded.)
The relations between such states of being are not perceived
on the model of relations between things.22
In appraising this formulation, they conclude that while the nature
of the system producing the present reifications has to be changed
"something also remains the same," namely, the basic structure of
bounded domains with the person as the agent of choice. They feel
that constructions of the "communist" individual tend to retain too
much of the content of the Enlightenment concept of the individual and
this is seen to obscure the possibilities of recognising the "dialectic

creativity of future social formations." Contemporary socialist

critiques are seen to be insufficiently radical.
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The work of Sennett and Cobb illustrates a further sense in which

the concept of the self-determining individual may be considered to

23

be ideological. In the Hidden Injuries of Class, they document the

~manner in which blue collar workers grappie with and attempt to live by
the messages of individualism, such as the need to strive and work
hard, to be treated with equality and to take responsibility for one's
own actions. Their attempts to actualise these virtues are seen to
be continually frustrated by the class society in which.they live.
However, réther than attributing failure, at least partly, to socio-
structural causes, they perceive it to be their own fault. Hence.
the "hidden injuries" of class. Rather than seeking social change,
their efforts, and understanding are turned inwards.
For the group under consideration here, some of the messages are
different in that emphasis is placed upon the enjoyment of life rather
than on economic advancement. However, the individual is still the
agent of causality. The issues of success or failure are still Tikely
to be interpreted as being individual or personal issues so that atten-
tion is directed away from wider societal constraints. This type of
emphasis was apparent in the discussion of status in Chapter Three and
is also suggested by Sennett in his Tlater discussion of the Fall of
Public Man:
The obsession with persons at the expense of more impersonal
social relations is like a filter which discolours our
rational understanding of society; it obscures the continuing
importance of class in-advanced industrial society.24

The difficulties in achieving this more hedonistic lifestyle were

noted in Chapter Three with reference to the familial and financial

constraints faced by many of the group. Speculatively, it is possible
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that "hidden injuries" 1likely to accrue from frustration of this ideal

will be as great, and perhaps greater than those documented by Sennett

and Cobb. While some optimism could be retained regarding the possi-

bility of traditional social mobility, the contemporary goals of self

~gratification are held to be self-defeating:
This absorption in self, oddly enough, prevents gratification
of self needs; it makes.the person at the moment of attaining
an end or connecting with another person feel that "this
isn't what I wanted." Narcissism thus has the double quality
of being a voracious absorption in self needs and the block
to their fulfillment.25

It is in this manner that narcissistic character disorders can develop.

The definition of the individual as autonomous and self determining

can be seen to be profoundly ideological in that it obfuscates the

whole issue of societal constrictions.

In light of these comments, the range of action of the homeowners
considered here can be seen to be constrained by both the existing
institutional arrangements (which combined to make ownership the only
viable option available) and, more fundamentally, by their conceptions
of self and others. Together these can be seen to preclude alterna-
tive ways of thinking about human needs and their satisfaction and
about private space in general. Whilst private space is endowed with,
and is seen to provide qualities not available elsewhere, the experi-
ences of these homeowners will be reciprocally confirming. Thus, to
quote Barnett and Silverman, the construction of the relation of the
individual to the social whole and the separations made and experi-

enced in daily 1ife are fundamental aspects of our ideology which

contribute to social reproduction:
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. through restricting and bounding the range of think-
able and actable possibilities, creating a sense of inevit-
ability, and by uniquely situating the present as the setting
of apparent choice.26

These comments regarding the conceptions of self and social
reality seem to usefully suggest at least some of the ways in which the
meaning of the home cah.be thought of as ideological. However, to
draw conclusions in this manner still largely begs the question of
the material bases of ideology in daily thought and practice. The
methodology adopted to empirically consider the latter, whilst superior
to that of the attitude survey, only really yielded a partial view of
these issues. In a sense it is still one stage removed from the
suggested source of ideological beliefs, namely, daily thought and
practice. Whilst, from the interviews, conclusions can be drawn regard-
ing the manner in which meaning contexts may be ideological, the origins,
or at least reconstitution and persistence of these reifications remains
unclear. These Tlatter issues may be so much a part of our "recipe
knowledge," that is, so closely tied to mundane daily activities, that
they remain tacit and difficult to articulate. AU]timate]y, a more
ethnographic or participant observation methodology may be required
to fully comprehend the nature of -the events that combined to give the
self, and other aspects of daily 1ife, the qualities of inevitability
and naturalness. Through a methodology consisting only of interview-
ing, these latter facts can be discerned and described but the question
of "why" cannot really be broached other than in'a partial and pre-
- Timinary manner.
Both the conception of self discussed here and the separations

made in daily life are constructions rather than concrete entities.
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Furthermore, these constructions and the subjective meanings of home
they inform, are not inevitable either historically or cross culturally.
Neither are they uni?ersa] or inevitable in terms of contemporary

