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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Second Session—Twenty-seventh Parliament
1967

STANDING COMMITTEE

BROADCASTING, FILMS AND
ASSISTANCE TO THE ARTS

Chairman: Mr. ROBERT STANBURY

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE
No. 1

THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 2, 1967
TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 14, 1967

Respecting Bill C-163,

An Act to implement a broadcasting policy for Canada,
to amend the Radio Act in consequence thereof and to
enact other consequential and related provisions.

APPEARING:
The Honourable Judy LaMarsh, Secretary of State.

ROGER DUHAMEL, F.R.S.C.
QUEEN’S PRINTER AND CONTROLLER OF STATIONERY
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STANDING COMMITTEE ON BROADCASTING, FILMS
AND ASSISTANCE TO THE ARTS
Chairman: Mr. Robert Stanbury

Vice-Chairman: Mr. Jean Berger

and

Mr. Béchard, *Mr. Leboe, Mr. Prittie,
Mr. Brand, *Mr. Macaluso, Mr. Régimbal,
Mr. Cowan, Mr. MacDonald (Prince), ‘Mr. Reid,
Mr. Fairweather, Mr. Macquarrie, Mr. Richard,
Mr. Faulkner, Mr. Mather, Mr. Sherman,
*Mr. Goyer, Mr. McCleave, Mr. Simard,
Mr. Jamieson, Mr. Nugent, Mr. Stafford,

Mr. Yanakis—24.

M. Slack,

Clerk of the Committee.

* Replaced Mr. Johnston on Wednesday, June 21, 1967,

2 Replaced Mr. Prud’homme on Thursday, November 2, 1967.
*Replaced Mr. Hymmen on Thursday, November 9, 1967.
‘Replaced Mr. Davis on Monday, November 13, 1967.

(Note: Mr. Laflamme replaced Mr. Pelletier on November 2, but was later
replaced by Mr. Faulkner on November 13).



" ORDERS OF REFERENCE

House OF COMMONS,
FripAY, May, 19, 1967.

Resolved,—That the following Members do compose the Standing Com-
mittee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Arts:

Messrs.
Béchard, Johnston, Prud’homme,
Berger, MacDonald (Prince), Régimbal,
Brand, Macquarrie, Richard,
Cowan, Mather, Sherman,
Davis, McCleave, Simard,
Fairweather, Nugent, Stafford,
Hymmen, Pelletier, Stanbury,
Jamieson, " Prittie, Yanakis—(24).

WEDNESDAY, June 21, 1967.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Leboe be substituted for that of Mr.
Johnston on the Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to
the Arts.

THURSDAY, November 2, 1967.

Ordered,—That the names of Messrs. Laflamme and Goyer be substituted
for those of Messrs. Pelletier and Prud’homme on the Standing Committee on
Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Arts.

WEDNESDAY, November 8, 1967.

Ordered,—That Bill C-163, An Act to implement a broadcasting policy for
Canada, to amend the Radio Act in consequence thereof and to enact other
consequential and related provisions, be referred to the Standing Committee
on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Arts.

THURSDAY, November 9, 1967.

Ordered,—That the Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and As-
sistance to the Arts be authorized to sit while the House is sitting and that its
quorum be reduced from 13 to 10 members.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Macaluso be substituted for that of Mr.

Hymmen on the Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to
the Arts.
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MonpAY, November 13, 1967.

Ordered,—That the names of Messrs. Reid and Faulkner be substituted for
those of Messrs. Davis and Laflamme on the Standing Committee on Broad-
casting, Films and Assistance to the Arts.

Attest
ALISTAIR FRASER,

The Clerk of the House of Commons.
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REPORT TO THE HOUSE

MonpAay, November 6, 1967.

The Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Arts
has the honour to present its

FIRST REPORT

Your Committee recommends:
1. That it be authorized to sit while the House is sitting.
2. That its quorum be reduced from 13 to 10 members.

Respectfully submitted,

ROBERT STANBURY,
Chairman.

(NotE: This Report was concurred in on Thursday, November 9.)
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, November 2, 1967.

(1)

The Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Arts
met this day at 10.40 a.m. for organization purposes.

Members present: Messrs. Béchard, Berger, Brand, Cowan, Fairweather,
Hymmen, Mather, Nugent, Prittie, Régimbal, Richard, Sherman, Stafford, Stan-
bury, Yanakis (15).

The Clerk attending, and having called for nominations, Mr. Berger moved,
seconded by Mr. Yanakis, that Mr. Stanbury be Chairman of the Committee.

Mr. Brand moved, seconded by Mr. Sherman, that Mr. Fairweather be
Chairman of the Committee. After discussion, Mr. Fairweather declined the
nomination.

Mr. Stanbury was declared elected as Chairman.
Mr. Stanbury thanked the Committee for the honour conferred on him.

On motion of Mr. Cowan, seconded by Mr. Sherman, Mr. Berger was
elected as Vice-Chairman.

On motion of Mr. Prittie, seconded by Mr. Hymmen,

Resolved,—That a Subcommittee on Agenda and Procedure, composed of
the Chairman and four members to be named by him, be appointed.

On motion of Mr. Prittie, seconded by Mr. Béchard,

Resolved,—That the Committee seek permission to sit while the House is
sitting.

On motion of Mr. Régimbal, seconded by Mr. Yanakis,

Resolved,—That the Committee print 850 copies in English and 350 copies
in French of its Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence relating to Bill C-163,
An Act to implement a broadcasting policy for Canada.

On motion of Mr. Prittie, seconded by Mr. Brand,

Resolved,—That the Committee seek permission to reduce its quorum from
13 to 10 members.

At 11.10 a.m., the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.
TuEsDAY, November 14, 1967.
(2)

The Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Arts
met this day at 9.40 a.m. The Chairman, Mr. Robert Stanbury, presided.
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Members present: Messrs. Béchard, Berger, Cowan, Faulkner, Fairweather,
Goyer, Jamieson, Leboe, Macaluso, MacDonald (Prince), Macquarrie, Mather,
McCleave, Nugent, Prittie, Reid, Régimbal, Richard, Sherman, Stafford, Stan-
bury—(21). :

Member also present: Mr. Whelan.

In attendance: The Honourable Judy LaMarsh, Secretary of State, and Mr.
G. G. E. Steele, Under Secretary of State.

Also in attendance: Dr. P. M. Ollivier, Q.C., Parliamentary Counsel.

The Chairman announced the composition of the Subcommittee on Agenda
and Procedure as follows: Messrs. Berger, Fairweather, Prittie, Simard and
Stanbury.

The Chairman reported that the Steering Subcommittee recommended that
‘the Main Committee sit on Tuesdays and Thursdays at 9.30 a.m. and 3.30 p.m.
This recommendation was carried on division.

The Committee proceeded to the consideration of Bill C-163, An Act to
implement a broadecasting policy for Canada, to amend the Radio Act in con-
sequence thereof and to enact other consequential and related provisions.

The Chairman called Clause 1 of Bill C-163, and invited the Minister to
make an opening statement.

Miss LaMarsh made a statement on Bill C-163, and was examined thereon.

The Minister tabled a copy (translation) of telegram of November 6, 1967,
from The Association of Producers (C.B.C.) and a copy (translation) of her
reply, dated November 9, 1967, copies of which were distributed to the mem-
bers. The Committee agreed that this correspondence be printed in the Appen-
dix to the Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence of this day (See Appendix A)

The examination of the Minister still continuing, at 11.00 a.m., the Com-
mittee adjourned until 3.30 p.m. this afternoon.

AFTERNOON SITTING
(3)

The Committee resumed at 3.55 p.m. The Chairman, Mr. Robert Stanbury,
presided.

Members present: Messrs. Béchard, Berger, Faulkner, Goyer, Jamieson,
Leboe, Macaluso, Mather, McCleave, Nugent, Prittie, Reid, Richard, Stafford,
Stanbury, Yanakis—(17).

Member also present: Mr. Grégoire.

In attendance: (Same as at morning sitting).

The Committee resumed consideration of Bill C-163 and the Minister was
further examined and supplied additional information.

1—8



The Chairman advised that Miss LaMarsh would not be available on
Tuesday, November 21, and the Committee agreed to consider clauses relating
to amendments to the Radio Act on that date.

The examination of the Minister still continuing, at 5.35 p.m., the Com-
mittee adjourned until 9.30 a.m. on Thursday, November 16.

M. Slack,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE
(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

Tuesday, November 14, 1967.

o (9:40 a.m.)

The Chairman:
quorum.

I would like to announce that the composi-
tion of the Subcommittee on Agenda and
Procedure will be as follows: Messrs. Berger,
Fairweather, Prittie, Simard and Stanbury.

I bring to the attention of the Committee
the report of the Steering Committee which
met last week which reads: (See Minutes of
Proceedings).

Gentlemen, we have a

Mr. Cowan: I suggest sitting while the
House is in session.

The Chairman: Is there any other com-
ment? Is that agreed on division?

Agreed on division.

The Chairman: Before us this morning is
Bill C-163 which has been referred to us by
the House for consideration.

We have with us the Minister, the Honou-
rable Judy LaMarsh, and her officials. I will
call clause 1 of the Bill and ask the Minister
if she would like to make a statement.

May I ask everyone, including the Minis-
ter, if they would please co-operate with the
Committees Branch by using the micro-
phones and trying to speak into them.

On Clause 1—Short title

Hon. Judy V. LaMarsh (Secretary of State
of Canada): Mr. Chairman, may I say at the
outset that I welcome this opportunity to
appear again before this Committee, this

time with respect to the new Broadcasting
Act.

As I am sure all members are aware, the
government found the Committee’s report on
the White Paper to be of very great value in
considering the Bill. I am very hopeful that
the same quality of consideration will be
given and the same degree of helpfulness

will be found in the Committee’s report on
Bill C-163.

I would like to make some comments, in
what will be a relatively brief statement,

particularly on the aspects of the Bill that
attracted some attention in the House and
might not have been covered fully in the
rather lengthy statement I made on Second
Reading.

Events may not have proven this to be a
warranted assumption, but I have to assume
that the members of the Committee feel as
they did in preparing their report on the
White Paper, that they consider the principle
of a public broadcasting system to be firmly
established and to be, in general, well sup-
ported both within and without Parliament.

Having said that, I should like to comment
with respect to the debate that took place in
the House. It caused some distress to many in
and outside the House in that, while it was a
very thoroughgoing and wide-reaching
debate, it seemed often to be a rather univer-
sal condemnation of an institution which I
feel has done much in the country and has
yet much to do.

Parliament represents the people whose
institution this is. From time to time trustees
are appointed who are to report to Parlia-
ment. It seems to me that in making the
comments many did, particularly with re-
spect to programming and with an appar-
ent wide gulf between the Corporation as it
presently operates and many of the people of
Canada, we must be very careful not to
throw out the baby with the bath water.
That, in this statement at least, is all I pro-
pose to say with respect to the general
debate.

However, I would like to refer to some of
the points and comments made by some
members, especially with respect to the man-
date of the CBC as it is set out in Part I.

Mr. Prittie expressed a fear on second
reading that the clause providing that the
CBC shall, and I quote:

contribute to the development of nation-
al unity. ..
might lead to what he called an anti-separa-
tist witch-hunt, particularly within Radio
Canada. That, of course, is not a section
designed for that purpose and I do not think
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anyone wishes to encourage witch-hunts of
any kind. But it is a very important clause in
the legislation and perhaps I might be forgiv-
en if I dwell on it for a moment.

It may be known that there appeared in
the press a week or so ago a telegram to me
from The Association of Producers of the
CBC from Montreal. I thought the telegram
was of sufficient importance that I have had
copies of it prepared for members of the
Committee in case they did not have it,
together with a rather lengthy answer that I
gave on this particular point. With the Chair-
man’s permission those could be distributed
to all members of the Committee and I would
be happy to answer any questions at the
conclusion of my remarks.

What is the wish of the
it agreed that these be

The Chairman:
Committee? Is
distributed?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

The Chairman: These are in English and in
French.

Miss LaMarsh: Yes. I might say that the
original language of the telegram was in
French and the answer was sent out in
French.

The Committee worked very hard on the
White Paper and the report, as I said, was
taken very much to heart by the government
in preparing the Bill, so perhaps I might
draw some parallels between the report and
the Bill as it appears now before the
Committee.

Your report contains some 26 main recom-
mendations. There were a number of others,
and as the facilities of the Archives and the
CBC commercial policy which are not dealt
with in this legislation, but there are 26
points relevant to the legislation. Of the 26
we have adopted, I think you might fairly
say, 20. Of the six which we did not adopt,
five are just matters of detail such as the
names of the two top CBC executives. This
Committee had recommended that they
should be entitled “Chairman” and “General
Manager” and the Bill uses “President” and
“Executive Vice-President”.

® (9:50 a.m.)

Another point was the recommendation
that there be established vice-presidents in
charge of programming and production for
the English network and for the French net-
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work. In drafting the legislation the govern-
ment felt that this was a matter of internal
organization which should be left to an
incoming Board of Directors.

Another point recommended by the Com-
mittee was a formal division of the Board of
the CBC into English and French elements
and the Bill now before the Committee leaves
the Board free to set up subcommittees ot
this kind or any other as it sees fit.

This Committee recommended that there
should be six part-time members of the
Canadian Radio Commission and the Bill
before you provides for ten part-time
members.

Your report recommended that there be
voting rights for part-time members of what
is called in this Bill the Canadian Radio
Commission. I think the implication is there
that the part-time members should have full
voting rights. The Bill before you provides
that they have a full vote on policy regula-
tions but not on licensing decisions.

I think I explained the reasons for taking
these decisions in my speech introducing Sec-
ond Reading. Of course, I would be happy
to answer any questions on this point if the
Committee so desires. However, I would like
to limit myself at this point to the question of
possible conflict between the Canadian Radio
Commission and the Canadian Broadcasting
Corporation because this is the only construe-
tive matter on which your Committee report
and the Bill differ. I refer to the question of
arbitration of disputes between the regulato-
ry board and the public operating corpora-
tion. In the Bill there are only two major
sources of any such conflict and you will find
those at section 17, which deals with condi-
tions of licences, and section 24, which deals
with alleged violation of conditions of
licences.

Section 17, subsections (3 )and (4), provides
that if the CRC and the CBC cannot agree on
the conditions of licence for the CBC the
Corporation may refer the objectionable con-
ditions to the Minister. The Minister then has
a statutory duty to consult with both parties
and, following that, may give a written direc-
tion to the CBC which, under the terms of
the Bill, would have to be published in the
Canada Gazette and tabled in Parliament.

Now that procedure might be said to run
counter to the Committee’s report which
implied at least that the CRC should have
full and complete authority over all elements
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of the broadcasting system. However, on
thinking it over, the government felt that it
was not possible to give the regulatory agen-
cy such final authority over licensing condi-
tions as they apply to the Corporation.

I think I explained this before. There have
been some recent matters which I am sure
made themselves felt in this decision and it
was for this reason that the government had
departed from its earlier view. Under the
new legislation both the CRC and the CBC
have to answer through the Secretary of
State or whatever minister may be responsi-
ble to Parliament. Therefore, it would be
considered inequitable to subordinate the
CBC to the final judgment of the CRC on a
matter which is so important and so funda-
mental as the conditions of a licence by
which the Corporation is to operate and to
implement its mandate. Rather, the view of
the government is that both parties have an
equal right to be heard but, for reasons very
well understood I think by this Committee, it
is not desirable to have an adjudicating au-
thority located either in Parliament or in the
Governor in Council. So there is only one
other authority immediately answerable to
Parliament and that is the minister through
whom these corporations report to
Parliament.

Now I do not think this statutory provision
is ever going to be used. I do not expect to
find the senior officers of two corporations
like this in the Office of the Secretary of
State seeking adjudication on very many
occasions but I do think this provision or one
like it is necessary in the statute to provide
the clear definition for the authority and
responsibility which you yourselves so
strongly recommended in your Committee
report on the White Paper. It seems to me
that this is a procedure that will not be
readily invoked but will be an encourage-
ment to reasonable men to work out their
differences rather than to face a showdown
in front of the Minister which could seriously
damage the position of one or the other of
the parties involved.

The second possible source of major
conflict between the two bodies concerns the
possible failure by the CBC to measure up to
the conditions of the licence after they have
been laid down by the CRC. I do not think
that this contingency is a very likely one
either. But just as there has to be a sanction
by the CRC to ensure that private stations
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conform to the licences so there has to be
some sort of sanction for the CBC as the
public component in a national system. It
does not seem to me that there is any sensi-
ble way of fining the CBC, and if one puts it
exactly on all fours with the private element
and talks about suspending it or revoking the
licence that would mean that the CBC would
deprive the public of a very valuable service.

So we felt that the only effective sanction
would be a full investigation and disclosure
of the circumstances which attended the
alleged violation, and that is what is provid-
ed in section 24. The report would have to be
tabled by the Minister in Parliament and if
that report indicated a justifiable criticism of
CBC management that would constitute of
course a sufficient ground for dismissal. It
would have to be necessary of course to find
out who it was who was responsible for the
breach of the condition. I think it is neces-
sary to have some provision, some punitive
provision, in the statute to provide a clear
definition of authority and responsibility
between the two agencies.

There are a number of things which have
come up in the debate and I might deal with
those specifically in answer to questions.
There has been amusement expressed in
more than one quarter about the title
Canadian Radio Commission and I think I
said on Second Reading that I was not wed-
ded to that nor is the government. If a name
such as Canadian Radio Television, Canadian
Communications Commission or something of
this kind finds itself more acceptable to the
Committee I would be very happy to take it
back to my colleagues. Indeed, the name CBC
is not immutable either. It may be that in
what we hope will be a new era for the
public corporation a new name might also
help. Mr. Chairman, in the general way, I
think that is all I have to say. I hope as far
as possible to be at least present during Com-
mittee meetings. My officials will be here all
the time and will be able to answer any
questions that I may not be able to answer.

I thank you again for this opportunity to
appear. I would like to say I am very grate-
ful to the Committee for their obvious intent
to get on with an important matter which
has been hanging for too long already.

The Chairman: Thank you, Miss LaMarsh.
Are there questions any member wants to
put to the Minister? Mr. Leboe had indicated
that he wanted to ask a question.
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Mr, Prittie: Mr. Chairman, I have a
procedural question before Mr. Lebce goes
ahead. The Minister said she cannot be here
all of the time, and I appreciate that. But
will she be here while we are discussing in
its entirety, clause 2, broadcasting policy,
which is rather important?

Miss LaMarsh: Mr. Chairman, at present I
think I will not be here next Tuesday, but
that is all.

The Chairman: Perhaps we could arrange
next Tuesday for the Radio Act amendments
to be dealt with in your absence.

e (10:00 a.m.)

Mr. Leboe: Mr. Chairman, I appreciate
very much the opportunity to ask a few
questions. I have some grave reservations
concerning the broadcasting policy, Part I. In
connection with clause (b)...

The Chairman: Mr. Leboe, are you refer-
ring to clause 2(b) of the Bill?

Mr. Leboe: Yes, clause 2(b). I was wonder-
ing whether I could make some general ref-
erences to the problems that I see exist, par-
ticularly in Part I of the Bill.

The Chairman: I think, at the moment, we
should try to limit ourselves to general ques-
tioning of the Minister without getting down
to the specific clauses because we will be
going through them one by one. Perhaps, at
this point, we can extend quite a bit of
latitude in that so that we can survey the
whole field of problems you would like to
point out to the Minister.

Mr. Leboe: I will just go over them rough-
ly very quickly. First of all, we have in
clause 2(b) the word ‘“preserve”. The word
“preserve” seems to me to indicate something
that is very, very stable and fixed and
immovable. You are going to preserve some-
thing and, with the help of some of the press
that have been interested in broadcasting, I
would like to suggest that the words “safe-
guard and enrich” would be much more pref-
erable in that particular part of that clause.
And, further down in clause 2, subclause (c),
you will note on the second line of that
subsection:

all persons licensed to carry on broad-
casting undertakings have a responsibili-
ty for the public effects

This seems to me to be of no value at all if
we do not put some direction to it. I suggest
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that after the word “public” we should have
“good and the” in there which would then
read: “for the public good and the effects”, so
as to give some direction and also that the
whole matter be set in the framework of the
Constitution and Parliament. As the Minister
has pointed out in the statement she has just
made, Parliament represents the people, and
the Corporation is the Corporation of the
people and, therefore, clause (b) might read
as follows: “so as to safeguard, enrich and
strengthen the social fabric of Canada within
the political and economic framework as
defined by the Constitution, an act of Parlia-
ment”. This would give some direction and
something to hang onto as far as the people
are concerned who are going to be responsi-
ble for. carrying out the work of directing not
only the CBC but the broadcasting system as
a whole. Further on, I would like to mention
that in subclause (d) of clause 2, we have the
expression:

and should provide reasonable opportun-

ity for the expression of the conflicting

views.
It seems to me that here we would be much
better to say: “and should provide opportuni-
ty for reasonable expression”, because we
could get ourselves into a position where,
with the word “reasonable”, we could find
ourselves in many conflicts. Actually, the
individuals who are going to participate in
any live broadcast are there at the invitation
of the CBC or the CTV—the broadcasting
system—and therefore, the individuals chos-
en to be on the broadcast may reflect some-
thing quite different from what the people of
Canada would appreciate in many cases. We
have already had this problem, so prevalent
in the broadcasting system as it exists teday,
and it seems to me that this switch could be
made quite easily. Another suggestion I
would like to make here is that where it
says:

and the programming provided by each

broadcaster should be of high standard,

using predominantly Canadian resources

after the word “standard” we might add:
“and in good taste”. I suppose somebody is
going to say: “What do you mean by good
taste?”. Here is where we would then be in
line with the suggestion made earlier where
the political and economic framework is
defined by the Constitution and acts of Par-
liament would come in because if there was
any argument about good taste, it would
finally come through to the Minister and be
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questioned in the House of Commons, if the
House was sitting.

I have only one or two other things I
would like to mention. I think with subclause
(e) of clause 2 we are moving into the consti-
tutional field and that it should be eliminated
entirely. That is this clause:

all Canadians are entitled to broadcast-
ing service in English and French as
public funds become available

I think this is a constitutional matter and
should be dealt with when the Constitution
as such is revised. I think it is also redun-
dant because in subclause (g) (iii) we have
the statement that the national broadcasting
service should be in English and French. We
have already got this contained here and I do
not think we should be getting into the con-
stitutional aspect of our Canadian life by
introducing such a clause as subclause (e).
The final thing I would like to mention in
connection with this particular part, then I
am finished, is subclause (g) (iv):

contribute to the development of nation-

al unity

I refuse to admit that this is a situation that
exists. I believe the word “harmony” would
be a much better word and much more
fitting. I do not think that we are ununited in
Canada at all. I think that there are differ-
ences of opinion from various regions, from
various ethnic groups and language groups. I
think there are many things that have to be
ironed out but that the word “harmony”
would express much more clearly what the
intent of the Bill is.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: Miss LaMarsh, would you
like to answer any of these comments at this
time?

Miss LaMarsh: I do not know, Mr. Chair-
man, that it is appropriate for me to answer
comments. If I am asked any questions, I
will be glad to try to answer them. I am

certainly making notes of all the comments
that are made.

The Chairman: Is there any specific ques-

tion you wanted the Minister to answer on
those points?

Mr. Leboe: Not at this point, no. Thank
you very much.

Mr. Nugent: Mr. Chairman, I just want to
comment on the Minister’s opening state-
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ment. If I heard her correctly, I believe she
said that debates in the House of Commons
are distressing the country because of the
condemnation of the CBC. Mr. Chairman, I
think this is sheer effrontery on the part of
the Minister. I do not believe that the debate
caused distress in the country. It is a reflec-
tion on the manner and conduct of the mem-
bers in the House who have the duty to
reflect the views and the uneasiness of the
people in this country as they see difficulties
in the CBC and what is going on. Perhaps
some members in the House cannot under-
stand some of the difficulties there, but cer-
tainly it is obvious that throughout the coun-
try people have uneasiness and worry about
this. It is the duty of members of Parliament,
as custodians of the taxpayer’s dollar, to
bring these difficulties out in the open and to
make such comment on them as they in their
duty feel necessary; and to suggest that it is
this duty to speak frankly about the difficul-
ties of the government agency that is causing
distress in the country, rather than the
difficulties themselves, and is, I suggest, an
unworthy view of what happened in the
House of Commons.

e (10:10 a.m.)

I thought the Minister must have her
tongue in her cheek when she said that in
our discussions of this problem we must be
careful not to throw the baby out with the
bath water, because I certainly do not think
the Minister is asking this Committee to
believe that anyone, in their remarks in the
House of Commons, could have approached
the manner in which the Minister comported
herself in her own comments on the manage-
ment of the CBC.

Perhaps we can see a method to this morn-
ing. There has been a new statement by the
Directors that the Minister pretends to
ignore, but for her, after her own conduct, to
suggest to this Committee, under the guise of
giving it a lecture, that we must be careful,
creates just a little suspicion about whether
the Minister is really serious in appearing
this morning, on her opening remarks.

Mr. Jamieson: I have a number questions
for the Minister on the comments she made.

Miss LaMarsh, is my interpretation correct
that this Bill essentially preserves what has
traditionally been called the “single system?”

Miss LaMarsh: Yes.

Mr, Jamieson: Apart from the power that
is given to the CRC, there is no indication in
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it, so far as I can find, whether the govern-
ment’s intention is to proceed along the lines
of parallel services within a single system, or
the continuation of a mixed system to the
extent that that is possible. Is it the intention
of the Government eventually to provide a
full service on the public network, if you
like, or to have the CBC totally independent
of affiliates? Do you see a continuation of
affiliates?

Miss LaMarsh: This hardware argument is
really very important, Mr. Chairman. I do
not think that we should bind ourselves
either to operating in the most expensive
way, which is by completely owned and oper-
ated hardware, or in the cheapest way, which
is probably to mix private stations and af-
filiates.

The government has not taken any hard-
and-fast view about this. This will obviously

come up as a matter of capital expenditure.

Extension of services is going to depend on
what money is available, as voted by Parlia-
ment. However, it is not intended that one
should infer from this Bill that the CBC is to
be given a mandate to erect costly edifices all
across the country.

Mr. Jamieson: I raise the question because
of the repeated comments of the Board of
Broadcast Governors that there is a certain
basic inequity, or if you like, almost insuper-
able conflict, where, for example, a private
applicant and the CBC appear both at the
same time seeking a channel or a frequency,
or to establish a particular station. As I recall
it, the BBG’s attitude was that it was impos-
sible for them to adjudicate because the two
situations were quite different; that is, the
private applicant’s position vis-a-vis that of
the CBC.

Do you see in this legislation, or in the
operational techniques that will evolve from
it, the elimination of this problem? In other
words, there are areas—and I understand a
few are being heard this week—in which a
CBC applicant and a private applicant both
appear before the BBG. Would the CRC be
given policy directives which would elimi-
nate what seems to me to be this inequitable
situation?

Miss LaMarsh: I think that is contemplated
in the provision for instructions to be given
by the government to the CRC. Since the
government has to go to Parliament to raise
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the money this is certainly something that it
should be concerned with.

Mr. Jamieson: Let us assume that the CBC
is free to apply, as it apparently is, at the
moment, in any event, for a channel or fre-
quency. Is there in that very act of applica-
tion an indication of government approval?
For example, I would assume that the CBC
would not be able to apply unless it knew
that the financing was going to be available?

Miss LaMarsh: The applications are made
after the CBC includes in its estimates provi-
sion for such services. If the estimates are
not approved by Parliament, then obviously
it would be incapable of using the licensee
even if it got it. On the other hand, if Parlia-
ment approves then it has its mandate with
respect to that particular licence.

Mr. Jamieson: If I interpret that correctly
it would mean that there really is no point in
having a competitive application after the
estimates have been approved. In other
words, this would seem to indicate that Par-
liament, by approving the estimates, has said
to the CBC, “Yes, we will give you the
money to build station X,” and that must
mean that the public approves of that con-
struction. Perhaps I am taking it too far?

Miss LaMarsh: I do not think that the
assumption should be drawn that there is no
point in making application if the CBC has
already applied. The BBG currently—the CRC
in the future—is there to make value judg-
ments about which kind of services should be
there. I would hesitate to say that the gov-
ernment stands behind each application for
extension by the CBC and that therefore a
private operator is wasting his money in also
applying.

Mr. Jamieson: If the estimates have been
approved giving the CBC the necessary au-
thorization?

Miss LaMarsh: Yes. It is very difficult to
say that the Government has then approved
every application, or every intent shown on
that capital budget, to expand. Generally
speaking it is the global amount that inter-
ests parliament and the government. I think
it would be generally considered to be a part
of management’s responsibility to decide how
that is to be applied in the capital field, as in
others.
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~ Mr. Jamieson: Is there not some conflict,
Miss LaMarsh, between that statement and
the one in the Bill itself:

...all Canadians are entitled to broad-
casting service in English and French. ..

and this is the part that is important from
my point of view

...as public funds become available;. ..

Does this suggest that extension is merely to
go ahead as public funds are available?

Miss LaMarsh: No, it does not; but obvi-
ously Parliament does not have much say in
the provision of private funds; and I do not
think this presupposes for a moment that
there will not be extensions by private
operators.

There is the point—and this, of course, Mr.
Jamieson, was discussed with the Canadian
Association of Broadcasters—that the putting
in of the words “private or public” would not
really mean anything. Parliament’s only con-
cern is about the provision of public funds. I
suppose, as was considered when drafting the
Bill, the part about funds could be dropped
off completely but for the fact that you
would then be left with a bare statement that
it should be extended to all parts of Canada.
I know that the day following its passage,
the office of the responsible Minister would
be heaped high with Ilegitimate demands
under that section for immediate service in
both languages everywhere in the country.

Mr. Jamieson: I have a specific case of
Saskatoon in mind, which is, I think, illustra-
tive of the whole problem here, and which,
in my view, indicates that the Bill is vague
on this question. The CBC now has the
necessary authorization to proceed in Sas-
katoon. It may also be that it has other
licences which it has been granted but on
which no construction has started. Let us
assume—as has happened in this case, I take
it—that there is going to be at least a delay
in providing the funds for the construction of
a particular station. Does this mean that the
CBC can, in effect, sit on that licence indefi-
nitely, or what is the position in areas that
either have only single service or no service
at all?

Miss LaMarsh: As you know, the BBG
made the recommendation, but no licence has
been issued.

e (10:20 a.m.)

Mr. Jamieson: But I take it there was an
intention because it has now been announced
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Broadcasting, Films and Assistance io the Aris 7

that they are not going to proceed. This
seems to suggest that the original intention
was to proceed with Saskatchewan.

Miss LaMarsh: The CBC made an applica-
tion to the BBG recommending the granting
of a licence. The government then decided in
the interests of economy that there would not
be an extension and the Prime Minister made
an announcement to this effect.

Mr. Jamieson: I understand that part of it
but does this now mean that the whole ques-
tion, in so far as that specific application is
concerned, is in abeyance or is the BBG now
free to hear, let us say, a private application?

Miss LaMarsh: I should think so because
no licence has been issued.

Mr. Jamieson: Forgive me for pressing this
point but I think it is a key one here. If the
original idea was, as the Bill states, that it
was in the best public interest to put a pri-
vate station and a publicly-owned station in
that area, or in any area, this would now
seem to suggest that we have to accept some-
thing less than what is considered ideal or
most advisable.

Miss LaMarsh: What is left if there are no
public stations. ..

Mr, Jamieson: For example, there would
presumably be two private stations in that
given section and there would not be total
public service. The presence of the CBC
would only be through a continuation of its
affiliation with an existing private station.

Miss LaMarsh: In the Saskatoon situation I
am not able to judge which is better. That is
the function of the CRC.

Mr, Jamieson: I think the principle which
is still quite valid is whether as a matter of
public policy we intend to proceed toward
the stage where a public service will be
provided by the CBC which will run parallel
with a private service or whether—and this
comes back to my original question—we are
going to continue the mix, because it seems
to me that one or the other has to be stated. I
do not think you can continue on an ad hoc
basis because I believe the Saskatoon situa-
tion illustrates the problem that would arise.

Mz, Prittie: Mr. Chairman, is Mr. Jamieson
not really asking if this is a permanent deci-
sion regarding Saskatoon or is it just tempo-
rary until public funds are available, possi-
bly the year after next, to proceed?
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Mr, Jamieson: Yes, except—again throwing
out babies with bath water—that it could be
too late if, for example, a private application
were accepted and proceeded with.

I will not press the point further, Miss
LaMarsh. I merely wanted to recommend
that this whole question—whether we have a
mixed system which will continue in that
way or whether we will proceed toward par-
allel systems or, if you like, parallel services
within a single system—should be examined
more fully because I think there are a num-
ber of problems in this connection.

Miss LaMarsh, you seem to be rather
sanguine about the adjudication role that the
Minister will play under the new arrangement
and you say you do not expect there will be
many cases where this is likely to occur.
Could you give me, as well as the other
members, a little bit more of the rationale
behind this view? Why do you think it is
going to be better in the future than it has
been up to the present ?

Miss LaMarsh: Because up to now there
has been no place where the conflict could be
resolved. The government faces public
calumny whether or not it has any responsi-
bility or right to step in between the two
agencies, and we all know of at least one
much-discussed public instance when there
was a disagreement between the regulatory
authority and the Corporation. Many people
say that under the current law the way that
was resolved contained the kernel of the in-
effectiveness of the BBG.

I have often heard the opinion expressed
that the authority, as set up under the 1958
legislation, was in itself not so bad but it did
not work. As both of these agencies must
report to the Minister and someone has to be
able to go in and talk to Parliament about it,
it is hoped that the Minister is the sensible
person before whom to have this meeting.
However, I do not really think when a couple
of reasonable men get together they would
want to be on the mat together before the
Minister. I think this will create further
pressure and they will come to an amicable
settlement.

Mr. Jamieson: It is going to be a matter
where either party can refer it to the Minis-
ter or does it have to come in a certain
category or does it have to have a certain
seriousness about it before the Minister will
agree to act?
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Miss LaMarsh: If negotiations break down
I think it is on application by one or the
other.

Mr., Jamieson: I can think of a hundred
cases over the last four or five years involv-
ing, for example, specific programs which
one authority felt were not acceptable in
terms of current regulations and where the
CBC felt that they were. On a specific pro-
gram do you see the Minister moving in on
such a field?

Miss LaMarsh: No.

Mr. Jamieson: Would the authority of the
CRC then be paramount in such a case?
Could it tell the CBC to take such a program
off the air?

Miss LaMarsh: This legislation does not
provide for directions on specific programs. It
provides for scheduling, classes of programs
and things of that kind. I cannot presently
conceive, Mr. Jamieson, of a situation where

the CRC would give instructions on a
program.
Mr. Jamieson: But I think the situation

may arise and I think we should know exact-
ly what the modus operandi is going to be.
Let us take as examples one or two recent
incidents; the von Thadden matter or the
importation of some controversial figure.
These things are known in advance and some
kind of pressure group may rise up and say,
“This program ought not to be shown”. Pre-
sumably the people who feel that way would
make representations to the CRC. Let us sup-
pose the CRC supported that stand and said,
“We agree this should not be shown”. On the
other hand, the CBC says that it ought to be
shown. Is this a matter on which the CRC’s
decision would be final or would it be subject
to ministerial and ultimately to parliamen-

tary review?

Miss LaMarsh: No, the CBC Board of Man-
agement is responsible for deciding what
goes over the air.

Mr. Jamieson: So in that case they could
tell the CRC to go fly a kite?

Miss LaMarsh: I do not think the CRC
would get itself so involved that it could be
told to go fly a kite in this regard. You have
referred to a specific instance and perhaps I
should tell the Committee about that
instance. I think this is the only time I might
have been charged with any kind of political




November 14, 1967

interference with the Corporation. I do not
really regard it as political interference in
the unfortunate sense in which it is generally
used but it was for politics’ sake and for the
people’s sake that representations were made
to me that there would be violence if that
particular gentleman was brought to Toronto
for broadcasting purposes. I therefore
brought this to the attention of the President
of the CBC as forcefully as I could, saying
that while his mandate was to put over the
air what he chose on his own responsibility
and on the responsibility of the Board, it was
no part of the mandate of the CBC to cause
civil insurrection or to lead to any kind of
public disturbance. It seemed to me that if
bringing this man into Canada would likely
do that, then if they wished to go on with
that program they ought to do it by some
means other than bringing him to Canada. I
could not give such orders to the President of
the CBC but as a responsible Minister I felt
it incumbent upon me to see what I could do
to prevent any kind of civil disorder, and in
that way I suppose I could be said to have
interfered. The President went away and
promised to consider it and then I think he
announced a day or so later that the Corpo-
ration was not going to be a party to bring-
ing von Thadden to Canada.

Mr. Jamieson: Miss LaMarsh, am I inter-
preting your view of the legislation correctly
when I say that the CRC will only exercise
after-the-fact judgment of CBC programming?

Miss LaMarsh: No.

Mr. Jamieson: Except within the broad
framework of spelling out the so-called con-
ditions of licence?

Miss LaMarsh: Yes, I think that is right.
o (10:30 am.)

Mr. Jamieson: But only in that regard.
May I ask a supplementary question. Do you
see the conditions...

Miss LaMarsh: Surely they will have gen-
eral regulations as well as conditions of
licence.

Mr. Jamieson: And these will apply to all
broadcasters?

Miss LaMarsh: Yes. They will apply to
such things as obscenity and things of that
kind.

Mr. Jamieson: Will conditions of licence in
the case of the CBC be merely a statement of
26932—2}
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a general mandate or do you anticipate that
individual units within the Corporation will
have specific conditions of licence? For
example, would the conditions of licence in
CBC Toronto be different from those in CBC
Saint John, New Brunswick?

Miss LaMarsh: I would think so.

Mr. Jamieson: In other words, it is not
merely to lay down a sort of general, broad
directive to the CBC? )

Miss LaMarsh: That is correct. It must
always be within the mandate as provided by
this legislation.

Mr. Jamieson: So once that has been estab-
lished, the CBC is then free to produce as it
wishes, subject only to the after-the-fact
judgment of whether it has met the condi-
tions. In other words, there will be no
attempt to guide them in the meeting of
those, will there?

Miss LaMarsh: In so far as that is con-
cerned, but there is always, of course, the
public reaction.

Mr. Jamieson: I have just one more ques-
tion. I apologize to the members. ..

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): May I ask a
question with respect to arbitration by the
Minister? Where it is suggested that this will
be gazetted, I am wondering in what way
you envision this would happen. I am inter-
ested to know whether there will be a
lengthy statement on the situation or wheth-
er it would simply be an acknowledgment
that an issue had arisen on such and such a
subject and that will be the extent of public
information, if you like, on the particular
arbitration.

Miss LaMarsh: I think, Mr. MacDonald—
and it would depend, of course, on the way
the particular responsible minister operates,
obviously—that a statement of the whole
controversy and the direction given would be
there, and it is the direction that is impor-
tant. This is an attempt to ensure that there
are no secret pressures on either of these
bodies and that whatever instructions are
given—let us face it: the government are
going to always be held responsible whether
they are or not—will be clearly set out for
attack or support in Parliament and the pub-
lic at large.

Mr. Fairweather: Miss LaMarsh, is there
not a weakness, though? The Canada Gazette
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has that statement, and I appreciate there is
no secrecy, but then what is next?

Miss LaMarsh: I think you raised this in
the House of Commons. I am in the hands of
the Committee. If you have a better idea of
how to do this, I would be very happy to
hear about it. It seems to me that that would
depend on the rules of the House of Com-
mons. It is very hard to prejudge what kind
of matter would be so serious that those
directions having been given, the members of
Parliament would wish it brought within the
forum of Parliament at that point. But, if so,
it will, I think, have to depend upon the
rules of Parliament as they may be in force
at that particular time. I would hesitate to
build into this kind of legislation rules for a
particular situation which would be foreign
to the general rules of Parliament. But if the
Committee has specific suggestions on this, I
would be very happy to hear them.

If the Committee has better ideas of how
to handle this kind of potential conflict, let us
hear them. We have discussed this with my
colleagues and my officials again and again
and again, and this seemed to us on balance
the best way to do it. But we are not infalli-
ble on this or any other matter. We have had
very great help from the Committee in the
past, and if you have some ideas I would like
to hear them.

Mr. Jamieson: Miss LaMarsh, my last
question has to do with your exchange of
correspondence with Mr. Sylvestre. Let us
assume, as seems inevitable in as large and
as complex a corporation as the CBC, that
there are differences at one time of another
between producers and top management of
CBC or its Board of Directors with regard to
the propriety or the wisdom of a particular
course of action. Let us assume that the
Board of Directors of the CBC as again, I
think, is inevitable, passes judgment in a
way that is not on all fours with the views of
the producer. Is the word of the Board of
Directors now going to be final in that case?
In other words, does the producer have to
understand that he is subject to the determi-
nation made by the Board of Directors and
that is the end of it?

Miss LaMarsh: I do not know what they
may think from time to time but it is perfect-
ly clear that that is the legal position under
the new legislation. There is no way in which
you can prevent them from doing what
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everyone does, which is to go to the public
forum. I think it is clear from what this
Committee said last year in looking at a
similar situation, and it was certainly clear in
a statement that I made to the CBC publicly
at the time of their awards last spring, that
the Minister cannot be, and is not intended to
be, a court of appeal for people within the
Corporation. The Corporation has obviously
been in a state of flux for quite a long time
and I think it is going to settle down very
quickly. A lot of this kind of out-of-chain of
communication action is really a symptom of
frustration and I think that when the Corpo-
ration settles down it will too. I do not mean
to suggest that we will never see another
situation similar to the strike in Montreal or
to the Seven Days situation. I do not think
there is any way we can legislate against it.

Mr. Jamieson: But the point is: how much
confidence can the new Board of Directors of
the CBC, whether it is new personnel or the
present cne, have that in making its decisions
it has at least the support of the government?
It seems to me that if every producer or
group of producers knows that it has free
access, say, to the responsible minister or to
the government in some way or other, this is
going to make the position of the Board of
Directors of the CBC a pretty difficult one in
the event that any dispute arises. In other
words, is the government going to have the
willingness to say: “This is a matter for the
CBC Board of Directors. We have appointed
them and they have the responsibility to Par-
liament. Talk to them and to no one else.”

Miss LaMarsh: The CBC Board of Direc-
tors has now and will have in the new legis-
lation a position which it reports to Parlia-
ment. There is virtually no contact between
the CBC Board of Directors and the Minis-
ter’s office. You might say there is none
except that made by the chief executive offi-
cer, who is also a member of the Board. The
management lines, as laid down, are perfect-
ly clear and always have been.

But if you are suggesting that neither a
responsible minister nor any other members
of Parliament should entertain people active-
ly working in the Corporation who have
quarrels with management, I do not think
this should be the case. Parliament repre-
sents the people and the people’s Corporation.
Producers and actors and other people below
the management level are part of the people.
They surely have a right to have access to all
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of us whether we sit on the government side
or not. I think it would be a strange and
unfortunate situation if a minister were iso-
lated in an office with no other intelligence of
what was going on in this Corporation other
than what is received in a formal way.

Mr. Reid: Mr. Chairman, may I ask a sup-
plementary question? Last Saturday in the
Toronto Daily Star there was a truly incredi-
ble column by Mr. Shields, the television
columnist, indicating that even if management
in the CBC did change, he did not think there
would be any change in the programming or
the way the Corporation was going on. Sup-
pose this attitude is to be continued with the
new President and Vice-President coming in
and you have a conflict between, say, the
new management and the Director of Televi-
sion and the Program Director for the Eng-
lish network. What would be the process of
resolving this type of conflict?

Miss LaMarsh: The management are put
there to manage. If they do that job they
have the support of everyone.

The Chairman: Mr. Jamieson, are you just
about finished with your line of questioning?

e (10:40 am.)

Mr. Jamieson: Yes, but I think this is
important enough. I am sure other members
are interested and will probably want to ask
the same kind of question. Miss LaMarsh,
what I am getting at—and I think all mem-
bers around this table at one time or another
have said almost unanimously—is that in
the past the main objective has been to keep
that kind of internal CBC dispute out of
Parliament because there is general agree-
ment it is not an effective forum for dealing
with it. Now what I am asking you is if the
CBC has what we think is a good Board of
Directors, and if the CBC Board of Directors
says to a group within the Corporation or to
an individual, “This is the decision of man-
agement,” are we still going to find that the
people who are aggrieved can circumvent, if
you like, the decision of the Board and
appear themselves, for example, before this
type of Committee, or have this matter
resolved on the floor of Parliament itself?

Miss LaMarsh: I do not think there is any
way to prevent that. That is what Parliament
is for; it is master of what it decides and it is
up to it whether or not it hears people like
this. But in the Seven Days situation, which
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is the closest parallel, at no time was there
any suggestion that someone else was interv-
ening against the management. The govern-
ment, the Committee, and everyone support-
ed the view that these people are working
for management and the matter should be
resolved there. But it is very hard to say that
the peoples’ representatives, who are called
upon to vote $100 million or upwards a year
for this very volatile medium, should not talk
to, be concerned with or, if necessary, exam-
ine in public charges that all is not well. I
cannot imagine anything more frustrating
than working within a corporation to which
you want to make a contribution when you
feel the immediate or more distant superior
above you is blocking the whole purpose of
the corporation as well as your personal
career.

Mr. Jamieson: That really means then that
nothing is changed; in other words, we are
going to continue with the same sort of thing
we have had up to now?

Miss LaMarsh: I do not think so. I think
this is very much a matter of people and
communications within it. I have been given
to understand that there is a vast improve-
ment of communications at least in respect of
the English television situation in Toronto,
much of which has arisen because of the
initiative and determination of the producers
themselves to make it work. The manage-
ment is coming from the bottom up.

Mr. Jamieson: Let us hope this is the cor-
rect forecast. Thank you Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Leboe: I have just one last question.
Would it not be reasonable to expect that an
individual who is in a position of quarrelling
with management and feels so strongly about
it should resign and put himself in the posi-
tion of having free access to the Minister and
Parliament.

Mr. Cowan: Like the Board of Directors
should have done.

Miss LaMarsh: I would think that his first
avenue would be to make application to be
heard by the Board of Directors and have it
beaten out there.

Mr. Leboe: Failing satisfaction, instead of
saying, “Well I am still on the job, now
I am going to go over the head of the Board
of Directors directly to the Minister or Par-
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liament.” I think the individual should resign
from his position to leave himself free to do
that.

Miss LaMarsh: Well ethically that may be
quite correct, Mr. Leboe, but you have been
around this world at least as long as I have
and...

Mr. Lekoe: Oh, longer.

Miss LaMarsh: ... You know it is very hard
for people to give up their incomes and do
that when they feel that they still have a
useful role to play within the Corporation.

Mr, Prittie: Mr. Chairman, I intend to
confine my remarks or questions to clause 2,
Broadcasting policy for Canada. I would just
make this observation. The Minister has
revealed to us this morning the part she
»played in the von Thadden affair. I was a bit
-isappointed to hear it because I can think of
other instances in the future where other
minority groups in Canada might threaten
some civil disturbance if particular persons
were invited to the country. For example, if
General de Gaulle were invited again I imag-
ine there are parts of Canada, you know, from
which might come threats of difficulties. ..

An hon. Member: Vancouver.

Mr. Prittie: No, not Vancouver particular-
ly. I can think of this happening in so many
instances that I would rather the Minister
was not involved in that sort of thing and
that it was left up to the Corporation.

Miss LaMarsh: Do you think, Mr. Prittie,
that it would have been better if I had not
brought this matter to the attention of the
Corporation and that the day after an
appearance in Toronto a few broken heads
would not have been laid at my door?

Mr, Prittie: Yes, to answer you specifically
I think it would have been better if you had
not. As public officials they surely have the
same access to information that you have.

Miss LaMarsh: He did not have.
Mr. Prittie: I beg your pardon?

Miss LaMarsh: He apparently had no such
information. I am not so sure that you can
assume that some public officials have access
to or listen to information that may be readi-
ly available to those who will listen.
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Mr, Prittiee Then they are the wrong
public officials. However, back to clause 2.

Miss LaMarsh: It is not really a novel
statement, Mr. Prittie.

Mr. Prittie: On clause 2, Mr. Chairman, I
would agree with most of the statement
about broadcasting policy. When we were
debating second reading I expressed some
uneasiness about clause 2(g) (iv), “Contribute
to the development of national unity”. I use
the word “uneasiness” deliberately, because
it is very difficult to be against something
which deals with national unity; and I
appreciate the Minister’s comment that it was
not designed for witch-hunting. I said it in
the context of the very many speeches I have
heard in this Committee and in the House
about the operations of the French metwork
at the present time?

I am still uneasy on this point, because
national unity can, perhaps, descend to be-
coming national interest, and who determines
what is national unity and what is national
interest? We have had examples of minister-
ial interference in the past. Mr. Weir’s book
on broadcasting gives some very good
examples.

I do not yet know the answer to this, but
who is going to define national unity or
national interest? I am rather afraid that if
this is in the legislation people who are out
to get those who, they think, are not contrib-
uting to national unity, or to national inter-
est will have a stronger weapon in their
hands.

It seems to me that subclause (d) of clause
2 would cover the situation:

the programming provided by the Cana-
dian broadecasting system should be
varied and comprehensive and should
provide reasonable opportunity for the
expression of conflicting views on mat-
ters of public controversy, and the pro-
gramming provided by each broadcaster
should be of a high standard, using pre-
dominantly Canadian resources;

That would apply to all broadcasters, and,
it seems to me, would really be sufficient,
without having subclause (iv) with its refer-
ence to national unity.

I would mention one other point. Sub-
clause (iv), which refers to national unity,
refers only to the national broadcasting ser-
vice; that is, the CBC. If this is such an
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important aspect of broadcasting policy why
does it apply only to the CBC? Why is it not
in subclause (d) which applies to all broad-
casters? Presumably private broadcasters
have a duty to promote national unity as
well as the CBC?

I am suggesting that subclause (d) is really
all that is necessary in the way of instruction
to all broadecasters in Canada on what they
should do.

I still wonder about “national unity”. I do
not know if you can define it, or who could
define it, or how it might be used in the
future.

I know I have not asked a question of the
Minister. I have stated the uneasiness, in the
context of the French network today and of
what I have heard in Parliament and in this
Committee, that some people would seize this
bit of legislation on national unity and seek
to use it, even if you do not want to do so
yourself; the pressure would be there.

e (10:50 a.m.)

Miss LaMarsh: Well, I certainly under-
stand, Mr. Chairman, what Mr. Prittie has
said. No public institution, I suppose, is per-
fect. I do not know what will happen in the
future, or what kind of government might
attempt a definition of “national unity” and
try to enforce it. I do not know what senior
officials, or not-so-senior officials, in the CBC
might decide to do in interpreting it. I think
it is clear in my mind and in the minds of
everybody here, but it is not a very easy
thing to spell out in legislative form.

Mr, Pritiies May I ask this then. If this
responsibility is to rest with the national
broadcasting service, which means the CBC,
should it not also then be a responsibility of
the private broadcasters as well? Why was
this not put in?

Miss L.aMarsh: I think the reason why it
was put in was in the CBC context, in that
this is the instrument which Parliament has
chosen with respect to broadecasting. Parlia-
ment is now, in this Bill, saying to the instru-
ment that this is one of its purposes, and as
long as that purpose is there, to help weld
the country together, Parliament is prepared
to raise taxes from the people to keep it
going. It would be an odd thing if most of us
felt that our mandate as members of Parlia-
ment was to tax our fellow citizens and our-
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selves in order to bring upon us the destruc-
tion of the country.

Mr. Prittie: Agreed, but if these are worthy
aims and the Bill and the Committee have
recommended that the public corporation be
the prime instrument of this, should this not
also be a policy direction to the private
broadcasters as well if it is important?

Miss LaMarsh: Perhaps in some ways the
private broadcasters are more responsive to
the public in matters controversial.

An hon. Member: They would have to be.

Miss LaMarsh: They are certainly a little
tamer about it anyway. If the public were as
enraged about programs of private stations
as reflected from some of the mail I have
seen and from the debates I have listened to,
I am sure that the private station would not
be in business very long.

Mr. Priitie: I will close my remarks on this
section dealing with policy. Again, if these
words are important:

contribute to the development of nation-
al unity and provide for a continuing
expression of Canadian identity; ...

they are important for all broadcasters, not
just important for the public broadcaster. I
wish you and your officials perhaps would
think about that part.

Miss LaMarsh: We always think about
everything you tell us, Mr. Prittie. I do not
mean to say that lightly, either.

Mr. Mather: Mr. Chairman, I just have one
question. We are meeting this morning to
consider this legislation which has to do with
a broadcasting policy for Canada. I for one,
as a member of this Committee, feel that my
ability to discuss that, and to consider it, is
affected to some degree by the unfortunate
controversy which is raging between the
Minister and the CBC leadership. The Minis-
ter has stated—and rightly so in my view
—that she is not responsible to the CBC
leadership; that she is responsible to Parlia-
ment. I think this Committee is representa-
tive - of Parliament. It is a parliamentary
body. My question is: Would the Minister
consider that this Committee is an appropri-
ate body to which to give the information
and counsel which she apparently could give
in relation to improving the management of
the CBC?
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The Chairman: Mr. Mather, I do not mind
the Minister answering that question. I guess
the answer is either a yes or no, but that is
not the purpose of these meetings of the
committee. We have a particular reference
before us and I do not believe that it would
be an appropriate time, in this series of hear-
ings at least, for her to do that. Perhaps she
might want to answer your question, yes or
no.

Mr, Mather: Before the Minister answers
—if she does—I just say again that my abili-
ty 105 ¢

Mr, Fairweather: Mr. Chairman am I deaf
or am I going through a change of life? I
cannot hear either the Minister or Mr.
Mather, and I am only 44. . .

Mr, Mather: If you will permit me to
repeat my question and, if I may, put in my
preamble, we meet today to consider this
proposed legislation in regard to a broadcast-
ing policy for Canada. As one member of this
Committee I find my ability to do that affect-
ed by the controversy which is now raging
between the Minister and the CBC leader-
ship. The Minister has said that she is not
responsible to answer the criticisms of the
CBC leadership; she is responsible to Parlia-
ment. In my view this Committee is
representative of Parliament and my question
is, therefore: Would the Minister consider
acquainting this Committee with the infor-
mation and counsel which she might give us
in relation to the CBC management, and her
ideas of improving it.

