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CANADIAN HOUSING POLICY, 1967-1984

This is the third of four lectures on the history of Canadian

HOUSING POLICY AND THE LAST DEALING WITH HISTORY ITSELF- WE NOW 

MOVE FROM THE LATE 196Q'S, THROUGH THE SEVENTIES, TO THE EARLY 

i980's-

WE ARE ABOUT TO LOOK AT A TIME OF EXTRAORDINARY HOUSING 

ACTIVITY- I AM NOT JUST REFERRING TO THE NUMBER OF HOUSING 

STARTS- I MEAN THAT IT WAS EXTRAORDINARY IN THE DEGREE OF 

GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION IN THE CREATION OF HOUSING AND IN THE 

SHAPING OF THE COMMUNITIES WHERE IT WAS BUILT- WITH THE 

POSSIBLE EXCEPTION OF THE VERY EARLY DAYS AT CMHC, THIS WAS BY 

FAR THE MOST EXCITING TIME FOR HOUSING POLICY-

TO SEE IT IN PERSPECTIVE WE SHOULD REMIND OURSELVES OF HOW FAR 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT HOUSING POLICY HAD COME IN 25 YEARS- WITHIN 

THE MEMORY OF MOST OF THOSE WHO DEBATED OR DESIGNED THE NEW 

DIRECTIONS, ANY FEDERAL ACTION AT ALL IN HOUSING HAD ONCE BEEN 

DEEPLY SUSPECT- IN TWO WORLD WARS, GOVERNMENT HAD CAUTIOUSLY 

BECOME INVOLVED ON THE EXCUSE OF MILITARY NEED OR VETERANS'

welfare- Between the wars the federal government retired as far

AND AS GRACEFULLY FROM THE HOUSING FIELD AS IT POSSIBLY COULD-
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With the advent of CMHC in 1946 the federal goverment became

PERMANENTLY INVOLVED IN HOUSING IN RESPONSE TO STRONG POLITICAL 

PRESSURES AND VERY EVIDENT NEED-

By 1968 Canadians concerned with housing could look back 20

YEARS WITH SOME SATISFACTION- THE HOUSING CRISIS OF THE 1930'S 

AND 1940'S TO WHICH URBAN MAYORS HAD DRAWN STRIDENT ATTENTION 

ALMOST AS AN ANNUAL CANADIAN RITE, HAD PASSED- MOST CANADIANS 

WERE WELL HOUSED- THIS HAPPENED IN PART BECAUSE OF FEDERAL 

WILLINGNESS TO SPEND MONEY ON AN UNPRECEDENTED SCALE TO PROMOTE 

DECENT HOUSING; CMHC HAD PROVED AN EFFECTIVE INSTRUMENT OF 

GOVERNMENT POLICY- PROGRESS WAS ATTRIBUTABLE ALSO TO THE 

GROWING COMMITMENT OF PROVINCES, NOW WILLING TO COMPLEMENT 

FEDERAL EFFORTS AND TO CREATE THEIR OWN HOUSING ORGANIZATIONS OF 

PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE- AND OF COURSE CREDIT WAS DUE TO THE 

HOUSING INDUSTRY WHICH PROVED TO BE AN EFFECTIVE ENGINE OF 

GROWTH-

When we say that "most Canadians are well housed", we must

RECOGNIZE THE SUBSTANTIAL MINORITY THAT WAS NOT- THE COMMON 

SOLUTION FOR THIS GROUP WAS PUBLIC HOUSING, ABOUT WHOSE QUALITY 

AND PHILOSOPHY SERIOUS DOUBTS WERE BEING CAST BY THE LATE 60s-

Nevertheless, there was a sense that, even if public housing was

NOT THE RIGHT ANSWER TO POVERTY, SOME KIND OF GOVERNMENT
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INTERVENTION COULD OVERCOME SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC INEQUITIES- THE 

READINESS TO EXPERIMENT WAS EVIDENT-

With this third phase of housing policy, Canada's long period of

RELATIVELY SMOOTH PROSPERITY AND ECONOMIC GROWTH WAS LEFT

behind- After the heady and self-congratulatory centennial of

CONFEDERATION, THERE WAS TURBULENCE AHEAD FOR CANADIAN SOCIETY-

There was political turbulence which moved from majority to

MINORITY GOVERNMENT- IT WAS A TIME ALSO OF CONSTITUTIONAL 

DEVELOPMENT, WHEN HOUSING INEVITABLY WAS CAUGHT UP IN THE POWER 

STRUGGLE BETWEEN THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AND THE PROVINCES- THE 