North American society. The importance attached to the construction

of self in interpreting the meaning of home can be at least partially
validated, and further illustrated through comparison with the work

_ of Rakoff.2’

For his main group, six basic dimensions were discerned

which can be summarised as follows: The house was seen to be -

1. a commodity or investment opportunity, something to be bought and
sold with an eye to profit as well as use. This is seen to be of
secondary importance in the larger meaning system.

2.  the place where child rearing occurs. The presence of children
and the activities of family 1ife are seen to make a house a
home.

3.. an indicator of personal success and status. This was partly
a variant on conventional status-seeking and conspicuous con-
sumption in which concern was for the judgements others would make
-on the basis.of their residence. More often, emphasis was on
self judgement in which evidence of their own success or failure
in 1ife lay in the nature/quality of their housing and their
ability to improve the latter, or in the mere fact of owning.

4. a provider ?f a sense of permanence and security. The owner-
“occupied house was a powerful symbol of order, continuity,
physical safety, and a sense of place.

5. a refuge from the outside world or even a bastion against that

world.
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6. ownership was necessary to actualise any or all these meanings.
This centrality of ownership was usually expressed in terms of

freedom.28

There are obvious similarities between these subjective meanings
and those discussed in the previous chapter. However, there are also
substantial and important differences. Most notable are the issues
of status and success and also the greater centrality afforded to
ownership, investment and the creation of an "escape" from daily Tife.
Concomitantly, the basic and pervasive tension between the home as a.
symbol of both social mobility and permanence was lacking (although, as
will be discussed below, this is not to suggest that the present views
are unproblematic):

If each of us is taught to be self reliant and to carry the
full weight of responsibility for his Tot in Tife even

when control over that fate is outside or diffuse, then,
somewhere, there has to be a place where such self judgement
ceases. As we have seen, the house does signify just such an
escape from the daily pressures of proving yourself. But
this aspect of the house's meaning conflicts with the
equally important sense of success and responsibility that
people who own attach to their houses. This conflict
appears to be a serious double bind for many people. On
the one hand, the house is a safe refuge where one can be
emotional and irrational and sharing. But, on the other
hand, the house is also the scene of self or fulfilment,

of exerting control, and of self judgement.29

The subjective meanings articulated by Rakoff's group and those
discussed in Chapter Three can be seen to tend toward the two character
structures and .views of self described above by Lasch - the rugged
individualist and the narcissist. This suggests that whilst the latter
may be increasingly evident, it is not totally pervasive. A variety of

forms of individualism may be said to coexist. A similar point is made
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by Pratt who identifies two differing social worlds among elite groups
in Vancouver based.in one case upon a psycho]ogicq] bond and, in the
other case, upon a social or group oriented bond. The existence of the
latter leads her to suggest that industrialisation and generalised market
exchange may not inevitably lead to an "ideology linked with the
antinomian attitude." She points to the importance of the differential
role of the fami]y;-ihvo]vement in a social group and group values and
active participatioh in community affairs and their effect upon the
definition and express of se]f.30
This more socially oriented group contrasts to both the previously
considered groups and has parallels with the two couples identified by
Rakoff as having radically divergent views to his main materialistically
oriented group: |
A11 spoke in typical fashion of the benefits of owning, men-
tioning the pride and responsibility of fixing up your own
house, the sense of security that comes with owning, and the
freedom from. landlords. But they also spoke in very differ-
ent terms when they were explaining the relation of home 1ife
to their personal strivings and non home role.31
Both are seen to draw on less common aspects of the American cultural
tradition. The 1ives of one couple are seen to revolve around the church
and their homes are described as making sense within the "structure of a
deep fundamentalist faith." Their home 1ife is seen in the context of
their Christian mission and the church community and, rather than shutting
themselves off from the world, their house is open to all who share with
them - "their private times are understood as being provided by the Lord

