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paying $850 per month, who faces an increase of 63 per cent
which will increase the rent to $1,390. Senior citizens are now
paying $235 a month. On top of a rental increase of $20 a
month, they must pay $142 a month for finance charges
because the building has been sold.

Therefore, the need is for a long-term solution to the
housing crisis in Canada. I suggest that the minister adjust
himself to that problem.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. John Evans (Parliamentary Secretary to Deputy Prime
Minister and Minister of Finance): Mr. Speaker, while the
government did anticipate some negative initial response, it did
not expect the severity of the response to the minister's pro-
posals in the budget relating to Multiple Unit Residential
Buildings and other commercial real estate projects currently
under development at that time. However, as soon as the
magnitude of the difficulties caused by these proposals and the
urgency of the situation was brought to the minister's atten-
tion, he proposed to modify the effective date of the budget
measures.

On November 17, the minister announced that he will
propose in the implementing legislation that a deduction be
provided for soft costs incurred after November 12, 1981,
relating to any building, provided that the installation of
footings or any other base support of the building is com-
menced before the end of this year and that the construction of
the building proceeds without undue delay.

Further, in response to representations that the proposal to
restrict the interest expense will cause considerable difficulty
for some Multiple Unit Residential Buildings under construc-
tion, the minister announced that he will propose that the
interest expense be fully deductible on any funds borrowed by
the first purchaser of a Multiple Unit Residential Building
from the builder or developer, as the case may be. These
announcements were made by Press Release 81 -111 dated
November 17, 1981.

The government is confident that these modifications, as
well as other budget measures which provide interest-free
loans for rental starts, will provide a stimulus to the construc-
tion industry and will avoid the threatened unemployment
referred to by the hon. member.

[Translation]
THE CONSTITUTION-FRANCOPHONES OUTSIDE QUEBEC-

PROTECTION OF RIGHTS

Mr. Jean-Robert Gauthier (Ottawa-Vanier): Mr. Speaker,
last week, I directed a question to the Minister of Justice (Mr.
Chrétien) respecting the Constitution, more specifically, I
asked him how he could explain to French Canadians that the
constitutional resolution is said to protect francophones, while
in fact it is only protecting the rights of francophones in three
provinces, Quebec, New Brunswick and Manitoba. The minis-
ter replied that that was easily explained since, to his own and

to everyone's surprise, in his own words, he had managed to
get the nine English-speaking provinces to agree to protect the
rights to education in the minority language.

However, I find it strange that the Minister of Justice
should admit his surprise since several premiers, including Mr.
Davis of Ontario and Mr. Bennett of British Columbia, have
already stated that the minority language education rights
clause would bring nothing new to the francophones of their
provinces. The premiers themselves have admitted it, and there
is nothing new there. It is only a confirmation of the status
quo, which does not bring anything new nor is it cause for
great celebration. The situation was summarized like this:
minority language education rights will be granted across
Canada, where numbers warrant and only up to and including
the secondary level. However, the French-speaking minorities
will have no control over their institutions nor will they have
the right to address in their own language their legal and
judicial institutions, that is, the provincial assemblies and the
courts. All their legal documents such as wills, deeds, all types
of contracts will be drawn up in English in seven out of ten
provinces, since French will not have the status of a working
language in those institutions. That is what I take exception to,
Mr. Speaker. If the Constitution is to grant francophones
certain rights, then it must also enable them to use the tools
needed to uphold those rights. Francophones should have the
right to address the courts in French throughout the country.
Those are basic democratic rights which one cannot do without
if one wants to live in French in Canda. Francophones should
have the right everywhere in Canada to communicate with
their provincial governments in their mother tongue as well,
something which I suggest is essential to the survival of a
linguistic group. If a constitution fails to assert that one of the
two linguistic communities has the political and legal resources
enabling it to express, to protect and to defend its values and
its rights, then this community is forced to accept the chal-
lenge of seeking survival outside of and often despite the rules
of the game.

