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Introduction 
· Non-capitalists have diff understanding; don’t recognize private property or ownership 
· For instance, indigenous people, private place isn’t a thing; humans can’t really own a piece of land, best we can do is take care of it, entrusted for it for good use of community and for future generations 
· Big difference b/w our understanding 

Public or private?
· There’s a situation where private sector has increasingly gained more authority over public sector
· Places that were public are now less public and more controlled by private 

Social Construction of Space
1. Physical 
· How can it be defined?: Something that you can see or touch
· For instance, the seating, walls, podiums (material part of this room)

2. Social 
· Immaterial things; interaction humans have in a particular space; made by groups of individuals coming together and interacting 
· For instance, it’s us, interacting and exchanging information on our readings

3. Symbolic
· Sense of place, feeling of attachment or repulsion of certain spaces based on our experiences
· For instance, place where you first met your significant other 

When we define a space as public, who is that public that we refer to? 
· Depending on the space, certain people are not welcome to these spaces
· For instance, in Rupert readings
· Long history in Toronto of police officers removing homeless from park benches
· Park is public, given the understanding of public, everyone is part of the public, thus should be able to access it. But according to the Toronto Police, some people do not belong. If we sat or sleep on the bench, officers won’t try to remove us. 

· If the public is all residents, reality points to a different situation. 

· Space is controlled and regulated by hegemonic forces 
· Those who have power, for instance, The Toronto Police





Housing Policy in Canada
· Beginning of 20th century, in Canada, there were no social housing problem; federal gov’t believed they have no interest in providing social housing
· No way gov’t would step in to provide you with housing
· [bookmark: _GoBack]After WWI, we had a huge amount of veterans returning from Europe on behalf of Canada. There was a responsibility to take care of those who fought for us. They had no jobs when they returned; veterans found themselves unemployed. Federal gov’t couldn’t justify this, they couldn’t no nothing about it.
· Solution: Give jobs to veterans to build housing, but at the same time, provide housing for low income families  
 
1944: federal gov’t developed national social housing program 
· Initially, wasn’t really that much, not much capital put into it

1964 to 1984: most public housing stock was built 
· Good years for Canada, strong manufacturing sector with high level of employment 
· This meant that federal gov’t had enough money to spend in social sector 

1984: Conservative of Brian Mulroney 
· Influenced by two other conservatives, leading the US and United Kingdom 
· President of US: Regan
· UK: M. Thatcher 

· Mulroney: decided there’s no need for federal gov’t to provide housing for poor; it’s their fault, they need to do something better 

· What happened: cut back funding 

1995: Mike Harris won the election
· As soon as he was in power, followed the example of federal gov’t. Provincial gov’t got out of deal too, leaving municipal gov’t
· Affordable housing was financed by all three levels of gov’t. The municipal gov’t usually has the least money, only source is from property taxes. After the fed and provincial gov’t exited the picture, the municipality remained the only one to deal with the problem of affordable housing. Toronto realized there’s no way to get money from the public sector. To get around this, the idea was to start private public partnership. Maybe the private sector will provide some funding.

For instance, Dundas Square
· People would usually say it’s a public space, however, it’s not so easy in practice. Renovations were controlled of board of governors. If it was a public space, members would be from public/city hall, but instead it was the owners of different owners from nearby restaurants and retailers. They made decisions about who uses Dundas Square. 
· Problem: when they decide how to use Dundas Square, they want to benefit themselves (focused on consumerism) 

Example #1: 
· Choosing between two options to use space on March 20: 
· Option #1: Advocators for protest 
· Option #2: Big screen for the game

· They would choose the most convenient option; there’s not much chance people of Option A will stop at Starbucks or buy anything nearby. Option B, yields a higher chance that people will visit cafes and retailers before and after the event. 

Example #2:
· Regent Park: when it was created in the late 50s, it was a social housing project, it was controlled by the public. 
· Today, not the entire park is for affordable housing, some units are still managed by the gov’t, others are given to the private. There’s a partnership b/w the public and private. This public space is gradually being taken over by the private sector. 

Example #3: 
· A number of hockey rinks were supposed to be closed. City would close them. Interest was not diminishing. The City decided to establish a partnership with certain private companies. 

· It might be risky in the long run. One of the groups keeping the rinks open is Tim Hortons. In ten years, they kept it open, but let’s say, the City decided to open a Starbucks at the ice rink. Tim Hortons would obviously object to it. When you establish a relationship with the private sector, they will always ask you for something. They’re doing their job, to make money for their shareholders, they must look out for the best interests of their shareholders. 

Conclusion
· For a number of years, theres a backlog asking for affordable housing. They may have to wait 10-15 years before a house is given to them. That is ridiculous. 

· Shelters were created for emergency purposes, now it’s people in line because they can’t leave them. City passed a by law establishing that every time it’s 90% full, they’ll open additional spaces. Despite this promise, every single day of this season, there has overcrowding of shelters that exceeded 90% occupancy. 

· What gov’t are doing right now aren’t really much. For instance, building 100 shelters since 2004, where demand is 6000.
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