to enhance their services to others.“32

The second couple live in a
disorderly, heterogenous urban neighbourhood and, rather than being a

refuge from others, their home is open to all the neighbours of this
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racially integrated community. Child rearing does not take place in
protected, private spacé but, rather, is viewed as a responsibility
shared amongst the neighbourhood - "they find self-fulfillment not alone,
inside their four walls, but out among the conflict-ridden groups of
the neighbourhood. . . ."33
Thus, neither couple are seen to act out the usual dramas of pos-
session and fd]fi]]ment and this is attributed to a shift in their think-
iﬁg about the purpose and meaning of home 1life and tﬁe relation of the
latter to their personal strivings and non-home roles. It is suggested
that whilst this contention is accuraté, ana]jsis needs to penetrate
further to consfder the variable nature of the construction of the rela-
tion of self to thé soéia1 world. This idea can in fact be seen to be
implicit but undeveloped in these statements by Rakoff. The nature of
self can be seeh to be basic to these dissenting views of the meaning of
home and the‘possibi1ity of the inclusion of the latter in a wider,
shared framéwqu‘df actidn and meaning. Whilst the self and social
life are constructed on individua]istic, taken-for—granted premises,
home and community 1ife are unlikely to be perceived as being continuous.
This suggestion is reflected in fhe assessment Rakoff makes of the avail-
ability of these alternatives to the wider population:
To a "heathen" 1ike me, the Kleins, while gracious, seemed
alien and unapproachable. And to the anti-social Thoreau
in me, the Harveys' Tife seemed all too chaotic and uncon-
trolled. 34 ‘ -
O0f course, at this point the qdestions of the nature of the bases
for these alternative views and their ideological potential_arise but
are beyond the scbpé of the present discussion. However, in both instanéés;

it can be suggested that the definition of the "individual" and individual
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"needs" (and their means of satisfaction) that tend to be espoused in
North Amekican society have not been taken for granted. Thus, daily
life is understood and experienced in a manner quite different from

both the main groups considered by ihe present study and by Rakoff.

At times during the interviews undertaken in the present study, the
stress placed upon the importance of other péOp]e and the rejection of
materialistic values seemed to suggest the potential for less privation,
more genuinely social lives. However, in aggregate, this potential did
not come to fruition largely, it is suggested, because self and socia]v
life are still understood in individualistic terms. While others, beyond
a small circle of intimates, are seen to constrain and to compromise
personal freedom, the a]ternative'meapﬁngs of the home.as noted,'for
example, by Pratt and Rakoff, are likely to become unavailable. The
present group may have even turned further inward in their rejection. of
status seeking and materialism.

As mentioned earlier, the views on home life articulated here are
not unproblematic. Rakoff, following Sennett and Cobb, saw the meanings
expressed by his group as reflecting an attempt to cope with the recur-
rent personal tensions created by an individualistic view of social
reality and this contention is thought to also be applicable here.35
The nature of the tension differs, however, and, rather than centering
on the issues of mobility and permanence, concerns for privacy, self
expression and self fulfillment seem to conflict with the desired
intimacy of the family. The needs of each member of the family are
defined individua]istica11y so that the necessity for isolation, lack
of restraint and bersona] freedom are emphasised and their satisfaction

within the single arena of shared'private space can be problematic.
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Furthermore, thé pursuit of quality, enjoyment and self-expression may
be compromised by the unavailability of the standard or level of con-
sumption required to meet these ends. As Lasch notes, the contemporary
narcissist hopes "not so much to prosper as simply to survive although
survival increasing]y demands a 1argeAincome," It seems that the removal
of one source of tension, namely, that brought about by materialistic
striving, has. led to, or made way for another one which, if Sennett and
Lasch are correct, may prove to be even more intractable. Whilst these
tensions were neither aéute‘nor universal amongst those interviewed in

the present study, problems did seem to be of this nature.