SUDDEN STRENGTH OF QUEBEC SEPARATISM ALSO AFFECTED FEDERAL

PRIORITIES-

There was economic turbulence with unemployment, galloping

INFLATION, WAGE CONTROLS, A CONTINUING ENERGY CRISIS, AND 

SEEMINGLY ASTRONOMIC INTEREST RATES- BETWEEN 1973 AND 1984 

THERE WERE THREE SERIOUS ECONOMIC RECESSIONS-

There was social turbulence as every level of government began 

TO REAP THE HARVEST OF 20 YEARS OF FAST URBANIZATION- THE 

POPULATION HAD DOUBLED SINCE WORLD WAR II- BY NOW 

THREE-QUARTERS OF CANADIANS LIVED IN CITIES- POVERTY, WHICH 

TENDS TO BE HIDDEN IN RURAL AREAS, WAS SUDDENLY VISIBLE-
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The stage was set for unprecedented federal involvement in

HOUSING POLICY• AT THE SAME TIME, THERE WAS A GROWING READINESS 

FOR PEOPLE TO WORK ON LOCAL HOUSING SOLUTIONS, RATHER THAN TO 

LEAVE ACTION TO BROAD NATIONAL PROGRAMS ALONE- IN SHORT, THE 

SO-CALLED THIRD SECTOR "" THE NON-PROFIT AND CO-OPERATIVE GROUPS 

-- BEGAN TO APPEAR AND WITH ACTIVE SUPPORT FROM CMHC WAS TO 

BECOME THE MAIN INSTRUMENT OF DELIVERY OF SOCIAL AND LOW INCOME 

HOUSING-

This period was particularly interesting for another reason- In

THE LONG SLOW PENDULUM SWINGS OF DIRECT FEDERAL INVOLVEMENT IN 

COMMUNITIES, AS WELL AS IN HOUSING, THE 1970s RECORDED A 

MOVEMENT OF THE PENDULUM TO THE LEFT- THE MANIFESTATIONS WERE 

THE CREATION OF THE MINISTRY OF STATE FOR URBAN AFFAIRS, THE 

DABBLING IN TRI"LEVEL DECISION-MAKING, AND THE MANY QUICK 

ADJUSTMENTS IN HOUSING PROGRAMS FOR REASONS THAT SOMETIMES WENT 

MUCH BEYOND CONSIDERATIONS OF SHELTER ALONE-

IN 1967 THE OVERTURE TO THE NEW PERIOD WAS PLAYED BY THE

Economic Council of Canada- Its fourth annual review dwelt on

THE CONSEQUENCES OF THE URBAN GROWTH RATES WHICH BY THEN 

OUTSTRIPPED ANY OTHER INDUSTRIALLY ADVANCED NATION-

A YEAR LATER THE CANADIAN WELFARE COUNCIL CONVENED CANADA'S 

FIRST NATIONAL HOUSING CONFERENCE- THE 21 CONFERENCE
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RECOMMENDATIONS EMPHASIZED QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE COMMUNITY, 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION, AND MORE CHOICE IN LOCATION, DESIGN AND 

FORM OF TENURE- THEY SHOWED THE INFLUENCE OF THE STRONG 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT MOVEMENT OF THE 196QS- To DISPEL ANY 