The Chairman has allowed me to ask the
question; he points out that we are not really
dealing with this sort of thing this morning; I
simply say again that my ability to deal with
the legislation is affected by this issue. I ask
the Minister whether she could say what
her views on this are.

Miss LaMarsh: Mr. Chairman, I do not
think the repetition of the information which
has been brought to me can be dealt with by
this Committee; it would just be another
Seven Days investigation. You know, the
Corporation frequently says that it is investi-
gated to death, but one of the reasons it
keeps being investigated, I suppose, is
because the results of the Glassco Commis-
sion and the Fowler Commission and, from
all I hear, the results of the President’s own
study committee, have been brushed aside. If
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this controversy has done any good—aside
from just my saying what everybody else has
said ...

An hon. Member: Except in a more colour-
ful way.

Miss LaMarsh: ... and being the focal point
for the reaction against that—I think it may
have borne in upon some of the management
of the CBC for the first time that it is not
enough for the people to spend a great deal
of money and to have study after study after
study, and simply answer it, “Oh, they do not
know what they are talking about; we are
the experts”, and go on as they did before. I
think there are some within the Corporation
who awoke with a start from the last two
weeks, and I think that is likely to be very
helpful. But for me to name names and cir-
cumstances, cannot, I think, do anything but
cause distress to the people named, some of
whom are still within the Corporation, and
some without. It would not be a constructive
thing to do; it would just look like backbiting
and office politics in a lot of ways. I did not
make notes of what I was told; I would want
to be absolutely exact in what I said. I think
it is much preferable to bring to the new
management these individuals themselves.
The new management will have an oppor-
tunity to assess the weight and the impor-
tance of what the individual says, and to
take such action. You see, there is not any
way outside the Corporation that we can run
it; we are not supposed to. It is supposed to
be independent. What are we distressed
about is that it is quite obvious, inside and
outside the House, that it is not getting run.
We want the Corporation, we believe in it;
we are heartsick over the fact that it is not
doing what it ought to do. I think the only
way, Mr. Chairman, if I felt it would be
effective in reaching the goal all of us have
with respect to the Corporation, would be to
parade out the names of the witnesses, but
this would just be the most damaging thing
to any officer who had to report to Parlia-
ment in the future. For me simply to give
you the litany without the support of the
people who know would be merely to pit my
word against the word of others who have
access to a very important medium, at least.
Another good thing, I think, is the fact that
for the first time we have had television
cameras in the CBC headquarters.
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o (11:00 a.m.)

The Chairman: Gentlemen, it is now 11
o’clock. May I, before adjournment, ask if
you would consent to having the correspond-
ence which has been distributed at the Min-
ister’s request and referred to printed as an
appendix to today’s proceedings. Is that
agreed?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

The Chairman: The Committee will meet
again at 3.30 o’clock this afternoon.

AFTERNOON SITTING

® (3:53 pm.)

The Chairman: Gentlemen, when we
adjourned at 11 o’clock a number of mem-
bers still wanted to question the Minister on

her opening statement. The next name on my
list is Mr. McCleave.

Mr, McCleave: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I have a somewhat long preamble but only a
few questions to direct to the Secretary of
State. We have had reports from the Glassco
Commission, The Fowler Commission, the
President’s study group, the Auditor General,
and recommendations by parliamentary com-
mittees; yet it seems to be the general con-
sensus that there is defiance of such recom-
mendations both at the management level
—presumably below the top level, and at the
programming level.

Then we come to the exchange that was
presented to us by the Secretary this morn-
ing between Mr. Sylvestre and the Minister.
Mr. Sylvestre’s position seems to be that even
if Parliament enacts in clause 2 of this pream-
ble that national unity is the aim for which
we spend public moneys on the CBC, the
Sylvestre crowd wants to be free to use pub-
lic moneys to promote its own beliefs—and I
presume those are separatists beliefs—not
just reporting them, sir, but vigourously
advancing that point of view to distort the
feelings of the majority of Quebec people.
Now why not let people of that ilk know that
they should either follow the law that we
intend to enact—this is the question I put to
the Minister because I want to find out how
it can be done—or have the decency to resign
and take to soap boxes since no other self-
respecting employer in Quebec would want
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to hire people who are irresponsible or law
breaking.

Perhaps I have stated it as tersely as I
could but this seemed to be Sylvestre’s opin-
ion. He deliberately took what was national
policy and tried to make that a particular
political issue, whereas we, as a reasonably
non-partisan Committee, are trying to come
up with a totally non-partisan approach on
what the objectives should be of the moneys
spent on broadcasting.

My question to the Minister is this. Does
the proposed Act do any more than we ever
had before to ensure that defiance at junior
levels in state broadcasting is corrected or
are we simply hoping that Dr. Davidson and
Mr. Picard, or whoever will be shortly
anointed with these positions, will be able
to tackle it on a personal basis? Have we
enough teeth in this law, Madam Minister?

Miss LaMarsh: Mr. Chairman, may I say,
first, that nothing disturbed me more in the
circumstances surrounding the debate than
this telegram, and I answered it extensively
because I felt that it was a very important
issue. It is possible that there was a misun-
derstanding, somewhat in the nature of Mr.
Prittie’s query in the House, and perhaps it
had to do with one of these common Canadi-
an difficulties in which there is disagreement
of terms used. I think the hon. member will
remember a recent occasion when that hap-
pened with people of his own party. So I
wanted to make it crystal clear what the
government had in mind in drawing the
legislation. Now it crossed my mind with
some force that members of the government
or I, myself, might be labouring under a
delusion that this was the consensus, that
this was what Parliament wanted. I was
firmly of the opinion that this institution was
intended, as are all institutions that we devel-
op in this unique country, to meld us together
and, yet, having received this telegram I
question whether I had drawn an assumption
that was not there. I would hope that the
Committee would make it clear, since it
represents Parliament, that this is what the
institution is for and that there is not any
question of it. If that is not the view of the
Committee then I hope that they make that
clear because it is obvious, if that is not the
view of the Committee, that I have misrepre-
sented the situation in the letter which I
have written to the Canadian Association of
Broadcasters.
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To try and answer whether this legislation
does anything about this, as we know, Mr.
McCleave, never before has the goal, the
purpose of the institution, been spelled out,
and many of the more or less expert critics
have said that this was one of the real prob-
lems. Indeed, the President of the CBC and
the Chairman of the BBG have, themselves,
indicated before this time that they thought
it was a problem because they had to divine,
as it were, Parliament’s intention; they had
to describe it themselves. Now the whole
purpose, particularly of subsection (g), is to
say what the Corporation should do. The
whole purpose of this special clause 2 is to
show what we want broadcasting to do in
Canada. I do not know that there is anything
more than that that anyone can do, but this
is something we have never tried before.
Since Parliament represents the people and
Parliament is the boss, then I think Parlia-
ment should say in advance what it is it
wants and then it is up to those who are
working within the institution to see whether
they are prepared to work towards the same
goals. Now, if I am wrong in this—I think it
is absolutely fundamental—I think I, the
government, and certainly the CBC, should
be set straight about it.

Mr. McCleave: Well, I do not quarrel with
the Minister’s letter except that I think she
was too gentle. She could have summed it up
in one line and said, “Dear Mr. Sylvestre,
please go to hell”—and perhaps have left
out the “please”!

o (4:00 p.m.)
The Chairman: Mr. Goyer?

Mr. Jamieson: If I may put a supplemen-
tary; Miss LaMarsh, could you enlighten the
Committee on why the drafters of the legisla-
tion were not more specific about the man-
date of the CBC?

Miss LaMarsh: Not more specific?

Mr. Jamieson: I think it is fair to say that
the Committee felt that there should be a
fairly clear-cut indication of what the CBC
was to do. You have general comments such
as attaining a high standard and you make
this specific reference to national unity, but it
is left there. Is there any reason for this?

Miss LaMarsh: No. We thought we were
covering it. If you have some suggestions I
would be very happy to hear them, Mr.
Jamieson.
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Mr. Jamieson: Mr. Chairman, I think our
Committee was fairly unanimous that some-
thing should be put into the act to define the
so-called CBC mandate more specifically.
Beyond the reference to national unity there
is not a great deal. However, perhaps we can
deal with that when we consider the sections.

The Chairman: Mr. Goyer?

(Translation)

Mr. Goyer: Mr. Chairman, (please excuse
me while I adjust my listening aid). I am
among those who think that the ministers
should not intervene directly in the business
of Crown corporations. I am also among
those who think that ministers cannot remain
indifferent towards those sacred cows called
Crown companies.

And I am in great sympathy with the
minister who, indeed, must work under very
difficult conditions without any directives
from Parliament in trying to get into touch
with CBC, that Crown agency which is most
prone to criticism from all members of
Parliament.

But in any case, I think that we are put-
ting the cart before the horse in taking one
Minister to task and discussing the relation-
ship between ministers and Crown corpora-
tions about which they have to give an
account to the House.

I think it is time we should appoint a royal
commission of inquiry on this question, in
order to define up to what point the Minis-
ter’s prerogatives go with regard to the
Crown corporation and up to what point they
can intervene in giving directives and seeing
to the implementation of these directives, in
co-ordinating policies, and so forth.

And I think it is unfortunate that we have
not before now studied this question on the
whole, and have waited for the Secretary of
State to attempt a definition of the fields of
action in this difficult case which the CBC is.

And I would like to know if the Minister
intends to intervene even further in the busi-
ness of CBC and other Crown corporations
which come under the Secretary of State. In
the CBC, for instance, there are many films
being made—almost feature length films—
when there is a Crown agency called the
National Film Board whose main responsibil-
ity it is to make such films.

Is the Minister responsible for the co-ordi-
nation of policies of these various agencies of
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government? Is it her intention to intervene
so as to give very precise directives in the
co-ordination of the CBC, the National Film
Board, the Canada Council, etc.?

I think that up to the present, this has not
been defined, and we cannot therefore blame
the Minister for not having used the power
she might have used since Parliament would
have been the first to blame her for doing so.

As we are discussing the question—per-
haps this outrides the question of the
CBC—but I think we should know exactly
what are the Minister’s intentions, so that in
the future, if the Minister intends to use such
prerogatives, all of us present would be wit-
nesses to the fact that we have been suffi-
ciently warned.

Miss LaMarsh: It is the reason why the
Secretary of State was established: in order
to bring together the different involvements
of the Film Board, CBC and others.

My deputy minister is working very hard
tobaildss it

Mr. G. G. E. Steele (Under Secretary of
‘State for Exiernal Affairs): . . . to bring to-
gether and co-ordinate the activities of these
agencies.

Allow me to continue in English . . .

(English)
Mr. Goyer: Yes, of course.
Mr. G. G. Sieele: I do not think that

even the fact that these various agencies
have been co-ordinated under one minister
has done anything except to create a situa-
tion where at least the officials associated—
whether it be the Under Secretary or the
heads of the various agencies—can discuss
these matters informally and perhaps bring
to the attention of one the views of the other
about their ability to assist, through their own
activities, in carrying out the responsibilities
of the other agency.

You have cited the case of the CBC and
their film activities. There is a standing com-
mittee of officials of I'Office National du Film
and of the CBC, as you may know, sir, which
does meet to discuss film activities. The deci-
sions, however, rest with the responsible
agencies. They have certain joint functions
which they carry out, and have had for quite
a number of years, but I do not think it was
intended, through this co-ordination, that all
films, for example, would be done by the
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National Film Board. In other words, there is
a lot yet to be learned about co-ordinating
these various activities. As the Minister has
indicated, we certainly regard it as one of
our responsibilities to try to work out mech-
anisms without, as you have indicated, using
the power of the Minister—which one ques-
tions is really there—to intervene by giving
them directions about how they will carry
out their affairs.

(Translation)

Mr. Goyer: But should we not go a little
further in this co-ordination of policies, that
it be not just an indicative type of co-ordina-
tion, but also a coercive type of co-ordination.
I believe we could save the Canadian-people
a lot of money if for example, the relation-
ship between the CBC and the Film Board
could be directed in a firmer way than it has
been to date. We are not making sufficient use
of the material at the Film Board, because of
friction which should not exist and which
should be settled in a radical way; whatever
agency is involved, whether it is CBC or
some other sacred cow against which the
Minister cannot raise criticism.

I do not share that opinion because I think
that to say the National Film Board should
be able to sell its films to CBC and the CBC
ought to buy its films from the Film Board is
purely an administrative problem. I think it
is just horse sense, but I do not think this is
happening in fact.

(English)

Miss LaMarsh: The brief of the Canadian
Association of Broadcasters, which I think
has been sent to all Members, contained a
similar suggestion. I am sorry. It may have
been ACTRA. They suggested the inserttion
of a provision, which we would be very
happy to see requiring the various agencies
to work together. I would like to give the
credit to the right outfit. Mr. Henry Como,
the President, is here and he is in a hurry to
accept the credit.

Mr. Como: Any time.
e (4:10 p.m.)

Miss LaMarsh: This suggestion we did not
think was in the right place; to read that the
Corporation should co-operate with the
Canada Council, the National Arts Centre,
the National Film Board, the Canadian Film
Development Corporation, and such other
bodies in the encouragement of the Canadian
cultural expression in all its forms. This does
not specifically meet your point with respect
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to a reduction of costs, but if there was that
positive obligation, I assume there would be
a reduction of costs arising from it. Then it
may be that the Committee in its report
would wish to suggest that we include such a
term.

(Translation)

Mr. Goyer: Can we say then that the Min-
ister feels able to act freely without any
restraint towards Parliament to force these
Crown corporations, to have policies which
hold consequence in their relationship among
each other, among themselves?

(English)

Miss LaMarsh: They are each set up by
separate legislation and I suppose that there
would have to be some sort of over-all act.
Perhaps the Secretary of State’s portion of
the Government Organization Act might be
used for this, to say that there was such a
responsibility on me, but I wish members of
the Committee would realize that at the
moment there are 14 agencies in the Secre-
tary of State’s Department and I often feel
like one of those men playing that shell game
with the three shells; you get a shell popped
over there and you think it is all right and it
comes up over there. Fourteen is bad enough.
So, in effect, if I had to substitute my own
judgment in many of these things for that of
the heads of the agencies, it would be very
nearly an insuperable position. I do not think
anyone would want to come and be the
manager of any of these 14 agencies if he
could manage only part of the time and the
rest of the time the minister decided.

Mr. Mather: Having in mind the large
number of these agencies for which the Min-
ister reports—you say 13 or 14 . . .

Miss LaMarsh: Fourteen.

Mr. Mather: Fourteen-—and also having in
mind the immense significance of one of
them, the broadcasting facility, would it not
be worth while considering whether in future
perhaps we should have a division whereby
we had a minister of communications who
would report for broadcasting, perhaps, and
the National Film Board? Would this not
simplify or ease the immense load of work
which the Minister must have been under?

Miss LaMarsh: I do not find it an immense
load of work. I am not running them.

Mr. Mather: I notice that but. ..
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The Chairman: We are straying a bit from
the Bill under consideration, Mr. Mather.
This is something that might be more proper-
ly examined when we get the Estimates of
the Department, if we do.

Miss LaMarsh: There are a lot of things in
the Transport Department, too, that would fit
into such a portfolio.

Mrx. Mather: I agree. I think there might be
some time given later to considering whether
we have the best set-up for reporting on
these agencies.

The Chairman: I think many of us have
given a lot of thought to that but under this
Bill I am not sure that we will progress very
far, section by section, if we debate the over-
all responsibilities of the Secretary of State.

Mr. Fairweather: There is a point, Mr.
Chairman, that I think I would like to follow
up on, although I do not mean to flog this
particularly. On the matter of national unity,
it seems to me that there could be as many
attitudes towards this phrase as there are
people here or in fact, citizens; and it has
been pointed out to me that if, as Mr. Prittie
said, this slid into the raea of national inter-
est, for instance what is the national interest
to the President of the United States vis-a-
vis Viet Nam? I think the phrase is such a
nebulous one and has such different mean-
ings for all of us that it is a pity it is used
here. I know what I think national unity
means but I do not suppose that anybody
else at this table would agree with my feel-
ings. I do think there is the danger that it
can be misconstrued in slipping over into the
national interest. It is all very well with a
sophisticated Minister and a Prime Minister
who may have a particular point of view in
this matter, but all sorts of things can
happen.

Miss LaMarsh: Well, we did not discover
that.

Mr. Fairweather: I think clause 2 is a good
idea, but just wondered how essential. I
know that the White Paper and our Commit-
tee recommended that this be said very
clearly. I liked your reply to Mr. Sylvestre. It
satisfied me but I still think that at this stage
on this rather open-minded clause we might
think of this and think of whether we cannot
get the same concept but without the doubt
that would flow from—I guess I am not mak-
ing myself clear but . . .
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Miss LaMarsh: No. Mr. Chairman, if there
were a better phrase it may be that it would
have already been discovered. My attention
has just been drawn by the Chairman to the
conclusion of the report of this Committee on
the White Paper which quotes from the
Right Honourzble the Prime Minister, Mr.
Bennett, when he set up the CBC.

Mr., Fairweather: I wonder where that

quote came from.

Miss LaMarsh:

may be fostered and sustained and
national unity still further strengthened.”

I suppose “national unity” is a phrase that is
especially Canadian and means something to
Canadians but might not mean anything to
anyone coming in. Surely, it means about the
same thing to all Canadians whether we are
able to express it or not because it has been
meaning that for, I suppose, a hundred
years; certainly for the time of the CBC.

Mr. Reid: Excuse me, I do not think it
does. Without intending to be partisan, may I
suggest that even within the same political
party, the idea of national unity, for instance
in the mind of Mr. Trudeau, is quite different
from that in the mind of Mr. Paul Gerin-La-
joie. It is a pious word you cannot define and
you cannot definehow you are going to
achieve it. This is the point.

Miss LaMarsh: It is not for the government
to define it in this context.

Mr, Fairweather: We have a very great
concern, Mr. Reid. The comments of Mr. Ger-
in-Lajoie, one of the very knowledgeable
people in the constitutional field, I do not
happen to agree with at the moment, but he
still is a most articulate person in trying to
define these issues.

Mr. Reid: Mr. Chairman, if I may say, 1
was just suggesting that Mr. Gerin-Lajoie
was not a member of the federal wing of the
Liberal Party and it is well known there are
disputes between the federal wing and the
provincial wing.

Mr. Fairweather: That is the point. That is
exactly the point we are trying to make.

Mr. Reid: He is a Canadian, though.

Mr. Fairweather: Perhaps we can come
back to this. The other point at this stage is
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this: is the Minister satisfied—and I would
like perhaps some time to be taken by the
Minister and her officials—with the definition
of broadcasting as contained in the Bill? I
understand that there has been criticism of
this by experts, and also I myself have some
doubts as to whether this definition is what
the Minister intends.

An hon. Member: Is Mr. Fairweather talk-
ing about the definition in clause 59, the
interpretation part?

e (4:20 p.m.)

Miss LaMarsh: There has been some criti-
cism—I have forgotten the source—about the
definition. It is my recollection that the
definition which is used in the act was drawn
from the internationally accepted one. I
admit that it talks about broadcasting being
things picked up off the air. One of the
criticisms that has been is that there will be
an increasing amount of canned cable and no
pick up out of the air and that this act would
therefore not apply to it. All I can say is that
that is probably true although I do not want
to prejudge whether it is or not. There is a
very considerable question as to whether
there is any constitutional right in the feder-
al government, under the guise of broadcast-
ing, to deal with these canned cable pro-
grams unless they cross provincial lines. We
have done the best we can within what
appear to be the constitutional limits.

Mr. Fairweather: T am going to suggest one
that perhaps the Minister will recognize and
then we can go on. Perhaps this is not the
stage to do this, Mr. Chairman.

Miss LaMarsh: If you have a specific
suggestion I might...

The Chairman: It might be useful if you
have a suggestion in an area which the
officials could work on.

Miss LaMarsh: Yes, especially the techni-
cal. The more time I have to look it over the
better.

Mr, Fairweather: One that has been sug-
gested is broadcasting of the electromagnetic
distribution of programs intended for public
reception. This encompasses Hertzian waves,
land lines, cable or other electromagnetic
means.

Miss LaMarsh: Yes, I do recognize it.
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Mr. Fairweather: Yes.

The Chairman: They are a pretty knowl-
edgeable group of people, though.

Miss LaMarsh: Yes, they are.

Mr. Leboe: Mr. Chairman, that would not
affect us, would it, any more than this? After
all, a cable set-up is nothing more than a
very, very large receiving set which is con-
nected by wires and each person has a con-
tract with the individual who supplies the
signal. It is not available to the general pub-
lic as it would be, for instance, if you set up
your aerial and picked it out of the air in
any room of the house or out on the lawn, or
any place. This is under separate contract
from one big receiving set, which is actually
the cable set-up. I think they would both
mean the same thing.

Miss LaMarsh: No, this is a different
definition and it was prepared by a study
group that was concerned about it. I am glad
to be reminded where it came from. We
discussed this. It came in rather late, as a
matter of fact, in the process of drafting and
I certainly will go back and discuss it with
my officials and perhaps have one of the
technical people speak to it later.

Mr. Fairweather: I do not know what
process we should go through. I also have—
and this may help the people—a report on
The History of Broadcasting Regulations in
Canada by Douglas McDonald. I do not have
the remotest idea what his feelings are vis-a-
vis public broadcasting or private broadcast-
ing but his study is available. He is presently
in Calgary and he feels strongly that the
definition proposed in Bill C-163 would not
include cablecasting, or whatever the newest
word for this phenomenon is. Are these
things helpful to you?

Miss LaMarsh: Oh, very.

Mr. Fairweather: They are not written in
any sense of partisanship, they just happened
to get down......

Miss LaMarsh: They are very helpful.

Mr. Fairweather: I got hold of a copy of
his thesis and liked it, and now I am invaded

with a flood of good advice.
® (4:25 p.m.)

Miss LaMarsh: It is obviously to our
advantage tc do everything we can to make
the legislation as comprehensive as far as we
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can see. We do not know if this kind of
broadcasting is viable beyond, -certainly,
some five or six years. You may have to tear
up this act in another ten years as being no
longer fitting with the technology of the day.
I do not know.

Mr. Fairweather: I will give the letter to
the Clerk and your experts can tear it apart
and then we can perhaps have the benefit of
their advice.

Miss LaMarsh: Thank you.

Mr. Fairweather: Perhaps it would be
helpful if the Committee had copies of it.

Mr. Leboe: I wish to apologize Mr. Chair-
man, but I would like to ask this question.
Are we presuming that this broadcasting au-
thority should have authority over cable? Are
we assuming this?

The Chairman: Perhaps the Minister
would like to address herself to that subject.

Mr. Leboe: From the discussion I gathered
that we were almost assuming that this was
the object of this Committee.

Miss LaMarsh: It was in the draft bill
That is the proposal that is before the
Committee.

The Chairman: It is with the Committee’s
recommendation. The White Paper proposed
the Committee recommend it and the Bill
includes jurisdiction in the regulatory au-
thority over community antenna television
systems.

Mr. Leboe: I think we should sound a
warning that the Bell Telephone people tell
us that very shortly we will have the same
type of thing in our front room, as far as
talking to somebody across the country is
concerned. Their picture will appear on the
telephone screen in front of us when we dial
the number and they will see us and we will
see them.

Mr. Jamieson: But that is not direct recep-
tion by the general public.

Mr. Leboe: Well, neither would it be if I
have a contract with somebody who has a
cable television set-up. That is not the gener-
al public either.

The Chairman: Perhaps the Minister

would like to briefly outline the intent of this
Bill with respect to community antenna




November 14, 1967

television so that it will be clear in the Com-
mittee members’ minds.

Miss LaMarsh: Yes. All it says is that it
will come under regulation by the BBG and
the CRC, if that is to be its name. I had a
visit from a number of cable operators who
were quite upset about this possibility., They
peinted out to me that their undertaking is
very different from the usual broadcasting
undertaking and I told them that I thought
the regulations that would be enacted would
take into account the difference in the kinds
of undertakings they are as it would be
preposterous to expect the program-makers
to live under the same regulations as these
people who just take it off the air from
somewhere else but that I thought the very
least that would be required of them would
be that they would be prepared to carry the
Canadian programs that were available.

As to the regulations beyond that which
the BBG or the CRC will draw up, this will
obviously depend on their expert studies. It
is clear if you go through this exercise, pre-
pare legislation about broadcasting and leave
aside the question of cable television that it
will invite disaster for Canadian broadcasters
because it would not be very long, with cable
television left completely unregulated, before
any conditions of licence requiring Canadian
content on producing stations would be
meaningless. It is very easy for a cable oper-
ator to, in effect, destroy a local Canadian
station. One way he can do it is by bringing
in half a dozen channels and blanking out
the local Canadian producer, whether it hap-
pens to be CBC, CTV or a private station.
You cannot loock at broadcasting without
looking at all of the contemporary phenome-
na. This is why it is in there as a matter of
regulation by the CRC.

Mr. Prittie: Your definition of broadcasting
still does not cover one point. Suppose a
cablevision operator in Ottawa wants to
originate programs in his studio either live or
on film and send them by cable across the
boundary to Hull, Aylmer or Gatineau, that
is not broadcasting under the definition here.
I do not know whether you intend to cover
that sort of situation, which could well count.
You have covered community antenna televi-
sion which comes out of the air, but you
have not...

¢ (4:30 pm.)

Miss LaMarsh: Yes, well this is what I
explained. In these canned programs there is
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some question whether we have any legal
right to regulate them under the head of
broadcasting.

Mr. Prittie: I am
interprovincial . . .

speaking of

Miss LaMarsh: This might come in inter-
provincial communications of some kind, but
the advice we have received is that it is not
all clear that there is this right in the federal
government to legislate.

Mr, Leboe: Mr. Chairman, I think we
should look right into the front room where
the television set is and also consider the
individual who spends for a colour television
set anywhere from $600 to $1,500. That is his
set. What we may be doing if we go too far
is to say “Well, you have paid so much for
this set, now we are telling you what you can
do with it after you have it in your living
room,” and I do not think this is right.

Miss LaMarsh: Yes, but the same man is
paying some portion of the cost of CBC and
some portion of the cost of private broadcast-
ing through his support of the commercial
products that are sold on it. And thus, I
think, he is as interested as anyone else that
cablevision does not destroy broadcasting
which has already been held by Canadians to
be important in the country and useful.

There is no suggestion that anyone is going
to stop cablevision from coming into anyone’s
house. But, like every other broadcasting
undertaking, the regulatory body will be able
to impose conditions. But I would like to
repeat again that it is not contemplated that
these will be the same kind of conditions as
would be laid down for a station that pro-
duces programs.

Mr., Leboe:
well-advised.. ..

Well, would we not be

The Chairman: Mr. Leboe, I think it is
unfair to Mr. Fairweather to have you
continue.

Mr. Leboe: I am sorry.

Mr, Fairweather: I have two other points
at this stage. One is an alliance that I unwit-
tingly have with Mr. Jamieson on this busi-
ness of the mix or the parallel.

An hon. Member: It is quite a mix.

Mr. Fairweather: Yes, it is. I think the
Saskatoon example was a rather good one,
and I would just like to be clear of the intent
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here. Because of conditions duly announced
by the government the Saskatoon licence by
the CBC, as I understand it, is not to be
proceeded with. Is that not the case?

Miss LaMarsh: Yes, no licence has been
granted. The advice is from the BBG to the
Minister of Transport.

Mr. Fairweather: The estimate was
approved, was it not, in this year’s estimates?

Miss LaMarsh: Yes, I think that is the
case.

Mr, Fairweather: The point being, it is
almost like a dog-in-the-manger attitude.
Perhaps there is private capital that is not
restricted like public capital is, that could
provide a facility there. Now, does this mean
that the whole licence process is held up?

Miss LaMarsh: No, I think I gave at least
my opinion this morning, that it is not a case
of mortmain; I think that whole situation is
now open again before the BBG. There is
nothing in the instructions or in the
announcement of the Prime Minister that
Saskatoon could not now be gone ahead with
that I remember, that indicated that it was
being deferred. I am not sure at all that the
Minister of Transport or the Governor in
Council has a right to defer. I think the right
is only to accept the recommendation or not,
that is all.

Mr. Jamieson: In this particular case, Miss
LaMarsh, the government has, I believe, ear-
marked six locations for the express and
exclusive use of the CBC, one of which is
Saskatoon and the other Saint John, New
Brunswick, and there are four others. It
would have to, I would assume, lift that
restriction before anything further could be
done.

Miss LaMarsh: Those were set out in the
‘White Paper, I think.

o (4:35 pm.)

Mr. Jamieson: Yes,
ments, as I recall.

Miss LaMarsh: Well, I have forgotten
which one, but I do remember that they were
set out in several places where there were
restrictions. But you of all people, Mr. Jamie-
son, know how fast this field is changing, and
where the government may have decided a
couple of years ago, when the White Paper
was prepared, that those places should be

and in other docu-
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reserved, that obviously is not necessarily a
decision that is going to last forever. Before
we are able to develop them—I think it was
Victoria, Saskatoon, Sudbury, Saint John,
Fredericton area—before we have enough
money to be able to expand in these places
as well as to other places that have no ser-
vice at all, it may be that we will be overtaken
by technological improvements and will
never get around to it; I do not know. I find
this field absolutely fascinating, but you have
to run awfully hard to stay caught up to
what the technicians are doing.

Mr. Fairweather: Well, on the last question
at this stage. About pre-emption of time by
the Governor in Council, would it not look
better—and I put the word “look” in quotes
—if that was by the regulatory authority?
Surely they are privy to national emergen-
cies and so on, and would. . .

Miss LaMarsh: I have found that. . .

Mr. Fairweather: I am not a person of a
suspicious nature, but I wonder whether gov-
ernment should have the right to. . .

Miss LaMarsh: I found that suggestion not
unattractive when it was made in the debate.
I have not discussed it with my colleagues,
but I think that the point is obvious. Certain-
ly, if 1 were sitting in opposition I
would wish to deal with it at length, and I
think that it is to everyone’s interest that it
not provide an opportunity for unwarranted
disclocation of programming and taking to
the air by the government of the day.

Mr. Fairweather: I would like to have you
think,—I hope you do—that I would make
the same plea if I were in support of the
government on this point. I sincerely mean
that.

Miss LaMarsh: It may be that the Commit-
tee thinks that the regulatory body should
make a decision, it may be that the Commit-
tee when it reaches this section will have
some ideas of modifying the extent of it. I
am trying to pre-think the kind of situations
there might be. I am quite open to any such
suggestion.

Mr. McCleave: Is provision of that sort in
the present Act, Mr. Chairman?

Miss LaMarsh: The BBG now has the

power.

Mr. Fairweather: The Governor General’s
New Year’s message, for example; this is the
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power that would be used to require all
broadcasters to carry it? Is this the sort of
thing?

Miss LaMarsh: I cannot tell you about the
specific instances; I rather think that the
decision of broadcasters to carry is a volun-
tary decision. Mr. Jamieson seems to think
this.

~ Mr. Jamieson: If I may, I can answer, I
think. Going back to the days of the CBC
when they were the regulatory authority
there has always been a sort of residual
power on the part of the regulatory board to
specify that all stations must carry particular
programs. There has never been any difficul-
ty as far as national interest programming is
concerned. Indeed, in some instances the
CBC is reluctant to give it to other stations. I
think that Mr. Fairweather’s criticism is jus-
tified, and probably if it were a mnational
emergency—as 1 recall most recently, Mr.
Chairman, in the civil defence setup there is
a requirement that all stations may be
required to do certain things. But I think it
never was intended that it would go much
beyond that.

Miss LaMarsh: I think there is probably a
residual if not a specific right also in the War
Measures Act for war emergencies.

Mr. Fairweather: Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

The Chairman: Mr. Macaluso is next.
e (4:40 p.m.)

Mr. Macaluso: Mr., Chairman, I am con-
cerned with two sections here. The first is
clause 28 which is headed “Prohibitions and
Offences” and deals with political programs
and referendums.

' Miss LaMarsh: I hope there is very vigor-
ous discussion on this in the Committee.

Mr. Macaluso: I just cannot see the sense
of this two-day prohibition on political
advertising and broadcasting so far as the
radio and television media are concerned. It
certainly does not apply to newspapers. Are
we not therefore, rather discriminating
against the radio and television media.

Why is this prohibition being continued
when you are really setting up a new act? It
is a continuation of an anachronistic system.

Miss LaMarsh: I suppose because it is easi-
er to do the same thing than to change. It is
26932—3
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not the same as the provision that is there
currently. It has been sharpened up quite a
bit.

I think I said at the very beginning that
this is a very negotiable item. No one knows
more about elections and their expenses and
difficulties than do members of Parliament.
We do not take any firm position on it one
way or the other. It is there for the Commit-
tee to deal with.

Mr. Macaluso: In other words, if this Com-
mittee were to delete this ban you would not
have any objection?

Miss LaMarsh: No; I would take it to my
colleagues. I would not envisage any difficul-
ty there.

Mr, Macaluso: Thank you.

Miss LaMarsh: I cannot guarantee that,
but I do not think there would be any
difficulty.

Mr. Macaluso: I am now looking at clause
29. Perhaps because of my legal mind I was
astonished to find that any licensee in breach
of the regulations that may be forthcoming

. is liable on summary conviction to a
fine not exceeding one hundred thousand
dollars.

From my experience of statutes, at any rate,
it is set out that it shall be not less than X
number of dollars and not more than Y num-
ber of dollars. This seems to me to give the
Commission a great deal of latitude. It could
go from one cent to $100,000.

Miss LaMarsh: But it is a court and not
the Commission that imposes that.

Mr. Macaluso: That is right; on summary
conviction. I am sorry. Why was the sum of
$100,000 chosen? What breach of a forthcom-
ing regulation could be so damaging to the
community as to warrant such a fine?

Miss LaMarsh: Well, if you want to pro-
hibit something this is one way to do it.

Mr. Macaluso: Why not a fine of, say $10,-
000, or $15,000 or $20,000? Is that not a
prohibition? Why this figure? Where does it
come from?

Miss LaMarsh: It was to show that the
government meant business about this. That
is where it came from. I detect from my
learned friend’s argument that he has been
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talking to the Canadian Association of
Broadcasters as well.

Mr. Macaluso: I have read their brief. But
I still note the difference here. Usually in a
statute it says not less than so many dollars.

Miss LaMarsh: We talked about this. I
would like to say, first, that I do not know of
any instance where it has happened. I am
told by the CAB—even by one who confessed
to being a 40-time law-breaker in this
regard—that this almost invariably is unin-
tentional;, and, as a matter of fact, I am
surprised to find that they are convicted for
things that happen without design. I am told
that there are no known instances where a
private broadcaster deliberately broke the
regulations to get extra revenue.

I do not have the figures before me at the
moment, but in my speech on Second Read-
ing I showed how easy it was, by just a
slight infraction repeated, to create a very
tremendous increase in income. This is
because, as you know, depending on the mar-
ket, so much is paid by the minute for com-
mercial messages. Therefore, I certainly
understand your argument and that of the
CAB that this is a great deal of money and
that it rather looks like setting a wolf trap to
catch a mouse; but if no wolves walk into it
then it is not going to snap anyway.

e (4.45 pm.)

Mr. Macaluso: Would it not be wise to
make provision for a fine of not less than,
say, $5,000 and not more than...

Miss LaMarsh: But sometimes this. ..

Mr. Macaluso: Why the great latitude?
This really does not appear in any other
statute.

Miss LaMarsh: Because there are so many
different kinds of regulations that can be
broken. The questions of intent and of
unwarranted income certainly are most
important to consider.

I did talk to the CAB-—and perhaps the
Committee might be interested—about setting
a fine that had some teeth in it, such $10,000,
or $15,000 or $25,000, plus two, or five or ten
times any unwarranted income that was
received. This seemed to commend itself to
them. I think they are really afraid of the
$100,000, because it leaves the impression
that they are big, bad bears. The suggestion is
not that they are, but that if they are they
are not going to be allowed to continue to be.
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Mr. Macaluso: What happens if the magis-
trate levies a fine of $100, or $200 or $500, in
what the Commission may consider to be a
very serious breach? Is the Commission going
to appeal that decision?

Miss LaMarsh: That is the business of the
CRC, not mine. I have not seen a list of the
offences, but I am told that the fines that
have been levied up till now are just licence
fees to break the law. They are $5, or $10, or
something of that kind.

Mr. Macaluso: What would be wrong with
levying a fine of not less than $5,000, and
having a maximum of $100,000?

Miss LaMarsh: Well, the broadcaster who
told me about his being an offender to the
tune of 40 ccnvictions is considered to be a
first-rate broadcaster in this country. As a
matter of fact, he is the president of the
Association at the moment. A minimum fine
of $5,000 on h'm would mean that by the
time he reached 40 he would be out of
business.

Mr. Macaluso: I would think if he were
fined $50,000 or $100,000, he might be out of
business, too.

Miss LaMarsh: That is right; but the $100,-
000 is not intended to cover the kinds of
things for which it appears he has been held
responsible.

Mr. Macaluso: It may be because I have
too legal a mind, but it appears to be just too
wide and might be tightened up a little.

Miss LaMarsh: This is up to the Commit-
tee. You asked me why we have made the
proposal. I wanted to show that we meant
business.

Mr. Macaluso: Finally, I am concerned
about the limitations on the grounds of
appeal. There are of course, statutes that put
the limitation on certiorari and mandamus,
but why not allow an order of the Commis-
sion to be restrained or removed by certiorari
—which is still a court procedure—or man-
damus. I think it would be a more equitable
procedure.

Miss LaMarsh: I think that is a standard
provision with respect to prerogative writs. It
is similar to one that has appeared latterly in
many pieces of legislation. I will consult the
Justice Department.
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Mr. Macaluso: It may be standard, but at
the same tme you are dealing here with a
different type of organization.

Miss LaMarsh: He got lazy; he copied it
from provisions of the National Energy
Board.

Mr. Macaluso: Perhaps we should make a
closer examination of clause 26 subclause (4).
Is the Department of Justice going to appear
before this Committee, Mr. Chairman?

The Chairman: Mr. Gibson is here today, I
believe; but whether or not you should get
into the detail of that clause now is another
question. Perhaps it should be left until we
reach it.

Mr. Macaluso: I will leave it until later.
That is the answer that I might have
expected.

The Chairman: Either I have forgotten a
lot of law, or the Department of Justice has
to do some explaining to me, too.

Mr. Macaluso: Mr. Chairman, my point is
that here we are dealing with a totaily differ-
ent group of people and that perhaps it
might be more equitable to allow certain
appeals and legal procedures. However, I
accede to your wishes, and I will deal with it
when we reach it.

Miss LaMarsh: I thought private broad-
casters would be flattered to think that they
are making so much money that they could,
with ease, pay a fine of $100,000. I think it
was a one-time Canadian who said that it
was a licence to print money.

Mr. Macaluso: Well, an amendment to
clause 26 subclause (4) and removal of those
limitations might at least allow lawyers to
have greater access to them.

The Chairman: Do you have any further
questions, Mr. Macaluso?

Mr. Macaluso: I have no more questions. I
will deal with that matter later.

The Chairman: Mr. Stafford, you are next.
e (4:50 pm.)

Mr. Jamieson: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if
Mr. Stafford would permit a question for
clarification? Miss LaMarsh made reference
to the minimum fine. I think, in fairness, it
should be said that in all cases the BBG has
informed the magistrates that they were
inadvertent and did not press, and I think
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this was just a matter of routine to record
the conviction.

Miss LaMarsh: I do not think there should
even have been prosecutions if that were the
case.

Mr. Macaluso: Dealing with the ownership
of Canadian facilities, how do you intend—
and I am going to the Bill—to control the
multiple ownerships of the past, the present
existing multiple ownerships and foreign
ownerships?

Miss LaMarsh: I am sorry but I did not
hear the question.

Mr. Macaluso: The report of the Committee
and the White Paper deals with ownership of
Canadian facilities and multiple ownership.
How do you intend to enforce through this
Bill the matter in respect of foreign owner-
ship of Canadian facilities—I am especially
thinking of the CATV situation—and the
multiple ownerships that now exist.

Miss LaMarsh: Through the instructions
that the government gives the BBG.

Mr. Macaluso: Then these will come out in
the regulations right after this Bill is passed?
I am told there was a clause but I have not
been able to find it.

Miss LaMarsh: We are looking it up. There
is something about two years but I cannot
remember what it is at the moment.

Mr. Macaluso: Perhaps we can come back
to it.

The Chairman: Mr. Stafford, would you
like to go on while Mr. Steele is checking?

Mr. Stafford: Are you going through any
definite sections?

The Chairman: We are still questioning the
Minister on her opening statement.

Mr. Stafford: I just wanted to ask ques-
tions on a couple of things, one of which is
management under section 36, which reads
as follows:

36. (1) The President...has supervi-
sion over and direction of the work and
the staff of the Corporation. ..

Does this mean that the function of manage-
ment is to manage and that management
must control internal administration?

Miss LaMarsh: That is the general idea.
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Mr. Stafford: Did I understand you to say,
when speaking of the producer of the former
Seven Days show, that it is difficult to keep
producers in line? I did not quite understand
what you meant?

Miss LaMarsh: Well, it is difficult to keep
Canadians from going to their MPs whether
they work inside the Corporation or outside.
I think that is a right which ought not to be
alienated, and I do not think it can be alie-
nated by legislation. These are pretty attrac-
tive people and they get to know politicians
very quickly, and they are very persuasive.

Mr. Reid: Is that a comment on politicians?

* Miss LaMarsh: They get to know politi-
tians because they think they are such great
movers and shakers. I think, to some extent,
these people will always bring their problems
to politicians. Mind you, it requires restraint
on the part of politicians not to get into
management things, but this Committee has
demonstrated long since that it is well aware
of that, I think it would be impossible to say
to management, “Now you must so manage
that there is no peep out of anybody in the
CBC that is not made through channels.” I
just do not think that is possible. But it is
management’s responsibility to manage. The
Committee said that; the House has said that,
and nobody has unsaid it or gainsaid it.

Mr. Siafford: Do you remember when this
dispute—I do not want to dwell on it—came
up before the Committee last year that the
producers were complaining that manage-
ment was interfering with their creative and
artistic. function thus hampering their ability
to produce and certain producers were called
before this Committee. One of them, Douglas
Leiterman, even went so far as to complain
that the edicts from on high were intolerable.
When he was asked to give 10 examples he
just gave 10 examples that would not even
bother the most sensitive individual. Do you
agree that it is a great mistake to put pro-
ducers in a position where they can use a
forum of members of Parliament as a referee
to settle such disputes?

Miss LaMarsh: I do not think they ought
to do it and I do not think Parliament ought
to do it, and I have a feeling that Parliament
feels the same way after having gone
through that exercise last year.

© Mr. Stafford: Would you not agree that
calling them before this Committee certainly
weakens management. Would you not even
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go so far as to say that the Committee made
a mistake in even hearing them?

Miss LaMarsh: No! Boy, I just get out of
one bit of trouble and you want to get me in
some more.

Mr. Stafford: The only other point I want-
ed to discuss with you very briefly was this
press release of the eight CBC Directors
which was released yesterday afternoon. I
maintain, first, that it was arrogant; second,
that in fact. ..

The Chairman: Mr. Stafford, I do not think
that is relevant to the consideration of this
Bill.

Mr. Staifford:
when one talks
Bill. I want to
their powers.

I maintain it is relevant
about the Directors in the
bring out something about

The Chairman: If you would like to deal
with their powers, that is fine, and you can
ask the Minister some questions about it.
However, I do not think statements that have
nothing to do with the specific terms of this
Bill are relevant to our discussion this after-
noon.

Mr. Stafford: I can ask my question anoth-
er way. Do you not feel that this press
release in fact lectured Parliament on its
functions, which is not the responsibility of
the directors? Do you feel that that is a
responsibility of the directors?

The Chairman: Mr. Stafford I feel that
that is not a proper question.

Mr. Stafford: Is this not a proper question.
Is giving such a press release as that not
beyond the responsibility of the directors?

Miss LaMarsh: Mr. Stafford, you are a
lawyer, I am a lawyer, the Chairman is a
lawyer, and your opinion is as good as mine,
and the Committee’s opinion is better in the
present circumstances, so maybe the Commit-
tee can say.

Mr. Leboe: Well, I will speak up on this,
and I am not a lawyer.

The Chairman: Suppose you let the.person
who has the floor continue his questioning.

" Mr. Leboe: I think the invitation was given
by the Minister and I would want to pass up
the opportunity.

The Chairman: The invitation _was given
for the Committee to report some time.
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Mr. Stafford: Do you not feel that that press
release demonstrated an irresponsibility to a
minister of the Crown?

The Chairman: Mr. Stafford, I wish you
would direct your line of questioning to the
Bill.

Mr., Stafford: My line of questioning has to
do with the powers of the directors. Is it not
true that the CBC has been criticized on
many occasions? Has anything like this ever
happened before, where the CBC issued a
press release, going so far as it did on this
particular occasion? Is it an isolated occa-
sion; if it is not, when else did it happen?

The Chairman: We are not here to investi-
gate press releases; we are here to examine
this Bill, Mr. Stafford.

Mr. Stafford: Do you mean to say that the
powers of the directors have no part of this
Bill, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: If you have a question
about the powers of the directors as proposed
in this Bill then ask it.

Mr. Stafford: That is what I am trying to
ask. Did they go beyond what this Bill would
allow in issuing a press release that shows a
lack of responsibility to the people of Canada
through its elected representatives?

Miss LaMarsh: I think that is a legitimate
question.

Mr. Stafford: I think it would be. Is this
sort of thing going to keep up? Does this new
Bill start something like this, that the Direc-
tors can sit down and say that the elected
representatives of the people cannot even
discuss management, in view of all the criti-
cism that has gone on almost every week in
Parliament since World War II.

Mr. McCleave: Perhaps there should be a

section that says they cannot issue press
releases.

The Chairman: Well, that question is clear
enough.

Mr. Stafford: If it is not I can put it again.
The Chairman: Does the Bill prevent it?

Miss LaMarsh: The Bill does not prevent it
but clearly it does not contemplate that. To
answer the other part of the question, wheth-
er there ever has been anything like this, I
remember reading about...
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Mr. Stafford: Excuse me. Did you say that
this was the first time? !

Miss LaMarsh: I remember reading about
an altercation between the first Chairman of
the CBC and the minister of the day, who I
believe was C. D. Howe, but that is all I
remember about it.

An hon. Member: Who was the first Chair-
man of the CBC?

An hon. Member: Mr. Brockington.
Mr. Macaluso: Do not even ask.
o (5:00 p.m.)

Miss LaMarsh: I do not think under this
set of circumstances that anybody is likely to
win.

Mr. Stafford: I maintain that what they
did was entirely beyond their powers and
functions as directors of a corporation owned
by the taxpayers of Canada. The members of
Parliament are the elected representatives of
the people, and they in fact went much too
far in issuing this press release. If you do not
want to answer it, all right, but that is what
I wanted an answer on. In view of the fact
that the CBC has been criticized by the press,
the people, M.P.’s, the Glassco Commission, the
Fowler Committee, the President’s study
committee and everything else, do you say
that outside of the one incident you men-
tioned you have never heard of criticism like
this before against M.P.s or a minister of the
crown who is responsible?

Miss LaMarsh: No, I do not remember
ever being told of or having read of it, and I
have read everything I can on the history of
Canadian broadcasting. Every set of circum-
stances is different.

The Chairman: Do you have any further
questions, Mr. Stafford?

Mr, Stafford: I have more, but perhaps I
had better pass and let someone else continue.

(Translation)

Mr. Berger: Mr. Chairman, it is a funny
question, I feel like the only soldier who is
out of step. I find it difficult to follow and
adapt myself to your way of proceeding. We
are here to study Bill C-163, a very interest-
ing Bill. We have talked of national unity,
we are now at the end of the Bill, we are
talking of interpretation, section of the gover-
nor in council’s instruction of cable televi-
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sion, of fines and it seems we are playing a
game of yo-yo and if I had to report to the
nation on the result of our actual day’s study,
I would be badly off.

Is this just a dry run Mr. Chairman, and
will we come back to progressive and meth-
odic work?

If everyone asks questions with regard to
any clause, I think the minister who is here
today will miss some of our studies. Would it
not be easier to determine what all of us
want to study and proceed in that way in
order so that when we ask one question we
could finish with that question.

With all due respect to you, Mr. Chairman,
and to the Minister, what have we done?
What have we accomplished since this morn-
ing? I would like to get directions about
what is going to go on in the future, what we
are going to do. I might have something more
profitable to do to serve the people, and then,
I could come back when we are going to do
some constructive work.

When we are are discussing the Bill clause
by clause I could come back to these questions
when I have remarks to make. However, if
everyone talks at random I cannot see what
we can accomplish. I say this with all due
respect.

[English]

The Chairman: I think we agreed when we
began this morning that we would deal with
clause 1 and allow the Minister to make a
general statement and then ask her questions
generally, which would give her and her
officials an opportunity to take a look at some
of the problem areas in the Bill. Then,
after having had an opportunity to do that,
we would start going through the clauses one
by one. Obviously we cannot do that today
but I hope we can start on that process on
Thursday at 9.30. I only have one further
questioner on my list. If there are no further
members of the Committee who have ques-
tions,  Mr. Grégoire has indicated that he
would like to ask a question.

Mr. McCleave: My question is actually
supplementary to some  earlier questions. It
concerns my bill relating to duplicate broad-
casting. of the Grey Cup game. Looking
through the powers of the Commission I do
not- find where this nonsensical type of
broadcasting can be prohibited by the Com-
mission. Therefore I would ask Mr. Gibson—I
gather he is the legal light in this matter—if
he could check to see that the legal. ..
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Miss LaMarsh: That is presented in the
scheduling power. That is intended to give
the CRC the right to prevent...

Mr, McCleave: Yes, I read the clause on
page 7. I will put it this way. The Minister
should check again with her legal adviser
because I have doubts that the power given
there is sufficient to overcome the particular
evil of which I complained.

[Translation]

Mr. Gregoire: Mr. Chairman, my first ques-
tion is to Miss LaMarsh: in clause 2 () a
general principle ie stated. It is hereby
declared...

(i) facilities should be provided within
the Canadian Broadcasting System for
educational broadcasting...

Could the Minister give us some informa-
tion about what she means by this, that the
CBC should be provided with an educational
system? This is what I should like to know:
how would this affect the cooperation of the
provinces, and how would this be contrary to
provincial jurisdiction?

(English)
Miss LaMarsh: Which clause is it?

Mr. Grégoire: Clause 2 (i)
Mr. Prittie: Page 2.

Miss LaMarsh: I think the Committee will
be dealing with this, Mr. Chairman, this
week. The subject matter of educational
television is being moved to the Committee
but, you see, it is facilities which are to be
provided and it is not programs or anything
of that nature. There is nothing to prevent it
and, indeed, the Bill provides that the Corpo-
ration may act as an agent for any province
but I can foresee a very wide range of pro-
grams where a province, with its relatively
limited financial capability, could not hope to
be able to provide these programs. It may
well be that the CBC could provide such a
program and do this as the agent for one
province and then be able to sell the same
program elsewhere. I have in mind such
things as films, for instance, of any of the
classics which are studied in literature
classes all across the country under the dif-
ferent educational systems. Such a program
could be used in any one of the provinces. It
might be made by the Corporation and the
costs could be shared by renting it out to the
provinces, where as no one province would
be able to afford the facilities or pay the
actors or have the appropriate settings. There
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are all kinds of things in the field of science
and in other fields where the actual program
might simply be too expensive for a province
to undertake but which the Corporation
could do as its agent, bearing in mind that it
can receive extra revenue from selling it to
other provinces.

(Translation)

Mr. Grégoire: Will the provinces in which
such educational programs will be heard be
consulted, will they have the right to review
these educational programs before, will they
have a right to accept or refuse these
programs?

(English)

Miss LaMarsh: The provinces clearly have
the right to decide their own educational
system, whether it is by textbook or it goes
into the classroom by means of television.
Qur concern is to provide facilities because
we have the responsibility for broadcasting,
but we are not going to program unless we
do so as the agent of one or more provinces.

(T'ranslation)

Mr. Grégoire: So, CBC will just furnish
technical facilities and it will be the prov-
inces that will set up the programs. Did I
understand well?

(English)

Miss LaMarsh: Yes, unless the province
hires the CBC to make some programs for it.

(Translation)

Mr, Grégoire: But the program itself will
always be under the jurisdiction of provin-
cial authorities?

(English)
Mr. Jamieson: For my clarification would
you permit a supplementary, Mr. Grégoire?
You said the CBC would provide the facili-
ties. Is this definite?

e (5:10 p.m.)

Miss LaMarsh: No, not necessarily the CBC
and probably not. I would like the Commit-
tee to hear a very wide range of witnesses on
this—there are all kinds of questions on ETV—
and see what conclusions they draw. As you
know, I have a draft bill to put before the
Committee. I think I am being a little previ-
ous at the moment but I do not want you to
think it is only the CBC that has the facility.

(T'ranslation)

Mr. Grégoire: Another question on this
point, to sum wup' properly, to see if I
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understand.

It is the provincial authorities who will
have complete jurisdiction and right of cen-
sorship and right of review over the pro-
gram itself, not including the technical
facilities. It will be the provincial authorities
who have the right of supervision on the
educational programs themselves?

(English)

Miss LaMarsh: Yes the competition gives
education to the provinces.

(Translation)

Mr. Grégoire: And with regard to T.V. and
radio programs the CBC could do nothing
without the authority of the provincial
governments?

[English]

Miss LaMarsh: No. It has nothing to do
with the CBC.

The Chairman: Mr. Grégoire, I wonder if I
could just make the point that we are going
to be having a series of hearings on this
whole question very shortly. We hope to
have a reference from the House perhaps
this week and as soon as we have finished
with this Bill we hope to have a long series of
hearings examining the whole relationship
between federal broadecasting authority and
provincial educational authority. The ques-
tions at the moment are rather difficult for
the Minister to answer because she will be
looking to this Committee for guidance on
many of these points. So I wonder if you
could satisfy yourself for the moment with
the implications of the particular reference in
this Bill—I think there is only one—to the
fact that the Canadian Broadcasting system,
Canadian television and radio stations, may
have their facilities used for the purpose of
educational broadcasting. I think that is as
far as this Bill goes.