4.3 Home and Hegemony: Endnote

As stressed in Chapter Two, the.aims of this study were_exp1oratory.
As such it holds no pretentions as to having answered, or even asked,
all the pertinent queétiohs regarding the ideological signi%icance of
the home in everyday life and its contribution to social reproduction.
The inappropriateness of the.present methodology to really penetrate
these issues haé already been mentioned and this is perhaps the main
lesson of the empirical portion of this thesis. If ideo]ogy.is to be
appropriately understood as being a level of signification that is
inextricably part of material, social éctivities, then analysis must
also focus upon the latter. In this manner it may be possible to move
beyond cataloguing which meanings ake ideological and which meanings
are not and to begin to answer the question why and how ‘these reifica- .
tions fake place. The Tatter issues can only be partially broached .
through a methodology comprised only of interviewing, albeit inter- -

viewing that is in-depth.
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Within the scope of the present study, the issues of the meaning
of the home and, to a 1ésser eXtent,'of ownership can be seen to have
ideological significance although not in the usual manner. Rather than
only reflecting embourgeoisment/indoctrination, thé meanings and expec-
tations of home also reflect the manner in which this groub constructs
the relation of self to the social whole and the separations made in
daily life. Deep—rdbted aspects of both appear to be reified so that
they seem to be reflections of "the way things are" rather than his-
torical and culturally specific constructions. In essence, they acquire
characteristics Barnett and Silverman describe as the "fallacy of mis-
placed concreteness"; that is, social categories, including the "indi-
vidual" are characterised by boundedness and autonomy rather than being
understood as being inextricably interrelated and mutable. This situa-
tion can be seen to be fundamentally ideo]bgica] particularly because

the relations that are obscured are fundamentally relations of domina-
| tion and subordination.

The Tlatter commen£ is somewhat speculative in that it does not
derive djrect]y from the data present in Chapter Three. However,
specifically in terms of the privately owned home, the suggestions
regarding reification are thought to be valid. What is interesting is

-the fact that the tenure appears to be less important than the expec-
tations of private space itself. Their ideal is the detached dwelling
and, while ownership is preferable given pragmatic exigencies, their
requirements of private space are not entirely dependent upon tenure.
For example, ownership may be valued because it affords control in
terms of excluding others, making changes and generally doing what one

wants. However, 1n‘most rental situations this is not thought to be
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Jacking unless one's landlord and/or neighbours are particularly obnoxious.
Privacy tends to be respected whatever the tenure of the home and few
people felt that privacy and renting were mutually incompatible. In
certain instances, whether contemporary or historical, ownership may

well have engendered conservative attitudes, but for the group considered
here, this is not a significant factor. Their lives as tenants did not
appear to be more social or more oriented toward collective participa-
tion or action. It is suggested that their inactivity is predicated,
more fundamentally, upon an individualistic conception of self and
~social ‘reality than on the fact of owning a home so that whatever their
living situation, public or political activity seems 11ke1y to be limited
to Targely personal, temporally specffic issues.

In concluding, the levels of subjective meanings considered here
seem to be more appropriately thought of as contributing to an ideology
of home or private space rather than homeownership. The essence of these
meanings is well captured by the following comments regarding the impor-
tance of owning a home: |

Well, 1t's'secur1ty in that you've got this - you know, you've
got a roof over your head and you're not going to be pushed
out. . . .other than that sort of thing - it - I don't know,
you know sometimes I think it's very - it's very important and
at other times I think it's a pain in the backside - you know,
it ties you down and eats up all your money and it eats up all
your time. So it goes - but so can renting - so it goes
either way. 1If you're bringing up a family it's nice to

bring them up in a home that's owned rather than - well, just
because it becomes maybe a more permanent place of residence
than if you rented and you can . . . let your ideas and your
imagination spread a 1ot more - easily. It's a pain sometimes
but - it generally makes better sense.

Finally, to reiterate the suggestions of Barnett and Silverman that have

informed much of the discussion thus far, both the categories we invoke
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in daily 1ife and the manner in which we categorise can be aspects of
ideology and will take on this quality unless recognised and understood
. as being social constructions. This is also equally. applicable to

analytic social thought.
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APPENDIX A
INTERVIEW GUIDE
The following is a summary of the topics and‘typica1 lead-1in

questions utilised in initiating discussions on the subjective meanings

of home, private space and related spheres of daily life.

Topic - Housing History

Do you own this house outright or are you paying off a morfgage?
How many houses have you owned?

How Tong have you lived in this house and neighbourhood?

Do you have a family? How many children, and how old?

Are you married?

Topic - General VTeWS'of_"Home”

What sort of attributes must a place have for you to call it
"home"? ‘

What does the phrase "feeling at home" mean to you?

‘Topic - Childhood Homes

Did you spend your childhood in one home or several?
What do you particularly recall about (it)/(them)?