LINGERING DOUBTS ABOUT THEIR MEANING, DELEGATES INSISTED THAT 

HOUSING WAS AS SOCIALY ESSENTIAL AS EDUCATION-

The federal government itself became more actively involved

THROUGH THE CREATION OF THE TASK FORCE ON HOUSING AND URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT- UNUSUAL FOR A GROUP OF THIS KIND, IT WAS CHAIRED

by the Honourable Paul Hellyer, the Minister of Transport who

WAS ALSO RESPONSIBLE FOR CMHC- HIS OWN EXPERIENCE AS A HOUSE 

BUILDER AND HIS PASSIONATE INTEREST IN URBAN PROBLEMS LED HIM TO 

TAKE ON THE JOB- EVEN MORE UNUSUAL WAS THE DATE HE SET FOR 

COMPLETION OF HIS WORK: FOUR MONTHS FOR STUDY AND TWO MORE

MONTHS FOR A REPORT- HlS CRITICS ACCUSED HIM OF HAVING HS 

REPORT DRAFTED BEFORE THE TASK FORCE CONVENED- IN ANY EVENT, HE 

MET HIS TIMETABLE-

The Hellyer task force castigated government and industry for

THE INADEQUATE SUPPLIES OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING TO RESPOND TO THE 

NEW KIND OF URBAN HOUSEHOLD OR TO SERVE THE NEEDS OF THE POOR- 

CMHC WAS BLAMED FOR A FAILURE TO ADAPT QUICKLY TO CHANGING 

ACCOMMODATION REQUIREMENTS AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT- PLANNERS, 

ARCHITECTS AND OTHER PROFESSIONALS WERE GIVEN LOW MARKS FOR



THEIR INABILITY TO CREATE INTERESTING, VARIED AND PLEASING 

DESIGNS FOR HOUSES AND THE COMMUNITIES THAT CONTAINED THEM-

The STRONGEST ATTACKS OF THE HOUSING TASK FORCE WERE DIRECTED AT 

LARGE PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECTS WHICH THEY CALLED "GHETTOS OF THE

poor"- The task force pushed in the direction of limited

DIVIDEND, NON-PROFIT AND CO-OPERATIVE PROJECTS- MEANWHILE IT 

URGED THAT ALL LARGE PUBLIC HOUSING AND URBAN RENEWAL PROJECTS

BE PUT ON HOLD-

Most controversial of all its recommendations was the creation

OF A FEDERAL DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN AFFAIRS WHICH WOULD 

HAVE WIDE-RANGING RESEARCH AND INFORMATION FUNCTIONS IN SUPPORT 

OF A STRONG FEDERAL PRESENCE-

HELLYER'S REPORT HAD A DIFFICULT TIME IN A CABINET WHICH DID NOT 

SHARE HIS BELIEF IN BOLD HOUSING INTERVENTIONS- FRUSTRATED BY 

THE INACTION, HE RESIGNED IN APRIL 1969, MADE PUBLIC HIS

DISAGREEMENTS WITH THE PRIME MINISTER, AND FINALLY CROSSED THE 

FLOOR OF THE HOUSE- IF THE CREATION OF A MINISTERIAL CRISIS IS 

A MARK OF POLITICAL IMPORTANCE, HOUSING HAD ARRIVED-

That was evident within weeks when Prime Minister Trudeau,

REACTING TO THE POLITICAL MAELSTROM CREATED BY hELLYER, DECLARED 

AN UNUSUALLY STRONG AND SUDDEN COMMITMENT IN PRINCIPLE TO

- 6 -
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HOUSING: SIGNIFICANTLY, IT WAS MADE TO THE FEDERATION OF

Canadian mayors and municipalities which had been one of the

MOST PERSISTENT ADVOCATES OF BETTER HOUSING FOR 30 YEARS- THEN 

HE APPOINTED THE HONOURABLE ROBERT ANDRAS AS MINISTER 

RESPONSIBLE FOR CMHC- IT WAS THE FIRST TIME THAT A MEMBER OF 

THE CABINET HAD BEEN ABLE TO DEVOTE HIS WHOLE TIME TO HOUSING 

AND URBAN AFFAIRS-

Mr- Andras was indefatigable in his public campaign on behalf of

HOUSING, URBANIZATION AND THE FEDERAL ROLE IN COMMUNITIES, SOON 

FLOATING THE IDEA OF A FEDERAL MINISTRY OF URBAN AFFAIRS- THE 

PRINCIPLE WAS INCLUDED IN THE THRONE SPEECH ON OCTOBER 8, 1970- 

an Order-In-Council proclamation, unanimously supported in the

HOUSE OF COMMONS, LEGALLY CREATED THE MINISTRY OF STATE FOR

Urban Affairs on July 1, 1971-

Peter Oberlander was appointed Secretary, that is Deputy 

Minister, of the Ministry- Harvey Lithwick of Carleton 

University, who had just completed a study of urbanization for 

the Minister, was designated assistant secretary in charge of

POLICY AND RESEARCH- LlTHWICK HAD BEEN CRITICAL OF FEDERAL 

HOUSING POLICY, NOTABLY ITS ALLEGED FAILURE TO COMPREHEND THE 

INTER-RELATED NATURE OF THE PROBLEMS IN THE WAKE OF RAPID 

URBANIZATION- CONVINCED THAT THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT WAS NOT 