* (2220)

Mr. Speaker, that marginalization will result in franco-
phones outside Quebec, in the bottom of their heart, being
forced to be more vigilant still and more dynamic in their fight
to protect whatever limited rights they may have. If they want
to maintain any hope, they will have to fight still harder at
long last to achieve the status of full-fledged citizens. How-
ever, the accumulation of frustrations and setbacks resulting
from our numerous fights in the past make me fear that many
of my fellow citizens in several regions of Canada will grow
too tired to continue the fight. The ever threatening assimila-
tion and the disappearance of the French fact throughout
Canada will be our lot and history will say that we are all
responsible for it.

The Minister of Justice did point out to me that there is in
this resolution a mechanism which will enable us to make

1 3532 COMMONS DEBATES November 30, 1981



November 30, 1981 COMMONS DEBATES 13533

changes. However, Mr. Speaker, I entertain very little hope of
having our rights acknowledged one day, and I know there is
no need for me to recall all the statements made by Mr. Davis
and the other premiers to make myself understood here this
evening, even if there are mechanisms for making changes.
How can anyone believe that those changes will be possible
later when people are so set against them today? That is
indeed the price demanded by Mr. Davis in exchange for his
support of the constitutional package. It is certainly not the
people of this country who reject equality of treatment, and
this proves once again that people are often ahead of their
leaders. In Ontario, on a provincial basis, more than 53 per
cent of the residents would agree to have Section 133 applied
to the province. On a local basis, in my riding of Ottawa-Vani-
er, more than 73 per cent of the people want for the Ontario
minority constitutional rights equal to those enjoyed by the
Quebec minority.

What is the federal government waiting for? Who is respon-
sible for the protection of the rights of Canadians in this
country? The Government of Canada or the provincial govern-
ments? When I see how the constitutional discussions are
conducted, the answer becomes very clear to me. The federal
government proposes, but in fact the provinces are the ones
which decide.

Repeatedly, the provincial premiers have shown their utter
indifference to the needs of francophones outside Quebec, and
I have no intention of putting my future in their hands. Mr.
Speaker, as a French-speaking Ontarian, I am against
entrenchment under those conditions, and I always will be.
The provinces cannot be trusted to guarantee the survival of
the French language and French culture in Canada.

Mr. Jim Peterson (Parliamentary Secretary to Minister of
Justice and Minister of State for Social Development): Mr.
Speaker, I want to congratulate the hon. member for Ottawa-
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Vanier (Mr. Gauthier) on his good work on behalf of the
francophones outside Quebec. He has become their conscience
in this House.

However, we must realize what this government has accom-
plished, especially in the Constitution: first, official bilingual-
ism at the federal level; second, equality of both language
groups; third, education rights for minority language groups in
all Canadian provinces, for the first time.

Since Mr. Chrétien answered the question put by the hon.
member for Ottawa-Vanier, I am going to quote his reply:

I do agree that it is unfortunate that Ontario has not decided to make French
one of the languages used in the courts and in the Ontario legislature. However,
in our charter and in our constitutional resolution, we have provided for a
mechanism that will enable the provinces to make such changes through
bilateral agreements, and I would ask the provinces to consider such action as
soon as possible.

Granted, Section 133 does not apply in all parts of Canada.
Official bilingualism will not be a fact throughout our country.
We regret this, and at the same time, we hope that the
province of Ontario will agree to introduce this provision, and
in so doing, demonstrate to francophones outside Quebec and
to French-speaking Ontarians that they are not second-class
citizens. We should realize how lucky we are as Canadians to
have two languages and cultures that are among the richest in
the worid. I hope that we shall be able to take full advantage
of this in the future. Our new Constitution is a step in that
direction.

a (2225)

[English]
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Blaker): The motion to adjourn

the House is now deemed to have been adopted. Accordingly,
this House stands adjourned until two o'clock tomorrow
afternoon.

At 10.28 p.m. the House adjourned, without question put,
pursuant to Standing Orders.
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