_ Did your parents usually rent or own? What did you feel about
that? _

Topic - Accommodation Between Childhood and First Owned Home

What sort of places did you live in after leaving home?
What were your main reasons for renting?

How did you feel about renting?
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Topic - Ideal Home

Do you have an image of an ideal or dream home?
Is this something you're aiming for here or later on?

What would your ideal home be like?

Topic - Ownership (general)
What is it about owning that's important to you?
When, and why, did you decide to buy?
Has owning lived up to your expectations?

Topic - Investment

Do you look on your house as a .form of investment?
Was that an important consideration when you decided to buy?

Topic - House and Family

Has having a family affected the housing choices you've made?

What sorts.of things should a house and neighbourhood provide
for children?

Is it important for children to be brought up in a home that's
owned?

Topic - The House as Haven

Do you see your house as a place that's generally open or c]osed
to others? To the rest of the: world?

How would you define privacy for yourself?

Topic - Mobility

Are you likely to move from here? Why?
Will you eventually settle in one place?

People often associated different types of housing with different
stages of their lives; do you see that .happening in your own 1life?

Did you see your first home as a starter home?
In North America, people seem to believe that a successful person

moves up to a better house or ne1ghbourhood every few years; do you
believe in that?
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Topic - First Home

How did you feel about buying your first home?
How did you feel about the houses you later bought?
How did you feel about securing finances to buy your first home?

Topic - Self Expressﬁon :

Would you say your house was expressive of yourseif, or your family
or anything in particular? What?

Do you think houses generally reveal things about their owner? What?

Would your interaction with a person be affected by the type of
house a person owns?

Do you feel your house is important to you emotionally or psycho-
logically? ‘

Do you enjoy decorating and fixing your house up? Who usually does
it?

Topic - Gender

The home is often thought to be female space. Would you agree
with that idea?

Are there particular parts of the house or rooms you really identify
with?

Topic - Renting

Could you‘find a place comparable with the one you bought in the
rental market?

Would you feel differently about renting a house as opposed to an
apartment?

Is renting a future option?

Topic - Influences on Housing Choices

What do you think have been the main influences ‘on the ideas you
have about housing?

Do you remember any ideas your parents had?
Have there been similarities in the places you've lived in as an

adult? Were they similar to your childhood home(s) or to your friends'
homes?
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Topic - Neighbourhood

How important is the neighbourhood relative to the house itself?
How would you react to a plan to change the zoning in this area?

What procedures would you follow in order to object to such a
plan?

Topic - Community Involvement

How often do you éntertain?

What type of people do you usually socialise with?

What sort of places do you tend to use when socialising?

Would you describe your lives as being home or community oriented?
Are you involved in any of these activities? : |

- Clubs

- Professional associations

- Sporting clubs

- Other

- Church and church organisations

- . Use of neighbourhood facilities

- Involvement with neighbours in informal cooperative activities
- Volunteer work

- How active are you politically?

- Cultural events

Do you feel that people in this neighbourhood have a shared sense
of commitment to it?

Topic - Work

What is your occupation?
How do you feel about your job?

How would you describe the relationship between your job and.your
home Tife?

How do you feel about being a housewife/homemaker?

. Topic - Ideology

What's your reaction to this quote - "We've been taught in this
country that owning a home is next to Godliness. . . ."?

If interest rates continue to escalate, could you see homeowners
refusing to pay, like a rent strike?
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Did you 1ike Joe Clark's policy of  tax credits for homeowners?
What do you think of these.'statements about homeownership?

- People who own homes feel a greater stake in the community and the
country in which they 1live.

- A society in which a major proportion of the population owns homes
is 1ikely to be a more stable, settled and productive society.

- People who own homes have a real incentive to ensure that they
earn enough to pay for it - an incentive to work five days a week.

Did you grow up to expect the typical middle class 1ife§ty]e of
marriage, house, family, rising 1living standards?

Topic - Background Information

How far did you go in school?

Were you born in Canada?

Where were your parents and grandparents born?
What was your father's occupation?

What is your spouse's occupation?

Which age category would you place yourself in?

20s
30s
40s
50s
60s
70s

Which income category would you place your family in?

Less than.$15,000 p.a.
$15 - 24,000 p.a.
$25 - 34,000 p.a.
$35 - 44,000 p.a.

- $45 - 54,000 p.a.
more than $55,000 p.a.
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