CHANGING ITS WAYS, LlTHWICK RESIGNED WITHIN A YEAR-



Even if changes in policy were not immediately evident, research

ON HOUSING AND URBANIZATION WAS BECOMING A GROWTH INDUSTRY- 

CMHC COMMISSIONED A MASSIVE SERIES OF STUDIES WHICH WERE TO 

INFLUENCE POLICY DEVELOPMENT IN GENERAL AND THE HOUSING 

LEGISLATION OF 1973 IN PARTICULAR- MICHAEL DENNIS FROM TORONTO 

STUDIED PUBLIC HOUSING- GLEN MlLNE FROM CARLETON UNIVERSITY 

LOOKED INTO URBAN RENEWAL J AND GEORGE SEADON, WHO EVENTUALLY 

WENT TO THE NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL, EXAMINED MUNICIPAL 

INFRASTRUCTURE-

TO NO ONE'S SURPRISE, PROBLEMS AROSE THROUGH THE APPARENTLY 

PARALLEL WORK IN CMHC AND IN THE MINISTRY- MSUA WAS CONVINCED 

THAT IT HAD BEEN GIVEN A CLEAR AND EXCLUSIVE MANDATE FOR POLICY 

DEVELOPMENT, WHILE LINE DEPARTMENTS AND CMHC WOULD CONTINUE TO 

OPERATE PROGRAMS- THE MSUA WOULD ALSO CO-ORDINATE THE HOUSING 

AND URBAN PROGRAMS OF ALL FEDERAL DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES-

Such wide terms of reference could not be accepted

ENTHUSIASTICALLY BY THOSE WHO WERE ALREADY WELL ESTABLISHED IN 

THE HOUSING FIELD- JUST AS MSUA WAS BEING ESTABLISHED, THE

Minister created in CMHC itself a new policy planning division

HEADED BY AN EXPERIENCED AND COLOURFUL PUBLIC SERVANT, WALTER

Rudnicki• It produced a flurry of analyses and reports, some

PREPARED INTERNALLY, SOME, AS I MENTIONED BEFORE, BY OUTSIDE 

CONSULTANTS- THIS WORK DID MUCH TO MOVE PROGRAM EMPHASIS FROM

- 8 -
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THE ARITHMETIC OF HOUSING STARTS TOWARDS THE SOCIAL 

RESPONSIBILITIES OF SOCIETY TO THE POOR- RUDNICKI, WITH AN 

INTENSE PERSONAL COMMITMENT TO NATIVE PEOPLE> WAS LARGELY 

RESPONSIBLE FOR THE RURAL AND NATIVE HOUSING PROGRAM- IT WAS 

PUT INTO EFFECT SOON AFTER HIS 1973 DEPARTURE FROM THE 

Corporation in a bitter public debate with CMHC president 

William Teron over the handling of secret policy papers- 

Rudnicki was eventually vindicated-

Thus, at this time of ferment, there were evident tensions

WITHIN THE UPPER RANKS OF CMHC ITSELF, AS WELL AS WITH THE

Ministry- It was nevertheless a time of great productivity in

HOUSING POLICY- AND, AS FOR EXPERIMENTATION, NOTHING SEEMED 

MORE CONSTITUTIONALLY INNOVATIVE THAN THE MINISTRY'S SHORT-LIVED 

FORAY INTO THE TROUBLED WATERS OF TRI"GOVERNMENT CONSULTATION-

The first tri-level meeting was held in Toronto in November 

j.972, the second in Edmonton the following year- Loud words of

PRAISE AND HOPE CAME FROM ALMOST EVERY DIRECTION AFTER THE FIRST 

CONFERENCE- THE APPREHENSIONS, WHILE MORE MUTED, WERE TO PROVE 

EVEN STRONGER-

MUNICIPAL LEADERS ESPECIALLY WELCOMED THIS UNPRECEDENTED FEDERAL 

INTEREST IN MUNICIPAL AFFAIRS- IT GAVE HOPE OF NEW MONEY FOR 

HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT- PERHAPS A MORE SUBTLE
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ATTRACTION WAS THE HOPE OF LOOSENING WHAT SOME MAYORS SAW AS 