Miss LaMarsh: Or other facilities that
would come under this Act to that degree.
(Translation)

Mr. Grégoire: Mr. Chairman, I am ready to

hear the authorities when they come and
express their opinion. However, the Minister
does represent the government and it is the
official attitude of the government that I
wanted to hear when I asked the question. It
is a very simple question and therefore my
last question: will the CBC and I ask the
Minister as the official representative of the
government will the CBC be submitted to the
jurisdiction, to the censorship and to the
necessary authorizations. ..
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[English]
Miss LaMarsh: No, no, no. Do not lead but
finish the question. The CBC is a...

Mr. Grégoire: The Minister will not let me
finish the question.

Miss LaMarsh: ...federal undertaking and
it is not going to be subject to anything
provincial.

(T'ranslation)

Mr. Grégoire: If I may finish my question.

Will the CBC be submitted to the jurisdic-
tion, the censorship and necessary authoriza-
tions of the provincial jurisdictions with
regard to the content of the educational pro-
grams presented?

(English)

Miss LaMarsh: No, but Mr. Grégoire you
are making a mistake when you are talking
about the CBC; the likelihood is that it will
not be the CBC. And I have said clearly that
this legislation cannot affect the fact that the
constitution gives responsibility to the prov-
inces in the field of education. We are given
responsibility in the field of broadcasting.
The CBC is not necessarily at all a part of
this in the field of educational television. You
keep directing your question to the CBC as to
whether the province will be able to censor
it.

I only suggest to you that you should also
listen to what we said in the House about the
way in which this is going to be tackled.
ETV was reserved by this Committee last
year—I was going over the White Paper—
and it has not yet had a chance to hear
anyone; there are all kinds of people in the
country who want to be heard on this sub-
ject. It is not a bill that is being presented by
me to the Committee; it is a draft paper of
our present thoughts simply because we felt
it would be easier if the Committee had
something concrete in front of it instead of
just diving into this very large field without
any kind of form or substance at all.

e (5:15 p.m.)

(Translation)

Mr. Grégoire: Mr. Chairman, I was asking
my questions within the framework of the
Bill before us.

[English]

Miss LaMarsh: The Bill before us only says
that broadcasting is to be within this Act and
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that broadcasting, whether it be an educational
television broadcasting undertaking or one
that we now know as private broadcasting,
or public, comes within this bill. But this is
the only reference to educational television in
this whole Bill.

[Translation]

Mr. Grégoire: But the whole Bill applies to
the CBC as much as to other stations, or
other networks?

[English]

Miss LaMarsh: Yes, it also applies to the
CBC; it applies to private stations; it applies
to educational stations when they are on the
air.

[Translation]

Mr. Grégoire: So, if I understand well,
private stations will be under the pro-
vincial jurisdiction for education, as far as
program content is concerned but when we
come to the CBC, the provinces will not final-

ly have the right of censorship on such edu-
cational programs which might come over
the CBC?

[English]

Miss LaMarsh: I am afraid that we are
quite at cross purposes. I think you would
find it very useful to come back when you
have this Bill and our draft paper before you
so you could take a look at it. I do not know
whether or not it is a communications prob-
lem but we just do not have a meeting of
minds at all on that.

[Translation]
Mr. Goyer: Are we not talking about the
possibility of another network, indeed?

[English]
Miss LaMarsh: We are part of that...

Mr. Macaluso: The provinces of Ontario
and Quebec just applied for their own ETV
channel UHF band. Is that really not the
simple way out of it?

Miss LaMarsh: Well
applied for a VHF band.

Mr. Macaluso: I meant VHF band. I am
sorry.

it has currently

The Chairman: I am sure the Minister does
not want to pursue this too far because we
are going to be doing so under a different
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reference. However, the point should .be
made that the only reference in this Bill to
educational broadcasting is in clause 20
that:

... facilities should be provided within
the Canadian broadcasting system...

which is all Canadian broadcasting facilities
under this bill

for educational broadcasting.

(Translation)

Mr. Grégoire: But the reference is there,
Mr. Chairman, and it is for this reason that I
want to know. The reference is in Part I
“General broadcasting policy” relating to pri-
vate stations, to the CBC, to the entire
system.

And I just want to know the following
principle: when on the air, television or
radio, there will be educational programs,
whether it be CBC or private stations, will
everything come under the jurisdiction and
the right of censorship and supervision of the
provincial authorities? I just want to get this
as a general principle, just as a general
measure.

[English]

The Chairman: I will simply try to clarify
this. There is no censorship at all of Canadi-
an broadcasting before, now or anticipated
by this Bill but each province has the right
to determine what materials, including audio
visual presentations, go into its schools. That
is the case now in every province and I
presume that will be the case after whatever
federal legislation we pass.

That does not affect what goes out over the
air. That is a question of choice by provinces
as to what they will receive in their schools.

Mr. Jamieson: I was going to say, for Mr.
Grégoire’s information, that is precisely the
position today. There is educational broad-
casting being carried on now through both
CBC and the private stations. In all cases the
provincial educational authorities concerned,
whether it be Quebec or Alberta or New-
foundland, determine the content of those
educational broadcasts, whether these go on
the CBC or whether they go on private sta-
tions and I see no reason why that is likely
to change.

® (5:20 p.m.)
[Translation]

Mr. Grégoire: It is precisely what I want
to know about this new Act. Will the provin-
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cial authorities have the right of supervision
with regard to educational programs on
television, either for schools or in general?

[English]

The Chairman: This Bill does not change
anything in that field.

Miss LaMarsh: That is right.
(Translation)

Mr. Grégoire: Mr. Chairman, I have anoth-
er question for the Minister. In the former
Act, the one that is going to be amended,
there was a provision requiring that any T.V.
or radio station in Canada had to have a
majority of Canadian shareholders. There are
private stations at the present time operating
under orders in council, the majority of
whose shares, in number and value, is not
held by Canadians, are in the hands of
foreign citizens and residents.

This Bill makes no mention of these at all.

Could the Minister say first whether these
exceptions for certain stations are temporary,
second whether these stations are being
asked to regularize their situation within a
given time and, third, if action will be taken
against these stations which will not have
regularized their position under the law?

(English)
Miss LaMarsh: I refer my friend tfo...

Mr. Jamieson: Is that not covered under
clause 22?

Miss LaMarsh: But there is a...

Mr. Macaluso: I was advised it is under
clause 22, (1) (a) (ii)

Mr.
helpful.

Jamieson: I am just trying to be

(Translation)
Miss LaMarsh:

(22 (1) a (3) 2 (b))

2 (b) the Canadian Broadcasting Sys-
tem should be effectively owned and con-
trolled by Canadians so as to preserve
and strengthen the cultural, political, so-

s cial and economic fabric of Canada;

22(1) No broadcasting licence shall be
issued, amended or renewed pursuant to
this Part (a) in contravention of any di-
rection to the Commission issued by the
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Governor in Council under the authority
of this Act respecting (iii) the classes of
applicants to whom broadcasting licences
may not be issued...

Mr. Grégoire: Does this mean that the
radio and television stations presently operat-
ed by owners who are generally foreigners
will continue to operate in the future or
whether they will be forced to sell shares so
that the radio and television stations become
the property of Canadian citizens under
clause 2 (b)?

Miss LaMarsh: I do not think so.

Mr. Grégoire: May I make a suggestion to
the Minister? In view of the fact that when
we were studying the Bank Act, the Minister
of Finance forced those chartered banks the
majority of whose shares were not held by
Canad ans to sell up to 80 percent of these on
the Canadian market, so that the banks
would in time become the property of
Canadian citizens. Could the minister not put
in this Act the same provisions for T.V. or
radio stations?

Miss LaMarsh: Yes, as usual, you have
interesting ideas.

Mr. Grégoire: Can we expect this to take
place? Because in fact there are only five
stations in this case, one in the city of Que-
bec for instance.

(English)

Mr, Jamieson: Would Mr. Grégoire mind if
those interests were bought up by Toronto
Broadcasting?

Mr. Grégoire: I hope that Toronto is still in
Canada.

The Chairman: We hope that Quebec is,
too.

(T'ranslation)

The Chairman: Have you finished, Mr.
Grégoire? Mr. Leboe.

[English]

Mr, Leboe: I just have, as usual, some very
simple questions. First of all, I was wonder-
ing about the regulations under the Act.
Through just what channel will the members
of Parliament have access to the regulations
made under the Act to look them over and to
have some say in what the regulations are, if
any? They are more important than the Act,
-you know really, when you come right down
1o it . i {150
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Miss LaMarsh: But it is an independent
body and this Act has to give the framework
to the BBG. Then we have to appoint the
best people we can and they have to make
the regulations.

Mr. Leboe: For instance. ..

Miss LaMarsh: They will be made public
as they are presently.

Mr. Leboe: The reason I am asking is
because I have a situation in the Province of
British Columbia where certain regulations
came out under a certain act and when you
looked them over, there was only about one-
third of them that had actually roots in the
act itself and they were completely outside.
All the regulations had to be revamped
because they did not have roots in the act.

Miss LaMarsh: We hope that this Act will
give lots of rooting places.

Mr, Leboe: We will have access to them
then so we can discuss them, will we?

Miss LaMarsh: They will be available to
the public and to members of Parliament and
there is nothing to prevent discussing them
but once the Board is appointed, it is up to
them to make those regulations. Within the
framework of this, certainly if you find regu-
lations which you think are beyond the scope
currently of the BBG or, in future, of the
CRC, it is a very profitable field for members
of my profession.

The Chairman: Is it not fair to say, too,
Miss LaMarsh that this Bill requires the
regulatory authority to report to Parliament
each year and it is assumed that they might
come before a Committee such as this for
questioning and if you feel that there are
areas you should point out to them, that
would be an opportunity each year?

Mr, Leboe: This is what I wanted to know.

(Translation)

Mr. Grégoire: Mr. Chairman, I would like
to ask two more questions.

In those cases where a licence is granted
by the federal or the provincial government,
whether it be in the field of transportation or
with regard to telephone, communications,
etc. those companies are obliged to come
before an authority to get permission for an
increase in rates or tariffs. With regard to
television stations and radio stations, there is

!a department in Ottawa which, in the same

way, limits the granting of licences to.operate.
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(English)

Miss LaMarsh: That is quite a view but I
do not happen to agree with it. It is not like
a telephone which has become a necessity
and not a luxury and where there is a
monopoly. If you do not want to advertise on
television you do not have to, nobody makes
you do it. I think that would be the only way
that you could possibly justify having a
hearing take place before private or public
stations could change their rates. It would be
very interesting to hear a comparison some-
time of the rates charged by CBC as opposed
to those charged by private stations.

Mr. Jamieson: It certainly would.

Miss LaMarsh: I think it is a pretty esoter-
ic field.

(Translation)

Mr. Grégoire: Since there are only a small
number of operating licenses, what would the
minister feel about forcing these television
stations to appear before the Radio Commis-
sion or before some similar authority when
they wish to increase their rates? Let me
give you an example: the Minister no doubt
has personal knowledge of the cases. We
know that during election time, television
stations feel free to increase their prices.
Would it not be proper that at that particular
time, when the number of licenses is small
and there is practically no competition, for
these radio and television stations, as is the
case with all other companies provided with
licenses, to be forced either by the federal
government or by the provincial government
to submit any proposed rate increase to an
administrative body, to some kind of board?

You tell me that the telephone is a public
utility, You will note however that for the
merchant or the businessman who have to
meet competition, radio and television com-
mercials are also a necessity. In such a case. ..

(English)

Miss LaMarsh: In my community we have
all kinds of television that comes in from
Toronto, Hamilton and two or three Ameri-
can stations but we have no television there
and all of our very healthy businessmen
compete against one another by advertising
in the newspapers.

(Translation)

Mr. Grégoire: That may be true, Mr.
Chairman, when speaking of the cities of
Toronto and Montreal which are situated
quite close to the American border. However,
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when there are more remote radio and
television stations where there may be only
one private station, e.g. in regions where a
second license was not issued, and where
there is no competition—this is the usual
case—or where the competition is exclusively
between the CBC and a private station,
would it not be necessary to set up an
administrative board to rule on those
increases? If an individual has a television
license and is alone in the field are we not
giving him a wide open door? All the more
because we have not granted any other
licence to anybody else; we only allow one.
The Board of Broadcast Governors, or the
Department of Transport will not grant two
licences but one. These organizations refuse
to grant two licences in order to do away
with competition between different television
stations. Here is another example; the Minis-
ter gave the example of telephone companies,
let me talk about transport companies. There
is more competition in the field of trucking,
for example than in that of the telephone.
Yet, the administration forces the transport
companies to submit a request to them when
they wish to increase their rates, or when the
tariffs must be fixed. The problem is there-
fore more acute in those areas further
removed from the two large centres of Mont-
real and Toronto. Quebec, for example,
where there is but one private station and
where we refuse to grant two operating
licences, is one such city where there is no
competition between stations. Could we not
then convince the minister of the necessity of
creating an administrative body to fix the
rates?

[English]

Miss LaMarsh: That is a very interesting
proposition, Mr. Grégoire, but because you go
and raise money and are now concerned
about spending it, and the rates at which you
will have to spend it, I am not proposing to
suggest that we should have a regulatory
body which will force those rates down in
any area in which ou wish to buy time.

[Translation]

Mr. Grégoire: I am not talking of lowering
the rates, I am speaking of those television
stations which have no other competition
than that which the federal government
allows. In my opinion, these should be
forced, when they wish to raise their rates, to
submit a request to an administrative body.
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[English]

Miss LaMarsh: There is a very considera-
ble competition between the other means of
communication and direct selling advertising
in newspapers and periodicals, on radio, door
to door, and all kinds of things. Nobody
requires you to use this particular media if
you want to get your selling message over, so
I am sorry but I cannot agree with you.
[Translation]

Mr. Grégoire: Then do you not believe
such a measure is indicated?
[English]

The Chairman: Gentlemen, I think the
time for adjournment has arrived.
e (5:35 p.m.)

Mr. Stafford: Could I ask one more ques-
tion on that press release?

The Chairman: No, I think we should
adjourn for today and on Thursday we
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should proceed with a clause-by-clause study
of the Bill in the hope that they are passed
or amended as we go along. We will ask the
Minister and her officials to return at 9.30
o’clock on Thursday, please.

Mr. Jamieson: Mr. Chairman, what is the
present status of the Radio Act?

The Chairman: The suggestion has been
made that the Minister will not be available
next Tuesday so we will ask her to kindly
arrange for the experts on the Radio Act to
be here on Tuesday morning so that we
might then dispose of those sections of the
Bill. Is that agreeable?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

Mr. Macaluso:
answered.

My question has been

The Chairman: The meeting is adjourned.
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APPENDIX “A"

Copy (Translation)

Montreal, Que., November 6, 4:18 P.M.
The Honourable Judy LaMarsh,
Secretary of State,

House of Commons,

Ottawa, Ontario.

Madame, you have recently stated on pri-
vate and public television that the CBC must
be factor in national unity, and whoever is
not ready to conform to this aim should leave
the corporation. You are already interpreting
the bill on broadcasting in a manner which is
most disturbing and which compromises the
exercise of our profession. We take objection
to the wording in a law which reads: The
national broadcasting service should...con-
tribute to the strengthening of national uni-
ty...We believe that our prime role, as
producers, is to reflect and to interpret the
living reality in'a country. We do not believe
that official government thinking is necessari-
ly the kind of objective thinking which
should be the basis of political and cultural
information. The CBC is obliged to bring to
light all forms of power in the sense that it
must allow a confrontation of forces and
debates on the relative values of any given
society. If we are to be the vehicle for or to
promote one political line then we are will-
ingly conniving for or to promote one politi-
cal line then we are willingly conniving with
an organ of propaganda. We have at all
times refused to do so; we refuse to do so
today, when what you are saying is in short,
that the Left will be tolerated on the condi-
tion that it be reactionary. And in this way
our function as producers will remain while
governments come and go. And thus will it
be as long as “Ici Radio Canada” and “This
is the CBC network” are heard by Quebeck-
ers, “Canadiens” and “Canadians”.

The Association of Producers
Claude Sylvestre, Secretary

P.S. The Association include CBC television
producers in Montreal, Quebec, Ottawa, Hali~
fax, Cornerbrook, St. Johns (Newfoundland),
Winnipeg, Edmonton, Vancouver. For the
promotion of the interests of “Canadiens”
and “Canadians”.

The Secretary of State
Le Secrétaire d’Etat

Copy (Translation)

Ottawa, November 9, 1967

Dear Mr. Sylvestre,

I have your telegram of November 6 on
behalf of the Association of Producers.

Let me first offer the reassurance, if such
is required, that there is nothing in the
Broadcasting Act nor is there any intention
on the part of the government to in way
interfere with the fundamental right of
Canadians, whether CBC employees or other-
wise, to hold personal and private political
views of their own choosing. The issue then
is solely in terms of the responsibilities of
CBC employees as, in a very real sense, the
custodians of a powerful and wvaluable
national asset provided and supported by the
people of Canada.

I trust that I am interpreting your tele-
gram correctly in thinking that we are
agreed, too, that no CBC employee has the
right to use these facilities entrusted to him
as a vehicle for promulgating his own politi-
cal viewpoint, no matter what that might be.
Nor has any employee the right to use these
facilities in a manner subversive to the
democratic process.

As for your role in positive terms, I sup-
port, and I believe the legislation supports,
your own interpretation that it is “to reflect
and to interpret the living reality in a coun-
try.” I accept that statement, provided you
mean by “reflect” an honest attempt to mir-
ror the broad spectrum of Canadian view-
points, and by “interpret” an honest effort to
present and explain these viewpoints with
balance and perspective. 1

Nor can I take any objection nor find any
in the legislation to your thesis that the CBC
should not be “an organ of propaganda” in
promoting particular political = policies or
points of view of any government, party,
movement or indeed of any individual.

The Corporation does have a definite right,
indeed an obligation, to ensure that these



various policies and points of view are
exposed to the Canadian people. But the
decision as to which proposals are to be
implemented rests surely with the people
who, forming their judgements on the basis
of the varied information available from the
CBC and other media, express their will
through their legislatures and their govern-
ments. The Corporation’s mandate, in short,
is to expose problems and identify options
for the people, in a fair and balanced way,
but not to dictate solutions or choices to
them.

The question then is whether Section 2 (g)
(iv) in the Broadcasting Act, in fact, infringes
either on the essential independence of the
Corporation from particular political policies
and pressures or on the equally fundamental
requirement that the citizens of Canada have
available to them through the CBC a compre-
hensive and balanced exposition of all avail-
able viewpoints.

I think one must look for the answer to
this question first and foremost among the
reasons why we have a Canadian Broadcast-
ing Corporation, why it was decided in 1932
to establish a publicly-owned broadcasting
system and why that system has been sup-
ported and re-enforced by succeeding Parlia-
ments continuously since that time. Let me
refer to but two of the statements which the
then-Prime Minister, R. B. Bennett, made in
introducing the legislation in question:

“Canadians have the right to a system of
broadcasting from Canadian sources equal in
all respects to that of any other country. The
enormous benefits of an adequate scheme of
radio broadcasting controlled and operated
by Canadians are abundantly plain. Properly
employed radio can be a most effective
instrument in nation-building with an edu-
cational value difficult to estimate.”

And again:

“First of all, this country must be assured
of complete control of broadcasting from
Canadian sources, free from foreign interfer-
ence or influence. Without such control radio
broadcasting can never become a great agen-
cy for 'the communication of matters of
national concern and for the diffusion of
national thought and ideals and without such
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control it can never be the agency by which
national consciousness may be fostered and
sustained and national unity still further
strengthened.”

The wunderlining is, of course, mine—to
stress the most fundamental fact!—the CBC
was created, and has been maintained since,
not as an agency independent or neutral
from Canadian unity, but precisely to foster
and enrich that unity. Or, to use the words of
Bill 163-C, “to contribute to the strengthen-
ing of national unity.”

Certainly the CBC is independent of gov-
ernment. As you so aptly put it, its function
remains “as governments come and go.” But
the CBC never has been and is not now
independent from Canada, from the existence
of this country as a single sovereign state. In
truth, the Corporation draws its own exist-
ence from the very fact of Canada.

That does not mean, of course, that the
CBC is bound by the concepts of national
unity laid down by Mr. Bennett in 1932 or by
any other government, past or present Sure-
ly the applicable concept or form of national
unity at any point in time is precisely what
the people of Canada at that point in time
want it to be for that point in time. If the
process of nation-building is never ending, so
certainly the political arrangements of a sin-
gle unified state are not bound in time or
cement.

As I have noted previously, we agree that
the CBC has a right and obligation to con-
tribute to that process by, in your own
words, reflecting and interpreting the various
viewpoints available at any particular time
concerning these arrangements. But in meet-
ing this responsibility, the CBC must act
within the bounds of its overall mandate to
contribute to the development, not the
destruction, of our national unity, whatever
particular form the people of Canada might
will for it at any given point in our history.

In that context and in those terms, I find
nothing in the new broadcasting legislation to
contradict the role of CBC producers as you
yourselves envisage your professional
responsibilities.

Sincerely,
Judy LaMarsh.
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and/or a translation into English of the French.
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Translated by the General Bureau for Trans-
lation, Secretary of State.

ALISTAIR FRASER,
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ORDERS OF REFERENCE

b WEDNESDAY, November 15, 1967.

Ordered,—That the names of Messrs. Johnston, Laflamme, Munro and
Nowlan be substituted for those of Messrs. Leboe, Reid, Faulkner and Mac-
quarrie on the Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to
the Arts.

THURSDAY, November 16, 1967.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Nowlan be substituted for that of Mr.
Macquarrie on the Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance
to the Arts.

Attest
ALISTAIR FRASER,
The Clerk of the House of Commons.

2—3

26934—13



i n}‘ ~
unwmmmraﬂ B

AT

Wl s Lelibs f“‘ w 'Liﬂf‘ ‘-ﬁl‘tV W i
“l Y i It iy 1.‘. ai O W "’i‘_k Wl“v wu"i—mw ]&- e
| et Mr, Vaulkesr on Wednentayy Novsiet il

M oonsarribe on \"v‘r“ .\.p{ﬂ,ﬁdﬂ}? NO‘lﬂmhﬁl" cmg_‘

¢t : "




MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, November 16, 1967.
(4)

The Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Arts
met this day at 9.45 a.m. The Chairman, Mr. Robert Stanbury, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Béchard, Berger, Brand, Cowan, Jamieson, La-
flamme, Johnston, MacDonald (Prince), Mather, McCleave, Munro, Prittie,
Richard, Stafford, Stanbury, Yanakis (16).

Member also present: Mr. Wahn.

In attendance: The Honourable Judy LaMarsh, Secretary of State; Mr.
H. O. R. Hindley, Assistant Under Secretary of State; and Mr. Fred Gibson,
Senior Advisory Counsel, Department of Justice.

The Chairman thanked the Clerk of the Committee and the Committees’
Transcription Branch for expediting the printing of Issue No. 1 of the Minutes
of Proceedings and Evidence of this Committee.

The Committee resumed consideration of Bill C-163, and examined the
Minister, who was assisted by Messrs. Hindley and Gibson.

Clause 1 was allowed to stand.

Clause 2, Sub-clauses (a),(b),(c),(d),(e) and (g) were considered and
allowed to stand.

The examination of the witnesses still continuing, at 11.35 a.m. the Com-
mittee adjourned until 3.30 p.m. this afternoon.

AFTERNOON SITTING
(5)

The Committee resumed at 3.50 p.m. The Chairman, Mr. Robert Stanbury,
presided.

Members present: Messrs. Béchard, Berger, Brand, Goyer, Jamieson,
Laflamme, Macaluso, MacDonald (Prince), Munro, Prittie, Richard, Stan-
bury—(12).

Member also present: Mr. Wahn.

In attendance: (Same as at morning sitting with the addition of Mr. G. G.
E. Steele, Under Secretary of State).

2—5



The Committee resumed consideration of Bill C-163 and the Minister was
examined on Clause 2, Sub-clauses (f) and (g).

At 4.25 p.m., the division bells ringing in the House, the Committee
adjourned until 9.30 on Tuesday, November 21.
M. Slack,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE

(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

Thursday, November 16, 1967.
e (9:50 am.)

The Chairman:
will come to order.

The Secretary of State is with us again
this morning to answer any questions con-
cerning the clauses of the Bill as we go
through them. My suggestion would be that
we stand clause 1 now and return to a gener-
al discussion at the end of our considera-
tion of the Bill, and that we proceed to clause
2 and go through the Bill in as orderly a
fashion as possible.

Before asking for your comments on clause
2, I would like to record my appreciation and
the appreciation of the Committee to the
Clerk and to the Committee Reporting Ser-
vice for a first in parliamentary history.
Yesterday was something of a milestone for
the Conservative Party, perhaps, but for Par-
liament it was a milestone because for the
first time in parliamentary history the Mi-
nutes of the Proceeding of a committee came
out on the day after the hearing.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I would like to
thank the Clerk for good management.

The Chairman: The Clerk tells me that
most of the credit for this must go to the
Committee Reporting Services under Mr. Ro-
gers and Mr. Roussin. I know that people
laboured long and hard to do this for us, but
I think something the Committee Branch
should be aiming for is to have a Hansard
type service available to committees, particu-
larly committees that are considering govern-
ment bills. So, thank you, Mr. Slack, and we
will look forward to having these each morn-
ing following the meeting.

An hon.
Chairman?

Gentlemen, the meeting

Member: In French, too, Mr.

The Chairman: Well, I do not know wheth-
er the French copy was available or not. It
was not delivered to me, but, no doubt it will
be received a little later.

Mr. Cowan: Mr. Chairman, might I point
out, to follow up your commendation of the
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Committee, that those minutes are taken by
mechanical means. I agree with everything
you are saying and the report is available, as
you say, the day after the meeting; yet they
are still taking hand stenography up in the
House for the Hansard although mechanical
means are available. I believe that all of
these reports should be done by mechanical
means today. So let us move into 1967. I back
you up in everything you have said about
that report.

The Chairman: Thank you.

Mr. Jamieson: Does that extend to televis-
ing the sessions of the House?

The Chairman: He backs me up on that.

Mr, Jamieson: Can I ask a question? Is it
our intention to have all open hearings on
this clause by clause study? It is my under-
standing that generally speaking clause by
clause is in camera.

The Chairman:
Committee.

Well, it is up to the

Mr. Jamieson: I have no objection; I do not
mind. I was just wondering, that is all.

The Chairman: I had not foreseen this
stage of the hearings being in camera. If, at
some point, you want to go into camera to
vote on any particular aspect that is up to
the Committee, but I was not going to sug-
gest that at present.

Mr. Cowan: Would you want to televise in
camera sessions too? I am in favour of open
hearings.

The Chairman: Good.

Mr. Prittie: Mr. Chairman, is Mr. Jamieson
not mistaken there? The only times commit-
tees are in camera are when a steering com-
mittee has prepared a draft report and the
whole committee goes over it. But it is not
normal, I think, in the clause by clause
study.

The Chairman: It may be that when we
are preparing a report you will want to go
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into camera. session, but perhaps we can wait
until someone feels that is necessary.

Mr. Jamieson: For clarification.

The Chairman: Then I will call clause 2.
This clause is open for discussion.

On clause 2—Broadcasting policy for
Canada.

The Chairman: Do you wish to deal with
each subsection of the clause one by one?
Clause 2(a). Are there any comments?

Mr. Cowan: If there are no comments I
will ask a question.

broadcasting undertakings in Canada
make use of radio frequencies that are
public property...

Does this in any way affect what is known as
community antenna television? They do not
make use of radio frequencies; they only
receive. The broadcasting stations are mak-
ing use of the frequencies.

Hon. Judy V. LaMarsh (Secretary of Siate
of Canada): Could I ask Mr. Gibson of the
Justice Department to answer you?

Mr. F. E. Gibson (Senior Advisory Counsel,
Depariment of Justice): The term ‘“broadcast-
ing undertaking” is a defined term in clause
3. A “broadcasting undertaking” is defined to
include a “broadcasting receiving undertak-
ing” which is a community antenna system
and it is our view that it does make use of
radio frequencies in that it is a broadcasting
receiving undertaking without the use of the
frequencies. It could not receive the signal
which is the essence of its undertaking.

Mr. Jamieson: How, sir, would you expect
us to differentiate between that and the con-
ventional receiver which does precisely the
same thing? What is the distinction?

Mr. Gibson: The distinction, Mr. Chairman,
if I may say, is in the term “undertaking”.
The receiver in my set in my living room is
not an “undertaking”; that is, it is not in the
nature of a business, whereas a ‘“broadcast-
ing receiving undertaking” is a commercial
undertaking.

Mr. Cowan: What is the difference? They
are both receivers.

Mr. Gibson: not both

“undertakings”.

They are

Mr. Cowan: Well, I undertake to buy a
television set. I have a receiver in my televi-
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sion set. That is an ‘“undertaking” for our
family, especially if you have colour around
$750. I do not see the distinction in any way
whatsoever. They are still receiving sets and
they are not making use of radio frequencies.
The broadcaster is but not the receiver.

Mr. Prittie: I think the proper thing would
be for Mr. Cowan to move an amendment
when we come to the interpretation, would it
not, to try to eliminate the part he finds
objectionable?

The Chairman: I think perhaps his ques-
tion has been answered, but he may want to
suggest an amendment here or in another
place; I suppose in the definition of “broad-
casting undertakings”. Mr. Wahn, I think,
had a question.

Mr. Wahn: I am not a member of the
Committee but I have a question. I am not
sure I am asking it under the proper sub-
clause. This subclause says that the “public
and private elements” in broadcasting ‘‘con-
stitute a single system”. I notice that under
subclause 2 (g) there is an indication that we
want balanced programming from the CBC.
Now, is it not important that we should have
balanced programming on this single system
rather than merely on the CBC?

Miss LaMarsh: That suggestion was made
two days ago and I think it is a very inter-
esting point of view. I would like to hear
what the Committee thinks about it.

Mr. Prittie: I would like to propose an
amendment in that connection.

Mr. Wahn: Well, if it has been dealt with
then, perhaps, I could pass.

The Chairman: Mr. Prittie is indicating
that he will propose an amendment on this
point when we reach subclause (d). Is that
correct, Mr. Prittie?

Mr. Prittie: Yes, subclause (d).

The Chairman: Are there any further
questions on subclause (a)? Do you want to
proceed through these by carrying them or
simply moving from one to the other
informally?

Mr. Jamieson: I prefer, personally, the
informal at this stage. We may wish to go
back later and do it formally.

The Chairman: All right.
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Mr. Jamieson: The reason I say that, Mr.
Chairman, is because if we put an amend-
ment in we may find out something later on
inconsistent with what has been changed.

The Chairman: Let us move on to sub-
clause (b) then. Is there any question about
this or comment?

Mr. Prittie: Yes, Mr. Chairman.
the Canadian broadcasting system should

be effectively owned and controlled by
Canadians.. .

Will it be left to regulation to determine
what is meant by

...effectively owned and controlled by
Canadians

That is,
example?

Miss LaMarsh: Yes. You know that there
are directions that can be given by the Gov-
ernor in Councill to the BBG, but the BBG
will set up the regulations.

what percentage of shares, for

Mr. Cowan: The Secretary of State is a
lawyer. A company entirely owned by non-
Canadians but incorporated in Canada with a
head office in Canada, a president who is
probably not even a shareholder but who is a
Canadian—does that make it a Canadian
company even though it is 100 per cent owned
outside the country? What percentage can be
owned outside the country and the company
still classified as Canadian?

Miss LaMarsh: I imagine that it depends
upon your definition and the words are “be
effectively owned...by Canadians” or con-
trolled by them. I do not think there is am-
biguity in the intent or meaning.

Mr. Cowan: The company that the Ford
Motor Company of Canada own and that
they effectively control is 100 per cent
American owned.

Miss LaMarsh: Well, it says “be effectively
owned and controlled by Canadians”.

e (10:00 a.m.)

Mr. Cowan: Is the Ford Motor Company of
Canada a Canadian company?

Miss LaMarsh: Whether it is or not, I do
not think it is effectively owned or controlled
by Canadians.

Mr. Cowan: It is a Canadian company,
though?
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Miss L.aMarsh: I draw your attention. ..

Mr. Cowan: I understand they enjoyed
corporate assistance.

Miss LaMarsh: It is effectively owned and
controlled by Canadians.

Mr. Cowan:
owned.. .

It is a Canadian company

Miss LaMarsh: The phrase in the para-
graph is not “Canadian company”.

Mr. Cowan: It just says “Canadian”. A
Canadian company is Canadian.

An hon. Member: Canadian controlled.

Miss LaMarsh: It says:

. effectively owned and controlled by
Canadians.. . :

Mr. Cowan: Lawyers, of course, have their
own interpretations. I think a company that
is 100 per cent owned in the United States is
considered Canadian in Canadian law.

Miss LaMarsh: It
definition.

depends on the

Mr. Cowan: Can we get the definition?

Miss LaMarsh:
yet.

There is no definition as

Mr. Cowan: Oh, I see. Then we are voting
on this blind.

Miss LaMarsh: We are trying to enact
legislation, Mr. Cowan, we are not trying to
tie up every last thing at this stage. It cannot
be done. You appreciate the difficulties that
are encountered in amending legislation. A
number of these things are going to have to
be defined by regulation of the CRC and
some by direction from the Cabinet to the
BBG at the time. These things are much
more apt to reflect changing circumstances
than trying to tie everything into a piece of
legislation which it takes two years to
amend.

Mr. Cowan: I am just trying seedily and
rather ineffectively to have Parliament do
the controlling instead of some board set up
by Parliament.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Mr. Chairman, if
I may intervene, it seems that Mr. Cowan is
concerned about the normal legal definition
of “Canadian company”, whereas I think this
clause of the Bill is attempting to get around
that by indicating quite clearly that we are
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talking about control by Canadians, which is
different than simply a legal definition of a
Canadian company.

Mr. Prittie: Mr. Chairman, is there a BBG
regulation on this subject at the present time
which sets out the requirements of the own-
ership of Canadian radio and television
stations?

Miss LaMarsh: I do not know. I will have
to enquire.

Mr, Jamieson: Twenty-five per cent is the
maximum that can be owned outside of
Canada.

Mr. Prittie: So that is presently in exist-
ence and I suppose the new Commission
would use that as a guide in implementing
this.

Miss LaMarsh: There is something in the
present Broadcasting Act on this.

Mr. Jamieson: I am not sure if that is a
BBG regulation or part of the Act. I think it
is in the Act.

Mr. Cowan: Seventy-five per cent can be a
Canadian corporation controlled by outsiders.

Mr. Jamieson: No, not at the present time,
Mr. Cowan, it has to be individually owned.
The actual ownership of the shares must be
Canadian to the extent of 75 per cent, but
there are a number of exclusions.

Miss LaMarsh: I will read the present sec-
tion 14 of the Broadcasting Act:

(1) The Board shall not recommend the
issue of a licence or grant permission to
operate a network of broadcasting sta-
tions unless the applicant therefor is

(a) a Canadian citizen, or

(b) a corporation incorporated under
the laws of Canada or any province, the
chairman or other presiding officer and
at least two-thirds of the directors of
which are Canadian citizens and at least
three-fourths of the shares of which
(having full voting rights under all ecir-
cumstances) belong to

(i) Canadian citizens, or

(ii) a corporation other than a corpora-
tion controlled directly or indirectly by
citizens or subjects of a country other
than Canada.

And subsection (2) is the exemption clause
granted to the Governor in Council.

Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Aris
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There is a very great difference, you see, in
what the current act talks about, which
defines a Canadian company both by citizen-
ship and the place of incorporation, but there
is no such reference to a Canadian company
in the clause which is now before the Com-
mittee. It talks about a company which is
effectively owned and controlled by
Canadians.

Mr. Cowan: Is Famous Players Canadian
Corp. Ltd. considered to be a Canadian or
American company?

Miss LaMarsh: I know nothing about the
ownership of Famous Players except by
repute, so I cannot answer that question.

Mr. Jamieson: May I ask the Minister this
question. In regard to the new legislation, Miss
LaMarsh, does your Justice adviser view this
as excluding any possibility of allowing the
present exemptions to continue? At the pres-
ent time there are to my knowledge possibly
four or five broadcast undertakings in Cana-
da, which are owned by companies which do
not even meet the requirements of the pres-
ent Act. Would they still retain that special
status under this new requirement?

Miss LaMarsh: Mr. Gibson informs me that
instructions given by the Cabinet to the BBG
can indicate that the prescription does not
apply to those already exempted.

Mr. Jamieson: In other words, they would
continue to be exempt?

Miss LaMarsh: I do not say they would be;
they can be.

Mr. Jamieson: I do not know if the Chair-
man will permit this question, but it is relat-
ed. Referring to clause 22 on page 11, the
third part of subclause (a) reads:

(1) No broadcasting licence shall be
issued, amended or renewed pursuant to
this Part...

and so on, to:

(iii) the classes of applicants to whom
broadcasting licences may not be issued
or to whom amendments or renewals
thereof may not be granted;. ..

Would this be the spot where “by Order in
Council” or in some manner a company not
owned in Canada could continue to hold a
licence?
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Miss LaMarsh: The Government will give
instructions on classes, and certainly that is
the kind of class which the Government
could decide should not hold a licence.

Mr. Jamieson: What I am getting at, Miss
LaMarsh, is whether or not you are prohibit-
ed from doing that by the very precise lan-
guage in clause 2 (b)?

Miss LaMarsh: The Department of Justice
says no.

Mr. Jamieson: All right.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): May I ask why
there was such a change from the very
detailed definition in the former Act to this
rather general statement that will obviously
have to be given some specific lines in the
regulations rather than in the Act?

Miss LaMarsh: I am told there are too
many loopholes in the other definition.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): There are no loop-
holes at all in this one except as they would
appear in regulations. In other words, accept-
ing it is true that you consider there were
loopholes in the former Act that will not
exist under this general statement because
they will be more closely screened out in
regulations, does this mean that some of the
people who hold broadecasting licences as
they presently exist will not qualify for
licences under the new bill?

Miss LaMarsh: I do not think there has
been any determination of that at all. It
depends on the instructions of the Governor
in Council to the BBG. Such decisions have
neither been taken nor even considered at
the moment.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I expect that the
Department of Justice...

Mr. Jamieson: I am still not clear. You say
specifically and unequivocally on the one
hand that it will be effectively owned and
controlled by Canadians, and that is definite-
ly spelled out, but I do not see any other
place where it says save and except where
the Governor in Council says otherwise.

Miss LaMarsh: It may be that you want to
spell this out more clearly, then. Should we
look at any such amendments?

Mr. Prittie: Mr. Chairman, it is probably a
good idea if we do not formally pass the
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clauses now because these questions have
been raised and the drafters can take note of
them and look at them.

The Chairman: I think Mr. Gibson is mak-
ing note of this. Perhaps he could discuss it
with his colleagues and advise the Minister
further.

Mr. H. O. R. Hindley (Assistant Under
Secretary of State): May I say one thing, Mr.
Chairman. I think the point is that under
section 14 of the present Act with this very
precise definition that it is, in fact, possible to
get around it in various ways. It is a very real
problem in broadcasting as well as all sorts
of other contexts to know what is meant by
Canadian ownership of a corporation and if
you put the declaration of policy contained in
clause 2 into a statement of intent it then
becomes much more flexible to deal with the
sort of situation which arises when somebody
sets himself up in a way that would other-
wise get around the statutory definition. It is
intended to be completely flexible here.

e (10:10 a.m.)

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Let us say there
is the even greater danger that where you
have a statement of intent and you leave the
regulations up to the Governor in Council
following the passage of the Bill, I would
think it would be unlikely that the regula-
tions, in the first instance at least, will be
any more astringent than they were in the
previous bill because it would perhaps
remove a licence from a number of now
operating companies and would seem to do so
in a rather arbitrary manner. Therefore, I
think, it is to be expected that the regulations
that will follow will not be greatly different
from the present outline of the former bill.

But the danger I see in this is that instead
of tightening up the loopholes, if you like, we
may be providing even more loopholes and
more exceptional or unusual circumstance
which would enable the very thing to happen
that I think we would be opposed to. There
would be less effective control by Canadians.
I would like to see something a bit more
specific in the Bill along with regulations. I
think there should be a clear-cut definition
both in the Bill and following it in the regu-
lations. Perhaps these things can be taken
into consideration by the drafting committee.

The Chairman: Would you not agree that
once a definition such as the existing one gets
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into an act it is very difficult to change
whereas, if you make a general requirement
in the act and leave the definitions to direc-
tions and regulations, they are very flexible
and can be adjusted to meet any loopholes
that appear?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): The only thing I
would say is that I am not just sure, under
law, how you interpret something like effec-
tive control. Mr. Chairman, as you know, I
am not a lawyer so I am not sure. But it does
seem to me that it would make for a lawyer’s
field day.

Miss LaMarsh: You can do a lot of things
and one of the things that was suggested, I
think, at the last meeting of the Committee
was some reference to the new banking legis-
lation. It depends on the interpretation at the
time. Sometimes in this country people want
to be more Canadian than at other times.

The Chairman: Mr. MacDonald, I think,
too, the point is it would be a lawyer’s field
day if there were nothing more than such a
provision in the act but that is not contem-
plated. It is contemplated that there will be
detailed regulations which will perhaps devel-
op and change from time to time as our
concept of effective Canadian control
changes.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I am not opposed
to that; I am just suggesting along with that
it seems to me that we should be a bit more
specific in the Bill itself.

Mr. Mather: Mr. Chairman, I think we
have indicated a declaration of intent. I
agree with you that those concerned can very
readily draft detailed regulations once we
approve in principle this declaration of
intent. The clause is left open so we can
return to it in future. I think we have
cleared the ground pretty well as to what the
need is and I think we should pass on to a
new clause.

The Chairman: If there are further ques-
tions about this clause. ..

Mr. Cowan: Mr. Chairman, could Mr. Gib-
son identify one or two of the—what shall I
say—people, persons, Canadians or corpora-
tions that he states are able to circumvent the
present regulations. Who is circumventing
them? Are they not observing the regulations
now?
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The Chairman: I do not think he said
anyone was. He said there appeared to be
some opportunity, if you examine these
provisions carefully, for circumventing the
intent; I do not think he suggested that any-
one was.

Mr. Cowan: I like it the way it is, con-
trolled by Canadians, because a great majori-
ty of lawyers, knowing where their fees come
from, consider Canadian corporations as
Canadians. I would not want to see it any
more specific because this will let Canadian
corporations in on an equal basis with
Canadian citizens. I would not ask for any
more specific wording than is contained in
clause 2(b) at the present time, which states:
“...effectively owned and controlled by
Canadians...” You can always find lawyers
to prove that a Canadian corporation is
Canadian. I do not agree with it but you can
always find the lawyers to prove it.

The Chairman: You are satisfied with

clause 2(b) then?

Mr. Cowan: Yes. Do not make it more
specific because that will help the business
people who want it that way.

Mr. Jamieson: No question that we have to
change it then!

The Chairman: We will move on to clause
2(c) then.

Mr. Johnston: Mr. Chairman, with regard
to the second part of clause 2(b), once you
get past the word “Canadian” it states:

...so as to preserve and strenghten the
cultural political social and economic
fabric of Canada;

This seems to be a rather tall order and I
would gather that it is being controlled by
Canadians in order—there is a commission
here, too, that they do this—that the conse-
quence does not just follow automatically on
the fact that Canadians are going to have it;
that in a sense, these lines are meant to
represent a charge on the people who do own
and control the broadcasting system in Cana-
da. Mr. Chairman, you have said something
about simply suggesting and not moving. I
would like to suggest an amendment if it is in
order to do this. I would strike out lines 13
and 14 and substitute the following:

So as to safeguard, enrich and strength-

en the social fabric of Canada within the
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political and economic framework as
defined by the Constitution and Acts of
Parliament.

This would shift the emphasis slightly which
at present is equally divided among cultural,
political, social and economic. It would dis-
cuss the social fabric of Canada and then
provide some direction to the CRC—or what-
ever we call that body—in their interpreta-
tion of what was meant by political, cultural
connotations of the social fabric of Canada.

Miss LaMarsh: Mr. Leboe made a similar
suggestion at our last meeting and I, for one,
would have no objection to this. I understand
it is only to erase the word “preserve” and
substitute for it “safeguard, enrich”. Is that
correct?

Mr, Johnston: The suggestion I made is a
little more sweeping than that. It also shifts
the emphasis in a sense because it would
read:

So as to safeguard, enrich and strength-
en the social fabric of Canada...

Miss LaMarsh:
Mr. Johnsion: Fabric.

The social...?

The Chairman: Mr. Johnston, I think we
should be prepared, in suggesting amend-
ments, to submit them in writing. If you
have it prepared perhaps we could then not
put it to a vote at this time, but rather leave
the suggested amendments until we come to
prepare our report and decide on them then.
In the meantime they can be examined by
the Department of Justice representative and
the Minister’s officials so that she can be
advised about the wording. The suggested
amendment is that lines 13 and 14 of the Bill
be struck out and that these words be
substituted:

so as to safeguard, enrich and strenghten
the social fabric of Canada within the
political and economic framework as
defined by the constitution and acts of
Parliament.

Are there any further questions?

Mr. Cowan: Under the present wording
you can always preserve and strengthen the
present set-up. You would never be allowed
to change it. Broadcasting people would not
be able to advocate any change except to
strengthen the existing economic fabric of
Canada.
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Mr. Prittie: Would that allow for any con-
stitutional changes that may be made?

Miss LaMarsh: I think the safeguard,
enrich, would be difficult to preserve. Mr.
Johnson, just at first blush in looking at the
amendment, its operative part is to strength-
en the social fabric of Canada.

Mr. Johnsion: Yes.

Miss LaMarsh: And the rest of it deals
with the constitutional framework. I think
really the purpose of this intends to do much
more than strengthen just the social fabric.

Mr. Cowan: The present set-up is so per-
fect you would not be able to change it; you
can only strengthen and preserve it. That is
the way the wording reads now.

Miss LaMarsh: I agree with what Mr.
Johnston has said. I like “safeguard and
enrich” better than “preserve” myself.

Mr. Johnston: Mr. Chairman, in reading
this over if you attempt at one and the same
time to preserve and strengthen the cultural
fabric, political fabric, social fabric and eco-
nomic fabric you are going to have a tartan
of conflicting fabrics here. Possibly if you
just did the safeguarding, enriching and
strengthening of the social fabric—in other
words, the lives of the people of Canada, in a
sense—within this political and economic
framework it would allow some scope for
interpretation. But it seems to me at the
present time, for example, that if you charge
the broadcasting system with strenghtening
the economic fabric of Canada there would
be a demand for cutting back very extensive-
ly in the amount of public moneys provided
to the CBC because the economic fabric
seems to be somewhat shaky at the moment;
that you would not always charge the broad-
casting system with, in a sense, doing all of
these things simultaneously but of being con-
cerned about the one social fabric in relation
to the other aspects.

e (10:20 a.m.)
The Chairman: Mr. Mather.

Mr. Mather: I like your suggestion on this
but we can go into it later when we have
copies before us.

The Chairman: Yes; I think it would be
useful, while we are still here, to have from
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members any comments that they might wish
to make on this part of subclause (b).

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): If I may add one
word, for these words ‘“strengthen and re-
serve”, or ‘“safeguard and enrich”, I would
like to see substituted a word to give effect to
the idea of development; something to the
effect that it is not just a matter of maintain-
ing what we have, in other word but of
contributing to the continuing development
of the social, economic and political fabric of
the country. Perhaps that could be kept in
mind by the draftsmen as they review this
section, so that they may find some word that
would be more dynamic. )

The Chairman: If there is no further dis-
cussion of subsection (b), is there any ques-
tion about subsection (c)?

Mr. Jamieson: Yes, Mr. Chairman. I know
what is intended here but I would like to see
the wording changed somewhat. It says that
those who have

...broadcasting undertakings have a
responsibility for the public effects of the
programs they broadcast. . .

It is obvious that there is a responsibility on
the licensee, but how does one determine the
effects of the material broadcast? If this is
going to be something which later, in the
Bill, can be interpreted so that the CRC can
pass judgment on the effects in terms of the
levying of fines, or the imposition of other
restraints on broadcasters, it seems to me
that this wording is rather broad. I do not
know how you measure the effects of materi-
al broadcast. I think we are reverting to the
whole question of national unity, and all the
rest of it. There are as many effects, presum-
ably, as there are people to react to a
broadcast.,

Miss LaMarsh: Yes, Mr. Chairman; it is
my recollection that in discussing it we were
dealing with more than just a responsibility
in law, but that a broadcaster has to accept
the fact that the medium he is employing is a
very volatile one, which has a tremendous
impact on the watching and listening public,
and may have a far more violent effect flow-
ing from it than from simply reading a news-
paper. You know, I suppose, that riots have
been started as a result of a broadcast. There
was that Orson Welles radio broadcast many
years ago, about Mars, or whatever it was.
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The effects that it had on the listening public
were that some people died of fear and oth-
ers left their homes, and did all sorts of
things. All this subsection is doing is trying
to impress upon the person who operates this
medium what a very explosive thing he has
in his hands; he must be aware that he is
responsible for its effect.

Mr. Jamieson: I do not argue the potency
of broadcasting, Miss LaMarsh. What I do
say is that I think that in many respects the
broadcaster cannot be responsible for the
effects of the material broadcast. I can think
of the broadcaster who follows through on
the next item, which is the right to freedom
of expression, and so on. The two may well
be in conflict. In other words, if you are
going to provide freedom of expression is the
broadcaster, then, in terms of this wording
here, really responsible for the effects of
that?

This is a very basic point. We have noted
the argument in the United States about the
coverage of riots, and the possibility that this
results in an expansion, or an extension, of
that kind of- violence. But wording which
places the responsibility on the broadcaster
for the effect is, in my opinion, wrong.

Miss LaMarsh: Well, it is intended to indi-
cate that a broadcaster can, from one camera
angle or 10, cover a thing impartially and
flatly so that it is a mirror of what is hap-
pening, or, in effect, by cutting his film and
using only certain things, can give a com-
pletely different impression of what is going
on in order to create an effect. We are say-
ing: The effect which he has created he is
responsible for. It was thought that this
should be within the legislation. I do not
think this necessarily impinges on freedom of
expression which permits comment on
anything.

Mr. Prittie: Could it mean that he is legally
responsible for the effects of something he
broadcast? I am referring to your statement
of the other day.

Miss LaMarsh: He is anyway, in law. If he
publishes a libel, or anything else, he is
responsible for it.

Mr, Priitie: I do not mean that. You
referred to the von Thadden affair the other
day. You said that you advised the CBC that
civil disturbances could result if he were:
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brought to Canada. Suppose the broadcaster
did this and, as you suggested, some heads or
windows got broken. Is the broadcaster liable
to be sued under this clause for the effect of
what he has done?

Miss LaMarsh: I do not know whether this
clause would give rise to a cause of action; I
doubt it very much.

Mr. Gibson: It is declaratory.

Miss LaMarsh: Mr. Gibson says that it is
declaratory; it should not be a cause of
action for a civil suit.

Mr. Jamieson: I could understand wording
to the effect—and I am making this up as I
go along; I would much prefer to leave it to
the Department of Justice—that broadcasters
have to broadcast in a responsible manner.
Something like that conveys, I suggest what
we feel...

Miss LaMarsh: That is what this means. Is
the Committee of the opinion that that is any
clearer?

Mr. Jamieson: Well, I certainly think that
it is different, in that you could defend that
you were acting responsibly even if some of
the effects of what you broadcast were not
what some people regarded as being salutary,
in the sense of giving opposite or conflicting
points of view or reporting objectively on an
event that had some inflammatory potential.
But to say that the broadcaster is responsible
for the effects of what is broadcast is, I
think, carrying it too far. Certainly we are
not responsible for the effects that stem, for
example, from the intervewing of people on
the air.

Miss LaMarsh: Well, do you think that to
have a responsibility for the public effects is
different from being responsible?

Mr., Jamieson: Yes; I think it is.
Miss LaMarsh: You think that it is.
The Chairman: Mr. Brand.

Mr. Cowan: Would he be held responsible
for the people who become sick looking at
some of the CBC programs?

The Chairman: Mr. Brand.

Mr. Brand: Actually, Mr. Jamieson dealt
with the point that I wanted to bring up.
You mentioned that this was declamatory,
0" SO
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The Chairman: Declaratory.
Miss LaMarsh: Declaratory.

Mr. Brand: I am not a lawyer. Could you
perhaps explain what you mean by its being
simply declaratory?

Miss LaMarsh: Well, it states what the
situation is, or ought to be. It is not a section
upon which someone may found a cause of
action in order to commence a civil suit; nor,
of course, a criminal suit.

Mr. Brand: So despite that, the fact is that
this is worded in a way which would suggest
that you could indeed found a civil suit on it.
That is why I like Mr. Jamieson’s wording
much better.

Mr. H. O. R. Hindley (Assistant Under
Secretary of State): Mr. Chairman, I really
think that Mr. Jamieson’s wording does not
make any difference. You are still using the
word “responsible”, which means that you
are answerable for what you do.

Miss LaMarsh: So that if the Committee
prefers that phraseology to this...

e (10:30 a.m.)

Mr. Jamieson: If that is the case I am not
so sure that I do prefer it, or even like it.
The point is that I know from experience
that although these are declaratory state-
ments, and so on, they have a tendency to
guide those who ultimately make regulations.
I would not want, and I do not think any one
of us would want, to have regulatory bodies
saying: “Look, there were X number of peo-
ple who did certain things as a result of a
broadcast and the broadcasters therefore are
responsible for that action which followed
the presentation of a particular program or
series.”

The Chairman: Mr. Laflamme.

Mr, Laflamme: I would like to say that I
do not see the point raised by Mr. Jamieson.
We talked about the freedom of expression
and we talked about the responsibility of the
effects on the public of the subjects chosen
by those people working in the CBC or any
broadcasting system.

The Chairman: I would like to introduce to
the Committee Mr. Hindley, who has been
answering some of these questions. I do not
think I did him the courtesy of introducing
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him to the Committee. May I present Mr.
Henry Hindley, who is the Assistant Under
Secretary of State and who is particularly
interested in the field under discussion. Also
present is Mr. Fred Gibson, who was with us
at the last meeting and who is the senior
Advisory Counsel with the Department of
Justice.

Mr. Brand, do you have a question?