CHAINS OF BONDAGE LINKING THEM TIGHTLY TO PROVINCIAL AUTHORITY-

The federal government had no such agenda, but it was hard to

PERSUADE SOME PROVINCES THAT FEDERAL INTEREST WAS FREE OF 

CONSTITUTIONAL THREAT-

WHILE TRI~LEVEL CONSULTATION LURCHED ALONG, PROGRESS WAS MADE ON 

LESS EMBATTLED FRONTS- THE MSUA WAS CANADA'S REPRESENTATIVE AT

the United Nations Conference on the Human Environment, and was

INSTRUMENTAL IN GETTING UN BACKING FOR A CANADIAN CONFERENCE ON

Human Settlements -- the milestone Habitat conference held in 

Vancouver in 1976-

This was the last triumph of the Ministry of State for Urban 

affairs- The obvious provincial pressures clouding its future

WERE MATCHED BY SUBTLER OFFENSIVES BY THE OTTAWA BUREAUCRACY

WHICH WOULD HAPPILY LIVE WITHOUT CO-ORDINATING MINISTRIES-

These pressures, together with possible modest political gains

FROM ANY ANNOUNCEMNT OF GOVERNMENT BELT"TIGHTENING, BROUGHT THE 

CLOSING OF THE DOORS OF MSUA IN 1978- THERE WAS DEEP REGRET 

AMONG MANY, RELIEF AMONGST OTHERS- THE PROVINCES WERE 

GRATIFIED, FOR THE CLOSING OF MSUA SEEMED TO SIGNAL A FEDERAL 

RETREAT NOT ONLY FROM THE URBAN AFFAIRS SECTOR, BUT FROM A WIDE

AND THREATENING CONSTITUTIONAL SALIENT-
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Kather quickly, the federal government seemed to lose its

ENTHUSIASM FOR URBANIZATION- THIS IS NOT TO SAY THAT HOUSING 

PROGRAMS WERE TO BE GIVEN A LOW PRIORITY IN THE YEARS AHEAD- ON 

THE CONTRARY, THERE WAS TO BE ACTIVE POLICY MANIPULATION, BUT BY 

THE MIDDLE OF THE DECADE IT WAS IN A DIFFERENT CONTEXT THAN 

BEFORE- NEW FACTORS INCREASINGLY INTRUDED, LIKE THE LEVEL OF 

UNEMPLOYMENT, INTEREST RATES, AND THE ENERGY CRISIS- HOUSING 

CONSTRUCTION WAS SEEN INCREASINGLY AS AN IMPORTANT CYLINDER IN 

THE NATIONAL ENGINE OF GROWTH, AND PERHAPS LESS AS A NATIONAL 

HUMAN COMMITMENT- IN OTHER WORDS, HOUSING POLICY TENDED TO 

DEVELOP IN AN ECONOMIC RATHER THAN IN A SOCIAL CONTEXT-

But to go back in time for a meoment, early in 1973 two

FORCES CONVERGED TO PRODUCE SOME OF THE MOST FAR-REACHING 

CHANGES TO THE NATIONAL HOUSING ACT IN 20 YEARS- WITHIN CMHC, 

THE FOCUS HAD SHIFTED TO SOCIAL HOUSING- ABOUT THE SAME TIME,

the Trudeau government had just been returned to power as a 

minority- This gave the NDP a chance to use its weight on

SOCIAL LEGISLATION, AND IT DID WHEN CHANGES TO THE ACT WERE

proposed- Thirty-six amendments were made to the Bill in the 

House of Commons- In June Canada had 10 new housing programs 

MOSTLY DEVOTED TO SOCIAL HOUSING AND MUNICIPAL PLANNING- llANY 

OF THE PROGRAMS WERE BASED ON SOCIAL NEED, SOME SOUGHT TO 

STIMULATE THE ECONOMY, AND OTHERS DID BOTH- THE THREE MOST 

INFLUENTIAL PROGRAMS WERE MORE THAN TWO YEARS IN DEVELOPMENT:
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the Residential Rehabilatation Assistance Program, or RRAP, the 

Neighbourhood Improvement Program, or NIP, and the Assisted Home 

Ownership Program, or AHOP- They p'Rqvided innovative approaches

TO THE SHORTAGE OF HOUSING: REVITALIZING THE OLD INSTEAD OF

WRITING IT OFF; BUILDING THE COMMUNITY WITH COMMUNITY 

PARTICIPATION; HELPING PEOPLE BREAK OUT OF THE CYCLE OF POVERTY 

BY CONTRIBUTING TO OWNERSHIP INSTEAD OF UNDERWRITING PERENNIAL 

SOCIAL HOUSING-

The 1973 amendments also provided money to stimulate the

FORMATION OF NEW COMMUNITIES AS A RESPONSE TO UNCEASING URBAN 

SPRAWL AND EXCESSIVE DOWNTOWN DENSITIES- THE FEDERAL OFFER WAS 

NEVER TAKEN UP NOR WAS IT PURSUED MUCH IN OTTAWA-

The SOCIAL HOUSING AND RESIDENTIAL REHABILITATION PROGRAMS OF 

1973 HAVE LARGELY SURVIVED INTO THE PRESENT- THE LOANS AND 

SUBSIDIES FOR INFRASTRUCTURE AND LAND ASSEMBLY, THE 

Neighbourhood Improvement Program and the Assisted Home

Ownership Programs, however, were terminated in two stages

BEGINNING IN 1978 AND CULMINATING IN THE EVENTUAL CANCELLATION 

OF THE OMNIBUS COMMUNITY SERVICES CONTRIBUTION PROGRAM-

The ENERGY CRISIS, WHICH LASTED FROM 1974 TO 1976, TRIGGERED 

WHAT TO THAT TIME WAS THE WORST DEPRESSION SINCE WORLD WAR 11•

Housing starts, especially of rental units, quickly fell from
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THE 1976 ALL"!1 ME RECORD OF 273,000 UNITS• METROPOLITAN VACANCY 

RATES WERE DOWN TO THE ONE PER CENT TO TWO PER CENT RANGE• THEN 

IN 1975 AND 1976, CAME WAGE, PRICE AND RENT CONTROLS•

The GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO THE DOWNTURN IN HOUSING WAS 

CONTROVERSIAL- FINANCE MINISTER JOHN TURNER INTRODUCED TAX 

INCENTIVES, RATHER THAN HOUSING SUBSIDIES, TO SPUR CONSTRUCTION 

STARTS- Tax INCENTIVES HAVE THEIR ADVANTAGES- THEY ALLOW A 

GOVERNMENT TO ACT FLEXIBLY AND INCONSPICUOUSLY WITHOUT APPARENT 

COST TO THE TAXPAYER- THEY ARE CONVENIENTLY REGARDED BY SOME IN 

THE PRIVATE SECTOR AS NON-INTERFERENCE IN PRIVATE ENTERPRISE- 

ON THE OTHER HAND, THEY ARE HELD TO BE LESS CONTROLLABLE AND 

COST-EFFICIENT THAN DIRECT SUBSIDIES, AND ARE A RELATIVELY 

UNWIELDY INSTRUMENT FOR SOCIAL POLICY-

The government's main tax incentive program for housing was MURB 

-- Multiple Unit Residential Building -- to encourage investment 

in rental accommodation for middle income tenants- Other 

programs encouraged future home buyers to save for down

PAYMENTS, CONTRIBUTED TO THE COSTS OF MORTGAGES HELD BY 

LOW-INCOME FAMILIES; AND SUPPORTED BUILDERS OF HOUSES FOR 

MODERATE INCOME FAMILIES-

IN 1974, THE GOVERNMENT BEGAN THE PRACTICE OF ANNOUNCING NEW 

HOUSING PROGRAMS THROUGH THE BUDGET- BETWEEN 1974 AND 1984, ALL
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BUT ONE OF THE 13 BUDGETS ANNOUNCED NEW HOUSING PROGRAMS OR 