Mr. Brand: I am curious to know, since
broadcasting undertaking as such is
described later on in the Bill, whether the
CATV type of thing would be included. They
are only receiving the signal and rebroad-
casting it; and yet presumably, as we will see
later on in the Bill, they are to be held
equally responsible even though they have
nothing to do with the emission of the actual
broadcast. It puts them in a rather peculiar
position so far as responsibility is concerned,
since in effect they are only a receiving sys-
tem rather than a broadcasting system,
although they are defined as a broadcasting
undertaking. Therefore, in the matter of
responsibility, how do you get around this?

Miss LaMarsh: It sounds like a good point
to me. I will be interested to hear what Mr.
Gibson has to say.

Mr. Gibson: Mr. Chairman, I agree that
“persons licensed to carry on broadcasting
undertakings” is a phrase that would include
the operators of community antenna televi-
sion systems. This is a distribution system
that is distributing program material to the
public and the implications would be the
same whether they be distributed by a per-
son who merely accepts the broadcast off the
airwaves, or whether he in fact initiates it.
That is how the clause reads at present.

Mr. Brand: Well, then, the word “responsi-
ble”, or whatever word you want to use, is a
bit strange here. Let us say some dreadful
program comes over and incites a riot. It is
deliberately sold by the particular station
that puts it out and suddenly they realize
that this program is coming over and they
cut it off the air themselves, if they can—and
I presume they can—and yet after they have
done it the program is after the fact. What
then? How can you, in all fairness, say they
are responsible?

Miss LaMarsh: This is the same kind of
responsibility that currently exists in the

Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Aris

November 16, 1967

general law. If I am sitting in a television or
radio studio and am guilty of a libel, then
not only am I liable for the libel, but so is
the means of publishing, the station that is
putting it out. It is the same as if I write
something for a newspaper or a periodical
that is libellous. I am as responsible as is the
means of publication.

Mr. Prittie: No one sued you last week.

Miss LaMarsh: There is always a defence
in any defamatory action and that is the
truth.

The Chairman: Mr. Laflamme.

Mr. Laflamme: I do not know if it is the
end of the discussion, but to me it seems
academic. The right to choose means the
responsibility to choose. It goes with it.

The Chairman: Mr. Wahn.

Mr. Wahn: Mr. Chairman, my main con-
cern is that we should know and understand
the meaning of the words we are using, and I
would like to ask our legal adviser. ..

Mr. Cowan: That will be a big forward
step, Ian.

Mr. Wahn: ... what the meaning is in this
context of “responsibility”. Does it mean
legal liability? And secondly, what is the
significance of “public effects” as distinct
from “effects”? What is the meaning of “pub-
lic effects™?

Mr. Gibson: Mr. Chairman, in my view the
meaning of the term “responsibility” in this
clause, which is again a declaratory provi-
sion, is limited by the closing words of the
paragraph, subject only to generally applica-
ble statutes and regulations; that is, the right
of freedom of expression is unquestioned,
subject only to generally applicable statutes
and regulations. The responsibility that is
declared to be placed on the broadcaster by
this paragraph is a moral responsibility; it is
not a legally enforceable responsibility as
such under this clause. This is declaratory of
the fact that he is responsible, but anyone
choosing to enforce that responsibility
against him must find some other source of
action, not this clause itself.

I think this is reinforced by the term “pub-
lic effects” as opposed to “effects”. This goes
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back to Mr. Cowan’s comment about someone
becoming sick as a result of a particular
program which may have affected him. . .

Mr. Cowan: Not singular; I did not use the
singular.

Mr. Gibson: Sorry, sir. Well, may I use the
singular then? The effect of a program on an
individual is not a responsibility that lies
with the broadcaster. It must be a public
effect, that is, it must be a generally appli-
cable effect, rather than a specifically or
individually applicable effect.

Mr. Jamieson: I do not want to split hairs
here, but what about the fellow who is liable
as an individual? Surely there is a responsi-
bility on the broadcaster there too, is there
not.

Mr. Gibson: I am sorry, sir, but I do not
quite get the implication of your question.
Certainly there is a responsibility on a
broadcaster who commits libel, but not under
this clause.

Mr. Cowan: Mr. Chairman, I would like to
point out that Mr. Jamieson says he does not
want to split hairs. Well, I have seen a lot of
split lips over the public effects of broadcast-
ing of hockey games and of professional box-
ing when they are visible in taverns. I will
admit that the operators of the taverns, ..

Miss LaMarsh: It may not be the broad-
caster’s responsibility.

Mr. Cowan: ...shove these people out on
the public street, but if that is not a public
effect of the broadcasting, what is? I do not
see how the broadcaster can be held respon-
sible for what is coming over the airwaves.
He did not create it. The effect on the people
who saw it in the tavern is something that no
broadcaster—of course I do not want to
admit anybody ever looks at a New York
program—any broadcaster in Chicoutimi or
Winnipeg or Calgary is putting on the air
that is being viewed thousands of miles away
on receiving sets that he knows nothing
about.

The Chairman: I think Mr. Gibson said
that he was not suggesting this clause would
hold them responsible; it simply says that
they are and does not assign any legal
liability.

Mr. Cowan: I do not need to add that he is
a lawyer.
26934—2
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The Chairman: Mr. MacDonald.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I would like to go
back to what Dr. Brand raised a moment ago,
because it concerns me. Apparently it is
accepted that under this, the cable television
people would be responsible for the public
effects of the programming which they were
receiving and passing on to their customers.
It strikes me as a rather strange departure. I
think we are agreed that there should be a
licensing procedure for the cable television,
but it does seem to me that we place on
them, then, a responsibility which does not
make sense, in my view, at least.

The Chairman: As I understand Mr. Gib-
son’s advice, he says this does not place on
them a responsibility in a legal sense; it
simply recognizes that there is a responsibili-
ty. Does it go any further than that, Mr.
Gibson?

Miss LaMarsh: It is a point I think we
would like to think about, because it did not
occur to me or to anyone in drafting. I do not
know whether it did in Justice, but I would
like to reserve an opinion, Mr. Chairman.

e (10:40 a.m.)

Mr. Johnston: Mr. Chairman, I have
some remarks to make that might be of
assistance. This would be an amendment by
inserting after the word “public” the words
“good and the”. The clause would then read:

... persons licensed to carry on broad-
casting undertakings have a responsibili-
ty for the public good and the effects...

This would enable one to sort out “public”
and “private”, which seemed to be in issue a
few minutes ago.

The Chairman: Yes, that was a suggestion
that Mr. Leboe brought to our attention. Do
you have it in writing?

Mr. Johnston: Yes.
The Chairman: That would be helpful.

Mr. Jamieson: Mr. Chairman, it might be
of some use to the draftsmen if they were to
recall, in relation to the problem raised by
Dr. Brand, that there is a network-type
agreement between a network operator and
affiliated station which saves the individual
affiliate from responsibility. It is conceivable
that the same kind of thing might be worked
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out with a cable operator. I do not know
about that because it would involve Ameri-
cans, but certainly in Canada...

Miss LaMarsh: That kind of an agreement
saves them from legal responsibilities.

Mr. Jamieson: The network assumes
responsibility for those programs which are
emanations of the network. In other words,
the individual station is not responsible. It
may be responsible in law but in fact the
responsibility. . .

Miss LaMarsh: It is saved harmless.

Mr. Jamieson: That is right, from anything
over which it has no jurisdiction.

Mr. Brand: So far as the CBC affiliates are
concerned, if a program emanates from the
CBC studios in Toronto, let us say, which
creates a public riot in some area of the
country which is carrying the program
through a CBC affiliate and which, according
to the regulations, they must carry as part of
their responsibility as an affiliate, would this
then save them harmless from...

Mr. Jamieson: That is right. There are two
things to consider, Mr. Chairman. One is that
in an affiliation agreement, which at present
must be approved by the BBG, the affiliate
must undertake to carry the program wheth-
er he agrees with it or not. In other words,
he waives all responsibility but, by the same
token, the network saves him from any
actions that may result.

Miss LaMarsh: Is that also the case with
VY

Mr. Jamieson: Yes. It is slightly different
because it is a mutual but the same princi-
ples applies. As I understand it, it does not
apply in law, Miss LaMarsh; an individual
station can still be sued but if it loses the
network then pays the shot.

The Chairman: I gather that the Minister
would like to give some further thought to
this provision. Perhaps we could move on.

Mr. Richard: Mr. Chairman, I would like
to add a word. Perhaps I do not understand
this clause. It reads:

... all persons licensed to carry on
broadcasting undertakings have a
responsibility. ..
Is it intended to say, “are responsible for the
public effects” or ‘“have responsibility” or
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‘“are responsible”? Why not say, “are respon-
sible”? What is “a responsibility”?

The Chairman: This wording is going to be
re-examined.

Mr. Richard: If you mean ‘“our responsi-
bility” I think you should say so and not say
“have a”. What is “a”?

Mr, Cowan: Mr. Chairman, I know we are
examining clause 2 (¢), and I do not want you
to think I am jumping, but over on page 15,
clause 29, we have the celebrated $100,000
fine limit. I wunderstand that under that
clause the CBC stations cannot be fined, only
the privately-owned stations. Does clause 2 (c)
only apply to privately-owned stations, as the
CBC stations cannot be subjected to
penalties?

The Chairman: What is the clause under
which the CBC is exempted from this?

Mr. Cowan: We were told during discus-
sions of this Bill that the CBC stations would
not be fined; they would simply go to Parlia-
ment and ask for money to pay the fine.

The Chairman: I wonder if you could point
to the clause where that...

Mr. Cowan: I was just believing what I
heard. Perhaps I made a mistake there.

Mr. Pritiie: The clause we are discussing
applies to all broadcasters.

Mr. Cowan: Including CBC stations, that is
what I am trying to...

The Chairman: Yes, I believe so.

Mr, Cowan: All right. I do not want to see
any exemption for CBC as compared to the
private operators.

The Chairman: I have not seen any in the
Bill. I may have missed it.

Mr. Hindley: It says the fines are only for
breaches of the regulations and they apply to
everybody.

The Chazairman:
Hindley said?

Did you hear what Mr.

Mr. Cowan: Yes.

Mr. Hindley: A fine can only be inflicted
through the ordinary courts for a breach of
the regulations, not for failure to comply
with the conditions of licence.
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Mr. Cowan: Statements have been made
that CBC stations would not be subject to the
$100,000 fine because they would have to go
to Parliament to get the money, and what is
the game?

Mr. Prittie: According to the advice we
just received nobody is subject to court
action under this section.

The Chairman: Could we now proceed to
subclause (d).

Mr, Prittie: Mr. Chairman, I indicated that
I had a couple of amendments, to subclause
(d). I would only make them if the first
amendment which comes farther down was
not accepted. May I proceed on that basis
and suggest the first amendment, and
then. ..

The Chairman: Yes, please do.

Mr. Prittie: It has to do with subclause (g)
(iv). This was the point I raised the other day
about the words “national unity” and I
remind members of the Committee that sub-
clause g (iv) only deals with the CBC. It
speaks of ‘“the national broadcasting service”,
which is the Corporation established by Par-
liament and the subclause gives that Corpo-
ration certain responsibilities. I took excep-
tion to that and said I was not easy about
subclause (g) (iv) on page 2, which reads:

contribute to the development of nation-
al unity. ..

I suggested that this could perhaps be dan-
gerous at some time in the future if Parlia-
ment decided what national unity meant and
the broadcasters did not fall into line with
what the government of the day meant. I
gave some illustrations of the fact that I do
not think we can agree in Parliament what
national unity means between parties or even
within parties. If we cannot do this I do not
see why we should put this responsibility
upon the broadcasters. I would point out that
the rest of clause (g) is fairly realistic, that is,
it is capable of implementation. It reads:

(i) be a balanced service of informa-
tion, enlightenment and entertainment
for people of different ages, interests and
tastes ...

You can do this by programming. Subclause
(ii) speaks of extending the service to all
parts of Canada as public funds become
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available. This is entirely possible. Subclause
(iii) speaks of it being in English and French
and serving the special needs of geographic
regions. That is all possible. However, the
“national unity” part is really very nebulous
and I thought it contained a possible danger.
If we cannot define in Parliament what we
mean by it what can we expect of the broad-
casters? My first amendment which I have
written out, I will not move formally but I
will give you notice of it, and it is that in
clause 2 (g) (iv) the words:

contribute to the development of nation-

al unity

be eliminated so that it would simply read:
and provide for a continuing expression
of Canadian identity;

If that is not acceptable I have another ...

The Chairman: Would you like to proceed
and tell us your proposal for clause (d) in the
event that that was not accepted.

Mr, Prittie: All right. If my suggestion
concerning clause (g) (v) is not acceptable
and the Committee and Parliament feel that
the national broadcasting service has a
responsibility for national unity—whatever
that may mean—then I think that is impor-
tant enough to be placed upon all broadcast-
ers and I would amend clause (d) at the top
of page 2 to include that. The amended
clause would then read:

the programming provided by
Canadian broadcasting system ...

the

I will add that “system” means public and
private.

the programming provided by the
Canadian broadcasting system should be
varied and comprehensive, should con-
tribute to national unity and should pro-
vide reasonable opportunity for the
expression on conflicting views on mat-
ters of public controversy, and the pro-
gramming provided by each broadcaster
should be of high standard, using pre-
dominantly Canadian resources.

If national unity is important then it is an
important responsibility for all broadcasters.
For example, many people are concerned
that the French network of the CBC is not
contributing to national unity. Do these same
people also feel that it would be quite all
right if a separatist bought up a private
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station and did whatever he could for nation-
al disunity? The point is that if it is impor-
tant it is important for all broadcasters.
However, I do not like it because it is so
nebulous and it can mean different things to
different parliaments and different govern-
ments at different times.

I have written the amendments out and I
will leave them with the Clerk.

e (10:50 am.)

Mr. Hindley: Mr. Chairman, may I make a
comment here. I think the right place for
such an amendment would be slightly lower
down in the subclause because the distinction
in this subclause is that programming pro-
vided by the system should be comprehensive.
This does not necessarily mean that every
private broadcaster has to cover the whole
range of programs. So that if you want to
put this in, it should really be: “and the
programming provided by each broadcaster
should contribute to national unity”.

Mr. Prittie: What line is that?
Mr. Hindley: In line 5.

Mr. Prittie: I see.

Mr. Hindley: In line 6.

Mr. Jamieson: Of subclause (d)?

Mr. Hindley: Of subclause (d). I am simply
making a distinction. If you want to put it in,
the right place to put the responsibility is on
the broadcaster and not on the system,
because this clause is purposely drawn so
that the Commission does not have to insist
on totally comprehensive programming from
every broadcaster. You may get a situation
where you have half a dozen radio stations
and they would agree that they should spe-
cialize. But if you want every broadcaster to
have this national unity in mind, it must
come in at about line 6 rather than at line 3.

Mr. Prittie: May I add one word on this
clause? May I ask why the word “should”
appears in subclause (d) and the word
“should” appears in subclause (g) rather than
“shall”?

Mr. Hindley: These are statements of
intention, sir. You can say there shall be a
Canadian broadcasting system and then you
say that it should provide good programming.
I do not think you can Ilegislate good
programming.
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The Chairman: You are suggesting that in
the cases where you can legislate you have
said “shall” and in the cases where you can-
not, you have said “should”.

Mr. Hindley: That is the general intention,
I think.

Mr. Prittie: It is no secret that ACTRA
have suggested to members of the Committee
and perhaps to the Minister herself that they
wonder about this part “should” and then
“using predominantly Canadian resources”.
Again, is this not one place where perhaps
we could put “shall”? It does not mean all
Canadian resources but that when they do
their programming, they shall use predomi-
nantly Canadian resources. This is one place
where you could use the word “shall”.

Miss LaMarsh: In (d) “shall be of high
standard, using predominantly Canadian
resources”. Is that what you are suggesting?

Mr. Prittie: We just had an explanation
why the word. ..

Miss LaMarsh: Yes, but I am asking you
where you want to put the “shall”?

Mr. Prittie: Well, it would have to be tied
in with the part “using predominantly
Canadian resources” and I have not worked
out the wording.

Miss LaMarsh: Oh, I see.

Mr, Prittie: You perhaps could leave it to
read “should provide reasonable opportunity
for the expression of conflicting views on
matters of public controversy” and then I
think perhaps later “shall” might come in to
give a direction about using predominantly
Canadian resources.

The Chairman: I think Mr. Gibson wanted
to comment on that suggestion.

Mr. Gibson: Mr. Chairman, as Mr. Hindley
has said, this clause is again directory and is
primarily directory to the CRC, the Canadian
Radio Commission, in attaching to the license
of each broadcaster conditions that are
appropriate in the circumstances of that
broadcaster. It may be that the appropriate
place for the use of the word “shall” is in the
conditions of licence of the broadcaster rath-
er than in the directory phrase in the legisla-
tion itself. Certainly in carrying out its
objects the CRC will have to keep this direc-
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tory statement in mind with respect to each
broadcaster and perhaps witll put a manda-
tory condition in each case in the licence of
the broadcaster.

Mr. Berger: I would like to point out, Mr.
Chairman, that there is quite a difference
between the English version and the French
version of the third line, which reads:

...should provide reasonable opportun-
ity h
While in French you just say:

[Translation]
... should provide the opportunity...

[English]

I like the word “reasonable” in English,
which is not included in French, but “reason-
able” to me is not quite reasonable enough. I
have a word which in French is “équitable”.
Is it equitable in English? I think it should
read: “should provide equitable opportunity
for the expression of conflicting views”
because in referring to the French network,
this is what I am complaining about. Most of
the time it is not reasonable and it is not
equitable. In French you just have:

[Translation]
...should provide the opportunity...

[English]

And I consider that they have too much
possibility. I would like to have it more
equitable. I was just wondering if “reasona-
ble” should not be changed to ‘“equitable”
and included particularly in the French ver-
sion of this Bill.

Miss LaMarsh: When you say equitable,
Mr. Berger, do you mean minute for minute
and hour for hour, which is what the real
meaning of equity is?

Mr. Berger: Well balanced, if I may
express myself that way. I think that there is
a bias there and that it is not well balanced.
It is too much on one side. When I say
equitable in French, I have in mind well
balanced. In French you just have:

[Translation]
... provide the opportunity...
[English]
But how? Too much on one side or not

enough? It is not expressed here. In English,
26934—3
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at least you have “reasonable” which does
not appear in the French version. Because of
the trouble I think we have with the French
network, this should be emphasized more.
That is my opinion; now I will leave it up to
you.

Mr, Hindley: Would “équitable” be the
proper word for “reasonable”?

Mr. Berger: Well, I will ask my friends
here who know the French language.

Mr. Hindley: I think, subject to what Mr.
Gibson has said, that equitable is a much
more precise thing than reasonable.

Mr. Berger: Yes, I think so; that is what I
say. But not even ‘“reasonable” appears in
the French version; and I would suggest that
we put “équitable” for more emphasis.
Maybe I am wrong.

Mr. Hindley: I think there was no inten-
tion here that they should absolutely have
equal time or something of this sort...

Mr. Berger: No.

Mr. Hindley: That is the reason for the use
of the word ‘“reasonable” in English.

Mr,
then?

Berger: “Equitable” means “equal”,

Mr. Jamieson: Mr. Chairman, in the Eng-
lish translation ‘“equal” would certainly not
be an appropriate word, whatever it would
be in the French version. If you used the
word “equal”’, you could have a situation
such as they have run into in the United
States and which they have been trying to
get rid of for years; where any crackpot who
wants to run for President can demand
exactly the same amount of time as President
Johnson.

Mr. Cowan: God forbid.

Mr. Jamieson: Yes. But the point is that it
is a bad word in terms of the definition.

Mr. Johnston: Subclause (d) on page 2 at
the top is an area in which, as you know, I
have expressed an interest at previous sit-
tings of this Committee. And again I have
some suggestions for amendments here. The
first two are only to shift words in subclause
(d); deleting the word “reasonable” in line 3,
page 2, and deleting the word “the” in line 4
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and substituting there the word “reasonable”,
which would provide the opportunity; but
what was done then would have to be rea-
sonable. Certainly, as has been pointed out,
this business of demanding a balance creates
danger because in the context of an extreme
view a balance need not be reasonable. The
reasonable thing might be to provide far less
opportunity for one view than for the other.

Then to go on: insert the words “in good
taste” after the word “standard” in line 7.
This would touch an area that I think causes
the public more concern than anything else
because so much that is presented as being of
tremendously high standard is frequently of
such poor taste that the areas are two things
that come into sharp conflict.

Mr. Jamieson:
good taste?

Who determines what is

Mr. Johnston: Well, this is always a good
question but it does not remove the obliga-
tion to attempt somehow to do something
about the level of taste. I know it is a sensi-
tive and difficult area but it still does not
prevent us from trying to do something in an
area that the public is keenly concerned
about.

Then I would add after the word “re-
sources” in line 8—you will recognize this
attempt again, Mr. Chairman—‘“recognizing
that the power of broadcasting is such that it
should not be placed at the disposal of those
advocating political and social ideas clearly
damaging to society, peace and good order.”

The Chairman: that in

writing?

Do you have

Mr. Johnston: I have.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I would not be
very keen on that, if I may just register my
own objection to that particular phrase.

Miss LaMarsh: I am afraid I am not either.
e (11:00 a.m.)

The Chairman: Gentlemen, it is now elev-
en o’clock. The room is available for us to
continue if you wish to do so. We may not be
able to meet this afternoon if the capital
punishment debate is coming to some sort of
conclusion.

Mr. Prittie: I propose that we go on until
11.30, Mr. Chairman.
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An hon. Member: The Health and Welfare
Committee meets at 11 o’clock.

The Chairman: I appreciate that some
members may have to leave to attend
other committees. I am in the hands of the
Committee, if you wish to continue for a
while.

Mr. Laflamme: Let us continue until 11.30
anyway.

Mr. Cowan: I am going to Health and
Welfare. I ask that you lay subclause (e) over
till some morning session when I may be
here.

The Chairman: We are not passing these,
Mr. Cowan. We will bear in mind that you
have not had an opportunity to comment on
it.

Mr. Cowan: Might I ask one question?
About this using of predominantly Canadian
resources, is the World Series on CBC a
Canadian resource?

Miss LaMarsh: No, no.

Mr. Cowan: Would Philadelphia playing
Minnesota in the NHL be a Canadian
resource?

Miss LaMarsh: No, but Robert Goulet sing-
ing in a musical outside the country might be
Canadian.

Mr. Cowan: What about Lorne Green of
Toronto shooting it up in Bonanza. What is
he—Canadian?

Miss LaMarsh: Well, I do not know wheth-
er he is a Canadian resource any more.

Mr. Cowan: I have not been able to hear
very much with this Ottawa fan sitting
beside me. But when you have these Ameri-
can players on the Ottawa Rough Riders team
playing American players say from the Cal-
gary Stampeders, the proportion being nine
to three, is that a predominantly Canadian
resource?

Miss LaMarsh: I do not know.

Mr. Cowan: I have to go to Health and
Welfare. We have another abortion over
there!

The Chairman: May I ask the Minister if it
is intended that the words “Canadian
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resources” refer to both human and financial
resources?

Miss LaMarsh: Yes; of course, its primary
interest is in humans.

Mr. Wahn: Mr. Chairman in subclause (a)
it is stated that broadcasting undertakings
constitute a single system. This was empha-
sized in the Fowler Report, as well. I pre-
sume it is really the basic principle behind
this legislation. Therefore, is it not inconsist-
ent to make such a distinction, as we do later
on here, between subclauses (d) and (g)?

What I am suggesting is that these sub-
clauses (d) and (g) be combined and made
applicable to the entire Canadian broadcast-
ing system, so that, for example, balanced
programming could be provided by the sys-
tem as a whole rather than necessarily by
the CBC itself.

As it now stands, the establishment of
separate clauses (d) and (g) almost indicates a
legislative intent to parallel services across
Canada instead of co-ordinating them. This
could be avoided, I think, if we combined
subclauses (d) and (g) and declared that the
service provided by the Canadian broadcast-
ing system should be varied and comprehen-
sive in accordance with the wording in sub-
clause (d) and then go on to provide that
there should also be a balance of service and
information, entertainment and so on as in
subclause (g). This would provide the oppor-
tunity of looking at the service as a whole,
the co-ordinated service provided both by
private and public facilities; and the test of
compliance with this declaration would then
be met by looking at the system as a whole
—as a single system—rather than by looking
at two separate systems, private and public.

I can best illustrate what I mean by saying
that if, on a Sunday night, you do not want
to watch Bonanza, which comes over CBC-
TV, you can switch over to the Smothers
Brothers on the CTV network. I do not know
whether or not this is the type of balanced
programming that we have in mind but I
think it would be better, instead of having
light entertainment at the same time on both
networks, to have a choice.

Therefore, my suggestion is that probably
subclauses (d) and (g) could be combined and
be made applicable to the Canadian broad-
casting systemm as a whole, which would
include both the public and private facilities.

26934—3}
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Miss LaMarsh: Are you suggesting that
upon putting it all together to deal with the
system the BBG should be able to say specifi-
cally for every program: “Well, CTV is doing
10 per cent today on sports. It will not be
necessary for CBC to do anything on sports
today”?

Mr. Wahn: That might be the result, if that
were desirable.

Miss LaMarsh: CBC will do religion today
and...

Mr. Wahn: One would look at the system
as a whole to see whether these highly desir-
able qualifications applied to the system as a
whole rather than to one or the other.

Miss LaMarsh: I have a feeling that it is
not practicable. Licences are issued by the
BBG with certain conditions. One licence
may be granted today and another one six
months from now. I do not see how it would
be even remotely possible for the BBG to try
to balance the whole system.

Mr. Wahn: This is a declaration of what
you desire. Whether or not you can achieve it
in practice is another question, but you are
declaring what is a desirable system. Surely
you must look at the system as a whole, not
at the two single portions of it?

Mr. Prittie: Mr. Chairman, this is an
important point. I do not know whether I
agree with Mr. Wahn or not. He mentioned
two entertainment programs between nine
and ten on Sunday night. We frequently hear
from TV columnists the complaint that “W5”
and “The Way It Is” come on at the same
time and that people have to keep switching
back and forth. However, I believe both the
CAB and the CBC in their appearances
before the Committee suggested that it is
neither practicable nor desirable to have that
kind of regulation imposed upon them.

Mr. Jamieson: Mr. Chairman, may I inter-
ject here? I think Mr. Wahn and some other
members of the Committee—I will not say
they are falling into a trap—are making a
common error, if you like, in thinking about
it as being a private sector—a monolithic
kind of structure—and a public sector. The
draftsmen, if I interpret them correctly here,
were setting out responsibilities for the CBC
as an entity. It is an organization, and it has,
we hope, a good set of management, and so
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on. The private sector, on the other hand, is
made up of several hundred quite different
units. Therefore, you are not really talking
about comparable organizations when you
refer to the private sector and the public
sector.

I will not take the time now to find the
reference—I have asked the Clerk to get it
for me—where Sir Hugh Greene and Sir
Robert Fraser both agreed that any attempt
at so-called supplementary programming, or
integrating competitive services, or even
complementary services, would be—I think
the words were—an unmitigated disaster.

Mr. Prittie: The BBC has done it by sepa-
rate networks themselves, have they not?

Mr. Jamieson: That is right. However, they
say that in terms of trying to have any
agency say: “Well, we will move Bonanza
because it is against something or other.”
This is simply not feasible. I will find the
reference by the BBC later on.

Mr. Wahn: Mr. Chairman, I certainly
would not disagree with anyone who has the
knowledge of broadcasting that Mr. Jamieson
has. This clause, as I say, is really a declara-
tion of desirable social principles. It may well
be that we must continue to have the Smoth-
ers Brothers back-to-back with Bonanza. I
have no great objection to that. It is a ques-
tion of what you can do in practice. But
surely what is desirable is a declaration that
the entire system, taken as a system, provide
a desirable type of programming; and if, for
example, too much light entertainment is
being provided on the private system, then
within the realms of feasibility the CBC
should be directed to concentrate more on
other types of programs.

Miss LaMarsh: But, Mr. Wahn, that is the
effect of clause 2 (d) when it says that pro-
gramming by the system should be varied
and comprehensive, provide for conflicting
views and has to be of high standard and use
predominantly Canadian resources. That is
the system.

e (11.10 am.)

Mr. Wahn: But then you have a separate
clause ...

Miss LaMarsh: We have said this, in a
general way.
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Mr. Wahn: I am sorry; I did not hear that,
Mr. Chairman.

Miss LaMarsh: It says, in a general way,
what you want said—that the system has to
provide for variety and be comprehensive.

Mr. Wahn: Why should not subclauses (d)
and (g) be combined? Are not the provisions
in subclause (g) equally desirable for the
system as a whole as they are for the CBC?

Miss LaMarsh: Well, perhaps, they are,
butiaie

An hon. Member: There is not that much
difference.

Miss LaMarsh: It is really because of the
point Mr. Jamieson just made again that the
difference between them is that one is a
wholly-owned and operated agency of the
people of Canada, the CBC, and the other
one is something which is privately owned
and operated although, in the final analysis,
it is paid for by the taxpayers, of course.
When you choose your instrument you give it
specific directions, just the same as there is a
specific role for Air Canada while no attempt
is made to give the same role to Canadian

Pacific Airlines.

Mr. Wahn: Perhaps, I could make my
point more specific. If it is left the way it is,
there is going to be legislative declaration in
this Bill that the CBC which provides a
national broadcasting service must provide
“a balanced service of information, enlight-
enment and entertainment ... ” as set out in
subclause (g), without regard to what is
being provided over the remainder of the
system. Now, to me that looks like an almost
unlimited licence for empire building on the
part of the CBC because, without regard to
what the private service is providing, the
CBC can rely upon a legislative declaration
that it is to provide a complete service, so that
it could completely duplicate the private ser-
vice at great public expense and the only
control members would have over this would
be in the annual grant to the CBC.

The real danger, Mr. Chairman, is that in
this general statute we are setting out a dec-
laration that the CBC shall be able to oper-
ate in the entire field, right across Canada, a
complete system of programming. When they
come to us for their annual grant, which last
year totalled $140 million for operating and
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capital, they are going to be able to point to
this legislative declaration and say, you have
imposed this burden upon us to provide a
complete service throughout Canada as set
out in subclause (g). We have to acquire
more stations; we have to increase our facili-
ties; instead of $140 million, we meed $200
million and if you do not give it to us we
cannet carry out the instructions that were
contained in subclause (g) of the Broadcast-
ing Bill.

All I am saying, Mr. Chairman, is that you
would retain much more flexibility if, in this
declaration of desirable principles, you sim-
ply stated that your CRC should have regard
to the entire broadcasting system; that it
should provide a balanced service to Canadi-
ans; it should provide the service in both
languages; it should provide the variety of
entertainment that is required and leave it to
the CRC to work it out and without giving
the CBC a mandate to extend its empire still
further.

Miss LaMarsh: This Committee, itself, gave
the very clear expression in its report on the
White Paper that it wanted the CBC to be
the principal agency to carry out public poli-
cy and it wanted it very clearly enunciated
in the Bill and this is why we are doing it. I
was rather amazed, Mr. Chairman, at Mr.
Wahn’s remarks. I was surprised that there
should be any suggestion that the CBC
should duplicate what the private stations
are already doing. It seems to me that the
CBC has a very different kind of role and a
very different record in the past concerning
doing what private stations do. There are two
entirely different motivations. The responsi-
bility which lies on the CBC is not to look
around and see what private stations are
doing in the first place and then decide to
duplicate it or otherwise. It should go ahead
and do what it is charged to do and it is up
to the private stations to fall in or not with
what the CBC is doing.

Mr. Jamieson: Mr. Chairman, now that I
understand Mr. Wahn more clearly I can see
his concern here. I am just wondering if it is
just a matter of emphasis in these four
requirements. In other words, the argument
has always been with regard to subclause (i)
which, incidentally, is listed almost verbatim
from the CBC’s own interpretation of its
mandate and under that kind of mandate,
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particularly the entertainment section of it,
has been the rationale behind their rather
heavy emphasis on imported American and
other types of programming in prime time
hours. They argue that if they are to do this
—and they maintain they must do it, inci-
dentally—and they have to have this so-called
mix in the key periods.

Now if, on the other hand, the emphasis
were the other way around and its number
one responsibility was to contribute to the
development of national unity and almost
reverse those four and say that within this
context, number one fits, this, I think, would
put the thing in a better perspective.

Mr. Prittie: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Wahn is
bringing up two points. One has to do with
programming and he is concerned that the
same type of programs are on both networks
at the same time. Then the other point is the
extension of the network and the White
Paper and the Broadcasting Committee both
clearly stated that:

The Committee concurs with the state-
ment on structure appearing in the
White Paper, particularly with reference
to extending coverage to all Canadians
and to full network services in both
official languages. We recommend fur-
ther that, wherever practical, in areas
now receiving only one Canadian serv-
ice, if the service is through a private
outlet, the alternative should be provided
by CBC. If CBC is now the sole service,
the second service should be private.
Where there are serious obstacles to such
parallel development, however, these
should not prohibit the extension of
aiternate service by other means, at least
on a temporary basis. We urge that the
introduction of dual service proceed as
rapidly as CBC finances and local mar-
ket conditions permit.

If I remember correctly, the CAB also agreed
with that, too, so it did envisage that in
every area in Canada where there are to be
two stations, one would be CBC and one
would be private.

Mr. Jamieson: This does not resolve Mr.
Wahn’s point or, I suppose, to some extent
my own. You can still have a private and a
public station serving a given area but not
necessarily providing, if you like, comple-
mentary service. In other words, the CBC
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could still be doing precisely the same things
which the private service is doing or vice
versa.

Mr. Prittie: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I
might with your permission read this short
comment by Sir Hugh Greene because it is
relative. It comes up later on as well. In his
discussions before this Committee on Thurs-
day and Friday, February 2 and 3, page 1833,
Sir Hugh said this of the BBC:

...it is really a matter of practical
impossibility to co-ordinate programming
between the BBC and a variety of pro-
gram companies, even if one is thinking
of the big four program companies. It
would not work. I mean, ITV is not
necessarily broadcasting the same pro-
grams at the same time all round the
country, so even if you made an
arrangement for London it would not
necessarily hold good for the North.

And then he goes on to amplify, and I asked
him this question:

Do you think that there would be any
less difficulty if there were some sort of
bridging board that in fact sat down and
tried to tell each group how to sort this
out?

And he said:
No, I do not; I think there would be
chaos.

And this was confirmed later by Fraser.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): It seems to me
there is another problem along with the ones
Mr. Jamieson has referred to in the testimo-
ny of Sir Hugh Greene and that is the fact,
which surely goes back to the question Mr.
Jamieson raised on Tuesday, that in certain
places you have the CBC providing the prime
or the only service in which it really must
present some kind of balanced program
schedule. In other areas, of course, it is one
of the services along with not only another
one but, perhaps, in many cases in those
areas close to the United States, half a dozen
services, and I think there are difficulties in
trying to envision a situation in which the
CBC would come before the BBG and, along
with all the other private broadcasters both
in this country and presumably south of the
border, try to co-ordinate this. I think the
situation would become chaotic and very
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much the same way as Sir Hugh Greene
described it.

Another thing I would like to add is that it
seems to me if we were to move subsection
(g) and put it above, as paragraph covering
whole of the system, we would, to a degree,
weaken what we wish to be a very clear and
concise statement about the national broad-
casting service. It was precisely for this rea-
son that we wished to include a very specific
statement; and although it does include the
statement about entertainment—which some
of us feel has been overdone in terms of
American programming—it is the third word
that is used, and “information” and “enlight-
enment” precede it. I think this is the
emphasis we wish to give to the CBC, that it
“be a balanced service of information,
enlightenment and entertainment”, if you
like, as a third priority, but not the first.

e (11:20 a.m.)

The Chairman: We have succeeded in
dealing very well with subclause (g) at the
seme time as subclause (d). Have all the
points been made on subclause (b) for the
time being?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I would like to
make one further point on subclause (d),
because when I was speaking earlier it was
on the questions raised by Mr. Wahn.

I am not entirely happy with the last word
in that paragraph, the word “resources”. To
me it is a very “fuzzy” kind of word. When
we talk about “using predominantly Canadi-
an resources” I presume that could be inter-
preted as meaning that transmitter was made
in Canada, or that the people operating the
dials were Canadian. I think what we are
trying to say, or what is implied, by this
statement is something to the effect that
there should be further development and
encouragement of Canadian talent in the
creative areas of broadcasting, such as writ-
ing, producing, acting, singing and various
other areas.

If we could in some way make this clearer,
or more direct, I think it would be helpful,
because I do not see it referred to specifically
elsewhere in this part of the Bill. I think it is
important that we do make a fairly direct
and specific reference.

Miss LaMarsh: This point was raised, I
think, by ACTRA earlier. Mr. Hindley sug-
gests that you consider the insertion after
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“Canadian” of the words “creative and

other”.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): All right; that is
much better.

Miss LaMarsh: Does that carry the sense
that you have in mind?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Yes.

The Chairman: Shall we move on to sub-
clause (e)?

Mr. Jamieson: I have asked the minister
this previously but would she repeat...

Miss LaMarsh: Read what?

Mr. Jamieson: I am asking you to repeat
the explanation you gave to me on our last
hearing, Miss LaMarsh, about why you
included “as public funds become available”.
You did give an explanation of that.

Miss LaMarsh: Because we thought that
the places where service is going to be
extended, either by new stations reaching
people who do not presently have service or
by giving it in a language which is not now
used, are going to be largely uneconomic, at
least to start with; and if there is going to be
any extension at all this is going to be done
by the use of public funds. Up to this point
there have not been very many public-spirit-
ed citizens who have indicated that they are
prepared to go into an uneconomic extension
of service, either in another language or by
creating new stations, just out of the good-
ness of their hearts.

The reason we have this kind of a mix in
communications and transport in this country
is because it falls on the public purse to do
things in Canada that would not otherwise be
done. So the suggestion arose that it should
be “as both public and private funds become
available”. Mr. Leboe made the suggestions
the other day to just drop that out and just
have “all Canadians are entitled to broad-
casting service in English and French”. My
reaction to that is that if you do that you will
have pressure from all points of the country
for immediate service regardless of how
small is the pocket of the alternative lan-
guage in the area.

Mr. Prittie: In your speech on Second
Reading you used figures for the minority
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language groups of so many hundred for
radio and of so many thousands for televi-
sion before you provide service?

Miss LaMarsh: That is CBC’s current yard-
stick. I do not think it is not overly satisfac-
tory, really, just to have a numerical yard-
stick. There are other developing ways in
which you can reach potential listeners, dis-
similar to those that have been traditionally
used by the CBC; and they have been
exploring some of these. Even the use of
frontier packages is quite a different thing. It
may be that they will be able to reduce
sharply the number of people required as a
potential audience, and that the satellites
which are coming along very fast—and this
will happen—will have a different effect, too.

However, it is pretty obvious that with the
amount of money available for extension of
service, or for service in an alternate lan-
guage, at the moment or at any given time,
one just cannot say that everybody ought to
have the service now. After all, the CBC’s is
the biggest network in the world. It already
reaches further than does anybody else’s,
and this has been done in about 15 years.

Mr. Brand: Is there not a duplication in
subclauses (g)(i) and (g)(ii)? If, as the Minis-
ter suggests, there is extension of service
under (e) in English or French, which is
likely to be done with public funds, I pre-
sume she means through the CBC; and then
(g) deals with that in (i) and (iii). What is
the reason for the duplication? Or is there
any?

Miss LaMarsh: In the first place, subsec-
tion (e) says that all Canadians are entitled
to it; it is an explanatory section. Under (g)
we have laid the onus for this on the CBC.

Mr. Prittie: I am thinking of a specific
example. Saskatoon does not have a CBC
English language station, and presumably.. .

Miss LaMarsh: It does, at the moment. The
only station there is affiliated with the CBC.

Mr, Prittie: Yes. Subclause (ii) would refer
to that. You would not think of establishing a
French language station in Saskatoon until
you had at least extended the English lan-
guage service. Is that not the point? Sub-
clause (iii) covers the other situation where
you have enough population to warrant...
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Miss LaMarsh: It has the English language
service now.

Mr. Prittie: I know, but under (g) you are
talking of the national broadcasting service
of the CBC.

Mr. Jamieson: Mr. Chairman, relative to
what Mr. Wahn said I gather it is not the
intention to prohibit an extension in these
areas by other than public funds if those
funds are available.

Miss LaMarsh: Certainly not.

The Chairman: It is only the entitlement
that is limited by public funds.

Mr. McCleave: Perhaps I might ask this
question: Is it necessary that public funds be
expended on expanding the CBC service in
an area when you might have from a private
broadcaster a service by satellite which he
could not afford to put in, and for which ex-
tension of the CBC service would be a much
greater charge upon the public revenues? Can
we not look at it from that aspect, as well?

Miss LaMarsh: I think the BBG would cer-
tainly look at it that way. As I think I said
previously, there is nothing in this bill which
indicates—this is something which, from time
to time, has been expressed to be an objective
by employees of the CBC—that all the hard-
ware ought to be owned and operated by the
CBC. There is nothing in this Bill which
indicates that that has to be the case at all. It
is my impression, at least, that Parliament
wants the CBC to be more flexible in this
regard. One cannot always use economy as a
consideration. One has to be prepared to look
at different ways of extending service, and it
does not necessarily have to be the CBC; it
can be private broadcasting.

Mr. Hindley: There is just one point, sir,
on what you have said. That is exactly the
intention here—that you might have a situa-
tion where you could extend coverage to a
small, remote area by a satellite from a pri-
vate station but you would need public funds
to do that. Otherwise, if there was a market
there, the private station would have gone in
anyway.

Mr. McCleave: In any event, the draftman-
ship does permit this, and you would noct be
in any difficulty?
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Mr. Hindley: Oh, yes.

Mr. Jamieson: I do not wish to go into
detail, but there are a number of cases. On
balance I think that there are now more
rural areas being served by satellites of pri-
vate stations than by satellites of CBC sta-
tions; and it seems that a good deal of the
hope for this extension, particularly in view
of tight money and the like, could come from
private sources. The point I wanted to clear
was that no prohibition of this was intended.

e (11:30 a.m.)
Miss LaMarsh: No, not generally.

Mr. Prittie: Suppose you gave a private
station public funds to build a satellite sta-
tion to serve an outlying community, what
service is that community going to receive,
the private station’s service or the CBC ser-
vice, assuming that private station is not an
affiliate.

Miss LaMarsh: I suppose it depends on
what the CBC agrees to, but I really do not
think there is much likelihood of our count-
ing on the CBC to make agreements for
satellites which are going to put over the
CTYV programs.

Mr, Prittie: That is what I mean. In other
words, if you put up public funds for satel-
lites they are presumably going to carry the
public service?

Miss LaMarsh: Yes, but it does not mean
that it is going to be carrying the service of
an owned and operated station. I have in
mind an application referred to the BBG. On
Anticosti Island there is a considerable area
to be served and the population is widely
scattered. There is a CBC affiliate there. To
put in an owned and operated station, with
optimum facilities, would be very expensive.
The affiliate station wanted to go ahead and
serve these people, and it was agreed by
everyone that they should get service, but
the CBC decided that the investment in a
transmitter, and it has never done this
before, on behalf of the affiliate, would be all
the public funds they would have to expend
in order to get the program there. This is an
indication of the kind of flexibility I hope we
will see more of.

Mr. Laflamme: I understood the explana-
tions given by the Minister in respect of
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clause 2(e) but I just do not see the point of
not deleting the words ‘“as public funds
become available”.

Mr. Prittie: I did not hear Mr. Laflamme’s
comment.

The Chairman: Mr. Laflamme asks why
the words “as public funds become available”
cannot be struck out. I think the Minister
answered by saying that if those words were
not included there would be an immediate
demand from groups, either English or
French, in areas not now served by such
services...

Mr. Laflamme:
intention?

Miss LaMarsh:

Are those not words of

Yes.

Mr. Laflamme: Well, it might be said every
year that we have no funds and this might
go on for 10 or 15 years, with no result
forthcoming from this good intention.

Miss LaMarsh: It is Parliament that pro-
vides the funds. The obligation is there to
make the extension as Parliament provides
the funds, and I suppose in good times there
will be more funds provided than otherwise
would be the case.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): It seems Mr.
Laflamme is a bit worried that the CBC will
not ask for enough funds to do this, and I
find that a hard situation to envision.

Miss LaMarsh: Well even if they were
modest about it. ..

Mr. McCleave:

Miss LaMarsh: That is right. The members
of Parliament are very aggressive about
having services extended and it is really a
kind of governmental responsibility to say
whether or not it is prepared to tax the
people to raise sufficient money to extend the
service. As you know, there will be a differ-
entiation in any event between -capital,
budget, and the operating budget.

Parliament would not be.

[Translation]

Mr. Béchard: Mr. Chairman, would these
words “as public funds become available”
prevent, for example, the CBC in a given
year in which it has no plans, let us say, in
Gaspé, from building a broadcasting station
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on Anticosti Island? As a result of pressures
from Parliament or from certain members,
could the government authorize extra funds
for such a construction?

Miss LaMarsh: Yes, this is possible.
Mr. Béchard: This would be possible?

[English]
Miss LaMarsh: Not likely but possibly.

The Chairman: Can we move to subclause
(e) then?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): How long do we
intend to continue meeting. Some members
have left and some of us have to go to other
meetings.

The Chairman: I am in the hands of the
Committee. Do you wish to proceed?

An hon. Member: It is past 11.30 o’clock.

The Chairman: All right. We will assume
for the moment that we will meet, as advised
in the notice, at 3.30 p.m. If that meeting is
cancelled the Clerk will see that we are all
notified personally.

AFTERNOON SITTING

e (3:50 pm.)

The Chairman: When we adjourned at
11.30 a.m. we were completing the discussion
of subclause (e) of clause 2. Are there any
further questions on this, or suggested
amendments?

Mr. MacDoenald (Prince): I would like to
speak on at least one aspect of this subclause.
The latter part of it reads:

...predominantly Canadian
and character.

in content

It seems to me that this is in danger of being
interpreted very much along the lines of the
present programming operations of the CBC,
which has resulted in the prime time of the
public corporation being utilized very heavily
by popular “pulp” American programming.

Miss LaMarsh: Popular...?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): “Pulp.” It is not
as graphic as “rotten management”! It seems
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to me that one of the things we are trying to
do in drafting this new legislation is to see
that the CBC gain a new mandate whereby
they are going to produce a much greater
amount of programming, Canadian in content
and origin, in prime time. It does not seem to
me that with “predominantly Canadian con-
tent and character’” as the phrase we are
going to have much more than we have had
in the past. I do not think the public or the
members of this Committee will be very sat-
isfied with that.

Mr. Jamieson: What word would you sub-
stitute for “predominant”?

Mr. Brand: Could we not settle it by just
saying “predominantly Canadian”?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): There are two
ways of doing this. One is to talk about
“predominantly Canadian in content and
character” and the other would be to add to
it a limited amount of foreign quality
programming.

Mr. Macaluso: On that point, would not
regulations be made with respect to (£)?

Miss LaMarsh: Yes; from the BBG or CRC.

Mr. Macaluso: Would that be to define
what “predominantly Canadian” is?

Miss LaMarsh: Yes. This may look like a
rather “weasely” phrase, but it was not
intended to be. It was about the sixth phrase,
I think, that we considered to try to convey
the meaning. We considered “mostly” and

“largely” and everything else, instead of
“predominantly”.
Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I do not know

how it is grammatically, but “mostly” sounds
to me to be a stronger word than ‘“predomi-
nantly”. “Predominantly” could be interpret-
ed as 51 per cent.

Miss LaMarsh: So could “mostly”.

Mr. Jamieson: The word in the old Act
was “basically,” and the BBG interpreted
that as meaning more than half.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): It seems to me
that what we are looking for is something
that means more than half.

Miss LaMarsh: Well, 51 per cent is more
than half. It is certainly true that you can
look at it and say that it will be ‘“entirely
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may be.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Yes.

Miss LaMarsh: If that is what you mean,
and if that is what you are prepared to pay
for at this stage.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): There are two
problems related to this. One is that we are
attempting to ensure that the greater part of
the public system will be used for Canadian
programming. The other is to ensure that
when Canadian programming is not being
utilized the best of the programming of other
countries will be, and not the worst, as has
happened in a number of cases in recent
years.

Miss LaMarsh: Have you any suggestions?
I do not think there is very much disagree-
ment on what we want to arrive at.

The Chairman: Do you have any sugges-
tions, Mr. MacDonald?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I notice that the
ACTRA people made the suggestion that to
this phrase might be added:

...and shall limit its foreign program-
ming to the highest quality material
available from other countries.

Perhaps that is too specific for this part of
the Bill.

Mr. Jamieson: I agree. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to refer to this in relation to (g
@. I suggest that there is a potential conflict
between saying “predominantly Canadian in
content and character,” telling the Corpora-
tion to be “a balanced service” and then—to
use the last line—saying “covering the whole
range of programming in fair proportion”. It
seems to me that you have to say ‘“the whole
range of Canadian programming.” “The
whole range of programming” includes a
pretty substantial representation of what is
available from other countries. This is how
the CBC has always interpreted its mandate.
This brings us back to Mr. Wahn’s point this
morning.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Of course, it goes
back to your questions yesterday or on Tues-
day about whether or not this system is
eventually going to be the CBC system and
their doing their own programming over
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their own facilities, on whether they have to
please their own facility as well as a number
of affiliates who, in order to remain viable,
demand that a large percentage of their
prime time programming be the type of
American programming that is popular with
the mass audience.

e (4:00 p.m.)

Miss LaMarsh: You have to remember, as I
am just reminded, that one of the reasons
why CBC say they do this is that about 10
per cent of their production is Canadian. No,
CBC productions are 10 per cent of their
programming, rather. That 10 ver cent, using
Canadian content talent, takes up between 70
and 80 per cent of their program budget. You
have to realize that the position they take, at
least, is that they only have to spend 20 to 30
per cent of their budget on 70, 80, or 90 per
cent of their programming so long as they
use these dump programs from the United
States. This is really where the balance is.
We have to decide as a Parliament that if we
want to make it all Canadian programming
we are going to have a pretty substantial
bill to pick up for it immediately.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I do not think the
Canadian public are anxious or willing to
pick up a total bill yet, but some of us
personally might like to think they were. But
I do think they are anxious to see a great
deal more value for the money that is invest-
ed, and there is some suspicion that there has
been a greater romance with hardware on
the part of the CBC than there has with the
production of quality Canadian program-
ming. I think it is putting more emphasis on
programming rather than on machinery that
is the concern here.

The Chairman: Would you propose the
addition of those words that have been sug-
gested by ACTRA, or...

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I would propose
it for consideration, and perhaps as a result
of this discussion the draftsmen might come
up with a better phrase such as: and shall
limit its foreign programming to the highest
quality material available from other
countries.

Mr. Jamieson: With respect, Mr. Chairman,
I do not know if you can make that work
unless you are pretty specific in what you
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want the CBC to be in relation to Mr. Mac-
Donald’s references to serving affiliates and
trying to be a well-balanced service for all
tastes and interests and so on.

The Chairman: May I suggest that if you
would like to propose that for consideration
by the Minister, you submit it in writing as
other such suggestions have been.

Are there any other proposals or questions
on 2(£)?

Mr. Wahn:
Chairman.

The Chairman: Mr. Wahn.

Mr. Wahn: Could the Minister tell us
whether it would not be better, instead of
saying that “there should be provided, under
the management of a corporation established
by Parliament” (namely the CBC) to say that
“there should be provided, through a corpo-
ration or by a corporation established by
Parliament for the purpose,”? When you say
‘“under the management”, you indicate the
intent that the CBC should actually operate
the physical facilities which provide the pro-
grams, including, for example, the affiliates. I
am not suggesting that that is not the way to
do it, but I do not think it is necessary to opt
for that particular system at this stage. If
you use more general language and say
“there should be provided through a corpora-
tion or by a corporation” you leave the man-
agement function open. Most of the commit-
tees that have investigated the CBC have
indicated that the management of a Crown
corporation tends to be inefficient, so it seems
unnecessary to drag this concept in at this
stage.

I have a question, Mr.

Miss LaMarsh: I have no objection to such
a change.

Mr. Prittie: I would challenge the last
statement. There may have been criticisms of
the management of the CBC, but I have not
heard them about Polymer, or Air Canada, or
a few others.

Mr. Brand: Well, we are dealing with a
broadcasting system here; not Polymer.

Mr. Prittie: They are Crown corporations.

The Chairman: Mr. Wahn, if you have a
specific change to propose, would you mind
writing it out and submitting it?
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Is there any further comment on that
subclause?

Mr. Macaluso: Yes, Mr. Chairman. At the
present time the BBG has regulations as to
Canadian content being 55 per cent, is that
not so?

An hon. Member: Yes.

Mr. Macaluso: Well, then, if this pro-
posed CRC that is to set up the regula-
tions of what is predominantly Canadian set
it at 80 per cent—I am just picking a
figure—then, for a breach of this they would
be liable to this $100,000 fine. Is that not so?
What I am getting at is that you are really
leaving in the hands of five people the power
to set what is predominantly Canadian. Or is
this going to be done by the Governor in
Council, with a direction to the CRC, these
five people, these five full-time members?

Miss LaMarsh: This is the direction given
by Parliament to the BBG—the direction that
it be predominantly Canadian in content and
character.

Mr. Macaluso: To the CRC but then they
set the regulation of what is predominantly
Canadian.

Miss LaMarsh: That is right. Currently
they do this by setting out in their general
regulations that it will be 55 per cent or 50
per cent or something. There are a lot of
people who have complained about the per-
centile approach and say there should be
other ways of approaching it. I do not know
whether the CRC would approach it that
way, whether they would say that they
would do it this way by 55 per cent, or
whether they would list a category of 12
programs that are considered Canadian. I do
not know what they plan to do, but they
would have to draw their regulations within
the framework of that.

Mr. Macaluso: It becomes a pretty
authoritarian body then, these five people.

Miss LaMarsh: It is supposed to be; it is a
regulatory body.

Mr. Macaluso: Yes, I realize that, but I am
saying in this Canadian content. ..

Miss LaMarsh: It is already.

Mr. Macaluso: Not really.
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Miss LaMarsh: It has not really made any
broadcasts of its own very much.

Mr, Macaluso: Not 55 per cent; of course
not. This is the query I had.

(Translation)

Mr. Goyer: Mr. Chairman, with the coming
of satellite facilities, I am wondering if it is
still important to speak of primarily Canadi-
an content and nature of CBC programs. In
fact, as soon as the satellite is in operation in
Canada and Canadian citizens can select
broadcasts coming from nearly all countries
in the world, I wonder if then Canadian
citizens will still attach a great deal of
importance to the Canadian nature of the
broadcasts and will not attach more impor-
tance to the quality of the broadcasts. I am
referring to CBC broadcasts.

In my opinion, it is useless to discuss a
certain proportion of Canadian content in
CBC broadcasts. From now on, the CBC
should work on quality improvement only.
No matter what the content, if it is not of
good quality, the CBC will certainly not have
an audience.

So, I am wondering if it is not completely
useless, in view of the revolutionary changes
in the field of telecommunications, to pursue
a discussion on this problem of Canadian
content of broadcasts. Again, I speak only of
the CBC.

(English)

Miss LaMarsh: Mr. Goyer, it is a very
interesting point, and I hope you will forgive
me if I answer in English. From my limited
experience, it seems to me that unless from
now on we develop more intensively the
Canadian character of our television, it is
quite likely that when satellites are there and
everyone has the option of being able to turn
on any country’s programming anytime he
chooses, and that as long as Canadian pro-
gramming is, in effect, 80 per cent American
programs, there is no reason to turn to it.
And if the 10 or 20 per cent balance is pale
competition with American programs, there is
no reason to turn to it. If in fact we become
more like American stations then there prob-
ably will be nothing when satellites are
there; there will be no raison d’étre. On the
other hand, the CBC uses its potential for the
things that it does best, in the experimental
sphere, in frank discussion, in documentary
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and in public affairs programming, and in
the in-depth news things that it can do and
does so well.

® (4:10 pm.)

After all, it has already been demonstrated
that a program like Seven Days attracts
audiences that do not turn on CBC otherwise.
In my part of the country most people watch
CBC for the news and that is all; it does not
matter to them what kind of management the
CBC has or what kind of anything it has
because the only thing they are interested in
is a 20 minute portion out of the whole
day—and they think that 20 minutes costs
them a lot of money. They want more pro-
grams. For instance, there was one evening
program on the English network out of
‘Toronto called Nightcap. It was a very
irreverent program but people turned that on
and turned off Johnny Carson and some of the
other American programs because the people
who were being lampooned and pulled apart
were Canadian politicians, Canadian situa-
tions, and Canadian things. This is what I
mean by contributing to national unity. It is
the common Canadian experience that they
turn on the television to see.

If we did more and more of some of these
things that we do better than the American
commercial stations, we would be attracting
our own audiences. If we do not begin to do
that now it will be absolutely hopeless
because when satellites come there will be no
excuse at all for anyone to turn on, and that
will be the end of any kind of Canadian
programming that I think presently has the
role that we intend Canada and the CBC to
have.

(Translation)

Mr. Goyer: Therefore, generally speaking,
we are still faced with the problem of qual-
ity. As you put it so well, if the broadcast is
well done and attracts the public, the public
will of course be interested. But it is not
necessarily because it will be made in Cana-
da that the public will be drawn to the
program.

(English)

Miss LaMarsh: Well, even with bad quality
programs. If you watch a Buffalo station on a
Saturday morning and you see a little latter-
day Shirley Temple tap-dancing her way
across the stage, this will bore you to distrac-
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tion unless you have to watch if for some
reason, and it is slightly better to turn on
Toronto and watch a Canadian Shirley Tem-
ple tap-dance her way across the stage
because there will be some chance you might
recognize the dress as being one you saw in a
Canadian shop; or you might recognize that
the person who is playing a piano is a
Canadian so at least you know the little
Canadian Shirley Temple is getting paid in
Canada, and that is something. Because it
really is silly for us to spend our time and ef-
fort in trying to copy the worst kind of
American programs we are just going to for-
get about it.

The Chairman: It would be nice to think
that we could be not only consumers of
satellite programming but also producers of
it too, and then. ..

Miss LaMarsh: I think we can be.

The Chairman: ...Canadian programs could
be sent around the world to be enjoyed by
others.

(Translation)

Mr. Goyer: Is there a possibility that a
Canadian satellite might be built soon?

(English)

Miss LaMarsh: This really falls more with-
in the purview of the Minister of Transport
but certainly the government is giving great
attention to it. I think I told the Committee
that when I took this responsibility two years
ago the kind of advice I was getting was that
there would be satellites of this nature with-
in 20 years and that it was remotely possible
that we would have them within 10 years.
People are telling me now it is possible with-
in 7 years; some even say 5 years but I think
that is rather too soon. From a standing start,
5 years just seems impossible because of our
necessary hardware requirements, interna-
tional agreements, and that sort of thing. But
I really am concerned with what is going to
happen after the next 10 or 15 years; wheth-
er there is going to be any room at all for
Canadian broadcasting under this tremen-
dous investment that has been made, because
we cannot get Canadians to watch as a patri-
otic duty. This is not spinach or prunes that
you can get someone to take; they have to
want to do it. There has to be something
interesting or entertaining of a nature to
make them turn it on.
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There are lots of things that members of
the public might think quite outrageous like
the program Nightcap, and yet there is no
question from the fact that people turned off
American stations for the first and only time
at night and turned on that program. Many
people got mad and turned it off, because of
the terrible language and the awful things
they say, such iconoclast and everything, but
they turned it on the next night it was on. I
do not think it was a very expensive pro-
gram, I do not know but. ..

Mr. Prittie: If I may, Mr. Chairman, in
reply to Mr. Goyer, my thoughts when we
were discussing it in the House were that we
have to make the effort to provide good
Canadian programming and it could be that
another Committee in five years time will
look at this and have to answer the question:
Do Canadians want it or not? But that will
depend on the quality of Canadian broad-
casting as the Minister has said.

Miss LaMarsh: Yes, it is a distressing thing
to realize that the big reaction when you are
dealing with broadcasting in this country,
especially in the large population centres is,
do not cut off our American stations. There is
far more immediate reaction to that than to
what we do or do not do with CBC. Certainly
the debate in the last while has made me
very concerned about possible changes in the
role of the CBC in the life of Canada, you
know, whether things have been happening
that no one really appreciates or whether they
care that it is there or not, and and this is
why I was so concerned about the universal-
ity of the attacks that are being made
recently.

So many of the good things about the CBC
we are forgetting about and perhaps the pub-
lic has forgotten too. I do not think there is
very much more time for public broadcasting
to prove itself, to prove to Canadians it is
worth while spending the money on. I am
not just talking about members of Parliament
or members of the government; I am talking
about the people who have to pay the taxes.

Therefore I am very hopeful that in
finding a genuinely Canadian role that
expresses us as a people unlike any other
people it will find its niche, but if it is just
going to copy this and that and stuff in
something else from another country, it is not
going to do so. Now, by that I do not mean
for a moment we should not have American
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programs or British programs. Little New
Zealand has its problems in trying to express
itself. It has television stations and I do not
think it programs anything except the occa-
sional weather and news. Australia imports a
lot of programs. I think we can produce such
good stuff we can sell it abroad, but we
cannot produce it if it is just a cheap copy of
something that is already readily available
all around the world from an American firm.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): The interesting
thing that is happening right now in the
United States is that they are developing a
public system of broadcasting for the first
time.

Miss LaMarsh: It is just like the Hilda
Neatby’s book title, Nothing for the Mind.
There was something that Fred Friendly said
in his book when he was talking about pri-
vate broadcasting. He said: There is so much
good that they can do, but it is because they
are chasing the profit motive that so much of
what they do is the worst that they can do.

The Chairman: Perhaps we are straying
quite a bit from the Bill, but I think this
clause is the heart of the Bill and I think it
deserves a good deal of discussion. Could we
try to come back as closely as possible to the
clause under discussion so that we can make
some progress? Are there any further ques-
tions or proposals for amendment of this sub-
clause? If not, we will go on to clause 2 (g),
which is intended to be the mandate of the
national broadcasting service.

® (4:20 pm.)

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Mr. Chairman,
again we are raising questions that were
raised earlier in reference to subclause g(i).
Are we really giving enough weight to, or is
there enough directness in, our description of
the function that we hope the mnational
broadcasting service will carry out, when we
ask for a balanced service of information
enlightenment and entertainment? Are we
really being specific enough in this para-
graph about the national broadcasting service
doing the kinds of things the Secretary of
State was referring to a moment ago in her
general remarks—that this service has a
special role to play in providing a kind of
quality programming that will give people
something to think about; such things as the
quality of life and the whole business of the
Canadian identity; and doing it not only on a

(
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straight information basis but also by way of
entertainment? This I think was the unique
value of a program like “Seven Days”. Al-
though it was designated as a public affairs
program I think that a goodly proportion of
the three million people who watched it
every week would have described it as enter-
tainment; and yet in the process of being
entertained I think they were moved to think
and consider and reflect upon a number of
subjects that were very important at the
time, and still are.

Again, I suppose it is difficult to find a
short phrase for the kind of thing that you
have almost to spell out in a thesis, or in
some kind of paper; but I wonder whether
we have not made a rather bland statement,
which any station would find equally appli-
cable, rather than saying something that is
specifically unique about a public broadcast-
ing service. :

We do say a little more about that in
subclause (iii) but again, perhaps, it may be
something more applicable to a local service,
on to an exchange or a dialogue between two
major language groups, than to the quality of
the programming itself.

The Chairman: When you say (iii) you are
referring to (g) (iii)?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): That is right.

Mr. Prittie: I do not see what is wrong
with () at the moment. This is in fact what
is happening, is it not?

...this be a balanced service of informa-
tion, enlightenment and entertainment for
people of different ages. ..

A balanced service of information.

(Translation)

Mr. Laflamme: I think that we should
dwell rather on public affairs programs in
the CBC, that is to say in government broad-
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casting. And in this field, with no particular
person in mind but on principal, I would like
to know if there are any regulations whatso-
ever in that respect, and if not, is it the
intention to set up any. This is important in
the field of commentaries, especially in public
affairs, because it is easy for a commentator
to leave himself open to criticism, and it is
particularly difficult to be objective. I think
that, as a general principle, government TV
and radio have not tried enough to alternate
commentators. It is only human for the
individual, who, for many years has made
commentaries on a topic, to become biased. It
is precisely then that the commentary
becomes something other than a commentary.
It becomes rather an instrument of informa-
tion which is personified by the person who
makes the commentary. I think if we alter-
nated the commentators more often, changed
them to different stations and put them on
different subjects, we would achieve more
objectivity with regard to information. I
wonder if I am making myself clear. Human-
ly speaking, I figure it is very difficult for the
same individual to be a commentator on pub-
lic affairs and not have personal views.
Inevitably, government broadcasting becomes
a tool for the diffusion of his personal views.
I do not say this is so, but I do think that
alternating commentators in various stations
more frequently would bring about greater
objectivity.

Miss LaMarsh: You do not really object to
anything except the rejection of their person-
al views on whatever they are commenting
on.

Mr. Laflamme: Yes.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, I think the
bells are ringing and I think they toll for us,
so the meeting will adjourn until Tuesday
morning.
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The Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Arts
met this day at 9.50 a.m. The Chairman, Mr. Robert Stanbury, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Béchard, Berger, Brand, Cowan, Fairweather,
Goyer, Laflamme, Johnston, MacDonald (Prince), Mather, Prittie, Richard,
Stanbury, Yanakis—(14).

In attendance: Messrs. J. R. Baldwin, Deputy Minister, Department of
Transport; G. G. E. Steele, Under-Secretary of State; F. C. Nixon, Director,
Telecommunications and Electronics Branch, Department of Transport; W. A.
Caton, Controller, Radio Regulations Division, Department of Transport; Fred
Gibson, Senior Advisory Counsel, Department of Justice.

The Committee resumed consideration of Bill C-163 and the Chairman
called Messrs. Baldwin and Steele for an explanation of the amendments to
the Radio Act.

Mr. Goyer raised a question with reference to the expenses and fees for
Federal members who appear on television or government radio. The Chairman
advised that the Steering Committee could consider this matter.

Mr. Baldwin made a statement dealing with amendments to the Radio Act.
The witness was examined on his statement, assisted by Messrs. Steele and
Nixon, and supplied additional information relating to U.H.F., satellite com-
munications and cablevision.

The examination of the witnesses still continuing, at 11.00 a.m., the
Committee adjourned until 3.30 p.m. this afternoon.

AFTERNOON SITTING
(7

The Committee resumed at 3.50 p.m. The Chairman, Mr. Robert Stanbury,
presided.

Members present: Messrs. Béchard, Berger, Cowan, Fairweather, Goyer,
Laflamme, Johnston, Macaluso, MacDonald (Prince), McCleave, Munro, Prittie,
Richard, Sherman, Stanbury—(15).

Member also present: Mr. Davis.

In attendance: (Same as morning sitting with the exception of Mr. G. G. E.
Steele.)
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The Committee resumed consideration of Bill C-163.

Clauses 49 to 59 inclusive were considered, and Messrs. Baldwin, Nixon and
Gibson were further examined on matters relating to amendments to the
Radio Act. ‘

The examination of the witnesses being concluded, at 5.30 p.m., the Com-
mittee adjourned until 9.30 a.m. on Thursday, November 23.
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Tuesday 21st November, 1967.
e (9:50 am.)

The Chairman: Gentlemen, we have a quo-
rum. As mentioned previously, it is our
intention this morning to deal with Part IV
of the Bill.

We have with us this morning Mr. J. R.
Baldwin, Deputy Minister of Transport, and
Mr. G.G.E. Steele, Under Secretary of State.
Mr. Baldwin, would you give us a brief
explanation of the amendments that are sug-
gested to the Radio Act?

[Translation]

Mr. Goyer: Mr. Chairman, since we are not
discussing the same question as last week,
would you allow me to ask, in parenthesis, a
question of the Committee? I do not expect
the question to be discussed this morning,
but I would like to have this question sub-
mitted to the legal adviser of the Committee,
if there is one. There certainly is Mr. Ollivi-
er, who is, de facto, the Legal Adviser. We
could study the following question at a later
date: that of the expenses and the fee for the
federal members who appear on television or
on government radio stations. I think it is
about time we defined precisely the scope of
the legislation, and ask ourselves whether it
is advantageous or not to make consequent
amendments to the legislation. Members
could certainly find reasons, and justifiable
ones at that, to support a demand that the
expenses of the federal members appearing
on government television or radio stations be
at least reimbursed.

As for fees, this is another debatable ques-
tion. But I think it is important that we
discuss this once and for all, because, in the
past, it was the cause of great debate in the
House, and it might well cause serious griev-
ance to members. I simply wanted to bring
up the question. I regret I intervened at this
moment, but I think the question is
important.

The Chairman: I think it is an important
question but it is not mentioned in this par-
ticular Bill.

Mr. Goyer: Then let us add it. It is not all
a matter of amending or striking out; I think
we can also add to a bill.

[English]
The Chairman: Perhaps this could be

taken up by the Steering Committee and we
could report back to you.

Mr. Goyer: This is all I wish.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Mr. Chairman,
just to clarify that matter, I think the prob-
lem that Mr. Goyer has raised is really one
with specific application to the House of
Commons Act which we would have difficul-
ty dealing with in this Committee. However,
when referring the Bill back we might like to
recommend that this matter be taken up at
some point when revisions to that particular
Act are being dealt with.

The Chairman: Again, this is something
the Steering Committee might consider and
then report back to the Committee.

Mr. J. R. Baldwin (Deputy Minister, De-
pariment of Transport): Part IV, which con-
tains a series of proposed amendments to the
Radio Act, combines a number of new policy
proposals of some importance which have a
bearing not only on broadcasting but on all
forms of radio communication in general.
Also, there are a substantial number of high-
ly technical changes to make the Act clearer
and to make it conform with the general
policy that is laid down in the earlier parts
with regard to the proposed Canadian Radio
Commission and the Canadian Broadcasting
Corporation.

The Radio Act itself is basically an act
which has dealt with the technical field of all
types of communication by radio, including
broadcasting, although, in the technical sense,
broadcasting is only a small segment of the
problem. There are thousands of other types
of radio communications, commercial and
non-commercial, and the Radio Act is basi-
cally the document which provides the Min-
ister of Transport with the authority to deal
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with such questions as allocation of frequen-
cies, technical standards of equipment used
to transmit and receive so that the best use
can be made of the great demand for fre-
quencies, the international negotiations that
are necessary to work these things out and so
on.

Within this context I could perhaps, if it is
helpful to the Committee, mention what I
think are the main points of policy that
emerge in connection with the proposed
amendments to Part IV. The first of these
arises from the fact that in the earlier parts
of the legislation the authority which is now
vested in the Governor in Council on the
reccmmendation of the Minister of Transport
to issue broadcasting licences is to be trans-
ferred to the Canadian Radio Commission; it
will disappear from the Radio Act.

There remains however, the very difficult
and important problem of ensuring that
broadcasting licences in the technical sense
meet our national requirements and a consid-
erable volume of study and research with
regard to each application is necessary to
ensure that it is technically satisfactory. The
Department of Transport has a large and
competent staff dealing with all these techni-
cal matters relating to the thousands of radio
licences in existence and it therefore makes
good sense that this group which is dealing
with this problem, should continue to deal
with the technical aspects of a broadcasting
licence or a broadcasting application.

The device that has been used in this con-
nection is one that has been employed very
successfully in the aeronautics field, namely,
that while the licence in the economic sense,
if you will, will be issued by the proposed
Canadian Radio Commission the broadcasting
station must also have a technical operating
certificate from the Department which will
be designed to ensure that it meets the neces-
sary technical standards. As I said, this is a
procedure that has been applied successfully
for many years in the air field where the Air
Transport Board issues a licence to a carrier,
but he must also have a technical operating
certificate from the Civil Aviation Branch of
the Department. So the provision is made for
a technical operating certificate to be
required from the Department in connection
with broadcasting licences.

Another fairly important item that is dealt
with in these series of amendments is the
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proposal that the Minister be given the au-
thority to specify the technical requirements
that would be needed in connection with
receivers that may be sold on the Canadian
market. There are two broad reasons behind
a provision of this sort.

The first, generally speaking, is that while
we have had some authority in this field it
has not been adequate or clear enough in our
opinion. Equipment that meets technical
standards is a terribly important thing to
have, particularly as technical standards
improve, because this is the only method by
which you can get the optimum use of the
spectrum of radio frequencies. I suppose
there has always been a natural tendency in
a country like Canada for older, obsolete
equipment of poorer technical standards to
be dumped in here from across the border if
people wish to use it, which complicates life
generally in getting the best use of a spectrum.
This provision also would affect imported
foreign equipment which has difficulty meet-
ing our technical standards, and is brought in
at a lower price, and this sort of thing.

Perhaps even more important than that is
the question of television receiving stations
and the need to open up the UHF band. I
think you all know from your own consider-
able familiarity with the field of broadcasting
that in quite a number of areas in Canada
we are more or less at the limit with regard
to the availability of VHF channels and the
only method of getting more TV channels is
to open up the UHF band. There is a sort of
a “chicken and the egg” situation here;
nobody wants to start opening up a transmit-
ter in the UHF band if there are not any
receivers that will receive the UHF band. On
the other hand, the manufacturers or sales
authorities for the receivers say that they do
not want to start manufacturing or putting
out sets with UHF receivers in them—they
will cost a little more—because there is
nobody transmitting. This was a long-stand-
ing problem in the United States and we
benefited by their experience. We have had
consultations with the industry in Canada
and we have come to the conclusion that it is
going to be necessary at some stage to give
this a gentle push. Hence the provision in the
legislation that the Minister may specify the
type of receivers that will be sold in Canada,
if necessary, the purpose being to make sure
that the UHF band is properly used and
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brought into service—that is, that receivers
will carry UHF tuners.

We have provided another major new
proposal in Part IV. Again, I think you are
quite familiar with the background of the
subject matter. Satellite communications or
the provision of commercial communications
of one sort and another by use of a satellite
as a medium for transmitting the communi-
cation over fairly long distances is already a
working reality in the international field and
has substantial potential for domestic use in
countries with large land areas such as Cana-
da. It is quite certain that it will come into
being in this country at some stage or other
and we think sooner rather than later.

We do have under the Radio Act the au-
thority to require that ground stations should
be licensed but as it is not felt that this in
itself is adequate there is a provision in this
Part that a satellite, for the purpose of com-
munications, which is under Canadian con-
trol would require a licence under the Radio
Act just as any other form of radio com-
munications would or I should say the entity
providing and operating the satellite would
require a licence.

e (10:00 am.)

There are a number of what I think are
important but a little less noteworthy points
in subclause 4 that you will undoubtedly
come to as you go through this Bill clause by
clause and I might mention them very
briefly. They are really for purposes of
clarification of certain problems we have run
into in the administration of the Act hitherto.

Provision is made that the Crown will be
bound by the Radio Act. This is to make it
clear that subject to a right of exception in
certain  classes—for example, national
security—radio stations operated by a
department of government must conform
with the requirements of the Radio Act in
the technical sense just as any other radio
station.

The provision is specified to avoid any
misunderstanding or lack of clarity that the
Department or the Minister of Transport will
not be responsible for securing our rights by
international negotiation in regard to tele-
communication matters. This is becoming an
increasingly complicated problem just
because of the great technical advances in
this field. By tradition the Department has
done this, but it has been decided that this
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responsibility should be specified in law as
well.

For the same reason we have strengthened
the references to the need and the responsi-
bility for developing research in this field.
Again, because of the increasing importance
to Canada of this whole area and because of
the difficulties that have been developing in
the radio licensing field outside the area of
broadcasting—this is in the much larger field,
numerically, of radio licences for all sorts
and types of communications such as com-
mon carriers, public, private and data trans-
mission and what not—we have also
strengthened the provisions with regard to
the Minister’s ability to impose conditions of
licence and to deal with the qualifications of
owners applying for licences.

This is very much a highlight presentation,
sir, but if you think it is adequate perhaps it
would be better to either answer questions or
to deal with it in whatever manner you con-
sider appropriate.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Baldwin.
Mr. Fairweather, do you have any questions
about any part of subclause 4?

Mr. Fairweather: I was interested in Mr.
Baldwin’s statement that the UHF require-
ment would be a gentle push. As a gentle
person, I have an idea it should be a bit
more than a gentle push and that somebody
is going to have to take a decision about
UHF provisions.

Mr. Baldwin: I think I might amplify that,
Mr. Fairweather by saying that in our dis-
cusions with representatives of the industry,
and we held a number of meetings with
them, we found them divided. None of them
would—I should not say “none of them”, as a
few would—but the majority would not
openly agree that it would be desirable for
the government to order them to do some-
thing, but informally we received the feeling
that they felt personally, though they could
not speak officially for their organizations,
that only by some government push would
we get over the hurdle of getting UHF tuners
into television sets and most of them would
welcome a move in this direction.

When I referred to a “gentle push”, I real-
ly meant that we were not contemplating
arbitrary and immediate action on the part
of the government to order this to be done
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and that we felt there should be further
considerable consultation with the industry
with regard to how they could accomplish it;
what it would cost them and how much time
they would need before we should set dead-
lines and this sort of thing.

This is the procedure that was ultimately
followed in the United States after unsuc-
cessful attempts over a period of years to do
it on a voluntary basis. They set a deadline,
considerably advanced, and said that no sets
could be sold in a certain area after a given
date unless they contained UHF tuners.

Mr. Fairweather: Does anybody have any
idea of what the cost for each set will be?
Will this involve a great amount of money?

Mr. Baldwin: No. This will vary a great
deal according to the volume run. It costs a
lot more to add a special unit to an existing
set than it does to incorporate one in a mass
run once you have the fact established. The
estimates that we have received varied from
a low of $10 or $15 to a high of $20 or $25 in
a mass run as distinet from $30 to $35 or $40
if you have to add a special unit to an
existing set.

Mr. Fairweather: From observation, it
seems to me that many times industry does
not like government interference and yet,
when they see something they should do,
they wait for government to take the initia-
tive and they only have themselves to blame.

Now, as to satellite communication. ..

The Chairman: Mr. Fairweather, in dealing
with this part which is fairly brief, I wonder
if we might deal with the same subject mat-
ter around the room before we move on to
other parts of the Radio Act.

Are there any other questions dealing with
UHF capabilities?

Mr. Mather: Yes, Mr. Chairman; I was
wondering if at some future time Canadian
receiving sets must carry tuners for ultra
high frequency broadcasting, aside from the
effect on the consumer—that is, the set
owner and the manufacturer of the set
—what about the area of the broadcasters
and the opening up of these UHF channels?
Would this pose any great difficulty or add
costs to the industry?

Mr. Baldwin: No, this is not so significantly
different from the VHF channels.
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Mr. Mather: Thank you.

The Chairman: Are there any other ques-
tions on that point?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Is there any
intermediate step here? I do not know very
much about the technical aspects of televi-
sion either in manufacturing receiving sets or
in transmitting equipment, but I have noticed
that on a good many of the television sets for
sale today there is an indication on the set,
even a place where you will add some kind
of knob plus, I assume, some internal machi-
nery to make it adapable. I suppose this is
an indication that it is eventually coming.
Will there be a staging? In other words, will
there be a requirement, initially, to go one
step at a time?

Mr. Baldwin: It could be and it could also
be an area approach in the sense that you
may want to bring the UHF into one area
sooner than another. I think the sort of situa-
tion you have mentioned, Mr. MacDonald,
relates, again, to another type of intermediate
move. You can have a set—and this costs less
in terms of the additional increment—that is
built to slot in only one UHF channel as
distinct from a whole tuner and there are
some sets of this sort on the market now.
They are all right if you know you are going
to, say, hook them up with an UHF channel
in Ottawa some day and they are all right if
you know you are going to live in Ottawa for
the rest of your life and never going to move
and you can take care of it. But on the other
hand, if the set is ever going to be moved
somewhere else. ..

Mr, Fairweather: No politician should buy
one.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I have just one
more related question on this topic. Are there
television sets presently in use that were
manufactured, say, prior to the last two or
three years, that would not be adaptable to
UHF?

Mr. Baldwin: To the best of my knowledge
any existing set can have an UHF tuner
added to it. It is just a matter of the costs
involved, and so on.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): And this will be

applicable equally to color and to black and
white?

Mr. Baldwin: Yes.

(
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The Chairman: Mr. Baldwin, I wonder if I
might ask you whether you have not gained
enough knowledge and experience about the
problems in this field of UHF adaptation
from the United States to be able to move
ahead very quickly now?

e (10:10 a.m.)

Mr. Baldwin: We would hope so, subject,
of course, to the date on which the Canadian
Radio Commission moves in deciding to open
up this band of frequencies.

The Chairman: I was speaking, really, of
the requirement that manufacturers put the
UHF capability in the sets rather than the
broadcasting stations.

Mr. Baldwin: This is right. We do not
consider that it would need anything like the
lengthy period in years that the United
States took to solve the problem.

The Chairman: You are aware that our
Committee’s report on the White Paper
recommended last March that appropriate
steps be taken to ensure that all new televi-
sion sets sold in Canada are equipped to
receive UHF transmission. Far be it from me
to suggest that the government or your De-
partment have dragged their feet on this but
the question arises of what has been done
since March to speed this up.

Mr. Baldwin: Basically I think the problem
has been that we had come to the conclusion
that only a push, gentle or otherwise, based
upon legislative authority would get us over
the hump and we are now waiting the pas-
sage of the Bill to take action.

The Chairman: It may be unfair to ask
you this, perhaps it is a matter of policy, but
is it your understanding that once this Bill
has passed which gives the power to require
such capability. . .

Mr. Cowan: “Once this bill has passed” not
“If this bill is passed?”

The Chairman: If this Bill is passed, thank
you Mr. Cowan.

Mr. Cowan: I noticed that “once”.

The Chairman: If this Bill should be
passed with this power to require UHF capa-
bility will some regulation be issued prompt-
ly to so require?
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Mr. Baldwin: I think the answer, sir, is
that the final decision on timing and nature
of action must rest under the legislation with
the Governor in Council and I cannot speak
for him. But in so far as the Department is
concerned we are prepared to move promptly
and feel we could move promptly.

The Chairman: You feel on technical
grounds there is nothing now holding back
the issuing of such a regulation?

Mr. Baldwin: That is correct.

The Chairman: May I ask whether or not
any estimate has been made of the cost of a
conversion program sponsored by govern-
ments, federal and provincial governments
perhaps, for converting television sets to
UHF capability? A suggestion was made
before this Committee by the Canadian Asso-
ciation for Adult Education that if educa-
tional broadcasting was to be largely or com-
pletely on the UHF band, and if it was going
to have any meaningful adult education on
it, it would be very important that all sets
could receive UHF transmission. There was a
suggestion that federal and provincial gov-
ernments together, perhaps, do as some pro-
vincial governments have done in the case of
hydro conversion—actually pay for the con-
version of sets. Now, has any estimate been
made of the cost of this or any examination
of the feasibility of it?

Mr. Baldwin: No, we could make a guessti-
mate in terms of cost which would really be
the number of television. sets estimated to
exist in Canada today multiplied by a rough
factor of, say, $25 or $30 which would bring
you out somewhere between $10 million and
$15 million; I would think perhaps higher
when ycu include the installation that would
be involved. But there has been no attempt
to develop any program based upon detailed
study of this.

The Chairman: Thank you. Mr. Fairweath-
er, you had a question in another area?

Mr. Fairweather: Satellite communications.
Concerning the satellite field I am wondering
whether Canada has sought or has reserved,
or does she need to seek space or whatever
you call the portion of a satellite that a
country leases or acquires for its use?
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Mr. Baldwin: The answer is yes, we have
studied the matter of the orbital positions we
need that are available for our coverage and
we do need to take action to obtain some
reservation, or some notification of intent to
use, certain specified spaces.

Mr. Fairweather: My question was: Have
we done this?

Mr. Baldwin: No.
Mr, Fairweather: Have we given notice?

Mr. Baldwin: No, because this will involve
some rather difficult, intensive and, perhaps,
lengthy external negotiations both with and
through the international satellite organiza-
tion with the International Telecommunica-
tions Union and with the country that is
closest to us and likely to have a similar
interest in domestic communications by satel-
lite, namely the United States.

We know the number of orbital positions
that we think possibly would be available.
We know the United States is interested in
some of them as well as ourselves, and possi-
bly in due course, Mexico and. Brazil. But
further policy decisions are necessary in
terms of the responsibility, the entity that is
to undertake this responsibility and the devel-
opment of design techniques and specifica-
tions for the exact type of satellite that
would be put into orbit. Before you can pro-
ceed to this further step other than prelimi-
nary, there must be what I suppose one must
describe as informal discussions both with
and through the International Satellite Or-
ganization and with the United States with
regard to possibilities that exist and the
need to work this out.

Mr. Fairweather: But we have had those
informal negotiations. There is not any doubt
that the international agency knows of our
interest?

Mr. Baldwin: That is right; or the United
States.

Mr. Fairweather: Because of the initiatives
we have made?

Mr. Baldwin: That is right.

Mr. Fairweather: Not just because of our
geography?
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‘Mr. Baldwin: That is right. Our basic
problem will be, as we see it, really in work-
ing this out with the United States; not that
we expect any fight with them, but we both
have an interest in the same positions and it
would be senseless to try to get into a conflict
over it as we must work in co-operation with
them in solving this problem.

Mr. Mather: On this point, Mr. Chairman,
is time a factor involved? What I am getting
at, is there a danger to Canada that we may
possibly lose desired space if we are not able
to come to...

Mr. Baldwin: In the short run, no; in the
long run, yes. I am not worried if we are not
able to find a solution to this finally and
definitively within the next three, or six, or
eight months. If I felt that we were still
geing to be worrying over this 12 months or
15 months from now, I think our position
would be prejudiced.

Mz, Mather: That is a year and a half from
now we might lose?

Mr., Baldwin: We should know some time
next year. I think this is the answer. Later
than that, beyond that, I would be worried.

Mr. Mather: Thank you.
The Chairman: On this point, Dr. Brand?

Mr. Brand: I was wondering—perhaps this
is out of order—but what is the present status
of the Soble application; by the late Ken
Soble’s organization?

Mr. Baldwin: I think it was withdrawn
was it not? I would have to ask my advisers
whether it was formally withdrawn or
modified or whether it is still an active
application in the formal sense. Can you
answer that Mr. Nixon, please?

Mr. F. C. Nixon (Director of Telecommuni-
cations and Electronics Branch, Depariment
of Transport): Perhaps, Mr. Chairman, the
question could be clarified. I am not sure that
I know precisely what is meant.

Mr. Brand: I understood there was an
application made by the Iate Ken Soble and
his company for the setting of a third net-
work by means of satellite.

Mr. Nixon: Mr.
application was

Chairman, I think the
perhaps not a formal
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application. It was a proposal in principle
outlined to the Board of Broadcast Governors
in October of last year and in more detail in
March of this year. It really comprised a
network of broadcasting stations and a com-
munications satellite. Because it was not an
application in the formal sense I believe it
has rested since then and there has been no
final statement by the Board.

e (10:20 a.m.)

Mr. Brand: How do you mean, in a formal
sense?

Mr. Nixon: The applications for broadcast-
ing stations or for communications satellites
would normally come to the Minister of
Transport and after technical appraisal
would be referred in accordance with the
legislation to the Board of Broadcast Gover-
nors for a recommendation. That is why I
base my statement on the fact that this was
not a formal application.

Mr. Baldwin: Perhaps I could clarify, Dr,
Brand, to this extent: There were two aspects
to the proposal from the Niagara Television
Ltd. and Power Corporation of Canada
group. One was for a network which would
be a broadcasting network in the legal sense
which would bring it under the Board of
Broadcast Governors. The other was the fact
that it was based upon use of a satellite
which, of course, brought it into the new
policy area where matters we have been dis-
cussing were already under review and have
been under review since that time. And I
suppose you could say that the latter portion
of it is in roughly the same status as the
proposals,—I think that is the best word to
use—that have been received from the com-
mon carrier industry, RCA Victor and vari-
ous other sources about what they think
could and should be done about satellite com-
munications generally. The consultant studies
that were initiated by the Department and
were completed in the spring, the work of
the Chapman Task Force, and so on, all
centre on this.

Mr. Brand: I have another question but
perhaps it does not entirely relate to the
same subject. Perhaps someone else would
like to continue, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: Mr. MacDonald.
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Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I wonder, Mr.
Baldwin, if any decision has been arrived at
yet whethe rthis satellite system will be pub-
lic, private or some kind of a mixed system?

Mr. Baldwin: There has been no decision
as yet.

The Chairman: Mr. Goyer.

[Translation]

Mr. Goyer: With regard to satellites, can
Canada put only one or two satellites in
orbit?

[English]
Mr. Baldwin: May I answer in English?

Mr. Goyer: Yes, of course.
Mr. Baldwin: I think the answer is that...

Mr. Cowan: It is still an official language,
you know, Mr. Baldwin.

The Chairman: Mr.

courteous man.

Baldwin is still a

Mr. Cowan: “May I answer in English?”

Mr. Baldwin: The answer is that the num-
ber of orbital positions that we would require
have not as yet been firmly decided but I
would "think it is reasonable to assume that
two would be the desirable number to keep
in mind. This is for domestic purposes.

Our international position, for the moment
at least, is taken care of by our membership
in the International Telecommunications Sa-
tellite Organization, which is an internation-
al-intergovernmental organization which has
plans for satellites that are jointly owned by
governments for international communica-
tions. On the domestic field it will depend,
Mr. Goyer, on the design of the satellite and
the number of channels it can carry, but I
think for normal purposes we could assume
that a minimum of two orbital positions
would be desirable. Is this a satisfactory
answer?

[Translation]

Mr. Goyer:
two satellites

For national purpose, will the
be necessary in the beginning
of operations, or would one satellite be suffi-
cient, with possibly a second satellite
afterwards?
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[English]

Mr. Baldwin: Most of the plans that we
have received, and which we all think have
merit so far, are based upon two satellites in
orbit and with a third in reserve on the
ground ready to be sent up in case of failure.
Is this correct, Mr. Nixon?

Mr. Nixon: Yes. Perhaps I might make a
supplementary statement on the matter of
orbital positions. You cannot divorce the
matter of orbital positions from the radio
frequency co-ordination and sharing prob-
lem. Satellites come in various forms. Some
have a large number of channels occupying
the total frequency band and others, with
fewer channels, occupy only a portion of the
band. Those that occupy the total band will
fully occupy an orbital positjon. Those that
occupy only a portion of the band will share
an orbital position with another satellite that
occupies the balance of the frequency band.
It is not just a simple matter of orbital
positions.

[Translation]

Mr. Goyer: Does this mean that the two or
three satellites for domestic purposes will
have to be given entirely to either private
enterprise, or the government, or could it be
a point private and government enterprise?
Let me put the question in another way:
Could one satellite belong to the private sec-
tor and another to the government, and a
third along similar lines?

[English]

Mr. Baldwin: I can only speak, sir, from
sort of an official point of view. This is one of
the policy matters that is under consideration
by the government and, as I indicated, there
has been no final decision. However, I think
the nature of the operation, its complexities,
the risks involved and the need for integra-
tion with the communications industry as a
whole suggests very strongly the need to
have one legal entity, whether that entity is
entirely private, entirely government or a
mixture of both, to take care of all our satel-
lite needs in the domestic communications
fields at the present time.

[Translation]

Mr. Goyer: With regard to communications
from abroad, or transmitted abroad, there
arises the problem of a French satellite, the
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SECAM project. I am not an expert on the
matter, but they say that the frequencies
cannot be directly received by the satellite
and transmitted as such. These frequencies
will have to be de-codified, because the tech-
nical system used in France and the one that
will be used here in America are not the
same. Will this de-coding take place through
the Canadian receiving satellite or will it
have to be de-coded by the individual
televisors?

[English]

Mr., Baldwin: There is no particular prob-
lem with regard to the receipt of signals from
a project such as the experimental Franco-
German Symphony satellite, which is to go
up in 1971, I think it is, and it is an experi-
mental project. The only problem of
decodification that I can see would be in
regard to the fact that if you are talking
about television, the French television system
is based upon a different number of lines
than the North American system, and on this
I will have to ask my technical advisers to
explain how you relate one to the other.

The Chairman: Mr. Nixon.

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Laflamme, the television
standards used in France are of the SECAM
variety, whereas in Canada we use the NTSC
standard. This means that somewhere in the
link there has to be a translation from one
standard to the other. In Europe, of course,
this is done every day on the EURO Division
network. I am not familiar with the precise
location of the translating equipment, but in
general it is on the other side. For example,
if programs are being exchanged between
Britain and the United States the translation
equipment is located in Britain. Therefore a
translation would be required on any pro-
grams coming from satellite Symphony and
if the signals were put into Symphony on the
French standard—and I am not sure this
would necessarily be the case because it is a
joint French-German satellite and they do
not have common standards between them—
then translation equipment would be
required at the receiving point on this side of
the Atlantic.

[Translation]

Mr. Goyer: On the other hand, does Cana-
da foresee such equipment with regard to the
transmissions of its programs abroad?
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[English]

Mr. Baldwin: I think, sir, this would
primarily be a matter for consideration by
the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation rath-
er than the Department. Do you agree, Mr.
Steele?

Mr. Steele: Yes. For example, all those
countries in Europe that use the NTSC sys-
tem, where the signal is compatible with the
North American continent, would present no
problem but, as has been pointed out, in
order to pick up the SECAM signal here
rectification equipment would have to be put
in either by the person running the com-
munication system or the broadcasting entity
if they are going to put it over their own
broadcast network.

Mr. Brand: What do we do now?
e (10:30 am.)

Mr. Steele: If you are using the satellites,
for example, on occasional pick-up...

Mr. Brand: The Early Bird satellite?

Mr. Steele: The Early Bird satellite...it is
coming in on the NTSC standard.

[Translation]

Mr. Goyer: And this will depend directly
on the CBC?

Mr, Baldwin: Yes.

Mr. Goyer: Concerning the actual building
of the satellite, do we have to foresee special
equipment? We would not want to send a
satellite into orbit and realize later that we
cannot add the necessary equipment to give
the service we want. So this will take place
here; it is not attached to the satellite if I
understand this correctly. Am I right?

Mr. Baldwin: That is right.

Mr. Goyer: Then the CBC could have some
equipment or other on earth to see to the
needs I mentioned.

Mr. Baldwin: Yes.

Mr. Laflamme: Mr. Baldwin, have the
countries with which Canada will have to
co-operate in the setting-up, the organization
of this satellite communication system,
already decided whether the building—set-
ting-up will be done by government organiza-
tions or by private enterprise? Have other
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countries besides Canada actually taken a
decision?

[English]

Mr. Baldwin: The problem is perhaps less
difficult in most of the western European
countries than in North America because in
the majority of those the common -carrier
communications business is now completely
nationalized and government-owned. The dis-
cussion in the United States at the present
time is an extremely lively one, on whether
this will be privately-owned, publicly-owned
or both, whether it will be a new organiza-
tion, or whether it will be in some way
related to, or under, the organization known
as The Communications Satellite Corpora-
tion—COMSAT—which is a mixed group, if
you will, already doing this in the interna-
tional field.

Somewhat the same considerations are
applicable in Canada because we do not have
a nationalized industry; we have some gov-
ernment-owned activities in the field, but we
also have a very large private sector. We also
have, with full credit to both, the private and
government organizations, one of the best
communications set-ups in the world—second
to none, including the United States, in our
opinion, in terms of technical efficiency and
service to the public.

[Translation]

Mr. Laflamme: To date, have negotiations
been undertaken to set up or organize a sys-
tem or a joint bureau for international con-
trol of these satellites? I know it is going to
be very difficult to have a specifically
Canadian satellite which would not interfere
in one way or another with other satellites
and vice-versa.

[English]

Mr. Baldwin: We believe there are two
international organizations now that can take
care of this problem between them. One is
the International Telecommunications Union,
which has been in existence for many years
and is an international, intergovernmental
organization. It has dealt primarily with
technical matters such as standards and
registration of frequencies. The second one,
which should fit in somewhere—although it
is not quite clear how—is the International
Telecommunications Satellite Organization.
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This is an intergovernmental organization,
which, I suppose, is really more a consortium
than a corporation. Governments hold shares
in it and it actually contracts for the provi-
sion and operation of satellites for interna-
tional communications. We own slightly over
three per cent of this corporation. The
individual government ownership is based
upon the volume of use. The United States
naturally has the largest portion. We have
something over three per cent, and are in
the first half dozen in size among the owners,
- I understand. This organization is also in a
position to do a great deal in terms of the
co-ordination required on the international
front.

Mr, Laflamme: Mr. Chairman, I just have
one more question. Are we represented in
that organization?

Mr. Baldwin: Yes, we are represented on
the International Telecommunications Satel-
lite Organization by the Canadian Overseas
Telecommunications Corporation, which is
the government-owned, chosen instrument
responsible for providing all international
circuitry for Canadian use other than the
inter-links to the United States.

The Canadian Overseas Telecommunica-
tions Corporation owns, in whole or in part,
various submarine cables. It also acts as our
representative in holding the three per cent
we have in the international organization. It
now owns and operates a ground station in
Nova Scotia for international communica-
tions by satellite, and is a full partner in this
international organization.

[Translation]

Mr. Goyer: Is it correct to say that the
countries of the East are not part of this
international corporation?

[English]
Mr. Baldwin: Not as yet.
[Translation]
Mr. Goyer: Are Eastern countries not

forming their own setup?

[English]

Mr. Baldwin: It has been reported that
they have been considering this, but the
situation is a little unclear. We do know that
the Soviets, for example, with their great
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competence in the satellite field, have com-
munications satellites in orbit; but it is my
understanding that these have gone not to
stationary orbit but to a lower, random orbit.

There have been informal contacts with
them, which would lead one to hope that a
greater degree of co-operation can emerge,
but I would hate to prophesy whether they
will eventually come into the universal world
organization or will setup their own. The
likelihood is that they will setup their own
for the countries of the east.

[Translation]

Mr. Goyer: Will this cause problems with
regard to communications between the two
networks? Will there be technical difficulties?

[English]
Mr. Baldwin: I think these could be solved.

[Translation]

Mr. Goyer: I have a last supplementary
question, again on the topic of this corpora-
tion. Is it true that the United States have 51
per cent of the shares of this international
corporation?

e (10:40 a.m.)
[English]

Mr. Baldwin: Yes, temporarily. When the
organization was first established three or
four years ago, it was set up on a provisional
basis largely because it was important to get
something going and because the countries
concerned could not reach full agreement on
what should be done permanently in the long
run. They set up a provisional organization
and a provisional agreement under which
the United States does hold 51 per cent and
under which, in fact, COMSAT, the U.S. com-
pany, acts as the manager in the technical
sense of being responsible for working out
design and putting satellites into orbit. This
agreement runs out in 1969, and prior to
its expiry there will have to be a new,
continuing—permanent, we hope—agreement
worked out for the International Telecom-
munications  Satellite Organization, the
structure of which will undoubtedly
be somewhat different from the present
structure, because quite naturally there is a
surge of feeling that U.S. dominance, to be
quite frank, is not a desirable thing in the
long run. The U.S. should be a major part-
ner, but should not run the thing and should
not necessarily reach all the decisions. I am

(
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not suggesting that they have; I am merely
saying the fact that they have 51 per cent
and that COMSAT has been the main
managing agent has meant there has been
some feeling on the part of other countries
that in the longer run there must be a larger
role given to other competent nations too. I
do not think the United States itself will
object to this concept; there will be difficul-
ties in working out a new agreement, but I
except it will be done and you will find a
broader international recognition in the new
agreement.

[Translation]

Mr. Laflamme: Mr. Baldwin are the Canadi-
an representatives on this international board
under the jurisdiction of the Board of Broad-
cast Governors here in Canada, or are they
under the Department of Transport?

Mr. Baldwin: Under the Department of
Transport; under the direction of Mr. Nixon.

Mr. Goyer: One further question.

[English]

The Chairman: Mr. Goyer, I think we are
straying quite a bit from the Bill. I have not
interrupted because I think this is a subject
that everyone is very concerned about and
the Bill certainly leads us into it, but perhaps
we are straying quite a bit from its provi-
sions. Is your further supplementary question
directly related to the Bill?

[Translation]

Mr. Goyer: Yes Mr. Chairman. Since we
are talking about satellites in the proposed
legislation, we have to know if it is going to
function properly and if it will work with all
the other countries also. This is the direction
in which I would like to ask another ques-
tion. Are Germany and France a part of this
corporation?

Mr. Baldwin: Yes.
Mr. Goyer: And, is...
The Chairman: Another further question?

Mr. Goyer: Yes, a subordinate question.
Why are the technical means of broadcasting
not the same as those used by the great
majority of the country that are members of
international consortium?

26936—2
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[English]

Mr. Baldwin: If I understood the question
correctly, I think the answer to that is at the
time the international organization was first
established, the United States were so far
ahead of everyone else that you just had to
rely on their competence to get something
going and, in fact, we now have the Early
Bird satellite system, and the international
organization will have new satellites up
within the next two years which will provide
a high volume of channels across the North
Atlantic. So, leaving aside the questions of
price and cost, you can have many television
programs coming across by satellite simul-
taneously if you wish.

However, the Franco-German development
represents one of a series of moves in west-
ern Europe designed to increase their own
technical competence. There are several
European organizations of the western Euro-
pean countries designed to do this, both in
the sense of building, manufacturing, design-
ing and launching, again a natural desire not
to see all the competence resting in the Unit-
ed States.

The Franco-German project is one that is
described as experimental, designed to go up
in 1971, with two TV channel capacity, as I
recollect it, and which has certain limitations
placed on it. As an experimental satellite it
may not move into normal commercial busi-
ness, because France and Germany are mem-
bers of the international organization and as
such they are committed to the single system
concept.

However in the re-negotiation that we
know is coming with regard to this interna-
tional agreement, a number of countries—
and France is one of them—we believe will
put forward the concept that the internation-
al system, while remaining to the greatest
extent possible a universal concept—leaving
aside the countries of the East—should also
make room, if need be, for what they would
describe as regional subsystems. How that
will be worked out is a problem that has not
as yet been resolved. Is that a sufficient
answer to your question, Mr. Goyer?

[Translation]

Mr. Goyer: From the viewpoint from
which the Chairman proposed the problem, I
think so.



78

[English]

The Chairman: I think we should under-
stand that there is going to be ample oppor-
tunity soon, I hope, to examine the whole
question of satellite communications. I do not
think we should be led into a long discussion
of this on the strength of simply having this
Bill before us or we will never get through it.
I know we are interested in this field and
Mr. Baldwin can answer some of the ques-
tions that some of us have been thinking
about, but I suggest you try to make them as
brief as possible and relate them to the Bill.

Mr. Brand: I have one. It is very brief and
it is about the Bill on exactly the same sub-
ject. Mr. Baldwin on page 23, I presume 2A
(1) refers to the control which will be held by
Canada over satellites:

...or on any spacecraft under the direc-
tion or control of Her Majesty...
What I am wondering about is subsection (2)
where:
The Minister may, by regulation, grant
exemption from the requirements of sub-
section (1)...

I find this a bit confusing and just for
clarification I would appreciate your explain-
ing to me whether you are referring to
spacecraft by such exemptions; or are they
specifically not mentioned?

Mr. Baldwin: No, this really is not refer-
ring to spacecraft. This is a re-writing and a
re-ordering of a power of exemption already
in the existing Act which is designed to allow
the Minister to grant exemptions on two
grounds. One concerns small electro magnetic
transmissions—small radio transmissions if
you will—that you obviously do not want to
license such as garage doors that are operat-
ed electronically, and there are a great many
of these devices coming on the market. Of
course, we do require Canadian ownership in
the case of a radio licence, but alternatively
temporary exemptions, where reciprocal
privileges are given to Canadians, to someone
coming into the country who wishes to use
his .own radio apparatus. For example, some-
one bringing in his cruiser from the United
States.

Mr. Brand: Or a radio telephone in a car
and that type of thing? Would this include
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exemption for the small sets receiving all the
attention of the Department of Transport
now that the kids are buying? The
walky-talkies?

Mr. Baldwin: This is a somewhat difficult
technical question. Not if they start interfer-
ing with police and taximen and things of
that sort. It depends on the technical stand-
ards and wavelength.

The Chairman: Christmas is coming.
Mr. Baldwin: Yes.

The Chairman: Mr. MacDonald you

next.

Mr, MacDonald (Prince): When I asked Mr.
Baldwin a question earlier I meant to go on
and ask him two others that I will ask now.
They are about satellites and there is some-
thing I want to clear up at this point. First of
all, it is considered in the normal course of
satellite development that eventually recep-
tion from these satellites will be directly
from the satellite to the home receiver, rather
than by an intermediary process reception
and transmission centre located on the
ground?

are

Mr. Baldwin: Technically this is considered
feasible. It has not been developed to the
point where it exists, but it is one of those
theoretical things where you would say given
enough time, money and energy we know we
can develop something that will do this.
Whether it is 10 years away or 20 years
away is a subject of extensive debate. What I
think needs to be realized also is that this
does not mean the ordinary home receiver
could pick up a direct transmission from a
satellite. There will have to be a special
home receiver or something specially built
into it that according to present estimates
could materially increase the cost of the
home receiver far more than putting in a
UHF tuner. Therefore, you are talking about
a combined economic and technical problem,
and this is why we say it is quite a few years
away.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Combined with
that question, then I would like to ask
whether or not under national or interna-
tional law as it presently exists there is any-
thing to prevent another country, or another
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agency from putting a satellite in orbit over
our country?

e (10:50 a.m.)
Mr. Cowan: The RCAF.

Mr. Baldwin: Strictly in terms of law I
would think the answer is no, although I am
not an international lawyer. But you would
have to use frequencies that were agreed;
you would have to have the position regis-
tered with the ITU; it could not send a
signal into Canada unless the ground station
were licensed and the number of enroute
problems are such that we think the factual
realities are more important than the legal
position in this regard.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): My third and
final question concerns COMSAT which you
referred to earlier. Is it likely that form of
organization will be brought into play to
develop a kind of permanent satellite machin-
ery that we will be using here in Canada?

Mr. Baldwin: I would find that very hard
to answer. It is one of the models or one of
the types that obviously is going to be looked
at, but while it has advantages, it also has
displayed some weaknesses. This is purely a
privately owned company on which the gov-
ernment however has certain representatives
in terms of the board of directors. It is not a
mixed ownership company.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Is there a body at
the United Nations which presently adminis-
ters any kind of international agreement or
control or what have you for forms of
broadcasting?

Mr. Baldwin: The International Telecom-
munication Union is the only functional body
related to the UN, and this deals primarily
with technical standards and allocation of
frequencies and matters of that sort on an
international basis.

Mr. Brand: You say it is not possible, then,
for someone to broadcast a program to a
satellite and have it bounce off and be
received in the home, that it just is not
possible. Why not?

Mr. Baldwin: I am not sure whether there
have been some experiments tried in this
regard or not, but it is not proven as an
operational capability on a continuing basis.
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Mr. Brand: But it is possible, though, is it :
not? !

Mr. Baldwin: Yes, it is certainly technical-
ly possible to develop a much more adequate.
system than we have now,

Mr. Brand: Have we decided international-
ly how much of the space above us we own
as a country, or is this by international
agreement?

Mr. Baldwin: Sir, I would not attempt to
answer that question.

Mr. Brand: Yet it is an important one froni
this viewpoint.

Mr. Richard: I would like to ask Mr. Bald-
win something on the ground. Perhaps he
could enlighten me as to what were the pow-
ers of his Department in the past—up to now
anyhow, until we pass the new act on
cablevision and community antennas. What
were they derived from and what will be the
change under this proposed new act? ;

Mr. Baldwin: Cablevision Community An-
tenna is classified under the present Radio
Act as a type of commercial broadcast
receiving station which requires a licence
from the Minister under the Radio Act, but
nothing more. The procedure which has been
followed informally hitherto has been to con-
sult the BBG regarding the applications, but
basically once they have cleared an area, to
grant whatever applications may come into
that area. Under the new legislation these
types of stations will become the formal and
legal responsibility of the Board of Broadcast
Governors or its successor organization, the
proposed Canadian Radio Commission, and
will require formal consideration and formal
action by the new Canadian Radio Commis-
sion as part of the broadcasting complex, as
distinet from the situation now where they
are dealt with just as a technical matter
under the Radio Act.

Mr. Richard:
though?

What about your powers,

Mr. Baldwin: We will still have to deal
with those on the basis of a technical operat-
ing certificate but it will not be our responsi-
bility to decide whether there should be some
or none in Pembroke, and if so, how many go
into Pembroke and who gets the licences.