INCREASED FUNDING FOR EXISTING PROJECTS- ONE RESULT WAS THAT 

RESPONSIBILITY FOR STARTING SOME OF THE GOVERNMENT'S HOUSING 

PROGRAMS SHIFTED FROM CMHC TO THE DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE- THOUGH

the Corporation was responsible for administering most subsidy

PROGRAMS, IT WAS NOT NECESSARILY INVOLVED IN PLANNING ALL OF 

THEM: POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC DECISIONS SOMETIMES TENDED TO BE

PASTED TOGETHER AT THE LAST MOMENT AT A HIGH POLITICAL LEVEL- 

BY 1979 TAX EXPENDITURES FOR HOUSING WERE ABOUT 3 TIMES GREATER 

THAN ALL DIRECT SUBSIDY PROGRAMS DELIVERED BY CMHC- IT WAS NOT 

AN AUSPICIOUS TIME FOR SOUND PLANNING-

In 1977 the Prime Minister requested a review of federal social

POLICY ON SHELTER- THE RESULT WAS A STRONG CASE IN FAVOUR OF 

SHELTER ALLOWANCES, WHICH EVENTUALLY FALTERED, AND A SOMEWHAT 

REDUCED FEDERAL ROLE IN DIRECT PROGRAM DELIVERY- RENT 

SUPPLEMENTS WERE INCREASED AND LOW INCOME HOUSING PROGRAMS WERE 

MODIFIED TO PROMOTE INCOME INTEGRATION AND PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 

AND MANAGEMENT BY NON-PROFIT AND CO-OP HOUSING GROUPS- PRIVATE 

SECTOR CAPITAL WAS TO REPLACE GOVERNMENT LOANS FOR THESE 

PROJECTS-

Studies continued as the government felt itself whipsawed

BETWEEN COMPLETING HOUSING PRIORITIES, BUDGET REALITIES, AND 

CHANGING PUBLIC ATTITUDES- A FEDERAL-PROVINCIAL TASK FORCE ON
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THE SUPPLY AND PRICE OF SERVICED RESIDENTIAL LAND CHAIRED BY

Toronto lawyer, David Greenspan, established in response to 

SKYROCKETING LAND AND HOUSE PRICES IN THE MID 1970$, CONCLUDED 

THAT RED TAPE, LOT LEVIES, HIGH-PRICED MUNICIPAL SERVICES, AND 

TAX POLICIES ALL PLAYED SOME PART IN THE PROBLEM, BUT NONE WAS 

SOLELY RESPONSIBLE- SIMPLE MARKET DEMAND WAS THE MAIN SINGLE 

CULPRIT-

A FEDERAL TASK FORCE ON CMHC, ESTABLISHED BY THE NEWLY ELECTED

Conservative government in 1979, examined the implications of

PRIVATIZING CORPORATION ACTIVITIES- A SERIOUS CHALLENGE WAS 

MADE TO THE CONCEPT OF PUBLIC MORTGAGE INSURANCE, BUT IN THE END 

THE CONCEPT WAS VINDICATED BY ITS CRITICS- THE PROCESS WAS TO 

BE REPEATED FIVE YEARS LATER BY THE NlELSEN TASK FORCE, WITH THE 

SAME RESULT-

The 1981 Canadian Real Estate Association's all sector national

HOUSING CONFERENCE WAS ESPECIALLY NOTABLE FOR THE DIVERSITY OF 

THE CONCLUSIONS IT REACHED, BEGINNING WITH THE ASSURANCE OF MANY 

DELEGATES THAT THERE WAS NO HOUSING PROBLEM AT ALL- THE

Canadian Council on Social Development, which did not subscribe

TO THIS VIEW, SPONSORED ITS OWN SYMPOSIUM ON THE RENTAL HOUSING

MARKET AND HOUSING ALLOWANCES A YEAR LATER-
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KlORRY OVER SPIRALING INTEREST RATES IN THE EARLY 1980S NOW 

PUSHED NORMAL SOCIAL HOUSING PROGRAMS TO THE SIDELINES-

Government faced insistent pressures from home owners facing

MORTGAGE RENEWALS, FROM TENANTS IN CITIES WITH NEAR ZERO VACANCY 

RATES, FROM LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS UNABLE TO FIND AFFORDABLE 

HOUSING AND FROM THE RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY FACED 

WITH FAILING DEMAND AND RISING MONEY COSTS-

Between 1971 and 1981, housing prices rose at almost double the

RATE OF THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX- HOUSING BECAME AN IMPORTANT 

ISSUE IN THE 1979 FEDERAL ELECTION- THE PROGRESSIVE

Conservatives promised to make mortgage interest and property

TAX PAYMENTS TAX DEDUCTIBLE, BUT NO CHANGE WAS MADE BY THE 

SHORT-LIVED CLARK GOVERNMENT-

When the Liberal government returned to office, Canada was on 

THE EVE OF THE SERIOUS 1981-82 ECONOMIC DOWNTURN- AGAIN THE 

GOVERNMENT RESORTED TO A COMBINATION OF TAX EXPENDITURES AND 

DIRECT SUBSIDIES- IT STARTED FOUR NEW HOME OWNERSHIP PROGRAMS 

AND ONE RENTAL SUPPLY PROGRAM- THE EXPIRED MURE PROGRAM WAS 

REINTRODUCED- FINANCE MINISTER MACEaCHEN ESTIMATED THAT 

IT WOULD COST $15 MILLION FOR MURB TO REDUCE SHORTAGES 

OF RENTAL ACCOMMODATION AND STIMULATE CONSTRUCTION-

That was a low guess: by 1982 it actually cost $237

MILLION-
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Other measures -- none lasting very long -- helped prospective

HOME BUYERS, BUILDERS OF RENTAL UNITS, AND HOLDERS OF LARGE 

MORTGAGES-

It was, then, a fast-changing, perhaps confusing range of

PROGRAMS THAT RESPONDED TO THE NEEDS OF THE 1970S AND EARLY

80s - One safe conclusion is that housing was certainly on the

NATIONAL AGENDA- THE MEASURE OF ITS SUCCESS IS SUBJECTIVE, FOR 

BOTH FAILURES AND SUCCESSES OF PROGRAMS COULD FIND EXPLANATIONS 

IN FACTORS WELL BEYOND HOUSING, AND, IN SOME RESPECTS, OUTSIDE 

THE CONTROL OF ANY GOVERNMENT-

There is no doubt that the annual tinkering with housing

PROGRAMS PUT A HEAVY BURDEN ON BOTH PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INTERESTS 

DOWN THE LINE- LONG-RANGE PLANNING FOR EITHER PUBLIC GOOD OR 

PRIVATE PROFIT OR BOTH WAS ALMOST IMPOSSIBLE- PUBLIC 

INVOLVEMENT IN HOUSING POLICY BECAME INCREASINGLY DIFFICULT WHEN 

THE THEORY AND PRACTICE OF GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION CHANGED 

ALMOST AS OFTEN AS THE INCOME TAX ACT- BUT IN THE END THE 

RESIDENTS OF THE UNITS DIDN'T MUCH CARE HOW OR WHY THEIR HOUSE

GOT BUILT- Nor did they balk much at the lack of long range 

planning- They simply moved in to better houses and started an

IMPROVED NEW LIFE-
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The stage was set for another thoroughgoing review of housing

POLICY WHEN THE CONSERVATIVE GOVERNMENT TOOK POWER WITH A STRONG 

MAJORITY AND A MANDATE FOR CHANGE- THE RE-EXAMINATION OF 

POLICYt PARTICULARLY WITH RESPECT TO SOCIAL HOUSING, TOOK PLACE 

ON A WIDER STAGE THAN EVER BEFORE- THERE WAS EXTENSIVE 

DISCUSSION WITH INDUSTRY, WITH OTHER GOVERNMENTS, WITH 

REPRESENTATIVES OF THE THIRD SECTOR, WITH CONSUMERS OF HOUSING 

AND EVERYONE WHO HAD A SPECIAL INTEREST OR VIEW TO EXPRESS-

Philosophy, policies and programs were about to be profoundly

ADJUSTED-

I WILL LEAVE TO ANOTHER THE TASK OF PICKING UP THE STORY 

FROM THIS POINT-