This would be a matter for the mnew
Commission.

-/ Mr. Richard: You would still have some
authority over the technical aspect.

Mr. Baldwin: That is correct.

o

. Mr. Richard: But I still want to revert to
the legal aspect of it. How did you come into
the picture under the old Act?

. ‘Mr. Baldwin: Because these could function
only by virtue of a special receiving station
which brought a signal into the air, and these
were classified as licensable under the Radio
Act.

- Mr. Cowan: You meant to say,
brought a signal “out” of the air.

which

" Mr. Baldwin: “Out” of the air, yes.
; Mr. Cowan: They do not originate.

' Mr. Baldwin: No, they receive only, but as
such they were subject to licensing.

Mr. Richard: A receiving station is not
defined in the old Act.

. Mr. Baldwin: They are defined in the regu-
lations as a category of station. Is commercial
gmd broadcast receiving not part of the
category?

. Mr. Nixon: Yes. I think the definition of
private receiving station. ..

' M¥. Baldwin: In the old Act.

.. Mr. Nixon: ... is pertinent; and a private
receiving station when operated for gain
becomes subject to a licence and is then
known as a commercial broadcasting and
receiving station.

Mr., Cowan: Is there a licence for the
receiving station at the Royal York Hotel?

Mr. Nixon: That has been interpreted by
legal officers as not being operated for gain.

Mr. Cowan: You mean the Royal York
Hotel does not rent their rooms for gain?

Mr. Nixon: When there is no specific
gharge made, Mr. Cowan, it has been inter-
preted as not being operated for gain within
the meaning of the present legislation.

Mr. Cowan: You consider the CPR gives
television service free to the patrons of the
Royal York Hotel?
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Mr. Nixon: I could not comment on that,
sir. )

Mr. Cowan: There is no specific charge. It
would not be covered by a blanket charge,
would it?

Mr. Nixon: I think the interpretation is
that where there is a specific charge which is
related to the receiving function, then it is
being operated for gain and subject to
licence. Where the charge is included in the
room rental, for instance, it is not a specific
charge and it is not reception for gain.

The Chairman: The Royal York does not
make any specific charge for its blanket,
either!

Mr, Cowan: It makes a profit on the fact
they advertise TV in every room. They do
not say “free TV in every room’, but they do

not say “free soap in every washroom”
either!

Mr. Mather: Some hotels advertise free
parking.

Mr. Cowan: I do not think the CPR would
ever advertise anything free.

The Chairman: Are there any further
questions of Mr. Baldwin?

Mr. Richard: That point will come out
again later, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Baldwin is
not here for an argument. A cable station is
a receiving or transmitting station.

The Chairman: In so far as Part IV of the
Bill is concerned is there a definition of a
broadcast-receiving undertaking here, as
there is in the other Part?

Mr. Baldwin:
parallel.

The definition is a direct

The Chairman: Oh, yes. The definition is
found in...

Mr.
2A(3).

Brand: On page 24. It is subclause

The Chairman: It is in clause 49 of the
Bill.

Mr. Brand: Page 24, subclause 2A(3) reads:
Any radio station or radio apparatus
that is capable only of receiving radio-
communications and that is not a
broadcasting receiving undertaking...
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Presumably that is where you exempt ordi-
nary receivers from CATV. May I ask one
question along the same line? Who will
decide whether microwave links will be
allowed or not for CATV operations? Will
that be done through the Department of
Transport or will it be done under this Bill?

Mr. Baldwin: I think it will depend on the
nature of the application, Dr. Brand. If the
applicant for a CATV licence proposes to
provide his own microwave link as part of
his basic undertaking, this would become
part of the application in the sense of its
consideration by the proposed Canadian
Radio Commission. If, however, he was
merely purchasing a microwave link in an
existing common carrier service, in that sense
it would not necessarily be part of his
application. The only licensing carried out
there would be the license originally issued
within the Department to the common carrier
for a microwave service generally. However,
I suppose it is inevitable that the proposed
CRC would take into consideration whether
he was going to rely on the microwave link-
age or not and where he was going to get it.

Mr. Brand: It would be permissible?
Mr. Baldwin: Yes.

Mr. Prittie: May I ask a question? Refer-
ing to the present application, Mr. Baldwin
is aware of the situation in Calgary where I
believe authorization has been given for
some community antennae television systems.
Is the situation held up because approval has
not been granted for the wuse of the
microwave from the U.S. border north?

Mr. Baldwin: Under previous policy we
had not been opening up CATV licences
which were based upon extensive use of
microwave linkage from the United States,
and it was decided as a matter of policy that
we should not embark on new changes in
regard to CATV licensing pending the pas-
sage of the new legislation.

Mr. Prittie: I really want to find out, Mr.
Baldwin, if it would be the Department of
Transport which would give the authority to
use the Alberta government system, which I
think one of the operators. ..

Mr. Baldwin: Under the present Act, yes,
but under the new legislation the application
would go to the Canadian Radio Commission.
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e (11:00 am.)
Mr. Prittie: I realize that. x

Mr. Baldwin: And they would undoubtedly
take into consideration where the signals
were coming from and what linkage was
involved. I repeat that the exact use of the
linkage, whether it was formally under their
jurisdiction or not, would depend upon how
it was being brought in; whether you were
buying from a common carrier or providing
your own.

Mr. Priitie: For whatever reason, is it the
Board of Transport Commissioners that deals
with the telephone companies?

Mr. Baldwin: Yes, to the extent that it has
jurisdiction. As you know, this is an incom-
plete jurisdiction over the telephone com-
panies.

Mr. Brand: What about microwave linkage
within Canada? Let us take the situation in
my own constituency. Let us suppose that a
private operator wanted to bring CTV from
the Moose Jaw area and provide it to Sas-
katoon by CATV. Would this sort of thing be
permissible? It is not taking it off an “off-
air” American program but, rather, a
Canadian one.

Mr. Baldwin: Were you suggesting that he
would bring it in by using a ground
microwave linkage? Was this your point?

Mr. Brand: By, let us say, renting a por-
tion of the existing microwave link which is
there and taking it from that to a CATV
system.

Mr. Baldwin: I think that in such a case
the microwave linkage would be a matter
which would have to be licensed by the Min-
ister under the Radio Act. I believe this is
the view of the officials of the Department of
Justice as to the way the proposed
legislation. . .

Mr. Brand: The Minister of Transport.
Mr. Baldwin: Yes.

Mr. Brand: Not the CRC. So you would
make application to the Minister himself.
That is very interesting. Thank you very
much. :



Mr. Cowan: On that delayed tape in Cal-
gary so that Ed Sullivan will not get out to
the West Coast too soon on a Sunday night,
do they not broadcast the Sullivan Show out
of Calgary on film by microwave to the West
Coast? Because the microwave is used
between Calgary and the West Coast, is it
not?

Mr. Baldwin: I am not sure of the answer.

Mr. Cowan: This is what I am asking. Does
that make it a Canadian program because it
originated in Calgary for the West Coast on a
delayed tape?

Mr. Baldwin: I cannot answer. ..

Mr. Cowan: ...allowing microwave pro-
grams to come into the United States on
CATV.

Mr. Baldwin: I cannot answer the second
question but Mr. Caton advises me that your
"ﬁrs_t assumption is correct. This is the way it
gets there.

+ Mr. Cowan: That is an American program
delayed in Calgary and later broadcast by
microwave to the West Coast although you
said just now in answer to Dr. Brand that
you have a policy or somebody has a policy
of not bringing American programs in on
microwave into Canada.

Mr. Baldwin: No; these are two different
things. The Sullivan program would be
transmitted by the CBC, as I understand it,
over its leased linkage on the domestic sys-
tem. I was talking about CATV licensing,
which is a different thing.

Mr. Cowan: It is an entirely different
thing, I know. Broadcasting Sullivan by
microwave from Calgary to the West Coast is
quite different from allowing a microwave
program fo come in from the States into
Lalgary from the South. The directions are
quite different. I can understand that, sir. I
understood that before you explained it to
me.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, may I call
clause 49. Are there any further questions on
this clause?

Mr. Cowan: Well, I, sir, have not even
heard a talk on CATV. I believe we start at
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3.30 this afternoon. I have an 11 o’clock
Health and Welfare meeting to go to now.

The Chairman: What is the wish of the
Committee? Do you wish to adjourn until
3.30 p.m.?

An hon. Member: I am sorry, Mr. Chair-
man, I have another committee at 11 o’clock.

The Chairman: Then the Committee will
adjourn until 3.30 this afternoon.

e (3:45 p.m.)
AFTERNOON SITTING

The Chairman: Gentlemen, Mr. J. R. Bald-
win, Deputy Minister of Transport, is with us
again and with him is Mr. F. C. Nixon,
Director of Telecommunications and Elee-
tronics Branch of the Department of Trans-
port, and also Mr. W. A. Caton, Controller
of the Radio Regulations Division of the De-
partment of Transport.

I think all the questions which the mem-
bers had were answered this morning, Mr.
Baldwin. If so, perhaps we could go through
these clauses one by one and if there are
further questions they can be raised as we go
through them, but I think most of the ques-
tions have been answered.

On clause 49—Radio Act.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): May I ask if
under this new Bill we are still going to
retain the heading for the Radio Act?

Mr. Baldwin: The Radio Act is a complete-
ly separate piece of legislation, sir, and Part
IV of this bill merely adds certain amend-
ments to that separate bill which exists in its
own right.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): So it continues to
exist?

Mr. Baldwin: That is right.

The Chairman: It is being dealt with under
the same bill but it remains a separate act.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Then perhaps I
can put this question. In view of the fact that
so many other things are included under this,
is it sensible to keep referring to this act in
its amended form as the Radio Act? It seems
to me that the Communications Act, or some-
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thing like that, would at least be a little more
relevant to 1967. In 1938 radio was almost
but not quite the predominant means of pub-
lic communication.

Mr. Baldwin: We did not contemplate any
need to change the title of the act providing
the content was adequate.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I just like to see
these things updated so that they sound
right.

The Chairman: There could be some con-
fusion, of course, in that it does not deal with
the things with which the CRC deals. If the
name of the CRC is retained it implies some
authority over the Radio Act which it does
not have. If we were to use the name
Canadian Communications Commission, then
it would be confusing, would it not, to
change the Radio Act to the Communications
Act?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince):
that “communications” is really the best
word to use here, anyway, but with all
respect I think “radio’” is a little bit limited
and dated.

I am not sure

The Chairman: You have a point. In any
event, the title of the act is not dealt with in
this bill.

Shall clause 49 carry?

Mr. Cowan: No, I want to comment on
clause 49. I just got here.

Mr. Fairweather: Carried.

Mr. Cowan: If you are sure it is carried, I
am very sorry.

The Chairman: No, you came in time. Mr.
Fairweather was just wishfully thinking.

Mr. Cowan: Did I understand that Mr.
Baldwin, the Deputy Minister of ...

The Chairman: Transport.

Mr. Cowan: Transport is here? Who
are the other two gentlemen?

The Chairman: Mr. Nixon is the Director
of the Telecommunications and Electronics
Branch of the Department of Transport. Mr.
Gibson from the Department of Justice is
also at the table.
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Mr. Cowan: I only make that comment
because in the remarks I may address to you
gentlemen as witnesses I do not hold you in
any way responsible for the replies you may
give. I wish the Minister of Transport or the
Secretary of State were here. As neither of
them are here I may make some comments to
you gentlemen but they are not directed to
you individually. It is because the Ministers
are not her~ that I may have to make these
comments.

The Chairman: The Secretary of State will
be here on Thursday morning.

Mr. Cowan: Yes. I want to bring up some
questions with regard to CATV, which is
Part IV of this act. I do not mind which one
of you gentlemen answers. I was told by the
Secretary of State that CATV will be hit by
this Part IV of the new proposed Bill. On
Page 1, in Part I, General, clause 2 (c), we
have this big mouth-filling phrase:

all persons licensed to carry on broad-
casting undertakings have a responsibili-
ty for the public effects of the programs
they broadcast but the right to freedom
of expression, ...

is unquestioned. The right of freedom of
expression is unquestioned. It is there in
black and white for you to read. What is the
use of the right to freedom of expression if
the general public do not have the right to
hear the freedom of expression? I have in
my hand from the CBC Information Services,
1500 Bronson Avenue, Ottawa, January 16th,
1967, the following statement by President
Ouimet, which was released to the Canadian
Press in Ottawa, the CBC newsroom and the
dailies in Toronto after 7:40 p.m., January
14th, 1967. It reads:

The CBC is deeply disturbed by the
violence of the reaction to its invitation
to Mr. Adolf von Thadden to be inter-
viewed on the program “Sunday”. The
invitation was based on the rise of Mr.
von Thadden’s party in Germany as
reported in the news media recently.

e (3:50 p.m.)
The next paragraph is the one to which I
want to draw your attention. Mr. Ouimet:

The greatest safeguard of democratic
tradition is the freedom to express and
examine. ..
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Notice what Mr. Ouimet says, “the freedom
to express and examine”. This clause in Part
I reads:

...the right to freedom of expression...

It does not say “to examine”. Mr. Ouimet
goes on:
the freedom to express and examine the
widest range of ideas and opinions. A
prime function and responsibility of the
CBC is to provide for the free expression
and scrutiny of points of view.

How are people going to “scrutinize”, to use
Mr. Ouimet’s word, or to examine the
thoughts that are voiced due to the freedom
of expression if CATV, which is nothing but
a receiving station, is going to be licensed? If
they are going to shut off the receiving sta-
tion, where is “the freedom to examine” and
“the freedom to scrutinize” that Mr. Ouimet
talked about in January, 1967, under that
Act?

Mr. Baldwin: Mr. Cowan, I think that I
must take the position that the basic decision
to bring CATV under the generic definition
of broadcasting licensing and, therefore, the
proposed jurisdiction of the proposed Canadi-
an Radio Commission, is something that
develops under Part I of the Bill which will
be dealt with when the Secretary of State is
present rather than by the Department of
Transport under the Radio Act. Our amend-
ments in that regard are consequential rather
than primary.

Mr. Cowan: Well, I can only tell you that 1
spoke to the Secretary of State about three
weeks ago and I said to Judy:

I have read this Bill C-163 from begin-
ning to end.

I do not know how many other members

have, and I said:

Where is
CATV?

And she said:
It is in Part IV of the Bill.

And upon reading Part IV of the Bill with
her she pointed out that Part IV of the Bill is
what hits the CATV. I have waited for today
to bring this matter forward. That is the
Secretary of State I am quoting now.

the section that catches

The Chairman: Would you like to question
her about it when she comes on Thursday?
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Mr. Baldwin is simply saying that the techni-
cal questions that he is here to deal with,
perhaps, do not go to the root of your ques-
tion, as it is a policy decision to bring CATV
under the regulatory authority.

Mr. Cowan: You are asking if clause 49
shall pass and I am saying, “no, not until I
get answers to these questions.”

The Chairman: Mr. Cowan, you are enti-
tled to raise arguments and questions but I
do not think you are entitled to hold up the
Committee’s work. If the Committee wishes
to pass a clause. ..

Mr. Cowan: To steamroller right along. On
Thursday I will be told to take it up the
following week.

The Chairman: It is a matter of majority
rule. I suppose we could be here forever
waiting for people to show up at Committees
and waiting for them to get the kind of
answers that they would like. I think the
majority of the Committee should make the
decisions and not any one of us.

Mr., McCleave: This question relates to 2(b)
dealing with the definition of broadcasting
stations. My questions are, of course, obvi-
ously directed toward the “pirate” type of
operation and the ships that might stray into
Canadian waters and start broadcasting or
televising to Canada. Would it hurt the
definition to add at the end of the definition,
the words, “or operating in or over Canadian
waters”? This is at the very bottom of the
page.

Mr. Baldwin: I really feel I would have to
have time to think about that, Mr. McCleave,
but my offhand reaction is that we might
find ourselves in the complicated position of
trying to regulate vehicles—ships or aircraft
—that are under foreign control.

Mr. McCleave: Yes, but I was not thinking
of that. Presume that these ships or vehicles
are not registered in Canada and they should
try to broadcast in some way to Canada.
That is the point I had in mind. We cannot
keep them out of our waters or air space if
they are law-abiding, but suppose they tried

to set up some kind of operation off Halifax
or Vancouver?

Mr. Baldwin: It is not really technically
feasible from the aircraft point of view, but
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it would be from a ship’s point of view, as I
see it. I think it is a question of law and,
perhaps, I should refer it to Mr. Gibson
whether we would have any jurisdiction over
foreign shipping beyond Canadian territorial
waters.

Mr, McCleave: No, I meant over Canadian
waters; not beyond Canadian waters. This
just says “within Canada” and I presume
that is the land mass.

Mr. Fred Gibson (Senior Advisory Counsel,
Depariment of Justice): I must say, Mr.
Chairman, that I do not feel qualified at the
moment without looking in to it a little fur-
ther, to determine whether or not the phrase
“within Canada” as it appears here would
include the territorial waters of Canada. The
limitation, of course, that we face here is on
enforcability of the provisions of this law
and, of course, the Canadian law can be
enforced within our territorial waters. Just
whether or not this would embrace those
territorial waters, I could not answer at the
moment. I would like to consider that
further.

Mr., McCleave: I presume Mr. Gibson will
be with us at our next meeting?

The Chairman: He will be, but would you
like to have this clause stand until you get
an answer to that question?

Mr. Prittie: I think there is another reason,
Mr. Chairman, why it might stand. The other
day Mr. Fairweather did read another defini-
tion of broadcasting and asked at the time
whether the one we had was sufficient. I
wonder if the definition that he read has
been looked at by the officials?

The Chairman: It enters into this clause as
well as clause 2, so perhaps on the grounds
that several people want to be further sat-
isfied on clause 49, is it the wish of the
Committee that this clause stand for the time
being?

Mr. Cowan: I would expect further com-
ment. I have here in my hand a “Statement
on Community Antenna Television Broad-
casting” by the Minister of Transport. These
gentlemen are from the Department of Trans-
port. It is dated July 22, 1964 which is more
than three years ago when the Minister of
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Transport was one Jack Pickersgill and the
Secretary of State was Maurice Lamontagne.
He is talking about CATV and how it is
going to be brought under the BBG. May I
ask questions of these gentlemen from the
Department of Transport on that statement?

The Chairman: If it has some relationship
with the Bill, I am sure you can.

Mr. Cowan: Well, the Bill is Clause 49(2)
1) @:
“broadcasting” means any radiocom-
munication in which the transmissions
are intended for direct reception. ..

That phrase “for direct reception” is brand
new in this Bill compared to the present Act
and this is what I am trying to discuss.

The Chairman: Please go ahead.

Mr. Cowan: Thank you. But bear in mind
what I have already said about you being an
official of the Department. In this statement
that has been brought to us by the Minister
of Transport on July 22, 1964, the Minister
makes a comment like this:

The government has two main con-
cerns. One is to see that CATV installa-
tions in Canada do not come under the
ownership and control of persons and
corporations which are not Canadian.
The other is to see that CATV installa-
tions designed to receive broadcasts ema-
nating from outside the area reached by
any local Canadian television station,
and particularly from outside Canada,
are unlikely to make the operation of
any existing television station uneconom-
ic or to inhibit the provision of alternate
Canadian television service in the area
concerned.

Can you tell me, sir—as the Deputy Minister
you are the senior man—where it was enun-
ciated that the Canadian government has to
guarantee a profit for TV stations throughout
Canada once they are licensed?

The Chairman: Mr. Cowan, I think you are
in the area of policy on which it is not fair to
ask the Deputy Minister to comment.

Mr. Cowan: I have already said that.

The Chairman: Would it not be better to
wait until the Minister—the Secretary of
State—is here on Thursday? If this clause is



allowed to stand you will have the opportu-
nity to question her on Thursday and you
will still have the opportunity to question her
about a similar definition which is in clause 3
of the Bill. I think I said clause 2 before.

Mr. Macaluso: I think we should explain to
Mr. Cowan that we are not voting on these
clauses, we are just going through them. The
opportunity will come about. ..

e (4:00 p.m.)

The Chairman: All right; I am suggesting
that if we can we should try to deal com-
pletely with those under the Radio Act today.

Mr. Macaluso: You mean vote on them?

The Chairman: And then we can vote on
them, if that is your wish. However, it seems
to be generally agreed that Clause 49 should
stand in any event because it includes a
definition similar to the one in Clause 3 of
the bill, which the departmental advisers had
agreed to reconsider. I have asked if it is
agreed that clause 49 should stand for the
time being.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Mr. Chairman, I
would like to raise one other matter for con-
sideration in connection with this eclause.
Does this mean, under this revised section,
that the Radio Act would have control over
such things as closed circuit television in the
case of a university where they may be using
it for instructional purposes or in hospitals or
other places where closed circuit TV might
be operating?

Mr. Cowan: You are on the beam!

Mr. Baldwin: Only if there is a radio sig-
nal as defined in the Act involved, but not
otherwise.

Mr. Macaluso: Let me give you a prime
example of this as a supplementary on the
subject. At McMaster University there is in
operation at the present time strictly closed
circuit television for classroom education.
They televise lectures and they are sent by
closed circuit to other classes. Is that present-
ly subject to the Radio Act?

Mr. Cowan: It is by cable, is it not?
Mr. Macaluso: It is by cable.
Mr. Cowan: That is different.
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Mr. Macaluso: It is within the boundaries
of the campus.

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Macaluso, that would not
be subject to the Radio Act.

Mr. Macaluso: All right. Suppose it was
not cable, it was a signal, and still on the
campus.

Mr. Nixon: I think we should perhaps be
clear on our terms. Perhaps the term “closed
circuit” means different things to different
people. We have interpreted it to mean sig-
nals that are not at any stage in their trans-
mission broadcast, and when I use the term
“broadcast” I am referring to the definition
of broadcasting as it appears in the interna-
tional agreements, in the present legislation
and in the proposed legislation. If it were, for
instance, a signal relayed by a microwave
link this would not be broadcasting and
therefore it would be closed circuit. Similarly
a signal transmitted by cable would be closed
circuit. The signal transmitted by cable, as I
mentioned earlier, would not be subject to
the Radio Act but the signal transmitted by
the microwave link, which is an equal tech-
nical possibility, would be subject to the
Radio Act.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I would like to
clarify something here. The operative part of
this definition seems to be the question
whether or not it is being received by the
general public.

Mr. Baldwin: For purposes of broadcasting
and Part I, but not for the other purposes of
the Radio Act.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I find myself a
bit confused because you suggest that if
closed circuit television were to take place in
an instructional situation like a university
campus it would not be covered, but if a
similar closed circuit operation was carried
on whereby people would be fed regular
commercial programs for which they would
pay a certain fee monthly, as they do now in
the case of either cable television or some of
the other forms of experimental pay TV, this
would be covered.

Mr. Baldwin: Again I come back to Mr.
Nixon’s comment. It will depend on whether
you use land lines entirely—cables—for the
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transmission of the signal, or whether at
some point a radio signal comes into the
picture. If it is the former it would not be
subject to the Radio Act.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): If in a large met-
ropolitan area a television production compa-
ny decided to produce programs and feed
them directly to the consumers by cable—in
other words, they would make no use of the
normal facility of public broadcasting with
transmitters—would this be covered or not
under the conditions laid down in this Act?

Mr. Baldwin: If the distribution was
entirely by land line it would not be covered
by any part of this legislation, neither Part
IV nor the earlier parts.

Mr. Sherman: I have a supplementary
question. Would the conditions of that sta-
tion’s licence not stipulate...

Mr. Baldwin: Yes, if this was a station that
was already in the radio business the condi-
tions of licence could then govern this atmos-
phere. I was assuming this was a company
that did nothing else.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Exactly. That is
the way in which I asked the question.

Mr. Prittie: I would like to ask a question
on that subject too. On the question of distri-
bution by land line, whether it is a service
for profit or a university, if these cables
crossed provincial boundaries—for example,
from Ottawa to Hull—would this come with-
in the scope of the act?

Mr. Baldwin: Not the present legislation.

Mr. Gibson: There is nothing in the broad-
casting or radio portion of this legislation
which would deal with that situation. This is
still a completely closed circuit system rather
than a broadcasting or a radio system.

Mr, Prittie: Mr. Chairman, the reason I am
asking is that I suppose it would be quite
possible in the foreseeable future for cablevi-
sion companies to be in the business of send-
ing out filmed programs from the studio
entirely by land line over quite a distance
and even perhaps to other provinces. Are we
not going to try and cope with this or is it a
matter that should not be under the Broad-
casting Act or the Radio Act?
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Mr. Nixon: Mr. Chairman, as has been
indicated, the transmission by wire lines
would not come under the present legislation.
In fact, it is not very probable that the trans-
mission of television would take place by
wire lines over large distances. The econom-
ics are the other way in favour of radio or
microwave transmission. I am using the
words radio and microwave synonymously.
In that sense there would therefore be con-
trol exercised through the Radio Act.

Mr. Macaluso: Mr. Chairman, I have a
supplementary in connection with the matter
I was discussing previously. When the new
medical school is built at McMaster Universi-
ty the intention is to beam operations or
research facilities from the medical school to
hospitals in the area and, vice versa, from
hospitals to the teaching college on campus.
Am I to understand if that is done by
microwave in order to reach one of the hos-
pitals up on the mountain rather than in the
lower city, which could be handled by cable,
that would be subject to the Radio Act, and
yvet the one that is connected with the Gener-
al Hospital and McMaster University by
cable is not subject to the Radio Act?

Mr. Baldwin: It is subject to the Radio Act
for the simple reason that it has to use a
radio frequency and maintain certain techni-
cal standards. Otherwise it may harm some
other operations.

Mr. Sherman: Mr. Chairman, I have a sup-
plementary. Is the one which is transmitted
by cable subject to any other form of legisla-
tion, any act that we are not confronted with
at the moment?

Mr. Baldwin: Not at the federal level. This
would be a matter, I would think...

Mr. Davis: In this connection you said that
land lines over distance were discounted
because of economics. What about in circum-
stances such as from Detroit to Windsor? Are
distances of that kind likely to be economic?
Is it likely in the future to have land line
connections which are international, lines
between major centres of origin of programs
and centres of reception in Canada?

Mr. Nixon: Yes, sir. This would be
economically feasible. The distance is very
short. It is the extreme distance that works
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against the use of wire lines for the trans-
mission of television.

Mr. Davis: And at the moment we have no
legislation in existence or currently proposed
which would regulate that activity in any
way?

The Chairman: Perhaps the Committee
would like to hear a brief word from Mr.
Gibson about the federal jurisdiction in this
field because we are getting into an area
which the Bill does not cover. If members
are suggesting that it should cover it, then I
think we should know something about the
jurisdiction that we have to legislate on in
this field. Mr. Gibson, would you like to
comment on that?

Mr. Gibson: I will just be very brief. Obvi-
ously members of the Committee are con-
cerned about the cable system, the fully
wired system that makes no use of the ether
but which crosses a provincial or an interna-
tional boundary. This is a key element in
determining whether or not Parliament has
jurisdiction to deal with this question. Gener-
ally speaking, a wired system entirely within
a province would create difficulty. I do not
want to be absolute, or black and white,
here, because to my knowledge there has
never been a definitive decision on this point,
but it certainly would be difficult to balance
federal jurisdiction in respect of such a sys-
tem. An entirely different light is cast upon
this situation, of course, if the line crosses a
boundary.

e (4:10 p.m.)

If this Bill, either in the Radio Act portion
or the Broadcasting Act portion, were to
cover the land line that crosses either a pro-
vincial or international boundary, it would
be distinguishing, on the strength of that
crossing of a boundary, between that system
and the system entirely within a province.
Without a great deal more knowledge of the
technicalities of any individual situation, or
of the realities, in fact, of any individual
situation, it would be very difficult to estab-
lish definitively whether or not federal juris-
diction could go any further than that.

Mr. Prittie: Do you not have jurisdiction
now concerning telephone wires that cross
provincial boundary lines?
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Mr. Gibson: That is correct; there are; and
the prime example that comes to my mind is
The Bell Telephone Company, over which
Parliament exercises certain jurisdiction. The
lines of that Company, of course, do cross
provincial boundaries.

Mr. Fairweather: It is the use, if I may ask
a supplementary, that. ..

Mr. Gibson: This is the essential element of
the definition of broadcasting contained in
this Bill. In order to be a broadcasting under-
taking, an undertaking must either emit a
signal into, or receive a signal out of, the
ether, or be a network, or a conglomeration
of bodies, that makes this use of the ether.

Mr. Cowan: To receive out of the ether
makes it a broadcasting undertaking, in your
opinion?

Mr. Gibson: Yes, sir.

The Chairman: Mr. Gibson, I think you
would go farther than that and say: If it
receives something out of the ether and is a
business undertaking.

Mr. Gibson: That is correct; and I should
qualify my answer by going one step further.
This cannot be a point-to-point signal. The
other element of the definition which is rele-
vant for this purpose is that the transmis-
sion—the signal that goes into, or is taken
out of, the ether—must be intended for direct
reception by the general public.

The fact that, in the case of a CATV sys-
tem, it is not directly received by the general
public does not alter the fact that when the
signal of the CBC or of an American station,
or of a private station, goes into the ether it
is intended for reception by the general
public.

The Chairman: Mr. Munro.

Mr. Munro: I wish to come back, Mr.
Chairman, to something that was brought out
by a couple of the other members, which it
does disturb me. As I understand it, the
majority of the CATV systems now in opera-
tion in Canada would, of course, be covered
by this legislation. I say that because we all
now know that they do receive signals that
are transmitted through the ether, designed
for public consumption. If, however, an
existing CATV system should go into some
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type of direct programming of its own, by
wire—by its own land cable—to supplement
news, or public affairs, in a given local com-
munity, do I understand that that would not
be covered by this legislation?

Mr. Gibson: The undertaking as a whole
would be subject to licence. I presume that
the Canadian Radio Commission, in licensing
it, would attach certain conditions to its
licence. It is not inconceivavle that those
conditions could affect the terms on which it
entered into direct cable transmissions to
supplement its broadcasting receiving
function.

Mr. Macaluso: Would that apply to the
present system of cables?

Mr. Gibson: My comments would cover
that, sir. If there is a presently existing
CATYV system which would, if this legislation
comes into force, be liable to licensing by the
Canadian Radio Commission, it is entirely
conceivable that in licensing such a system
the Canadian Radio Commission would take
into account either the fact that it was doing
supplementary closed circuit work, or was
capable of so doing.

Mr. Munro: Mr. Chairman, I would like to
get this clear in my own mind. If an existing,
licensed CATV system should decide to go
into programming of its own, transmitted by
cable, without consulting anoyne, then, prov-
ided it was not contrary to its existing
licence—and knowing the nature of these
licences, I do not think there is any prohibi-
tion in them—could they carry on this opera-
tion with impunity as far as concerns any
regulation by any federal authority? I take it
from your comments that they could.

Mr. Gibson: For the balance of the term of
its existing licence, it could. However, the
licence which it holds at the time this law
comes into force—if it comes into force in its
present form—would have to be renewed by
the Canadian Radio Commission, and at that
time it is entirely possible that conditions
would be attached to the licence.

Mr. Munro: I have one further related
question, Mr. Chairman. I take it the reason
that no real power to regulate this is given
under this act to any federal agency is that
there is some considerable question in your
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mind about the federal jurisdiction to control
this? Is that a fair comment?

Mr. Gibson: This is certainly one factor.

The Chairman: You are talking about
closed circuit land lines and cable systems?

Mr. Munro: That is right.

Mr. Gibson: This is certainly one factor
which has been considered. A

Mr. Sherman: May I ask a supplementary
to this, Mr. Chairman?

The Chairman: Yes.

Mr. Sherman: Does this mean, sir, that this
subject was deliberately avoided in the fram-
ing of this legislation?

Mr. Baldwin: The answer is yes, sir. This
question, which you have been concerned
with primarily, is part of the broader whole—
the larger question of the regulation, if at all,
of land lines generally. This is an extremely
complicated matter, in which federal juris-
diction may be incomplete, and there may be
questions about the respective positions of
federal and provincial jurisdictions, quite
apart from the rather difficult policy ques-
tions about the extent to which there should
be any regulatory system applying to the
land line structure that now exists.

There is limited legislation affecting certain
companies such as The Bell Telephone, but
this is legislation limited in its scope. The
whole question of regulation of land lines is
a huge and complicated subject upon which a
fair amount of research has been done, but
no real solution has been found as yet.

Mr. Prittie: Mr. Chairman, there was men-
tion of The Bell Telephone. Is the regulation
limited to the charter, or letters of incorpora-
tion, of this company, or did it flow from
some general act?

Mr, Macaluso: A special act, under which
it was incorporated.

Mr. Gibson: My understanding is that its
rates are fixed under the Railway Act by the
Board of Transport Commissioners, now by
the Canadian Transport Commission.

Mr, Baldwin: The jurisdiction flows from
the original special act.
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Mr. Macaluso: Mr. Chairman, the Trans-
port Committee is now dealing with the Bell
Telephone as a special act company incor-
porated by Parliament. It is true that its
rates are regulated by the Board of Trans-
port Commissioners under the Railway Act,
but its restrictions are strictly in the special
act under which it was incorporated by Par-
liament.

Mr. Munro: Mr. Chairman, perhaps I
could carry on with this subject. I took
from what you said, Mr. Gibson, that per-
haps in a more or less nebulous or indirect
way the CRC could have some control
because of the control they exercise over
CATV systems in their normal operations;
that they could, through their licensing, have
some type of indirect control over CATV
systems supplementing their service by direct
programming. If my understanding was cor-
rect my question would be: Could it not be
very seriously argued that the CRC would
have no constitutional authority or jurisdic-
tion to try to regulate either directly or
indirectly what the CATV system, in its pres-
ent form let us say, did in this fashion in
terms of direct programming by a land cable.

e (4:20 pam.)

Mr. Gibson: Yes sir, it could be argued, but
I believe it would have to be argued on the
specific terminology of any condition that the
CRC proposed to impose on a CATV system.
The CRC'’s jurisdiction is limited of course by
the terms of the Bill—referring to clause
17(1) (a) (i) on page 8 of the new Bill—
and to the extent that any condition is
appropriate for the implementation of the
broadcasting policy enunciated in section 2 it
would be my view that it was within the
power of the Commission to provide such a
condition.

On the other hand, if a condition was
clearly aimed not at implementing broadcast-
ing policy but at some other element of the
undertakings activity which is unrelated to
its broadcasting receiving activity, then in
my view there would be a good chance that
that condition would be invalid.

Mr. Munro: Do you think a total prohibi-
tion by the CRC of the type of CATV system
activity that we have been talking about
would be valid in some circumstances.
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Mr. Gibson: It is very difficult to talk spe-
cific cases. If in any given location it was
conceivable that a CATV system could
receive sufficient signals out of the ether to
fill completely the number of reception bands
it might be possible that the CRC could say
to that CATV system that a condition of its
licence would be that it receive all the broad-
casting that was available to it. Now I think
it is conceivable that such a condition could
be imposed in the right circumstances and
would be valid.

Mr. Munro: But only in those limited cir-
cumstances. That is the only example you
can give?

Mr. Gibson: That is an example that comes
to mind, yes.

Mr. Munro: I noticed in the government
White Paper—and I am reading from the
Committee’s Report—this paragraph:

Study is being given to special prob-
lems of jurisdiction involved in the regu-
lation of closed-circuit television opera-
tions and the reception of transmissions
from antennae in the United States fed
through a coaxial cable or microwave
system to Canadian communities for
local distribution over cable network.

Mr. Gibson: Mr. Chairman, this is in part
at least covered by the definition of broad-
casting undertaking. In the event that a cable
television system consists of a distribution
system in Canada, a coaxial cable across the
border and a reception tower in the United
States, it is my view that this is a single
broadcasting undertaking. You cannot sever
the reception element in the United States
and the distribution element in Canada and
call them separate because the one cannot
exist without the other. In those circum-
stances that system would be a broadcasting
undertaking within the Bill.

Mr. Munro: The first paragraph of Section
10 of the government White Paper clearly
intends to bring CATV systems in under the
proposed broadcasting legislation and I am
just going to quote the sentence:

The new legislation will provide that
community-antenna television systems
shall be treated as components of the
national broadcasting system, subject to
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licensing, regulation and control by the

Board of Broadcast Governors.
I may very well be putting in more than was
really the intent here but it seems to me that
we were concerned in bringing within our
loose concept of broadcasting the undeniable
possibility of CATV systems going into direct
programming by land cable. It has already
been acknowledge here that there is consid-
erable question whether we have jurisdiction
in this area and I fear the implications of
this if we cannot control it. Is study being
given or is anything going on now to resolve
this constitutional-jurisdictional question so
that we may have some indication in the
reasonably near future whether we can have
jurisdiction in this area?

Mr. Richard: Do we want it?

Mr. Baldwin: Without commenting on Mr.
Richard’s question, the study is going on but
it is a study directed to the general problem
of land lines, their role in the Canadian com-
munication structure, the constitutional posi-
tion and the extent to which, if any, a case
for further jurisdiction exists. It is a very
complicated subject.

Mr. Munro: But no conclusions have been
reached at this time that would permit us to
do anything about it in this proposed
legislation?

Mr. Baldwin: No; it is a very large and
complicated problem.

Mr. Macaluso: Is this going on just in DOT
or in other departments also?

Mr. Baldwin: Well, the Department of
Transport has been co-ordinating, if you will,
in consultation with other departments.

Mr. Fairweather: So as an observation it is
not too extreme to say that our study is
incomplete until this huge area is considered.
Here we are in the second section with, I
think, basically rather good statements of
policy, a mandate and everything else but it
may be swept away by the onrush of this
new technique.

Mr. Baldwin: Technology changes so fast
in this whole area, Mr. Fairweather, that we
find that legislation we have planned one day
has loopholes in it two weeks later. I think
that Mr. Nixon’s answer is a reasonable
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pragmatic reply, that basically the economics
of the situation would mean that the area of
CATYV that has been dealt with in the earlier
part of the legislation is the significant area
at the present time. That could change.

The Chairman: Do you have any further
questions on this part, Mr. Fairweather?

Mr. Fairweather: Well, it is such a ridicu-
lous change of pace that I hesitate to make it
now.

The Chairman: With respect to the study
you were just discussing with Mr. Munro,
might I ask is there a concurrent study going
on having to do with the whole question of
the invasion of Canada by foreign broadcast-
ing signals however transmitted? My point is
this. Where there is opposition to CATV I
suspect that basically the opposition to it
stems from the fact that so far as has been
demonstrated it will be largely American
programming and, therefore, there is a sort
of nationalistic type of opposition to it. But of
course the related question arises if CATV
would serve areas that are not now served
by American signals which come in quite
freely into Canadian communities which are
close to the border. Hence my question. This
is why I have always felt that on one level
legislation of this type, preventing legislation,
inhibiting CATV operations, would be dis-
criminatory; mnot discriminatory against
American broadcasters or producers, but
against certain Canadian viewers or receiv-
ers. Therefore, I return to the question I
asked a moment ago: in this study of the
whole CATV land line monolith, is there a
concurrent study being made, or is it techni-
cally possible to examine the possibilities, of
blocking the invasion of Canadian air by
foreign broadcasters?

e (4:30 pm.)

Mr. Baldwin: Sir, I would prefer to have
that question answered under the Secretary
of State’s jurisdiction, because programming
and policy are really dealt with in Part I of
the Radio Act, which is basically technical in
its regulatory policy.

The Chairman: Mr. MacDonald.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I have just two
further questions. Earlier Mr. Nixon indicat-
ed that it was really a matter of cost; that



the problems we have been discussing had
not arisen. I suppose much of the cost relates
to the cost of the actual line installation and
the expense of the particular cable that is
used. I presume you will agree that if a
break-through were to be made in terms of
the actual material—the line—that is used,
and if an economic substitution could be
made it would radically change this whole
situation?

Mr. Nixon: That is quite true, Mr. Mac-
Donald. Nothing is static in the telecommuni-
cations technology field.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): That is right. My
other question is that if a cable television
company, instead of receiving the program-
ming out of the air as it presently does and
then relaying it to its customers, were to take
their feed directly by line from the source of
communication—the particular television
company, or what have you—would they
then be subject to the same kind of federal
supervision to which they will be subject if
they receive their signal from the air?

Mr. Baldwin: Do you mean if a corporate
entity were to connect by land line with a
television studio and distribute?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): That is right.

Mr. Baldwin: That particular corporate
entity would not come under the jurisdiction
of either the Radio Act or the Broadcasting
Act, but the television studio which was pro-
ducing the programs originally, and if it was
a licensee under the Broadcasting Act, might
have its ability to do that limited by condi-
tions of licence, as I understand it.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): They will be nor-
mally, I would assume. To add just one fur-
ther dimension, what would happen if a
cable television company decided to take a
land line from some station in the United
States and bring it directly to Canada?
Would they be under some kind of jurisdic-
tion because of this, or other, legislation?

Mr. Nixon: The Minister does have a regu-
lation, Mr. MacDonald, which requires licen-
sees of private or common carrier microwave
systems to obtain ministerial approval for the
transmission of signals which have emanated
from broadcasting stations, and which are
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designed, or intended, for distribution to
homes via cable systems. I have not quoted
the regulation precisely, but this is its intent.
Therefore, if this was to be relayed by
microwave it would come within the scope of
that regulation.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I was not think-
ing of microwave. I was thinking of a
straight cable operation from the source of
transmission to the receiving sets at the other
end.

Mr. Nixon: If it is a cable operation
throughout, I do not believe it would be
subject to any legislation now, or any that is
proposed at this time.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Even were it to
cross our national border?

Mr. Nixon: That is quite true.

Mr. Cowan: Mr. Chairman, this might have
a bearing on what he is asking about: Was
there a licence required when they brought
the hockey games into St. Catharines and
Hamilton and Toronto, for the home games
of the Maple Leafs? That came in by wire
from the States—Detroit and Chicago.

Mr, Nixon: Mr. Cowan, I presume this was
handled over the microwaves system of the
telephone company.

Mr. Cowan: I presume it was done by
coaxial cable, sir.

Mr, Nixon: I am not sure.

Mr. Cowan: If it was broadcast in the air
you could pick it out from the air yourself.

Mr. Baldwin: Not on a microwave;
microwave is a controlled system, that...

Mr. Cowan: Well, let me give you a case in
point, Mr. Chairman, bearing on points that
you gentlemen are talking about. Some mem-
bers of the House of Commons have come to
me and expressed considerable interest in the
fact that I sat in on the original hearings of
the Aird Commission 35 years ago. I am now
talking to you about something that hap-
pened in 1956, and I think it is very interest-
ing. In 1956, when I was with the Toronto
Star, I brought into Toronto for the first time
the world’s heavyweight championship fight.
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It came in by coaxial cable to the Uptown
Theatre, and it filled that theatre to
overflowing.

The interesting points about it, first: It
came in by coaxial cable all the way from
New York city, up through Albany and Syra-
cuse and Buffalo into Toronto. They were
selling theatre seats on it in those places I
have mentioned. But the interesting point is
that the fight was scheduled at a certain hour
of an evening which conflicted with, I think
it was the General Electric All Girl Orches-
tra, or the Theatre of the Air, or something,
in the evening. The Bell Telephone informed
me that they could not bring it in from
Buffalo because they were bringing in the
General Electric program to a Toronto station
and could not handle it for that reason. I
then got in touch with the CPR and the CNR
to have a microwave system running from
Windsor to Toronto.

The interesting thing about this is that
they are able to broadcast from Toronto to
London to Windsor, but they cannot broad-
case from Windsor to London to Toronto;
that is, in television reception. Since we
could not bring the heavyweight fight in in
1956 by coaxial cable from Buffalo—that is
what The Bell Telephone told us—the CPR
and the CNR said—this jointly-owned
microwave system from Windsor—“We will
bring the fight in to you, Mr. Cowan; very
glad to do it”. I got in touch with Dr. David-
son Dunton, as you call him—I call him
Davie Dunton—and I have known him since
1938 when he was editor of the Montreal
Standard; and most of you here do not even
know he ever was an ex-newspaperman. I
got in touch with Davie Dunton, and I said to
Davie, “How about this coming across the
Detroit River by microwave, because I am
told by the people in New York City that it
is available to us by microwave from Detroit
to Windsor. Are you going to tell us that we
cannot bring it in by microwave across the
border?” And Davie said, “No, Ralph, you
can bring it across and I, personally, will see
that that time is cleared to come across from
Detroit to Windsor and bring it into Toronto
on microwave”.

Far be it from me to cast any aspersions
on The Bell Telephone Company. The inter-
esting thing is that, once this is perfected,
The Bell Telephone Company can bring it in
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by coaxial cable from Buffalo. That was ter-
rific. I wonder what changed? I do not know
what changed in the interval. But in order
that that program would not come in to
Toronto by way of Windsor and London and
Hamilton to Toronto by microwave, the Bell
said, “We will bring it in by coaxial cable.”
And the fight came into the Uptown Theatre
by coaxial cable all the way from New York
City.

What happened immediately after that—
the next heavyweight fight—was that they
put it into Loew’s Uptown and Loew’s Down-
town. I am showing you that it was distribut-
ed in two places there. But Hamilton wanted
to cut in on it and the city of London wanted
to cut in on it, and St. Catharines. I am not
objecting, but here you have CATV in the
raw state, if you want to say that; it mag-
nified ten thousand times the number of seats
that were sold on it. That was by coaxial
cable, coming in by way of Buffalo.

Why should there by any difference
because of the fact that that came in by way
of Buffalo—as far as I know, no licence
expired—yet if it had come across the Detroit
River as originally arranged with Davie
Dunton, why, all hell breaks loose. Why? It
is the same fight, the same time. A lawyer
should be able to answer that question. I am
giving you the date. Now those heavyweight
fights come in from the Maple Leaf Gardens,
and thousands of people go to see them. They
do not have a thousand homes looking at it;
they have thousands of people at Maple Leaf
Gardens to watch these big heavyweight
fights.

The Chairman: A lawyer may be able to
answer it, Mr. Cowan, but I am not sure how
it is related to the Bill.

Mr. Cowan: Well, several people referred
to broadcasting by microwave over the De-
troit River and coaxial cable; I thought that
had something to do with this. I will admit
that I do not understand it.

Mr. Prittie: The last question was from Mr.
MacDonald, I think, about whether there was
any authority involved if you brought some-
thing by cable across the international
boundary. That was his question. The answer
was no, was it not?

Mr. Nixon: That is right.



Mr, Prittie: Well, Mr. Chairman. ..
e (4:40 pm.)

‘The Chairman: Just a moment, please. It is
now 440 p.m. You are ranging over the
whole field of radio communication, land
lines, and so on. And I think these gentlemen
while they are here should have an oppor-
tunity to answer any questions there are
with respect to the technical matters that
come under their jurisdiction, and I would
not want them to feel they had wasted their
time here listening to us discuss policy mat-
ters which we would be better discussing
with the Secretary of State. If there are
technical questions that you wish to ask of
these experts, I think they should be asked
today so that they hopefully would not have
to come back again. We should reserve our
comments about the boxing matches and so
on until the Secretary of State is here
because she is more of an expert on policy in
those areas.

Mr. Prittie: Mr. Chairman, I do not think
this has been out of order at all.

The Chairman: Well, it seems to me, gen-
tlemen—and I am only the Chairman and
you can proceed as you wish—that there is a
great deal of wallowing here and general
comment which might better be made when
we come down to debating any changes in
this Bill. But I think it is a bit of a waste of
time of these gentlemen for us to come here
and simply make comments and speeches
rather than getting the information which
they are able to give us.

Mr. Prittie: I think that is what we are
doing, Mr. Chairman. There may have been
some questions which involved policy which
quite properly they cannot answer, but we
have been asking questions particularly
about federal jurisdiction on land lines which
I think is pertinent to this whole question of
broadcasting. We were searching for answers
and we have been getting some. I think we
needed to know this before we proceed.

The Chairman: Are there any more
questions?
[Translation]

Mr. Goyer: I hopefully think this is a tech-

nical question. Does not the fact that satel-
lites will be in operation in 1970, 1971 or
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1972 at the latest, render useless any debate
concerning cable communications. Since
satellite communications will make it impos-
sible for us to cause any interference in the
programs coming from the United States, or
the whole world in fact?

[English]

Mr. Baldwin: Mr. Goyer, the general opin-
ion seems to be that there will continue to be
room for both and that both will continue to
be used. We are, for example, through the
Canadian Overseas Telecommunications Cor-
poration, even now, investing jointly with the
British some new money in a cable to Ber-
muda. There will be room for both subma-
rine cables and satellite communication
systems.

[Translation]

Mr. Goyer: Do you foresee that in the long
run both systems will continue to co-exist?

[English]
Mr. Baldwin: Yes, but the satellite system
will take priority.

The Chairman: Mr. Prittie.

Mr. Prittie: May I ask a question about
clause 50. Is this the clause that would
empower the Governor in Council to require
manufacturers of television receiving sets to
include ultra high frequency capability in
those sets?

Mr. Baldwin: Quite correct.
Mr. Prittie: Thank you.

Mr. Munre: Mr. Chairman, I would like to
come back once more to this question of
approval, which is somewhat troublesome. As
I understand it there may be a silver lining
here some place. In clause 17 (1) (a) sub-
clause (i), the Executive Committee, if they
feel that activities of the type we have
described—direct programming by line cable,
say by CATYV system, or in the instance that
Mr. MacDonald quoted where there might be
a direct cable from a TV studio—may inter-
fere or prejudice or affect the other activities
of these entities, either the CATV system or a
regular TV station, to the degree they may
affect their other activities which undeniably
come within the jurisdiction of the federal
authority, to that degree we would be able to
regulate their activities as far as direct pro-
gramming is concerned.
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Mr. Nixon: Yes, sir.

Mr. Richard: I always come back to the
same point, Mr. Chairman. This is a broad-
casting bill and surely the intent of a broad-
casting bill is not to see how we can restrain
people from receiving programs from the air,
but to deal with an institution which is
almost désuéte, as we say in French, broad-
casting by air in the form that we have it
now. And surely I am not being asked to
consider a broadcasting bill that is going to
lengthen the life and the money-making
probabilities of organizations or facilities
which may be outdated already. But this Bill
does not deal with the future; it deals with
the facilities we have at present. Surely you
are not going to put restrictions on anything
that enables the public to get better reception
of our own Canadian stations. People would
not listen to our Canadian stations just now
if we did not have cable TV.

The Chairman: Mr. Richard, may I suggest
that the time...

Mr. Richard: Well, I have to say that some
other people have been making those state-
ments, although the Committee was in agree-
ment. There should be controls rather than
explaining a policy.

The Chairman: Mr. Richard, I think we
will get further if we reserve our debate
until we have had our questions answered.

Mr. Richard: Providing they are not all
one-sided.

The Chairman: Well, there is a report that
this Committee made last March which deals
with this matter and I am sure you are
familiar with it. ‘

Mr. Richard: That is why I do not agree
with it—with what some people put on it.

The Chairman: You will have an oppor-

tunity to debate any amendments to the Bill
when we come to consider them. Can we
have any more questions while these gentle-
men are available?

Mr. Davis: Yes, I have a question concern-
ing the economics of land line transmission.
How far was it economic to transmit a signal
by land lines 10 years ago, how far is it
economic now, and perhaps 10 years in the
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future? How far can. these messages be
transmitted economically now, or how far are
they in fact being transmitted economicaily
now?

Mr. Baldwin: Land lines in various forms
are competitive jwith  other forms of radio
communication. I think this is a very difficult
question to answer specifically’ because both
are subject to continuing ‘technical improve-
ment.

Mr. Davis: Quite.:  ©*

Mr. Baldwin: Gordon, I do . not know
whether you would like to amplify this.

Mr. Davis: Are sfgnai'S now covering dis-
tances up to 100 mlles or several hundred
miles?

Mr. Baldwin: Land lines rungright across
the country. g

Mr. Nixon: Just off the top of my head, 100
miles might even be considered. . .

Mr. Davis: The reason I, am asking is that
some . people have . envisaged the eventual
buying of existing cable networks in differ-
ent parts of the country and the eventual
linking of those networks, if this could be
done by land line economically. In other
words, spanning distances sometimes of five
hundred or a thousand mlles between these
networks, you could have a syst’em function-
ing in ‘this c¢ountry, conceivably under
foreign ownership, which would escape most
of the provisions of the Bill.

'Mr. Baldwu’: We thmk the economic
advantages “in’ terms of mcreasmg distance
are likely to continue 'to rest with ~the
microwave or radio, facilities, just as in the
satellite field we think that:;even, at longer
ranges there is.a. good chance that the satel-
lite form of communication in due course
will--be more economical, than the ground
microwave, but we do not know yet.

The Chairman: Are theré‘ questions con-
cerning any other part of 'the_ proposed new
clause (2) of the Radlo Act" e

wl 4 |
Mr. Fauweaiher' I w1ll come down. from
satellites to a rather modest piece of domestic
concern. Is the Department of Transport
studying or concerned with'the electronic lis-
tening devices and this.type of thing? And
then I want to go from there to the rather



sophisticated children’s toys and things like
that. It sounds silly but they are becoming
rather troublesome.

The Chairman: You are asking whether
these things come under any of the defini-
tions in this proposed clause (2).

Mr. Baldwin: There is nothing in the legis-
lation that deals with that.

Mr. Fairweather: But is there not a con-
cern in the Department of Transport? Is the
Department not concerned about the prolifer-
ation—Ilet us take them part by part—of the
increasingly sophisticated toys or devices
used by citizens and big children; walkie-
talkies and things like that. If it is not a
valid question I am not upset about that.

e (4:50 p.m.)

Mr. Baldwin: Yes.
under the Act.

These are licensable

Mr. Fairweather: They are licensable?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): At what point do
they not become licensable? Is this the
question?

Mr. Fairweather: Yes.

Mr. Baldwin: It is exempt from a licence if
there is no radio signal involved or if it is of
a category which the Minister, under his
powers of exemption, has granted a class
exemption.

Mr. Fairweather: Referring now to the
electronic listening device, is this part of the
DOT’s concern or is this in another area of
governmental responsibility?

Mr. Baldwin: It is our concern in the sense
that certain of these devices may be techni-
cally licensable or require licences. The basic
policy on the extent to which these are a
good or a bad thing goes beyond the techni-
cal purview of the Department. We have
briefed other departments, including the
Department of Justice, on the problems
involved but as our role is primarily techni-
cal we have not taken the prime lead in that
matter.

Mr. Richard: Mr. Baldwin, would that be
related to interference with radio signals?

Mr., Baldwin: Some of them could cause
interference.
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Mr. Richard: Then under Section 50 you
could make regulations covering the sale and
use, etcetera, of this apparatus?

Mr. Baldwin: It is possible that we could
do this.

The Chairman: Is there any other question
arising out of the proposed new section 2?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Why is the defini-
tion on the statement concerning a network
included in the revised Bill?

Mr. Baldwin: This is merely to ensure that
the provisions of the Radio Act are consistent
with the provisions of the amendments con-
tained in Part 1 of the broadcasting policy, as
the two have to work in harmony.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): And the defini-
tion of a radio station is a great deal more
general. In fact, one really wonders whether
it is not too loose to be considered part of the
legislation. Subsection (h) defines a radio sta-
tion this way:

...means a place wherein radio apparatus
is located. ..

I am no lawyer in these matters but that
seems to be a terribly general statement. I
suppose it depends on your definition of “ra-
dio apparatus”. For instance, I have a short-
wave receiver. Would that mean that I have
a radio station in my...

The Chairman: Subsection (h) has to be
read with Subsection (f). That is where radio
apparatus is defined.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I guess I over-
looked that.

The Chairman: We have definitions upon
definitions.

Mr. McCleave: I wonder if I could ask if in
this particular area we are ready for the
satellite age yet or whether we will have to
come back to it again. I notice a reference to:

...spacecraft wunder the direction or
control of...

Canada.

The Chairman: Mr. McCleave, when you
were not here we went through a good deal
of discussion about this and I would hate to
havetoask ...

Mr. McCleave: No, no.
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The Chairman: ... Mr. Baldwin to repeat
it. Perhaps you could read about it.

Mr. McCleave: I shall. Thank you.

The Chairman: I think the question has
been fairly well answered.

Mr. Laflamme: Yes, we were up in the air
this morning.

The Chairman: Is there any concern about
any part of the proposed new section 2A?
Any questions?

Mr Cowan: I thought this was Part II and
now it is section 2A.

The Chairman: I have been talking about
the proposed new sections of the Radio Act. I
referred to the proposed new section 2 and
now I am referring to the proposed new
section 2A.

Mr. Cowan: In Part IV?

The Chairman: In Part IV under clause 49
of the Bill.

Mr. Goyer: Carried.

The Chairman: I am trying to make sure
that any concern about these matters is
brought out so that when we come back to
consider each section and debate and vote on
them there will be no need to bring the
officials back. The proposed new section 2A?
The proposed new section 2B?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): In section 2B it
suggests that if a licence is revoked or sus-
pended the person involved will be given an
opportunity to be heard—heard by whom?

Mr. Gibson: The issuing authority, sir, is
the Minister and the power to suspend or
revoke lies with the Minister. I would pre-
sume that the right to be heard would not be
considered by a court to have been adequate-
ly given unless the Minister or a senior
official designated by him had given that
right.

) Mr. MacDonald (Prince): So the Minister is
judge and jury in this instance?

Mr. Gibson: Yes, sir, subject only to the
limitation that if he does not act in accord-
ance with the section, if he does not give a
reasonable right, there would undoubtedly be
recourse to the courts.
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The Chairman: The proposed new section
2C?

Mr. Sherman: Mr. Chairman, Subsection
(b) of section 2C seems a bit arbitrary, but
perhaps I infer from it more than is intend-
ed. It says:

The Minister shall. ..

(b) determine the power, radio frequen-
cy and call letters to be used by broad-
casting transmitting undertakings;

Presumably this is not as arbitrary and
authoritarian as it sounds.

Mr. Baldwin: No. This is really intended.
Mr. Sherman, to define the powers we have
at the present time, namely, that an applica-
tion must specify the power limits and the
frequency and these must be such that they
satisfy the general pattern that has been laid
out for the dropping in of frequencies here
and in the United States, and so on, the
technical control that is essential to an
efficient use of the broadcasting band.

Mr. Sherman: But the Minister shall not
tell you or me what our power, radio fre-
quency and call letters shall be. We shall
apply for a certain power, radio frequency
and call letters.

Mr. Baldwin: You apply. After you have
made your application he might tell you that
you cannot have 50 watts, although 25 watts
would work in this situation.

Mr. Sherman: But there would be a reason
for this.

Mr. Baldwin: Yes.
e (5:00 p.m.)

The Chairman: Is there any further ques-
tion concerning clause 49? If not, are there
any questions concerning clause 50?

Mr. McCleave: I have a question, Mr.
Chairman. It relates to the interference that
sometimes happens to receiving equipment
from ham radio operations, and on looking at
clause 50 and the older part on the other side
of the page I gather that no new measures
have been proposed to deal with that. Am I
correct in this?

Mr. Nixon: There is nothing new in the
legislation, sir. Of course, the amateur radio



stations are'licensed under the legislation and
subject to the regulations and therefore there
is ample opportunity for the Minister to work
out a solution to the interference problem.

Mr. McCleave: Is that section used very
often? There is a fellow in Halifax who has
been complaining for years—and there is a
great mass of correspondence with your
department about. this—that the ham radio
operation still interferes with his enjoyment
of radio and TV. Can you really correct the
situation or it.is:a matter of trying to reason
with the ham operator?

Mr. Nixon: There are a great many meas-
ures’ that can' be  taken.. Quite often the
difficulty is due to what might be termed a
deficiency in‘the television receiving equip-
ment, and it'is a matter of judgment whether
the cure should be applied to that instrument
rather than to'the amateur transmitter. Usu-
ally it is a'case of negotiating the best possi-
ble solution.

Mr. Cowan: With regard to clause 50, it
says:
The Governor in Council may. ..
(b) regulations prohibiting the regu-
lating. ..
(i) ...pradio apparatus,
receiving broadcasting. . .

capable of

Are you referring there to individual receiv-
ing sets in the home or are you referring to
stations receiving microwave or cable TV?
Radio apparatus- capable of receiving broad-
casting is referred to on the page opposite
page 23, where the explanation is given that
station means equipped with receiving radio
apparatus.

Mr.
Cowan.

Baldwin: It could be either, Mr.

Mr. Cowan: Then you go on to say in
Section (¢) (i) that the Minister may:
make regulations respecting the qualifica-
tions of persons. ..
(ii) who may be employed as operators at
radio stations. ..
What is the idea behind that? Have we got to
the point where the Minister is going to tell
us who we can employ in private industry?

Mr. Baldwin: The primary purpose is to
deal with nationality.
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Mr. Cowan: And how often do the
employees have to pass this inspection by the
Minister?

Mr. Baldwin: There is no control system
established by the legislation itself. This is an
authorizing power to make regulations and
the primary purpose of the request for the
authorizing power is to give the Governor in
Council the authority to determine the
nationality requirement. This is part of the
policy of Canadian ownership and operation.

Mr. Cowan: Is it going to make some dif-
ference to the receiver that he does not know
that the operation of the radio station is in
the hands of an Hungarian immigrant, who
has just come in here, or in the hands of an
immigrant from Great Britain? What does it
matter who the operator is? The owner is
responsible to the government. The Minister
may make regulations with regard to whom
licenses may be issued by the Minister. Does
the owner not have any responsibility at all,
then? The Minister is going to say who is
going to be the operator?

Mr. Baldwin: The basic concept behind
this is that it is important for us to be able,
in certain circumstances, to deal with the
question of the nationality of an operator of
a radio station, sir.

Mr. Cowan: Does the Minister of Transport
specify who the engineers will be on the
trains? The railways are granted charters.

Mr. Baldwin: No; but I think we would
consider that the role of people who are
engaged in the operation of radio stations is
somewhat more important, in terms of our
national security, if you want to put it that
way.

Mr. Cowan: You are talking about the
employee, or the man who holds the charter?

Mr. Baldwin:
employee.

I am talking about the

Mr. Cowan: I am not arguing about the
man who holds the charter. The Minister
may make regulations with respect to the
qualifications of the person to whom licences
may be issued by the Minister. All well and
good. There I think the responsibility of the
Minister should end. It should not extend
down to who may be employed as operators
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under the jurisdiction of the people who hold
the charter. How detailed can you get?

Mr. Richard: Could that extend to
qualifications, also?

Mr. Baldwin: It could cover qualifications;
but it could also cover nationality.

Mr. Cowan: It says
qualifications” right there.

“respecting the

The Chairman: There may be qualifica-
tions of different sorts, I suppose.

Mr. Sherman: Mr. Cowan has raised a
very interesting question. I just want to sat-
isfy my own curiosity on the point.

Mr. Baldwin, the legislation is not refer-
ring, in general, to employees, as such. I
assume you are referring to one specific
employee.

An hon. member: Or the specific employee
who fills the specific role of operating—the
technical operator. That is who you are refer-
ring to. You are not referring to employees in
general?

Mr. Baldwin: No; just specifically operators.

The Chairman: “Operators” is defined in the
proposed new section 2 (e) at page 23.

Mr. Cowan: Who is the operator of
CFRB—Standard Radio, or...

The Chairman: Within the terms of this
Bill, Mr. Cowan, and as found in clause 49 on
page 23, proposed new section 2 (e), an

“operator” means a person employed,
engaged or authorized to operate or

assist in the operation of any radio
apparatus.
Mr. Cowan: Or assists in the operation.

How far down the line do you go in assist-
ance to the man in charge?

Mr. Baldwin: It is the technical staff who
would actually manipulate physical equip-
ment.

Mr. Cowan: May I ask what nationality
has to do with the programming that hits the
people?

Mr. Baldwin: We think it is quite impor-
tant, in the overall sense, given the role that
many of these stations will play, let us say,
in the event of a national emergency, sir.
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Mr. Cowan: You are entitled to your opin-
ions. We are entitled to ours, too.

Mr. Prittie: Has this power ever been
used? Has it existed before and has it been
used?

Mz. Nixon: Under the present legislation
the operator is required to be a British sub-
ject, with certain powers of exemption. This
is the basic requirement.

Mr, McCleave: May I ask if these regula-
tions are published in the The Canada Ga-
zette, Part 11?

Mr. Baldwin: We have the opportunity to
look at them.

Mr. Cowan: “Or assist in the operation of.”
How far down the line do you go in the
name of assistance to the operator? I know
radio stations that have operators who are
not British subjects.

The Chairman: Mr. Nixon said that there
is provision for exemption.

Mr. Jochnston: Relative to Mr. Cowan’s
question, I was wondering whether an
announcer would be an assistant to the oper-
ator. It would seem to me that his power of
influencing the public in time of an emergen-
cy would be considerably greater than that
of some of the technical personnel.

Mr. Baldwin: I do not think we would
class an announcer as an operator, quite
frankly.

The Chairman: No; I would hope not. That
was the meaning of my question.

Mr. Prittie: Are there security clearances
on such people, or is this a reserve power
that could be used for that purpose?

Mr. Cowan: In “This Hour Has Seven
Days” they thought they were the operators.

Mr. Prittie: We are trying to arrive at a
definition.

The Chairman: The fact is, as Mr. Nixon
has said, that the present Act limits licensing
of operators to British subjects, with certain
powers of exemption. It does not seem that
this is very much different from that. It
merely eliminates the restriction of “British
subject” and permits the regulation of those
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who can or cannot be employed as operators.
It is an extension of what exists in the Act
now, is it not?

Mr. Nixon: With more flexibility.
The Chairman: With more flexibility.

Mr. Prittie: Mr. Chairman, again I ask: Is
it a reserve power which is there to be used
if necessary I would like to know if it is
ever used.

Mr. Nixon: Yes; it would be used, in our
view, in respect of certain classes of stations;
and it would, perhaps, be a reserve power in
respect of other classes.

Mr. Prittie: But when any broadcasting
station hires an engineer or a control man, is
there a security check on such a person? Is
this a normal thing or is the power just there
to be used if it is thought necessary in an
emergency? I think we have security checks
in this country of all kinds of people coming
into the government service and in other
posts in private industry. I am interested to
know if this happens for employment in
broadcasting?

e (5:10 p.m.)

Mr. Nixon: I am not aware of any security
checks.

The Chairman: Is not the situation here
that under the present Act, there is probably
no regulation required under that section,
and that under the proposed new clause of
the Radio Act, because it is more flexible you
would issue regulations under this clause
which might say much the same thing for the
time being as the present Act does—that peo-
ple can qualify as operators if they are Brit-
ish subjects or if they have lived in Canada
for x number of years. Is this not what you
have in mind?

Mr. Baldwin: Yes, sir. It is theoretically
possible that the regulations here might in
one sense be broader than was possible in
the past in that we might say that landed
immigrants could satisfy certain require-
ments and certain categories. In other cases,
we might insist on Canadian citizenship.

Mr. Fairweather: Do you not now? By
virtue of the provisions of the Canada Ship-
ping Act for masters, mates and
engineering. ..
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Mr. Baldwin: You have powers of exemp-
tion there.

Mr. Fairweather: Yes, I know, but you
have it presumably for almost the same
reasons.

Mr. Baldwin: It is quite comparable.

Mr. Prittie: I am interested to know how
the power operates. Supposing a radio or a
television station in Canada wants a new
engineer and finds one in Cleveland, Ohio,
and he comes up to take the job, must such a
person be licensed by the Department? Is
this how it operates? Do you license technical
people?

Mr. Nixon: Yes, these persons would be
certificated.

Mr. Prittie: Therefore, every person within
a given technical category, before he works
for a station, has to be licensed by the De-
partment. Is that the idea?

Mr. Nixon: That is correct.

[Translation]

Mr. Goyer: Mr. Chairman, could I ask the
legal advisor the legal basis on which he
relies to interpret this article where it is
mentioned:

“what may be employed as operators in
broadcasting stations”

Referring to the qualifications of the opera-
tor on what legal basis does he rest so as to
say that certain British subjects are con-
sidered as having the required qualifications
whereas other nationalities or other citizen-
ships lack them?

[English]

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Chairman, I might start by
saying that at present there are no regula-
tions in this area. The Radio Act simply
provides that:

No one shall be employed as a radio
operator at any coast, land or mobile
station unless he is a British subject.

I am in no position, of course, to say what
the criteria were at the time that provision
was enacted. The criteria which will be used
in establishing the qualifications, whether
they be nationality qualifications or techni-
cal qualifications under the regulations that
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will be made under this clause, will be a
matter of policy, I presume, determined at
the time the regulations are enacted.

[Translation]

Mr. Goyer: The Deputy Minister of the
Department of Transport mentioned that the
security of the country could represent an
important point. Does this mean that there is
more danger of war with our immediate
neighbour, the United States, than there
would be with India or other Commonwealth
countries whose citizens are considered as
British subjects?

[English]

The Chairman: Mr. Goyer, I am not too
clear on the purpose of this line of question-
ing. The proposal is to change what you are
pointing out may be illogical. The term “Brit-
ish subject” is found in many of our laws,
partly because there was no such thing as
Canadian citizenship until relatively recently.
Now I presume the Department is taking this
opportunity to make this provision more flex-
ible, to take out a reference which is admit-
tedly narrow and, therefore, I think any
question concerning the wisdom of the exist-
ing section perhaps is somewhat unnecessary
because this proposed Bill would delete that
reference and would make it quite flexible.

[Translation]

Mr. Goyer: This is precisely the point, as
we are giving very flexible powers to the
Minister, very wide power, we nevertheless
have to emphasize how ridiculous was the
former situation to which regulations which
are now obsolete, may lead. If we do not
emphasize this, it can be rather easy, in
future, to repeat the same error.

[English]

The Chairman: An example might be given
of a Commonwealth country like Rhodesia
being less of a threat than a non-Common-
wealth country like the United States. But I
am not sure that we need to labour this point
because it is being disposed of.

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Chairman, may I point out
that the proposed power would reside in the
Governor in Council under this proposed
clause.

Mr. Davis: Clause 50 (b) (i) reads:

(b) make regulations prohibiting or
regulating
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(ii) the offering for sale for use in
Canada of radio apparatus, capable of
receiving broadcasting that does not
conform to technical requirements estab-
lished by the Minister. ..

To what extent do receiving sets, for exam-
ple TV sets in this country, differ from TV
sets in the United States? To what extent do
departmental regulations, etc., require that
they be different, and why?

The Chairman: Mr. Davis, I think you are
dealing with a question which was covered
very thoroughly this morning. This is the
clause under which the manufacturers might
be required to instal UHF capabilities in sets.
Is that what you have in mind?

Mr. Davis: Is it not a fact that today I
cannot buy a television set in the United
States and bring it into Canada?

The Chairman: That is not a matter for the
Department of Transport.

Mr. Davis: Over and above tariffs, are
there specifications drawn by the Department
which in any way preclude my buying a set
today in the United States and utilizing it in
Canada?

Mr. Nixon: No, Mr. Davis, there are not,
and I am referring to television receivers.

Mr. Davis: Yes, but I am talking about
receiving sets also.

Mr. Nixon: No, there are no regulations.

Mr. Davis: I see. Then the complications
that I am thinking about I assume refer
essentially to patents and so on.

Mr. Nixon: They might refer to transmit-
ting equipment of one sort or another, in
which case there would be technical require-
ments to be met.

Mr. Davis: I see.

Mr. Cowan: Radio apparatus is defined
here as being ‘“‘capable of receiving”. You are
speaking about transmitting just now, but
this clause says “capable of receiving”.

The Chairman: Mr. Nixon was saying that
he did not think that it applied to receiving
apparatus but it might apply to transmitting
apparatus.
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* Mr. Cowan: Clause 50, subclause (b) @i
says:
radio apparatus, capable of receiving
broadcasting,. ..

It defines the broadcasting apparatus.

The Chairman: The answer to Mr. Davis’
question about whether this should be a con-
cern under clause 50 was, no.

e (5:20 p.m.)

Mr. Cowan: Getting back to clause 50 (c)
(ii) about the operators at radio stations, who
was the important fellow at that Vancouver
station where Pat Burns lost his job and I
believe the owner lost the licence and all
that? Burns was only an announcer. Was the
operator more important than Burns in that
case? I am speaking of a technical operator
now.

Mr, Priitie: He pulled the switch!

Mr. Cowan: Yes. Burns is a British subject,
I believe. He is performing in Montreal yet.
Is he certificated? You used the expression
here a little while ago.

- Mr. Prittie: He was a Liberal candidate.

Mr. Cowan: He was a Liberal candidate?
Boy, it is a wonder they have not clipped his
wings and his freedom of expression before
now.

The Chairman: Surely not.

Mr. Cowan: Who was the important fellow
at that station in Vancouver? Was it the
fellow that worked the switches, or Burns, or
the owner? I believe the owner was a lady.

The Chairman: I think that may be a ques-
tion that the witnesses cannot answer.

Mr. Cowan: I thought it was a technical
question.

Mr, Prittie: Mr. Chairman, does that refer
only to people who have to be licensed tech-
nically? Presumably you cannot do certain
things in broadcasting unless you have a
licence of technical competence. Are these
the only people that it refers to?

Mr. Baldwin: This would refer to persons
who may hold licences; they would be
defined in the regulations; and to persons
who would also be defined in the regulations
as operators, which must in turn be consist-
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ent with the definition of “operator” as given
in the earlier clause.

Mr. Richard: With regard to this clause,
Mr. Baldwin, do you think that the Governor
in Council could make regulations about the
manufacture of receiving apparatus so that
we could not listen to any station except
those that were meant to be received; so that
you could not receive the whole range of
stations? Would that not be an easier way to
do away with those stations that are coming
in under cable TV?

Mr. Cowan: What about the freedom of
choice?

The Chairman: I think that is more a legal
question than one for Mr. Baldwin. I do not
know whether Mr. Gibson seeks to offer an
opinion on whether or not such regulations
would be in the spirit of the Act.

Mr. Gibson: I think that perhaps such a
regulation might fall within the terminology
of the clause.

Mr. Richard: I think so.

Mr. Gibson: But that would not necessarily
make it enforceable.

Mr. Davis: Mr. Chairman, what are these
technical requirements that the Department
would enforce with regard to receiving sets?

Mr. Baldwin: The prime purpose of this
clause, as we explained this morning, Mr.
Davis, is to take care of the UHF situation
and to make it possible to...

Mr.,
future.

Davis: Just looking ahead, to the

Mr. Cowan: But it is not limited to that
sole purpose, though.

Mr. Baldwin: Not necessarily.

Mr. Cowan: It is like Diefenbaker and
Fleming using those financial clauses to run
the tariff up and down in 1962. It can be
used to hit the receiving apparatus for CATV
sets.

The Chairman: Mr. Munro, have you a
further question on clause 50?

Mr. Munro: Yes, Mr. Chairman, for Mr.
Gibson, I guess. I am just trying to find the
reference to the fact that section 7 of the old
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Act specifically be repealed. I may just have
missed it.

Mr. Gibson: Clause 52 on page 28 reads:

Sections 5 to 7 of the said Act are
repealed and the following substituted. ..

The material substituted, which is a new
section 5, is not the same subject matter.

Mr. Munro: That is fine.
The Chairman: Clause 51.

Mr. Laflamme: In clause 50, subclause (2).
I think we should add “for each offence.” It
says “Any person who violates any regula-
tion made under this section,” but it does not
say for how many offences.

The Chairman: Mr. Gibson, would you like
to comment on that?

Mr. Gibson: A separate charge could be
laid with respect to each offence, sir, in the
event that it was considered desirable to
ensure the levying of a heavier penalty than
that provided for in the clause. In the event

that an individual is in breach of this provi-
sion on several occasions he can be charged
with several breaches, if that is considered
desirable.

Mr. Laflamme: Would it not be more effec-
tive if we say “for each offence”? It could
sometimes mean a penalty not higher than
$1,000. He may violate the law for two
months and be charged with only one offence.

Mr. Gibson: It depends upon the nature of
the provision he violates. In certain circum-
stances each day upon which an offence is
committed can be considered to be a separate
offence. In other circumstances it cannot—if
it is a continuing offence that is only commit-
ted once for a period of time. The effect, in
relation to an offence that can be committed
several times individually and separately, is
precisely the same in either, no matter which
way you word it.

Mr. Laflamme: But the law as it is now
does not say precisely what you are
explaining.

The Chairman: Is not Mr. Gibson saying
that such a wide variety of regulations is
possible under this Act that it is in fact more
flexible to leave it as it is; and if it is found
necessary to seek higher penalties than this,
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in the case of repeated infractions, the De-
partment simply lays multiple charges.

Mr. Laflamme: But I think it would be
much more effective if you stated, what an
offence is, to assist in the appraisal of the
sentence.

Mr. McCleave: I think Mr. Laflamme is
right. A violation of a regulation might be a
one-time thing or something that is done a
dozen times. Yet if they are proceeded
against under this Act a defence lawyer
could say that the number of violations does
not really count; that it is just the fact that
the regulation has been violated that makes
the offence. :

Mr. Gibson: That is correct to the extent
that if a regulation is violated, it is violated
and the penalty then becomes payable upon
conviction. If an offence is committed on
several separate occasions or the same
offence is committed several times, then there
are several separate offences, each of which
can be punished under this clause. It depends
entirely upon the nature of the violation.

I think I recognize the point you are aim-
ing at, sir, but I can only say that the object
of this amendment is simply to increase the
penalty for individual offences in precisely
the same terminology that is used at present
in the Act and which, I can only presume,
proved satisfactory.

Mr. Laflamme: Well, maybe for a period of
time. There have been the same cases before
the courts and all the other charges have
been dismissed by the judge by his saying
that since the offence was not specified and
since many charges were laid, he simply
found the accused convicted of one and dis-
missed the others. Why not the same for each
offence?

Mr. Gibson: I have nothing further to add.
I cannot pursue the matter any further. Per-
sonally, I am not convinced of the desirabili-
ty of altering the form of a section that to
the best of my knowledge has proved satis-
factory over a period of years. I cannot go
any further. I could take the matter back
and review it with the criminal law people of
the Department who may share your view,
although that certainly was not expressed to
me at the time the Clause was drawn up.

Mr. McCleave: Perhaps that would be best
because it does not deal with the technical
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things for which the experts are here, I
would therefore, suggest that this clause
stand. I think Mr. Laflamme has a good
point.

Mr. Laflamme: I have just one more ques-
tion. What is an offence? Is it a violation of
the bylaws or the rules for one day, for one
week or for one hour? What is an offence in
violation of the regulations? Is it only for one
instance?

e (5:30 p.m.)

Mr. Gibson: I think it must depend upon
the way the regulation itself is worded, sir. It
may very well be that it is the commission of
a specific act or it may be simply the failure
to comply, which is a continuing thing.

The Chairman: Mr. Gibson will consider
that and advise the Committee further.

I will now call Clause 51.

On clause 51—Radio Act.

Mr. Cowan: Under Clause 51, 4(h):

The Minister may make regulations
establishing technical requirements in

the respect of any class of radio
apparatus, capable of receviing broad-
casting. ..

While you were talking on clause 50 the
reply was received that “radio apparatus”
means in the home and which has ultra high
frequency and very high frequency receiving
bands. But I draw your attention to the
explanatory notes opposite page 23, subclause
(h). Referring over to subclause section (h) on
page 23 this states:

“radio station” or “station” means a

place wherein radio apparatus is located;
You have the word “station” there in sub-
clause (h) but the explanatory note says:

“radio apparatus” means a reasonably
complete and sufficient combination of
distinet radio appliances intended for or
capable of being used for radioelectric
communication, whether by transmission
or reception or both;

That certainly is not a description of an
individual receiving set in a home and here
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we have in clause 51 where we are repeating
again:

The Minister may make regulations
establishing technical requirements in
respect of any class of radio apparatus,
capable of receiving broadcasting. ..

I do not accept for one moment that it is a
full answer to state that the radio apparatus
referred to in clause 50 and I suppose the
same argument will be advanced with regard
to Clause 51 as it only refers to the receiving
sets in the home to which Mr. Davis was
referring. Otherwise, why is it defined under
“radio station” as outlined on page 23, sub-
clause (h)?

Mr. Baldwin: As I understand it, sir, this
has to be read as complementary to (b) (i) in
clause 50. In other words, in order for the
purpose of clause 50(b) (ii) to become effec-
tive, the Minister has to establish technical
requirements and has to have the authority
to establish technical requirements and
clause 51(h) gives the Minister that authority.

Mr. Cowan: This will apply to the receiv-
ing apparatus of CATV. That is what I am
driving at. You have been giving me the
answer—or to Mr. Davis—that it applies to
the individual homesets such as you might
buy in the States and bring in to Canada. I
have been trying to emphasize that it also
applies to the receiving apparatus for a
CATYV operation. But up to now I have been
told, “Oh, no, it could be translated that way,
but we really mean the receiving set in the
home”.

The Chairman: Mr. Baldwin, I think, said
in answer to Mr. Davis, that it could be
either.

Mr. Cowan: Well, this says the Minister is
going to tell us what we can and cannot
receive on our receiving sets. They are limit-
ing us to whatever channels he wants to
limit us to. Up to now it has been a pretty
free country.

The Chairman: Are there any questions on
clauses 52 to 59? Those appear to be the only
questions arising out of Part IV.
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Thank you very much, gentlemen, for Mr, McCleave: Mr. Laflamme and I have

being with us and offering your assistance. come up with some new names for the

Canadian Radio Commission so I hope that

The Committee will adjourn until 9.30 a.m. all those references to it in the clauses of the
on Thursday. Bill will not be held against us.




T

”., W

it vu.;
,mr' hc{ o it \“*w e M

o Lvlm.,‘w'l I HIMM, b

Evtar: 3. e W s wmih*‘
F‘d‘[ wadvise e Cerognd i Bebiniy b W
"’ | b U "}',"“ i . v -31"'\ Yum ﬂ
. L 1 "-L'JIF"-KWH ..whﬂ"ll !
1 1}"!-‘#-"" ? ri o Iisalie "h" e ﬂaf’ !-N‘!l&-.

. i e

g-b e o } ' f I -
o, o 9 i ai. Sk St i Wﬁ e

l"

rf\;,,_\ g " % b L s - i X rli"f‘d‘iﬂq&‘ 1' " : r. ‘.' i '#:
ol e v | pateapuley 'R i L] : part T T \m“\ ': :
N g T e T ?l,'r. A M i
P s it e Wlhhas | StmaldeRs ohioks - Be geaed
! T Mg wd g e S
T ronih vt o sl SHER Y
i 9"’1315‘ ki : ) *r'- Wit VIR NPT S i
‘F AR 1 | ’ \ ,}u:‘.'lALnT)_JJ ) ;}'..n '.j‘ v =
‘{ "(’i\‘ﬂ\w " 8, ouit, wiaslate & if‘ﬁ’{ “”0 -
%,‘!u .0 i SRRER ol - Y- “”‘«‘v‘"“ﬂlu e "“é
i

‘

N :Wpﬁe?‘ N ‘-
A R 1  odmimisis . e, Tk ¥ 0 asm -

el

Y;f# o T B, B o

Ik y e f Tl a( .'.n.p\(,.,”_:; - |.;
§a Y g '} lh‘_;
SRS Jia v . - 173
| ’ =,
Ui ' ‘i‘l ke a9 ) vir TR SO \‘:" 'f"b‘ l' { ‘:d
1 il : or Ly oy gL 1;‘ o

+ : 9 . 4=

e e %mﬂs
prll Ne it 9% i

a ] gkl “"'

y i o
.‘ B B L1
w':_H""r o N s Aguiey ‘#lmnl % H

s AR Thon ]‘l) P\. Q:.l W
et b e \ - .‘-\- y A




SRR T
4

[hi

R N
o o S LI ‘
1l | g -

i ::4 \ Jv : -:‘.,\F M AL i
| |
,‘f? Wl g0 vnsugredagy 4 |
) i
| y P i R 1 iy .lapma W_Dpﬁv _<
i GTH 0 I e R oy 18 i »-n*'-‘%u*& !J D S

-~ e

!
H i : SRR RLLTIAA : u.ug I ,
[ | s &

it i | {Eaginy

i g i SR
l g SEEEEREI S L G S R (e BT ) .l !

Al B . -

\ "W A i seear bosuon JGL0 SIEUE AT
E rmMNrwwﬁ%wWwv Ty ‘
iy PR et R w&:ﬁh&p‘y

% Jra ¥ i g
L

‘ '\T"[ .'”-‘..‘f‘ b

isron’ am%& e&’
inywn[m;
iil‘ll-?m b

#Le9n FOL. LM .
3 wsam{m- i

L
- 4 '“' ‘
'_'||| R
)

b ey
1 I 1 1t |

&l "'fl' iy :



OFFICIAL REPORT OF MINUTES
OF
PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE

This edition contains the English deliberations
and/or a translation into English of the French.

Copies and complete sets are available to the
public by subscription to the Queen’s Printer.
Cost varies according to Committees.

Translated by the General Bureau for Trans-
lation, Secretary of State.

ALISTAIR FRASER,
The Clerk of the House.




HOUSE OF COMMONS

Second Session—Twenty-seventh Parliament
1967

STANDING COMMITTEE

BROADCASTING, FILMS AND
ASSISTANCE TO THE ARTS

Chairman: Mr. ROBERT STANBURY

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE
No. 4

THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 23, 1967

Respecting Bill C-163,

An Act to implement a broadcasting policy for Canada,
to amend the Radio Act in consequence thereof and to
enact other consequential and related provisions.

APPEARING:
The Honourable Judy LaMarsh, Secretary of State.

WITNESSES:

Mr. G. G. E. Steele, Under Secretary of State; Mr. H. O. R. Hindley,

Assistant Under Secretary of State; and Mr. Fred Gibson, Senior
Advisory Counsel, Department of Justice.

ROGER DUHAMEL, F.R.S.C.
QUEEN'S PRINTER AND CONTROLLER OF STATIONERY
OTTAWA, 1967

27605—1



Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

STANDING COMMITTEE ON BROADCASTING, FILMS,
AND ASSISTANCE TO THE ARTS
Chairman: Mr. Robert Stanbury
Vice-Chairman: Mr. Jean Berger

Béchard,
Brand,
Cowan,
Fairweather,
Goyer,
Jamieson,
Johnston,

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

and

Laflamme, Mr.
Macaluso, Mr.
MacDonald (Prince), Mr.
Mather, Mr.
McCleave, Mr.
Munro, Mr.
Nowlan, Mr.

Mr.

Clerk of the Committee.

Nugent,
Prittie,
Régimbal,
Richard,
Sherman,
Simard,
Stafford,
Yanakis—24.

M. Slack,



MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, November 23, 1967.
(8)
The Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Arts,
met this day at 9.50 a.m. The Chairman, Mr. Robert Stanbury, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Béchard, Brand, Cowan, Fairweather, Goyer,
Jamieson, Laflamme, Johnston, MacDonald (Prince), Mather, McCleave, Munro,
Nugent, Prittie, Richard, Stanbury—(16).

Members also present: Messrs. Davis and Wahn.

In attendance: The Honourable Judy LaMarsh, Secretary of State; Mr.
G. G. E. Steele, Under-Secretary of State; Mr. H. O. R. Hindley, Assistant
Under-Secretary of State; and Mr. Fred Gibson, Senior Advisory Counsel,
Department of Justice.

The Committee resumed consideration of Bill C-163 and examined the
Minister, assisted by Messrs. Steele, Hindley and Gibson, particularly on
Clauses 2, 3, 4, 7, 17, 19 and 39.

The examination of the witnesses still continuing, it was agreed to cancel
this afternoon’s sitting due to an expected vote in the House.

At 12.30 p.m., the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

M. Slack,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE
(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

Thursday, November 23, 1967.
e (9:50 a.m.)

The Chairman: Gentlemen, the Minister is
with us again this morning. The last time she
was here we had made very happy progress
up to clause 2(g), I think. Are there any
further questions on clause 2(g)?

Mr. Wahn: I have a question on clause
2(g), Mr. Chairman. It seems to me that this
entire subclause should be limited by the
proviso that this service should be extended
as public funds become available, or as funds
become available. You will notice that proviso
is in clause 2(g) (ii) and it seems to me that
it should apply to the entire clause; otherwise
it is illogical.

I have prepared an amendment, which I
will get some member to sign, which would
delete the first six lines of subclause (g) and
substitute the following:

the national broadcasting service should,
as public funds become available

(i) provide a broad and well balanced
service of information, enlightenment
and entertainment for people of different
ages, interests and tastes giving reasona-
ble consideration, however, to the broad-
casting services available in the same
area from other sources.

It seems to me that the proviso relating to
public funds should apply to the entire
clause, but in addition the wording now in
subclause (g () authorizing the national
broadcasting service to provide a balanced
service of information covering the whole
range of programming in fair proportion goes
much too far and is much too vague. This
would justify their doing almost anything.

The Chairman: Would you like to submit
that amendment in writing?

Mr. Wahn: Yes, I have it here.

The Chairman: I do not think it is neces-
sary for anyone except you to sign it, just to
indicate the sponsor because it will have to
be moved and dealt with at the time we are

considering amendments. In the meantime,
perhaps, the Minister can consider it.

Hon. Judy LaMarsh (Secretary of State):
Mr. Chairman, I have just noticed the last
part of it which reads:

giving reasonable consideration, howev-
er, to the broadcasting services available
in the same area from other sources.

This sounds to me as if it were intended that
the CBC service would be secondary to that
provided from other sources and that, of
course, is a complete antithesis of the clearly
expressed intention of this Committee last
year.

Mr. Wahn: It is not really intended to
make the CBC secondary, but to give reason-
able consideration to other services available
in the same area. The thought there, Mr.
Chairman and Madam Minister, is that it
does seem unnecessary for the CBC to spend
a great deal of money providing, in a par-
ticular area, services which are already
available to the residents of that area. All the
amendment suggests is that ‘“reasonable con-
sideration” should be given by the CBC to
those other services.

The views that have been expressed indi-
cate that all networks—CBC and the private
networks—spend the majority of their time
in providing, for example, programs of light:
entertainment. It is futile to suggest that the-
private system will not continue to do that.
because the private system must give to
viewers what the viewers will watch because
it - is completely dependent on advertising
revenues to run the system. Therefore, no-
matter what the new CRC does, no matter
how strict they are, unless they are going to
kill the private system entirely they must
assume that the private system will go on
largely providing the programs of light
entertainment that they now provide. They
may improve their service, somewhat, but
basically they have to compete with Ameri-
can programs and they have to give the
Canadian viewers what Canadian viewers
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are prepared to watch. By and large they do
that very well.

In Toronto, for example, I am convinced
“fhat the private network has a much
larger viewing audience than has the CBC.
‘This service provided by the private network
_is provided free of cost to the Canadian tax-
payer. It comes from advertising revenues
and if it is to continue, the private system
“will have to continue to provide that type of
sservice.

However, the Canadian public last year
supplied the CBC with over $140 million and
commercial revenues amounted to something
like $25 million. So the CBC is not subject to
the same restrictions as the private system
and, therefore, it seems to me to be nonsensi-
cal for the CBC to be providing, as it is, by
and large much the same type of service that
is provided free of charge by the private
networks. This was proved pretty conclusive-
ly by the Fowler Report in 1965 where they
analyzed the nature of the programming put
on by the CBC and the private systems; the
CBC is devoting over 50 per cent of its time
to providing entertainment programs.

The amendment does not intend to make
the CBC secondary, but to direct the CBC to
have ‘“reasonable consideration” to the pro-
grams already available to us when it does
its programming.

Miss LaMarsh: Your argument is better
than Mr. Jamieson’s for all his interest in
the subject.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): May I speak, Mr.
Chairman, to this amendment? I know we
are not going to have a lengthy discussion on
it.

The Chairman: Mr. MacDonald, I would
prefer to leave the debate on this matter
until we are ready to consider amendments.
While the Minister is here I hope we can
deal largely with questions rather than just
debate.

Mr. Jamieson: Then I have a question for
the Minister. I return to a point I made last
week, Madam Minister, which I suggest is
still valid, and it has to do with this omnibus
clause, that is clause 2(g)(i). Do I read cor-
rectly your intention or that of the drafters
of this Bill that the CBC, regardless of the
quality factor—it may be of higher quality
than could, perhaps, be provided by a wholly
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commercial network—is to be, in all impor-
tant respects, a full type of broadcasting
service?

In other words, is it intended that the CBC
will be, in many respects, comparable to, say,
the established networks in the United States
and the private networks in Canada? Is there
any special status or any special emphasis, as
you see it, that ought to be in the CBC’s
mandate other than in general terms? Their
argument has always been that they must
compete with other sources of entertainment
or enlightenment or whatever this clause
describes on pretty much a “head and head”
basis. Now, have you accepted that principle
in this legislation?

Miss LaMarsh: I think it is fair to say that
has always been the mandate of the CBC.
Whether or not it still is in the minds of
Committee members, I would be very pleased
to hear. Certainly from time to time there
have been suggestions that the CBC should
confine itself to certain ranges of interest.
Some have even said that it should do noth-
ing but program in public affairs and news,
but since its inception it always has been the
intention that the national service would pro-
vide a whole range of services.

® (10:00 a.m.)

Mr. Jamieson: But the effect of this will
be, as it has been in the past, to have CBC
programming to a very substantial extent
dictated by competitive factors. I do not
necessarily say this is wrong, but I think we
should be clear on what our intentions are. If
they are to compete and maintain the same,
or comparatively the same, percentage of
audience as private networks or American
stations then their services—and I think this
was Mr. Wahn’s point, if I can put words in
his mouth—cannot be substantially different
from those of other services that are non-
governmentally financed.

Miss LaMarsh: Mr. Chairman, if I might
make a comment, the difficulty is that that
argument may commend itself to many people
in the large urban market, but very much of
the CBC still is not an alternate service; it is
the only service. If CBC begins to confine
itself to somewhat less than the full range it
means that the people who have only that
service are deprived of anything except a
limited range.

Mr. Jamieson: This brings us back to a
question I asked last week, Miss LaMarsh, on
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this whole issue of two parallel services as
opposed to a mixed system.

I agree that as long as we have a mixed
system with private affiliates there is always
going to be the tendency to say that because
Kamloops or some smaller place is getting
only a single service therefore the CBC serv-
ice must be tailored to meet the needs of
those people; but the truth is that in perhaps
75 per cent of the cases the CBC is in a
position to provide its own service, and there
is alternative service available.

What I am asking again, and I suggest it is
not clear here—and the Saskatoon case high-
lights this—is whether we are heading
toward eventual parallel services, with the
CBC having its own transmitters and its own
service and private stations providing the
alternative, or whether we propose to retain
this mixed service in the 20 or 25 per cent of
the cases that are left.

Miss LaMarsh: The latter is the proposal
contained in the Bill.

Mr. Jamieson: I suggest that is a case of
the tail wagging the dog. I cannot see the
logic of it when we have gone this far. On
the other hand, I can see some of the prob-
lems that are inherent in it.

Mr. Cowan: I am afraid I do not agree
with your statement, Mr. Prittie, but that is
beside the point since I cannot engage in
debate with the Minister.

The Chairman: It is a matter for the Com-
mittee after all, and if you disagree with it—

Mr. Cowan: I think you are giving too
many rulings, Mr. Chairman. It is a question
for the Minister, since we cannot engage in
debate.

The Chairman: I do not challenge it.

Mr. Cowan: We are talking about clause 2
(g) ():

the national broadcasting service

should @) be a balanced service of informa-

tion, enlightenment and entertainment

for people of different ages, interests and

tastes covering the whole range of pro-
gramming in fair proportion,

Would the Minister tell us what the propor-
tion of balance is, in her opinion, and what
proportion is fair?
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Miss LaMarsh: I believe that is a rhetorical
question, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Cowan: Well, are these not rhetorical
words in here?

Miss LaMarsh: It is intended to mean
exactly what it says; but I am not in a
position to define what the individual words
of it mean.

Mr. Cowan: The words were not chosen
because they are so nebulous, were they?

Miss LaMarsh: No.

Mr. Cowan: At the top of page 29 of the
Report of the Committee on Broadcasting,
1965, you will find the following: BBG pro-
gram categories—all television stations
(March 1-7, 1964) English language—CBC-
owned and operated: information 37.5 per
cent; light entertainment, 52.2 per cent.
Would you call the light entertainment at
52.2 per cent a balanced or a fair proportion
of the programming of the CBC?

Miss LaMarsh: If you are asking for my
personal opinion, of course, I can give it but
I do not know that this helps the Committee
very much. My personal opinion on that is no
more important than that of the other 20
million people in the country.

Mr. Cowan: We have here figures showing
the English CBC giving 37.5 per cent to
information—that is mentioned here in this
section—52.2 per cent to entertainment; and
for enlightenment—which, I presume, would
include Arts, Letters and the Sciences—2.2
per cent. Is this what you would call a

balanced service and a fair proportion
between information, enlightenment and
entertainment, when the enlightenment

brings us 2.2 per cent of the programs?

Miss LaMarsh: Of course I do not agree
that it is a balance. Perhaps one of the things
that is wrong is that this was never in a
broadcasting act before.

Mr. Wahn: Mr. Chairman, may I intervene
here? Is this not practically a copy of the
mandate which the CBC has had for many
years? Presumably, this break-down shown
in the Fowler Report, and which my friend
Mr. Cowan has just quoted, is the CBC'’s
understanding of what is a balanced pro-
gram. If this is not balanced, then we should
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tell the CBC, because the wording in clause
2(g) is practically a copy of what the CBC
has considered to have been its mandate for
years, as set out on page 124 of the Fowler
Report. Perhaps I might read it:
In the latest version, the mandate that
the CBC conceives it has received from
Parliament is:

(a) to be a complete service, covering
in fair proportion the whole range of
programming; bringing things of inter-
est, value and entertainment to people of
all tastes, ages and interests,. ..

and so on. Clause 2(g), Madam Minister,
practically copies the mandate that the CBC
has given to itself for years. The program
distribution that Mr. Cowan has read is the
CBC'’s interpretation of what a balanced pro-
gram is.

If this is not a balanced program, accord-
ing to the Committee, then I think it should
make its views known to the CBC.

The wording, in effect, in clause 2(g) is
practically a copy of what the CBC’s man-
date has been for some years.

Miss LaMarsh: I have just been asking Mr.
Steele where this statment about the CBC’s
mandate came from. Perhaps I should ask
him to explain where that statement in the
Fowler Report had its origin.

I presume what you are trying to suggest,
Mr. Wahn, is that somebody in Parliament
enunciated this—that this has been what CBC
says it is following, therefore if we use the
same kind of language there would be no
change. I think that is a basically incorrect
assumption.

Perhaps Mr. Steele could give the Commit-
tee the derivation of that mandate.

Mr. G. G. E. Steele (Under Secretary of
State): Committee members will undoubtedly
know that there never has been placed
before Parliament and actually discussed, in
the way in which the Bill now sets forth, the
so-called mandate of the Corporation. This
was their interpretation, as expressed in their
own annual reports from time to time, and
also, when asked by the advisory committee
on broadcasting to state what their objectives
were, as a Corporation, the words which
appear in the advisory committee report
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were the words which were used by the
EBC.

The point still is that it has never really
been formalized into the type of wording
which now has been set down in the broad-
casting Bill.

Mr. Wahn: I agree, but would you not
concede that this has been the mandate of
the CBC?

Mr. Steele: It has been a statement of their
objectives, sir, which, of course, has been
conditioned from time to time by their ability
to achieve these objectives in terms of what
they have had available to them by way of
public funds and commercial revenue.

Mr. Wahn: Presumably, unless instructions
to the contrary are given to them, they will
continue to consider the type of programming
which Mr. Cowan has referred to—namely,
52.2 per cent light entertainment—as being a
fair balanced program of entertainment.

Miss LaMarsh: I think the CRC might not
think so.

Mr. Steele: A point that I think very much
needs to be said, sir, is that these words in
clause 2 of this Bill are a statement of the
broad objectives of the national broadcasting
service and the whole system. They are
objectives which will have to be kept under
review by the Canadian Radio Commission,
or whatever it is ultimately called. One of
their major obligations will be to report to
Parliament on whether or not these objec-
tives are being achieved.

Mr. Wahn: Will the CRC have any control
over CBC programming?

e (10:10 a.m.)

Mr. Steele: One would expect that there
will be a process of virtually full consultation
on this question of program content of the
CBC. It is not that they will be giving direc-
tives to the CBC, but that they will have to
agree with the CBC on how to quantify these
objectives. There will have to be some clear
understanding which the CRC can then
follow.

Mr. Wahn: Where is that set out in the
Bill, Mr. Steele?

Mr. Steele: It is set out under the condi-
tions of licence. A condition of licence for the
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national broadcasting service, or the Canadi-
an Broadcasting Corporation, will be the
mandate.

Mr. Wahn: But if there is a disagreement
on conditions of licensing, am I incorrect in
thinking that the CRC does not have the last
say, and that if there is a disagreement it
goes to the Minister. ..

Mr. Steele: If there is a fundamental disa-
greement which they cannot resolve between
them there is a provision in the Bill for a
reference to the Minister.

Mr. Wahn: Then I come back to my origi-
nal point that this Bill does not give the CRC
power to tell the CBC to make its program
more balanced than it has been in the past.

Mr. Steele: It has the power to attach this
as a condition of license.

Mr. Wahn: No, because if the CBC disa-
grees it then goes to the Minister.

Mr. Steele: This is correct.

Mz, Wahn: I then come back to the point
that the CRC does not in itself and apart
from the Minister have authority to tell the
CBC to make its programming more balanced
in the future than it has been in the past.

Mr, Sieele: This is an outcome which I
think you could perhaps visualize from the
discussions we have had with both CBC
management and the Board of Broadcast
Governors. They would expect to achieve a
position of agreement on these objectives.

The Chairman: I think it is only fair to
also say that during the hearings on the
White Paper when the CBC appeared before
the Committee they indicated they were not
satisfied with the kind of balance that they
had been able to achieve and I presume it is
one of the objectives of the new arrangement
that they achieve their objectives more ade-
quately. When CBC management was here
they expressed a consciousness of that prob-
lem and the hope that it could be done better
under this new arrangement.

Mr, Jamieson: Mr. Chairman, I think that
was qualified by the very point that was
raised earlier with regard to the parallel sys-
tems. They said they could only do so much
because, amongst other things, of the necessi-
ty for them to take care of the requirements
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of their affiliates which, I repeat, is the major
factor that in many respects has held back
the kind of productions and the percentage
of different types of programming to which
the members have referred.

Mr. Prittie; It is stated as policy in the
White Paper and also in the Committee’s
report that the goal is the idea of private and
public service in every area where there are
two stations. Is this not so?

Mr. Jamieson: The Minister has just stated
that that is not really the objective of this
legislation, it is.. .

Miss LaMarsh: Oh, no, I said it is not the
situation... .

Mr. Jamieson: I want to be clear on this
point.

Miss LaMarsh: ... that in much of the
country there is not alternate service. While
that situation exists the CBC certainly has to
provide a balanced service, otherwise people
do not get it. I did not mean to suggest, and I
do not think I did, that that is what ought to
happen but it is what does happen at the
moment.

Mr. Jamieson: Perhaps I have not been
putting it very well but I can again use the
Saskatoon case as illustrative of what I am
talking about. If the CBC goces into Sas-
katoon, which was the original intention,
then we will have parallel services there. If,
on the other hand, another private station
goes in we will continue to have one private
station affiliated with the CBC and presuma-
bly one with CTV. We will have two private
stations. It seems to me that this is a very
fundamental principle which is not clear in
so far as this legislation is concerned. I
appreciate that it may take 10 years to even-
tually achieve parallel service but unless it is
spelled out that it is the intention of the
legislation to go toward that goal, then in
that last 25 per cent we are going to continue
to have what is frankly a dog’s breakfast.

Mr. Pritties What about clause 2 (g) (b,
which reads:
be extended to all parts of Canada, as
public funds become available,

Is this not the case in Saskatoon? Public
funds are not available right now, therefore
it is not being extended?
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Mr. Jamieson: It depends on what you call
the national broadcasting service, as opposed
to the hardware. In other words, you can
quite easily extend the service by using pri-
vate facilities.

The Chairman: Are there any further
questions on clause 2(g)?

Mr. Brand: If you extend clause 2(g) (i)
along from the first part I can see some of
the problems to which Mr. Wahn and Mr.
Jamieson were referring. I think we need
some further clarification because it seems to
me, and correct me if I am wrong, that it is
still going to be a matter of interpretation
because there is not enough direction. A lot
of the evidence given by the CBC directors
surely indicated that in the previous act they
did not have enough direction. The thing
that bothers me is are we giving them
enough? I do not know. I am wondering
about this part that reads:

be extended to all parts of Canada, as
public funds become available,

Miss LaMarsh: There have been those who
said that what is already in it was Fascism.

Mr. Brand: Referring to the part which
Teads:

be extended to all parts of Canada, as
public funds become available,

I am thinking of the case of a station in the
Northwest Territories, which is a private sta-
tion—and I take it a pirate one—which pro-
vides the only service to that particular part
of our great Canadian north and it has been
ordered off the air by the DOT.

Miss LaMarsh: I am not sure but I think
that is a ham station without any licence or
anything else.

Mr. Brand: This is correct, but it was
providing programming which had not been
provided by any other source at that time in
that particular area. Of course, I wonder
when I read, “be extended as public funds
become available” if this would exclude the
possibility of a private station or the granting
©of a private licence to them in this area?

Miss LaMarsh: No. I think that particular
situation is a piece of damn foolishness, if I
might say so. I will certainly try to do what-
ever I can to restore some kind of service up
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there. That was not done by the BBG or by
anyone within my responsibility, I think it
was done by the Department of Transport.
Nonetheless, there were supposed to be rea-
sons for it; it interfered with the reception of
Air Canada and others, and things of that
kind. However, it seems to me that there has
been a need demonstrated and a way in
which that need can be met. I have asked
that a very rapid study be made so that some
kind of service can be given in such a place.

One of the difficulties so far as the CBC is
concerned—at least in my experience, and it
may be quite limited—is that in my discus-
sions with those in the CBC responsible there
has been a complete adherence to what in
itself is a very good principle—you must
have the best service, the best quality, the
best hardware, the best everything—and I
think it goes without saying that the picture
that is broadcast by the CBC is technically as
good as any in the world, but this sometimes
means that the flexibility, the desire and
willingness to try to provide service of per-
haps not quite that quality some place else is
completely lacking in the CBC. The only per-
son who will try to put a signal in is a
private interest.

I would like to see the CBC’s new manage-
ment prepared to be more experimental in
getting service in. I think up to now they
have all spoken on the theory that the
optimum for the whole country would be if
we could have a CBC owned and operated
station in every major city every time you
turn around. I am not convinced that is the
best use of the financial assets of this coun-
try. I hope that management will take a very
close look at this and decide that they do not
have to own and operate everything. There
can be co-operation with private stations and
with their own affiliates and that more
experimental means can be used to reach full
coverage faster. I am no engineer but I have
already seen evidence of some force of per-
suasion or otherwise which gets them to bend
this a little bit so that they can come up with
cheaper and much faster responses.

e (10:20 a.m.)

Mr. Brand: This situation in Saskatoon has
been brought up a few times and as it hap-
pens to be in my constituency I wonder if I
could clarify a couple of points concerning it.
In reading the evidence and the discussions
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in answer to questions from Mr. Jamieson,
Mr. Fairweather and Mr. Prittie, I believe, in
‘the previous hearings of this Committee I
gained the impression—and correct me if I
am wrong—that it is entirely possible at this
‘time that the CBC would not consider Sas-
katoon as an area where they must have a
station. I think you gave that impression in
your remarks on page 22 of the hearings of
November 14.

This poses quite a problem in view of the
statement made by the Prime Minister that
the matter was being deferred for the time
being. Incidentally, you also questioned
whether or not the Governor in Council had
-a right to defer. These are your words:

the right is only to accept the recommen-
dation or not,

We would like a little clarification in view of
‘the possibility of other methods of providing
.alternative service to this city.

Miss LaMarsh: I think this is a matter of
what is law and what is usage. When the
Prime Minister’s statement was given, which
I looked over again after I had spoken in
‘Committee, he was talking about the Cabi-
net’s intention in a temporary situation to not
approve. In fact, this amounts to a defer-
ment, at least at the moment, but I do not
believe that under the circumstances there is
under the law a right to defer as such. I
‘think all you can do is just not approve the
licence. Then we had some discussion of
what this meant for the CBC or private
individuals who were then in a position to go
ahead and make a new application. I do not
know that the CBC have changed their mind.
I rather think that they have not changed
their mind about Saskatoon, but Saskatche-
‘wan is a special situation. There the normal
policy of the CBC is to have its hardware
station in the capital and, as you know, there
is no owned and operated station in Regina.
‘We have the same problem in P.E.I.

An hon. Member: You have the same
situation in New Brunswick.

Miss LaMarsh: In New Brunswick and
P.EI. there are no owned and operated
stations.

Mr. Brand: I would remind the Minister
you can almost fit P.E.I. right into the envi-
rons of Saskatoon itself.

Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Aris

113

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): The population
would not be happy there, though.

Miss LaMarsh: So I know there has been
discussion in the Corporation since the White
Paper came out reserving Saskatoon, as it
were, directing the CBC toward Saskatoon. I
have not had any recent conversations with
management of the CBC about Saskatoon.

Mr. Brand: This would mean then that
CBC would have to re-apply in every aspect;
I would presume that it has been just turned
down as such.

Miss LaMarsh: I do not really know what
the legalities of it are. I would think that is
right, but there are so many of my colleagues
in the profession—Mr. Wahn is one of them
—who make such a large chunk of their
living out of broadcasting business that they
could give you an opinion that is worth more,
and will cost you more, than mine.

Mr. Wahn: On a question of privilege, I
know that the Cabinet Minister would not
want to suggest that I am sitting in here
representing broadcasting interests; and I
know she is joking.

Miss LaMarsh: I do not think I said that.

Mr. Wahn: But as far as I am aware our
firm in Toronto does not represent any
broadcasting company, or any radio station,
or any TV station. Perhaps I wish they did
because I understand that they are very
lucrative clients. But we do not; and my
sitting in here is simply because of my great
interest in the subject matter, having two
children who spend a great deal of time
watching TV.

Miss LaMarsh: I am sorry if I gave an
erroneous impression. I did think in fact that
you were an expert in the field, and I
thought that you had from time to time
represented clients, although I was not sug-
gesting you were here on their behalf.

Mr. Cowan: Mr. Chairman, might I ask Mr.
Wahn through you if his children are looking
for entertainment or information as they
watch TV for so many hours.

Miss LaMarsh: Enlightenment.

The Chairman: Mr. Prittie was trying to
get in a word, but I guess Dr. Brand still has
the floor. Have you finished?
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Mr. Prittie: I feel we are going over mat-
ters that I thought were settled when we
discussed the White Paper, and the wording
in the White Paper had this to say:

The Government has advised the Board
of Broadcast Governors that, pending the
enactment of new legislation, it is now
prepared to consider issuing second-sta-
tion television licences on the recommen-
dation of the Board, subject to the reser-
vation for the use of the Canadian
Broadcasting Corporation of channels in
Victoria, B.C.; Saskatoon, Sask.; Sud-
bury, Ont.; and the Saint John-Frederic-
ton area in New Brunswick. The provi-
sion of television service by the Canadi-
an Broadcasting Corporation in these
reserved locations will be inaugurated,
by means of repeater stations at first, as
funds permit. The effect of this decision
will be to permit the Board to consider
applications by private affiliates of the
Canadian Broadcasting Corporation who
may wish to disaffiliate and join the CTV
network.

I thought this was policy, at least in these
places, and I thought that generally through-
out the country if the first station in an area
was private, the second would be CBC, and
vice versa. The Minister said something here
and I want to ask her about it. Is it the
CBC’s decision not to go ahead with Sas-
katoon at the present time, or are they
responding to the government’s plea for a
cutback in spending in the next fiscal year?

Miss LaMarsh: No, it is not the CBC’s
decision. It was a direction from the
government.

Mr. Prittie: Right.

Mr. Brand: Just in defence of my position,
Mr. Chairman, may I point out on page 22 of
the Committee hearing transcript the state-
ment that Madam Minister made to Mr.
Jamieson in response to a question of his.

But you of all people, Mr. Jamieson,
know how fast this field is changing, and
where the government may have decided
a couple of years ago, when the White
Paper was prepared, that those places
should be reserved, that obviously is not
necessarily the decision that is going to
last forever.
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Now I submit, that this does raise a doubt in
my mind whether the point Mr. Prittie has
raised is valid.

Mr. Stanbury: Mr. Brand, I think I can
detect a dim distant relationship with clause
2(g) in your question. I think perhaps you
are taking the opportunity to joust with the
Minister on a particular application. I am not
sure the Committee should take too much
time on that.

Mr. Brand: Mr. Chairman, on a point of
order, may I challenge your ruling?

The Chairman: It is not a ruling; I am
simply suggesting that we try to stick to the
Bill as your colleague, Mr. Fairweather,
seemed to be indicating a moment ago when
he agreed with Mr. Prittie.

Mr. Brand: Regardless of what Mr. Fair-
weather or Mr. Prittie said, Mr. Chairman,
may I point out to you that clause 2(g) reads
as follows, and I direct your attention to it:

the national broadcasting service should
and under Gi):

be extended to all parts of Canada, as

public funds become available,
Surely, Mr. Chairman, you must agree that
this is bang on point. If in fact there has
been a change in the decision to extend such
national broadcasting service as represented
by the CBC to the particular area I repre-
sent, it is bang on with this particular part of
the Bill.

Miss LaMarsh:
there.

The service is already

The Chairman: That is why I let you go on
for fifteen minutes in this line of questioning,
but I just suggest to you that perhaps we
should not spend all morning talking about.
one application.

Mr. Brand: I do not know, Mr. Chairman,
whether or not you are trying to get them off
the hook, but I would like to get this matter
cleared up directly from the Minutes of the
hearings.

The Chairman: What is your last question
on this point?

Mr. Brand: My last question is just for
clarification of whether or not the decision as
outlined in the White Paper is subject to
change at this time. Or is it not?
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Miss LaMarsh: In the first place, the
national service is already in Saskatoon
through the CBC affiliate.

Mr. Brand: Through a private affiliate, yes.

® (10:30 am.)

Miss LaMarsh: Secondly. Obviously, the
Cabinet can always, under -circumstances,
change its mind in respect of what is in the
White Paper. The present situation with
respect to Saskatoon is that the CBC had
made its application, was anxious to go
ahead and was directed not to because of the
financial aspects by the federal Cabinet.
There the matter rests and until the financial
matters are cleared up it is just sophistry to
talk about it anyway.

Mr. Brand: But not if you allowed, as you
indicated in your testimony, Miss LaMarsh,
that private facilities could now apply as you
have indicated.

Miss LaMarsh: I do not think that there is
anything to prevent them from applying. Le-
gally, there is no licence issued.

The Chairman: Which does not necessarily
mean that it would be granted.

Mr, Jamieson: That is the question.
The Chairman: I get that message.

Miss LaMarsh: I think, from what the
Prime Minister said, that it is still reserved. I
am not prepared to talk about the legalities
of that before the BBG because if someone
does apply before the BBG they may well be
able to persuade that Board that the law is
that they should not be debarred from hav-
ing a licence. I do not know.

Mr. Davis: Madam Minister, to summarize
if I may clause 2(g) says to me that the CBC
should provide a balanced service.

Miss LaMarsh:
everybody.

That is what it says to

Mr. Davis: And whatever “balance” means,
it states that this service should:

(ii) be extended to all parts of Canada,
as public funds become available,
and
(iii) be in English and French,...
Now what are the criteria for broadcasting in
both languages, say in remote parts of Que-
bec where only French is used or in remote
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parts of English-speaking Canada where only
English is used? I noticed the qualification
“as public funds become available” applies to
extending it to all parts of Canada. Is the
extension of the dual service in English and
French also to be conditioned on “as public
funds become available” or under circum-
stances where there is a sufficient listening or
viewing audience? What is the criterion with
respect to this?

Miss LaMarsh: Well, certainly it is condi-
tioned on there being an audience, a signifi-
cantly large audience. It may be that we will
be rich enough in this country someday,
although I hardly think that much of the
riches will be assigned to this particular
expenditure, to have broadcasting in both
languages to areas where there is only a
unilingual audience. I suppose it is a nice
jingoistic thing to do but it really does not
make much sense when you talk about
spending public money.

Mr. Cowan: Now you are talking!

Miss LaMarsh: Well, it is where there is a
significant audience in both languages to
hear it.

Mr. Davis: This depends to a great extent
on technology or the progress of the art. I
can imagine a situation, say 15 or 20 years
from now, where we would have satellite
communication and would certainly be
broadcasting to all parts of the country in
two languages or more, and this may be
thoroughly economical. But I am thinking of
the interim period when it may well be
expensive to extend service in both lan-
guages to limited areas or areas of small
population or scattered population.

Miss LaMarsh: Well, it is up to Parliament
to vote the funds they want to contribute to
this.

Mr. Laflamme: May I ask Mr. Gibson a
question on this? Would there be any differ-
ence in the application of the law if the
words “as public funds become available”
were scratched?

Mr. Fred Gibson (Senior Advisory Counsel,
Department of Justice): Yes, Mr. Chairman, I
think there would. This is a condition to
which the general principle of the law is
subject. The removal of these words would
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remove that condition and would leave the
general statement of principle unqualified.

Mr, Laflamme: So it is simply an intention,
and as long as the Cabinet itself does not
decide or does not have the courage of decid-
ing on two broadcasting systems throughout
the country in English and French it will not
happen.

Mr. Gibson: Mr. Chairman, I think the
question of public funds becoming available
is in the hands of Parliament rather than in
the hands of the Cabinet.

Mr. Cowan: He is under a misapprehen-
sion, too.

An hon. Member: I beg your pardon?

Mr. Cowan: I was just telling Mr. Gibson
that he labours under a misapprehension too.

An hon. Member: He is giving a theoretical
answer.

Mr. Cowan: That is right, Johnnie, that is
right! Public funds are the responsibility of
Parliament, not the Cabinet.

Miss LaMarsh: You know how public
funds are voted. The CBC prepares a budget.
It is the role of management to fulfil the
mandate as they have heretofore thought it
existed or hereafter as Parliament says it
exists. They draw up a budget which comes
to us, and we look it over. It goes to the
Treasury Board and they look it over. Then
the responsible minister has to sign it, and it
ultimately finds its way into the “blue book”
and is voted on by Parliament. I do not know
what the legal effect would be if, for
instance, Parliament decided to reduce the
amount of their expenditures to $1 or to take
out half a million dollars. I know that under
Parliamentary law no one can vote to
increase it unless he is a member of the
ministry. I do not see that the executive can
have very much more control over this, if
one can sit and pick and choose which parts
of the budget you approve, because that
means that the people who are managing are
not in fact left to manage anything. If it is
subject to review by the minister concerned
then that may as well be the case in the first
instance.
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[Translation]

Mr. Goyer: Mr. Chairman, I have a ques-
tion to ask the legal advisor. If I understand
well, subclause (g) of Clause 2, as it is
written:

as public funds become available...
is applicable to the extent of the network
to all regions of Canada. In fact it does
not apply to subclause (iii) which states
‘4o be in English and French”.

[English]

Mr. Gibson: Mr. Chairman, I believe Mr.
Goyer’s interpretation is correct if I under-
stand his question. The condition “as public
funds become available” is limited in its
application to subparagraph (ii) and is not
applicable to subparagraph (iii) of clause
2(g).

Miss LaMarsh: The purpose of putting this
in is to give an expression of intention of
what the service shall be in both languages.
But as a practical matter, as I say, there is
never going to be enough money to have two.
networks, one in each language, right across
the country regardless whether there is any-
body to listen to it.

[Translation]

Mr. Goyer: I understand this well, but is
not clause 2(g) (iii) related to 2(g) (iv)
which states:

“to contribute to the development of
national unity and constantly express
the Canadian reality.”

If I understand what national unity is, and
what the Canadian reality is, I must deduce
that I am living in a bilingual and bicultural
or multi-cultural country and, according to
this fact, the CBC should be able to give its
services in French and English and continue
to extend its services in French and English.
This even becomes a priority with regard to
the extension of the network to all areas of
Canada.

[English]
Mr. Davis: I still cannot really understand
why the qualification “as public funds

become available” is in there at all because it
is in (e) and I would have thought that that
applied to what is set out under (g).

Miss LaMarsh: That was the suggestion
just made by Mr. Wahn.

«
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Mr. Davis: Yes, and I agree with it.

Mr. Jamieson: Mr. Chairman, would it not
be that the (e) refers to the system which has
both public and private components whereas
(g) is specifically related to the Canadian
Broadcasting Corporation as the national
broadcasting service? I think that is probably
why it was put in in two places.

e (10:40 am.)

Mr. Cowan: Mr. Chairman might I point
out that under 2(e) it says:
all Canadians are entitled to broad-
casting service in English and French as
public funds become available.

Is Mr. Jamieson intimating that public
funds are going to be made available to the
private broadcasters who do it in French and
English?

Mr. Jamieson: Mr. Cowan, there have been
an awful lot of misinterpretations of things I
have said but that is the absolute limit. I did
not say anything. I asked a question. If you
have a question, direct it to the front. I did
not say anything of that nature at all.

Mr. Cowan: This says “public service”
because it is talking about “public funds” in
2(e). It is not talking about the private sta-
tions. If it is talking about private stations I
would be with it 100 per cent. Anybody can
open a French station if they have the
licence as far as I am concerned.

Miss LaMarsh: I hope it would not pre-
clude public funds going to a private station
if that was a cheaper and more efficient way
of getting to the objective.

Mr, Cowan: Well, I object to it being in a
second language. We have only one official
language here in this country as yet. We are
going to have a constitutional convention, I
understand. They have been talking about it
for years. Why cannot this question of two
languages wait until this constitutional ques-
tion is solved first before they start passing
bills like this?

The Chairman: Clause 2(h)?

Mr. Brand: May I ask a question of the
Parliamentary Counsel for clarification? Par-
don me, not the Parliamentary Counsel in
this instance.

Miss LaMarsh: Justice.
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Mr. Brand: In clarification of this, so as far
as provision of public funds is concerned do
you mean when the estimates, for example,
are approved by Parliament, then the funds
would be available?

Miss LaMarsh: Yes.
Mr, Brand: Is that correct?
Miss LaMarsh: Yes.

Mr. Brand: The funds for the Saskatoon
station were approved in this year’s estimates
and yet the station is not going ahead. How
do you explain that?

Miss LaMarsh:
moment.

I do not know—just a

Mr. Steele: If I might answer, Dr. Brand,
this is a proper exercise in that context of
the role which the executive or the govern-
ment of the day has to perform in reviewing
the CBC capital budget. If they are under-
taking a review what Parliament does—I
think this is the legal position—is to author-
ize expenditures from the Consolidated Reve-
nue Fund but that is not a direction that
funds will be spent under the specific head-
ings that may have been requested in the
budget. There is a judgment to be made in
the course of any year about how, within the
over-all limits of approval by Parliament,
funds are in fact spent. I think this is what
you are concerned with at the moment.

Mr. Brand: So what you are suggesting, of
course, is that the Governor in Council could
change any of these estimates as we have
said.

Mr. Steele: It has to report in the case of
the CBC if there has been a budget tabled in
Parliament with this in it; it is, in effect,
modifying that budget and at that point
would have to report.

Mr. Brand: And they could do so despite
the fact that Parliament has approved the
estimates?

Mr. Steele: That has always been the judg-
ment exercised by the executive who, as I
understand it. ..

Mr. Brand: This is an interesting point that
has a lot of value.

Mr. Wahn: Mr. Chairman, may I ask one
non-controversial question before we leave
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this particular clause? I know how anxious
you are to get on to the next one. I should
like to ask the Minister whether she knows
whether any serious consideration has ever
been given to the reasons which would justi-
fy Parliament using public funds to subsidize
the CBC is producing and distributing a
news service, the newspaper of the air. Has
that ever been considered in detail?

Miss LaMarsh: Under the present act I
think there is authority to the CBC to pro-
duce such ancillary publications in the fur-
therance of their mandate. And there is a
clause in here which is somewhat different.
From time to time there has been a sugges-
tion, particularly recently, that the CBC has
been getting into the publishing business,
particularly in Montreal, to an extent that is
unwarranted by their authority. I have
checked and there does not seem to be any
infringement on their legal authority to do so
as found in the current Act.

Mr. Wahn: I am not sure that I made my
question clear. The CBC does...

Miss LaMarsh: You are talking about pub-
lished things, are you not?

Mr. Wahn: I am talking about the news
service the CBC provides. Let me put it to
you this way, Miss LaMarsh: I do not think
Parliament would want to subsidize a news-
paper, an ordinary newspaper, in providing a
news service to the public, and yet for years,
perhaps as a result of historical development,
Parliament has been subsidizing the CBC, in
effect, in providing a news service on the air.
Has this position ever been reviewed careful-
ly to see what justifies subsidizing the CBC
in providing a news service on the air where-
as, presumably, we would not think of sub-
sidizing the Toronto Daily Star, for example,
or the Globe and Mail in providing a news
service in the ordinary form of a newspaper.

Miss LaMarsh: Lots of governments do, in
fact, subsidize newspapers, as you know.

Mr. Wahn: We do not consider that a
desirable thing to do in a democratic country.
Now, why are we prepared to subsidize the
CBC in providing news on the air?

Miss LaMarsh: We are going back to
ground one. It is because, of course, that it is
a public asset, a very scarce public asset. It
belongs to the public and it is only rented out
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or used by individuals on quite severe re-
strictions. You know, it is the whole basis of
public broadcasting. I do not know whether,
Mr. Chairman, if the Parliamentary Counsel
were here he would find this to be outside
the purview of the Committee. But it seems
to me we had better tear this up and start all
over at the beginning if that is the kind of
argument you want me to meet.

Mr. Wahn: Well it relates to the question
of programs.

The Chairman: It seems to me this is the
kind of question and argument that would
have been more appropriate during the dis-
cussion of the White Paper. Having proceed-
ed this far, the legislation on this point cer-
tainly is based on the recommendations of
the Committee and of every other committee
that I am aware of that has studied broad-
casting in Canada. As the minister said a few
minutes ago, the suggestion from some quar-
ters has been rather that the CBC should
limit itself entirely to the sort of program-
ming you say it should not have anything to
do with. It seems to me that is a rather
broad question that we cannot go into in
very much detail during the study of the Bill.
Do you have any further question of the
Minister on this point?

Mr. Wahn: Mr. Chairman, my question
was really quite an innocent one and I have
not had the answer. Has it been discussed?
My question was: has it been discussed?

Miss LaMarsh: When has it been dis-
cussed? Section 29 (1) (i) of the 1958 Act
reads as follows:

collect news relating to current events in
any part of the world and in any man-
ner that it deems fit and to establish and
subscribe to news agencies;

Mr. Wahn: Well, my question was: at any
time during the deliberations of this Commit-
tee has anyone given any serious thought to
the merits of using public funds to provide a
news service on the air?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): On a point of
order, Mr. Chairman. ..

Miss LaMarsh: It is the same thing as
using public funds to put on a light enter-
tainment show or anything else. The same
argument applies to each and every kind of
program. You are either in favour of public
broadcasting or you are not, Mr. Wahn.
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An hon. Member: May I ask a question,
Mr. Chairman?

The Chairman:
MacDonald?

Mr. MacDonald: It does seem to me that
we have spent an inordinate length of time
on this. I realize these are important sections
of the clause but if one were to work out the
ratio of time spent on this clause to the rest
of the clauses we will be here all day every
day until Christmas and beyond, and that is
an impossible situation to be in.

Another thing has disturbed me. I am not
opposed, as I think all other members are not
opposed, to having other members sit in on
this Committee but it does seem that a good
deal of this discussion should have taken
place much earlier in preparation of the Re-
port on the White Paper that you yourself
referred to earlier. The discussion today,
surely, is on the specific clauses in the Bill
and question and explanation and also
suggestions for changes that might possibly
be made. Frankly, if we are going to be
working in the manner we have worked over
the last hour some of us would feel our time
would be better spent somewhere else. I
would suggest, sir, that we try to stick more
to the subject at hand and use the time of
the Minister and her officials more effectively
than we have done over the last hour.

e (10:50 a.m.)

The Chairman: I think Mr. MacDonald’s
point is well taken, Mr. Wahn. We do not in
any way want to limit your questioning of
the Minister and your contribution to the
debate which will come later on whether or
not amendments to this Bill should be recom-
mended to the House. But it seems to me that
we are going far beyond the questioning of
the Minister on the terms of the Bill.

I have hesitated to limit you because, per-
haps, you did not have the opportunity to
attend the other hearings, but I am in the
hands of the Committee. I am only the
Chairman trying to see that the Committee
does its work. If the Committee feels that the
line of questioning which has been going on
this morning by members of the Committee,
or people at the Committee who have not had
the benefit of the study of the White Paper
with the Committee, is the procedure the
Committee wants, then I am in your hands.

27605—2
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But I think Mr. MacDonald is quite right in
saying that we will be here, not until Christ-
mas, but until Easter if we continue along
these lines very much longer.

Mr. Prittie: Mr. Chairman, we have spent
quite a bit of time on clause 2(g) and about
three meetings ago you asked us to submit in
writing to the table any amendments that we
proposed to clause 2(g). Some of us have
done this. I suppose that some time we will
come back to them and vote on them formal-
ly, but I would suggest that we have spent a
lot of time on clause 2(g). Any member can
submit a suggestion of how it could be
changed. We can then deal with them for-
mally later on. In the meantime, there are a
lot of other clauses that are pretty important
on which, I think, we would want to question
the Minister. For instance, look at clause
2(h), the next one.

Mr. Mather: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I
could add something to what Mr. Prittie has
just said?

The Chairman: Now, just a moment. Mr.
Nugent wanted the floor.

Mr. Nugeni: My question relates to what
Mr. Wahn said. I am not quite sure whether
he was asking if anybody had considered
whether the CBC should be in the news-
gathering service rather than buying it. My
question is simply this: Does the CBC make
its news available, as a wire service does for
newspapers, with the intention of getting
revenue out of it?

Miss LaMarsh: I am not answering with
certainty to this, but Mr. Steele says that he
does not think they do sell their news service
anywhere. I have never heard the question
before and I do not know.

Mr., Jamieson: May I be permitted to
enlighten Mr. Nugent, a little?

The Chairman: Yes, Mr. Jamieson.

Mr. Jamieson: They provide service to
other networks. They have an exchange
arrangement, as I understand it, with certain
other networks both in Canada and around
the world and until fairly recent times they
were making this service available to their
affiliates, mostly in film.

Mr. Mather: Mr. Chairman, very briefly I
just want to try to reinforce the point of the
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remarks by Mr. MacDonald and Mr. Prittie. I
know it has been the prerogative of this
Committee when we have the Minister here
to sort of wander from clause to clause, gath-
ering enlightenment in the process, but with-
out coming to grips with the actual passing
or accepting of amendments to clauses, but I
would like to express the hope that we will
quickly be in a position to come to a decision
on the various clauses. I think we must keep
in mind, as Mr. MacDonald has suggested,
that if we do not we will still be here at
Easter discussing the Bill in a general way as
we have been for several days. It is my
understanding the Prime Minister is of the
opinion that before an appointment such as
the new leadership of the CBC is made, the
legislation should be approved by Parliament.

Miss LaMarsh: By the House, anyway.

Mr. Mather: Yes, by the House. If the
Committee does not provide it to the House
this will delay, surely, what could be a very
important decision and appointment. I just
want to say that in my opinion, while the
philosophy of discussing a thing without
making a decision is fine theoretically, I
would like us to come shortly to the deci-
sions, clause by clause.

The Chairman: I am sure we would all like
that, Mr. Mather, but in fairness to Mr.
Wahn and the others who have been dealing
in generalities, surely clause 2 does exactly
that. It is a very basic and general clause
and I would expect that we would take up a
good deal of time in questioning the Minister
about it.

The alternative to doing what we have
been doing is to go into an in camera session
and make an attempt to pass each clause, as
committees traditionally do, after debate in
camera on each clause. But I thought it was
agreed at the beginning of our meetings that
we would try to seek out the answers to our
question from the Minister in public, try to
put forward our suggestions for amendments
and then we would go back and, hopefully
and fairly quickly, debate each proposal and
decide on it.

If we can get through clause 2, the sugges-
tion was that we would then ask members of
the Committee for specific amendments
which they would like to suggest or specific
questions they would like to pose on any of
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the other clauses, rather than simply going
through every clause while the Minister is
here. I think members are prepared to make
those suggestions and to pick out those areas
where they see concern. Once we get over
clause 2, then I think we could deal with the
rest of the questioning of the Minister very
expeditiously. This is the nub of the Bill,
though, so I am not too discouraged that we
have taken so long with clause 2.

Maybe I could ask members whether there
are any questions about clause 2(h)?

Mr. Cowan: I want to comment—not com-
ment, but ask questions since we are told we
cannot debate—on clause 2(g). The last time I
was at the Committee meeting and the Minis-
ter was also here, the Committee was dis-
cussing clause 2(d) and I had to leave at 11
o’clock for a meeting of the Health and Wel-
fare Committee and I asked if they would
lay over subclause (e) until the Minister
might be back and I might make some com-
ments on it. I came in this morning—I have
been attending all the meetings except those
when the House of Commons is in ses-
sion—and I am informed that we are now on
clause 2(g). What happened.. .

The Chairman: Would you like to ask a
question about clause 2(e)?

Mr. Cowan: Yes.
The Chairman: Please do.

Mr. Cowan: I can cover it under clause
2(g) (iii) quite easily, but clause 2(g) (ii) is the
same thing.

The Chairman: Please go ahead.

Mr. Cowan: It talks here about:

all Canadians are entitled to broadcast-
ing service in English and French as
public funds become available.

I would like to ask the Minister why pub-
lic funds should be expended on a second
language when we have only one official lan-
guage in the country? I do not mind private
funds being spent on French anywhere in the

country as long as they will spend it (
themselves.

[Translation]

Mr. Goyer: On a point of order, Mr.
Chairman. We are trying to deliberately dis~
credit the CBC. If some members here have
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the intention of doing such a thing, let them
say so frankly. Concerning the broadcasting
of programs in the English language, I would
like to tell you that, of the 73 broadcasting
hours a week—and I get this information
from the CBC Annual Report of 1965-66—we
wish to slice out 40 hours from recreation
and sports broadcasts; we also want to slice
away 4.11 hours from the news broadcasts.
Soon we well may be asked to take out the
news reels which represent 11.30 hours. We
are systematically breaking down the CBC.
And when we want that the services of the
CBC come second after private enterprise in
a certain region, we are systematically
destroying the CBC. And, when, on top of
that, we want to end the use of French in the
CBC, we are still systematically demolishing
the CBC. And if Mr. Cowan wishes to—I do
not know how he can go about it—but if he
wants to enter a resolution doing away with
the CBC, and Yecommending that an end be
put to it, I think it would be much more
straightforward to let him do so.

The Chairman: What is your point of order?

[English]

Mr. Cowan: The Minister, who is an excep-
tionally intelligent Minister: I presume you
are aware that in 1871 Alsace-Lorraine was
made part of Germany?

Some hon. Members: Oh, oh.

Mr. Cowan: I am asking questions with
regard to two languages.

Miss LaMarsh: I do not think I knew the
date.

The Chairman: Mr. Cowan, will you try to
limit yourself to this country and this Bill?

Mr. Cowan: I know of no reason; this is
broadcasting; you are bringing in witnesses
here from Great Britain. We have done it
before.

The Chairman: That was a decision of the
Committee. If the Committee wishes to exam-
ine the situation in Alsace-Lorraine, I am
open to the Committee’s suggestion.

Mr. Cowan: Is the Minister aware that
from 1871 until 1918 the official language in
Alsace-Lorraine was German?

The Chairman: Mr. Cowan, please limit
yourself to Canada in your questioning of the
27605—2}
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Minister. She cannot be' expected to be an
expert on the history of Alsace-Lorraine.

Mr. Cowan: I know you are not; I was not
inquiring of you my friend.

The Chairman: I said: she cannot be ex-
pected . ..

e (11:00 a.m.)

Mr. Cowan: Is the Minister aware that
there are no radio stations...

[Translation]

Mr. Béchard: On a point of Order, Mr.
Chairman.

The Chairman: Go ahead, Mr. Béchard.

Mr. Béchard: The government has present-
ed a White Paper on radio broadcasting
which recognizes the existence of French and
English services in the CBC. We, in Commit-
tee, have studied this White Paper and have
made a report on it. I do not believe that Mr.
Cowan can now come and destroy the work
accomplished by the Committee, or under-
mine the government policy.

[English]

Mr. Cowan: Mr. Chairman, confining
myself to Canada, may I point out that when
the White Paper was being discussed I was
present at all the sessions and when the final
report of the Committee was being prepared
I was at the in camera session. I can name
who was there, and I understood they were
in camera.

If you want the facts of what went on in
that meeting, I protested then about the
Committee making a report favouring the
White Paper’s statement about two official
languages, and I was told then that the Com-
mittee’s report. ..

The Chairman: Do you have any questions
of the Minister on the...

Mr. Cowan: When can I ask questions
when I was told at the in camera Committee
meeting discussing the White Paper that
there was another time I could ask them—al-
ways another time.

The Chairman: If you have any questions
on clause 2, would you ask them now,
please?

Mr. Cowan: Yes; I wanted to ask the Min-
ister if she was aware that in Alsace-Lor-
raine French is the official language now—
only one language.
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The Chairman: I do not feel that that is a
proper question for the Minister. If the Com-
mittee feels otherwise, I am in its hands.

An hon. Member: No.

Mr. Cowan: But just the way the French
culture treats their conquered peoples was all
I was trying to emphasize, my friend. I am
asking the Minister why we should be spend-
ing public funds on a language that is not
official?

[Translation]

Mr. Goyer: This is becoming a mental
aberration.

[English]
Miss LaMarsh: Because it is the will of
Parliament to do so.

Mr. Cowan: Do you refer to our mental
situation, sir?

Miss LaMarsh: I am not going to get into
discussion with you, Mr. Cowan, here, or
otherwise, on what the present constitutional
practice is, or the current -constitutional
argument.

It seems to me that broadcasting, by its
very nature, is intended to be a means of
communication between sentient human
beings, and the most important way of com-
municating is to say something in a language
that the man who hears it understands.
Across 3,000 miles of country we try to speak
to one another and to understand one anoth-
er. We can do this instantaneously only
through broadcasting.

It would not matter to me if we had to do
it in ten languages to understand one another
and to make ourselves more of an entity. I
am happy that the two languages which are
enshrined in our constitution are two of the
most beautiful, most flexible and most widely
used in the world. I am happy that one is not
Swahili or Flemish, or a language that one
might learn and never have an opportunity
to use. If we are going to communicate and
are going to broadcast at all, we have got to
do it in a language. It seems to me, if we
ever had enough money to do it, that it
would be very useful to have broadcasting,
both public and private, in some of the for-
mer national languages of many of our new
Canadians. Certainly in the urban centres
there are many Italian and German pro-
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grams, and they are put on because people
can understand them.

Mr. Cowan: Madame Minister, might I ask
why the Italian station in Toronto is in pri-
vate hands? Why does the CBC not broadcast
in Italian, too, for the benefit of the Toronto
Italian community and the Montreal com-
munity? In Toronto the Italian language sta-
tion is in private hands, which is okay with
me.

Miss LaMarsh: I am not certain whether I
have ever heard Italian or German programs
on the CBC affiliates or radio stations; I do
not remember. I certainly hear that there are
many of them.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, it is after 11
o’clock. Is it your wish that we proceed for a
while?

Mr. Laflamme: Well, I think, Mr. Chair-
man, that Mr. Cowan might as well get
through with his statement this morning
before an adjournment is taken, so that a
majority of the members may satisfy...

Mr. Cowan: The majority of the Committee
members can override the British North
America Act, you mean? That is quite a
thought—quite a thought.

The Chairman: Do you have further ques-
tions on this clause, Mr. Cowan?

Mr. Cowan: No; none at all.

The Chairman: Are there any further
questions on clause 2(g), 2(h), 2@, 2(j), or the
balance of clause 2?

Mr. Fairweather: Mr. Gibson, while you
are just in the drafting process, there is one
point. In 2(h) it is stated.

...the objectives of the national broad-
casting service must prevail;
I just wonder why it was not “shall” there?

Miss LaMarsh: Mr. Gibson might perhaps
answer this.

Mr. Fairweather: I asked him the question. (

Mr. Gibson: Mr. Chairman, I would have
no objection, from a drafting point of view,
to the substitution of “shall” for “must”. I do
not think the legal connotation conveyed by

either would seriously affect the intention of
the clause.
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Mr. Steele: If I could just add a point, Mr.
Fairweather, perhaps the correct way to look
at this is that in taking it that the national
broadcasting service is to have primacy real-
ly what “must” means is that this is a state-
ment of fact rather than of intention.

Mr. Fairweather: That is fine; thank you.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, are there any
other clauses on which you would like to
question the Minister, or propose amendment?

Mr. Fairweather?

Mr. Fairweather:
whole. ..

Do you mean in the

The Chairman: In the remainder of the

bill.

Mr. Fairweather: You have caught me,
Miss LaMarsh, with my constitution down.

The Chairman: Caught you with your bill
down.

Mr. Fairweather: I am not oriented yet. I
was in Alsace-Lorraine.

Mr. Cowan: Mr. Chairman, he could learn
quite a bit there if he were. He could learn
how French culture operates.

The Chairman: Mr. Prittie.

Mr, Prittie: I would point out again that
Mr. Fairweather did question the interpreta-
tion of “broadcasting” in clause (g). We also
had a discussion of that with the Department
of Transport the other day, and the Deputy
Minister said that the whole question of lines
communication was under study. Some of us
still have a feeling that the definition of
“broadcasting’” that Mr. Fairweather suggest-
ed the other day might be more adequate
than the one that is here; but the officials
know what that is; it was presented to them.

The Chairman: Mr. Brand.

Mr. Brand: This may be a silly question,
but is there any chance of misinterpretation
of the term “national broadcasting” as
opposed to “Canadian Broadcasting System?”
since there is no actual definition under the
interpretation section? I presume that “na-
tional broadcasting system” refers only to the
CBC and its affiliates?

Mr. Steele: It is a national broadcasting
service, Dr. Brand, which is the CBC and its
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affiliated stations. “System” refers to the
whole system, public and private.

The Chairman: Mr. Johnston?

Mr. Johnston: I do not know whether this
falls within the scope of the invitation to ask
questions about any part of the bill, but at
page 18, clause 39 (h)—and I do not believe
this is a change from the previous act; I
think it has been carried over—says that the
corporation has the power to

collect news...in any manner that it
deems fit...

Recalling the Seven Days controversy and
much of the discussion at that time, it
seemed to me that one of the most sensitive
points of all was the business of the corpora-
tion collecting news in ways, or by means,
that were either completely illegal, or were
an invasion of privacy, or were simply not
fitting, in a sense. Have any thoughts been
given to this sort of blanket permission to
gather news in any manner whatsoever as
long as the CBC itself considered that it was
fitting? I am not at the moment proposing an
amendment, that we refer somehow to meth-
ods that are legal or proper, but. ..

® (11:10 a.m.)

Miss LaMarsh: Mr. Chairman, I do not
think this would give a mandate to anyone to
do anything which is otherwise illegal. If
they do they are subject to all the penalties
of the law. I remember particularly the
interviewing of Mr. Sevigny, and being
personally offended by a youngster in bed. I
had some discussions with members of the
press and broadcasters on general principles
and I got the impression that most of them
felt that yellow journalism, while still legal
and not tasteful, was a hallowed part of the
freedom of the press and one had to be free
to collect the news in any way which one’s
stomach could bear. I throw this out as a
general proposition, and I suppose this is
why it is left as open as it is. What might
offend me as a means of collecting news or as
an invasion of someone’s privacy might not
offend someone else, but I am as horrified by
bugs on windows as I am by cameras on
front lawns.

Mr.
bugs?

Fairweather: You mean electronic

Miss LaMarsh: Yes. Perhaps I am just
old-fashioned, I do not know.
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_ The Chairman: Is there any amendment
you would like to propose, Mr. Johnston?

Mr. Johnston: I do not have one written
out. Mr. Nugent just suggested some phrasing
such as “in any reasonable manner” rather
than “in any manner that it deems fit”. When
we get around to it I would like the Commit-
tee to consider the possibility of amending
that to provide some sense of propriety as to
the means with which the national
corporation. . .

Miss LaMarsh: Perhaps if we just dropped
that phrase out it would not draw so much
attention to it. It would not sound like carte
blanche.

Mr. Johnston: Yes. That would certainly be
a suggestion, to omit it.

Mr. Priitie: The example Mr. Johnston
used was not for. a news broadcast anyway,
it was for a magazine-type program, was it
not?

Mr. Johnston: It really does not matter too
much. What happened to Mr. Sevigny
became news, so we have the whole question
of the corporation making its own news. I
think the worst example of all was what
happened on the Trimbell’s front lawn. The
cameras were set up at 7 o’clock in the
morning in anticipation of what would hap-
pen in the afternoon. This is an example of
sort of small town backyard gossip becoming
the national news for several days and I
should think the extent of the involvment
there was barely fitting. I believe the ques-
tion is important whether it is public affairs
Or news.

The Chairman: If you feel there is some
appropriate amendment which meets your
concern would you prepare it and submit it
so that it can be studied by the representa-

tive of the Department of Justice. Mr.
McCleave?

Mr. McCleave: I have some questions con-
cerning clause 47.

The Chairman: I suggest we stay on clause
39 and perhaps have further questions on it.

Mr. Fairweather: I wonder if the Minister
could consider the area that Mr. Johnston
spoke of, that when we studied the Seven
Days matter the proposal was that the then

Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Aris

November 23, 1967

BBG would have some sort of an ethical
standard. I appreciate the freedom of the
press but I do not think we should make it
into something more than it should be. It is
surely as subject to the same limitations of
taste and the individual’s right of privacy as
anybody else. I think another example was
the movement into a public institution in this
country. As I understand it, the superintend-
ent had given permission for an interview
but this was not good enough for the inter-
viewers, they put their bugs in a basket of
goodies and conducted their interview in a
surreptitious manner. I would hope that
through regulation the CRC could try to
establish some code that would balance the
freedom which the Minister quite properly
mentions with the contrary right of individu-
al protection.

Mr. Pritties On the same subject, Mr.
Chairman, I agree there were some instances
where I questioned the taste of what they
were doing but I do not think there should
be any more restriction upon television and
radio journalists in the public system than
there are upon journalists in general. A cou-
ple of weeks ago there was another example
where they sneaked a camera into the Inter-
national Nickel Co. of Canada’s smelter at
Sudbury. I did not find it particularly offen-
sive, but would it have been wrong for a re-
porter from a Toronto newspaper who wanted
to get a story on conditions inside that plant
to have slipped by the guard and got his
story? I think the only rules that should apply
to public newscasters are the rules that would
generally apply to journalists. Otherwise I do
not like the area we are getting into.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I also think Mr.
Chairman, that we should. ..

The Chairman: May we reserve debate on
this point until we reach the amendment. If
there are any further questions of the Minis-
ter or suggested amendments, could we have
them at this time?

Mr. Brand: I have a question on clause 28.

The Chairman: On clause 39, may I ask
the Minister about clause 39 (1) (g). It has
been suggested to me that an important part
of the present publications of the CBC are
audio-visual materials which are used as sup-
plementary materials to educational broad-
casting. Has it been considered whether or
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not a reference to this might be included
in that section?

Miss LaMarsh: I think it is a good point,
certainly.

The Chairman: Mr. Fairweather, you had
another question.

Mr. Fairweather: I have a question on
clause 39.

The Chairman: Mr. McCleave?

Mr. McCleave: I have a question on clause
18 (2) and also on clause 37.

The Chairman: Is yours on clause 39, Mr.
MacDonald?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Yes. I wonder on
clause (39) (1) (c), where it is suggested they
originate and secure programs, and so on,
whether there is sufficient scope within this
subparagraph to encourage or enable the
CBC to do a great deal more in terms of the
co-operative production of television pro-
gramming. This has become a very expand-
ing field and it seems to me that it suggests
here that the CBC might purchase programs
or exchange programs, but included under
this joint production arrangement, which I
think is in subclause (...

Miss LaMarsh: I think subclause (d) is the
test.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): That subclause
says “any person”. Would that include a cor-
poration as well as an individual?

Mr. Hindley: Yes.
Mr. MacDonald (Prince): It would.

Miss LaMarsh: I think it means any legal
person, which includes a corporation.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Thank you.

Mr. Cowan: If you are on clause 39, sir, I
am referring to clause 39 (1) (h). I am not a
lawyer. I was only in the news gathering
business for 40 years so I would not know
too much about it. This Bill would authorize
the CBC to:

collect news relating to current events in
any part of the world and in any man-
ner that it deems fit. ..

I am well aware, of course, that they sent
two crews to Israel when the Pope visited
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there, one to get it in French and one to get
it in English. I do not know how a French
picture differs from an English picture but
the expense did not matter. I am also aware
that the Canadian Press did not send
representatives to Panama when the Pana-
manians attacked the United States, but
the CBC sent a camera crew and nine people
down there. Evidently there is no limit to the
expense. I would like to ask the Minister
why is it necessary for the Canadian govern-
ment to engage in a business that is com-
pletely and adequately covered in a proper
manner by the publishers of Canada through
the Canadian Press and in the United States
by the Associated Press, and overseas by
Reuters and other news-gathering organiza-
tions which have long been established? Why
is the Canadian government competing with
these news-gathering agencies?

Miss LaMarsh: Because one of the things
that Parliament has asked the broadcasting
business to do is to go into the news field as
well.

® (11:20 a.m.)

Mr. Cowan: Collect news or current events
in any part of the world? I was limited to
Canada a while ago and was not allowed to
go to Alsace-Lorraine; but the CBC, of
course, can go to Alsace-Lorraine and send
several crews over there.

The Chairman: You can go to Alsace-Lor-
raine if you wish. Do not let me hold you
back.

Mr. Cowan: I would like to take the Chair-
man over and I could show him a few things
about French culture.

The Chairman: I wish you would.

Mr. Cowan: Why is the government
engaged in a competitive way with this
news-gathering organization, the Canadian
Press?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Because it is their
job, in some instances.

Mr. Cowan: Name one single instance. I
discussed this matter with the General
Manager of the Canadian Press two weeks
ago, knowing it was going to come up in this
Broadcasting Committee’s discussion. The
CBC buys the Canadian Press service, but
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the Canadian Press does not buy the CBC
news service. Mr. Stanley Burke, the gor-
geous anchorman with the CBC-TV’s nation-
al news, spoke before the members of the
Canadian Branch of Sigma Delta Phi and as
reported in the Toronto Star of March 1967,
Burke said:

...the primary concern of the new
operation was to develop an organization
which would enable the CBC to go after
its own news, rather than rehashing that
provided through the print media.

Well the print media own the Canadian
Press, the co-operative news-gathering ser-
vice. Why is the Canadian Government
spending taxpayers’ money in opposition to a
well-established, well-managed co-operative,
and the CBC has yet to scoop the Canadian
Press on any news item? Have we that much
money? If we can run a second news-gather-
ing organization in Canada, then we have
public funds to put a French, public-owned
station in every town in Canada. There is no
limit, because we have public funds to com-
pete with the Canadian co-operative press.

The Chairman: What is the question?

Mr. Cowan: I want to know why the
Canadian government should be asking this
Committee and Parliament to authorize a
news-gathering organization in opposition to
a Canadian taxpaying organization now, the
Canadian Press?

Miss LaMarsh: Because news is part of the
mandate which Parliament has given to the
broadcasting services from the time of their
inception.

Mr. Cowan: You can get that from the
Canadian Press.

Miss LaMarsh: You can have, as news, just
a talking head reading the CP stories, but
you know yourself the ways in which the
written word and spoken words are used in
the news field are very different. The pic-
tures involved have an impact far different
from the spoken or written word. It is part of
what Parliament wants a broadcasting ser-
vice for.

Mr. Prittie: I am not sure that Mr. Cowan’s
facts are correct, Mr. Chairman. As far as I
know, the CBC does not run a complete
news-gathering service, but has special corre-
spondents in places of particular interest to
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Canada, who supplement the other services.
Is this not the case?

The Chairman: I think Mr. Cowan is
expressing opinions; he does not necessarily
represent them to be facts.

Mr. Cowan: Everything I stated was a fact.

Mr. Prittie: Do they run a complete news-
gathering service?

The Chairman: Mr. Prittie disputes that.

Mr. Cowan: That means my facts are
incorrect because one member disputes
them?

The Chairman: No; it just means...

Mr. Cowan: I stated in the House of Com-
mons the other day that a life term was 8
years, 10 months and one day, and the
Canadian Press gave a report that I chal-
lenged it—after reading from a government
report.

The Chairman: Do you have any further
questions on clause 39, Mr. Cowan?

Mr. Cowan: I was just going to ask the
minister that the question of the cost of gath-
ering the news never enters into consideration
at all, does it? God forbid that. ..

Miss LaMarsh: I think it probably does, so
far as management is concerned. It seems to
me I have read of public discussion on the
cost of news vis-a-vis the cost of public
affairs, and it breaks out every now and
then. It becomes the responsibility of man-
agement if Parliament says that one of the
services that has to be provided is to gather
and publish the news.

The Chairman: Is Mr. Cowan finished with
clause 39?

Mr. Cowan: Yes, I am.
The Chairman: Mr. Munro.

Mr. Munro: I would just like to elaborate
for one second, Mr. Chairman, on what Mr.
Cowan said.

Miss LaMarsh, I suppose there is some
merit in the Canadian people having some
supplementary, independent source of news
coverage rather than just one service?

Mr. Cowan: Why not the CP?
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Mr. Munro: It seems to me it is well jus-
tified on that ground alone.

Miss LaMarsh: I suppose the same argu-
ment might have been raised in the case of
Reuters and some of the others who started
long before the Canadian Press got under
way. There may have been people who said:
“Why have our own when there is already
one or more in existence around the world?”
I think there was a big argument, was there
not, when CP was started?

Mr. Cowan: Reuters is a European service,
Miss LaMarsh, and the Canadian Press was
one which originated in Western Canada
originally; then the Eastern papers co-operat-
ed and there were two groups for some
years, from about 1897 to 1908; and then
they were merged into one Canadian Press.
You might say that it really got its begin-
nings in Western Canada—that 1is, the
Canadian Press as we know it today.

Mr. Fairweather: Is there a French service
in the Canadian Press?

An hon. Member: Yes.

The Chairman: Yes. Are there any other
questions on clause 39? If not, I understand
Mr. McCleave had a question on another
clause.

Mr. McCleave: I have one on clause 18 (2).
I understand that there have been represen-
tations to the Minister on this power of
direction to broadcast certain programs. Is
she absolutely wedded to the language here,
or has she found any of the suggestions
acceptable to her?

Miss LaMarsh: Mr. Chairman, I do not
remember that I have had any specifically
worded exceptions; but I do not think I am
particularly wedded to language anywhere.

Mr., McCleave: The Canadian Association
of Broadcasters suggested that it be tied in
somehow with emergency matters.

Miss LaMarsh: I am not very wedded to
that particular suggestion either. Emergencies
of a war nature are already dealt with in the
War Measures Act and I felt that the CAB
suggestion was rather narrow, if my recollec-
tion is right. Apparently my officials are still
considering the phraseology of this clause,
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The Chairman: If you have any suggestion
would you put it in writing so that it can be
considered later?

Mr. McCleave: I am quite satisfied if it is
still under review. It seems to me to be a
very wide power indeed and one that is
perhaps going to get us all in trouble if we
pass it.

The Chairman: If you feel it is too wide,
would you formulate your alternative and
submit it for consideration by Mr. Gibson?

Mr. Gibson: Mr. Chairman, Mr. McCleave
raised yesterday a point, which I undertook
to consider further, on the definition of
“broadcasting undertaking” and I am pre-
pared to give Mr. McCleave the results of my
consideration now, or if you would prefer,
we could defer it.

The Chairman: No; we might just as well
hear it now.

Mr. Gibson: Mr. McCleave asked whether
we would consider broadening the definition
of “broadcasting undertaking” to include
areas of territorial fee, next to the Canadian
shoreline. I find that this matter is the sub-
ject of international treaty...

Mr. Cowan: Confine yourself to Canada.

Mr. Gibson: ...and is also covered by
regulations made under the Canada Shipping
Act, which preclude the establishment, with-
in Canadian waters, of broadcasting stations
on foreign ships. Therefore, the matter is
covered.

Mr. McCleave: Thank you, Mr. Gibson.

Miss LaMarsh: That is on foreign ships.
What about derelicts and floaters, and things
like that?

Mr. Gibson: I believe the term is “vessels”,
and I think it has a rather broad definition.

The Chairman: Could we please know
which clauses members still want to raise
questions on?

Mr. Cowan: Clause 49.

Mr. Munro: Clause 19.

The Chairman: Clauses 19, 28, 4, 47, 49.

Mr, Cowan: Do I get 507
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The Chairman: Who will make it 50? Is
that all?

Mr. Prittie: No; clause 17 too.

The Chairman: May we first go to clause
4? Mr. Laflamme?

[Translation]

Mr. Laflamme: Mr. Chairman, I do not
want to abuse the Minister’s kindness while
she is here this morning, but concerning
clause 4, I have already raised the question
of the naming of the Canadian Radio Com-
mission which in French is “Commission de
la Radiodiffusion canadienne”. I understand
that the choice of these three terms had as a
specific goal the retaining of identity in both
the French and English initials. I would like
to point out that the expression “commission”
in French does not mean in fact—the board
of management which has responsibility for
managing and taking decisions. In French
“commission” just means supervision, investi-
gation or something similar. The specific
French term should be “régie”, instead of
“commission”. I have made a certain
research to find a certain French expression
corresponding to that in English, and whose
initial would be the same in both languages.
I was wondering if the word “commission”
could not be replaced by the word “conseil”
or by the word “contr6le” which would
underline that it is not a supervision. The
French word ‘“commission” absolutely does
not express what we wish to say. A supervi-
sion has no responsibility for decision. It can-
not make reports inquiries of anything of the
kind. I wonder if we should not consider the
possibility of selecting more exact French or
English terminology. The English word “com-
mission” does not mean that this body or
organization has responsibility or the right to
take decisions.

Miss LaMarsh: This point has been raised
by Mr. Laflamme and I think it is a good
point. It recently passed the Transport Com-
mission but it does not appear to have come
up at that point. As I said to the Committee
before, I am not wed to the name CRC either
and I rather hoped that the Committee would
be able to agree on some sparkling new name
which would be effervescent and true to its
purpose in both languages. I am completely
in the Committee’s hands on this.
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e (11:30 a.m.)
Mr. Cowan: How about Quebec’s chosen
instrument?

Miss LaMarsh: I do not really think that
would have much to do with the purpose of
the agency.

The Chairman: Are you satisfied to leave
this to discussion? Are there any further ques-
tions you would like to put to the Minister on
clause 4?

Mr. Laflamme: I am just informing the
Committee that I will have an amendment
later.

The Chairman: Yes.

Miss LaMarsh: I would prefer the word
“controle” to “conseil”.

Mr. Laflamme: I would also prefer
“controle”.

The Chairman: Do any other members
have questions on this clause? Mr. Mac-
Donald, did you have a question?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): No, I have one
on clause 7.

The Chairman: Mr. Munro, do you have a
question on this clause?

Did you say clause 7? I had not heard that
clause mentioned.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I was looking for
it and did not find it while you were giving
Us: <

The Chairman: All right, clause 7, Mr.
MacDonald.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Clause 7 is simi-
lar to another clause later on that deals with
the Canadian Broadcasing Corporation in
terms of the involvement or otherwise of the
individuals who are to make up the member-
ship of the Commission, as well as the new
board of directors of the CBC. I realize this is
a difficult situation where you are looking for
people who will be free of any special inter-
ests and thus presumably be objective in
their participation on these two important
bodies. I think one of the obvious difficulties
that has prevailed in the past is that you
almost have to go out of your way to find
people who have had no involvement, apart
from the person who is going to be the chair-
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man, and we hope that he and perhaps one
or another of the member of the Commission
might have had involvement. Some of the
others are going to be completely uninvolved,
perhaps almost to the point of being
disinterested.

I am not sure how to overcome this difficul-
ty because it is difficult to pick people from
industry without running into prejudiced
interests. It seems to me that some thought
might be given both with respect to the Com-~
mission as well as the CBC, that if it is
impossible to appoint people who are or have
been actively involved in some phase of
broadcasting, and it is very difficult to find
the latter, that we give consideration to
something that has become fairly popular in
a number of the items of legislation that we
have passed in the last year or so, and that is
an advisory group. It would be somewhat
representative of the industry as a whole and
it would represent the creative talents as
expressed through official organizations such
as ACTRA and would perhaps be representa-
tive of the Canadian Association of Broad-
casters. It seems to me a rather ridiculous
situation to set up two very powerful bodies
that will have more to say about the function
and purpose of broadcasting in this country
than any other, yet the people we require to
serve must fall into the category where they
are not engaged in a broadcasting undertak-
ing, they have no pecuniary or proprietary
interest, they are not involved in the manu-
facture or distribution of radio apparatus,
and so on. It seems a little illogical to exclude
those people who are most informed and
most interested in the furtherance of the
whole development of broadcasting in this
country. I wonder if any thought has been
given to overcoming what seems to me to be
a problem that we have suffered a good deal
from in the past.

Miss LaMarsh: The perils of conflict of
interest in the broadcasting field particularly,
where more than once the finger has been
levelled that non-partisan, independent,
objective criteria were not always used, was
considered to be paramount. I understand
that people who have more knowlege in the
field are thus debarred but for full-time peo-
ple, of course, on the CRC it is no real
problem because if they accepted that
appointment they would give up the other
service. It may be that those with experience

Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Aris

129

will have to be confined to the full time
people who will give up other -contacts.
However, it really is pretty dangerous to let
the part time people have any conflict of
interest. I think this is one of these cases
where not only must justice be done but it
must appear to be done, and that has to be
clear.

I wonder what real service an advisory
committee, added to these more or less expert
five full-time people and the additional part-
time people, can render because the BBG
currently, and presumably the CRC, has
recourse to experts in the field as they choose
to hire or consult them. Indeed, the BBG has
recently had a committee formed of people
who are very active in programming and
who came in on a basis of consultation and
made a report to the Chairman. I do not
think there is anything to prevent that kind
of thing in the instance where it might be
useful.

The BBG also has, as the CRC would have,
recourse on technical matters to the Depart-
ment of Transport for advice. There has been
a pretty happy circumstance in even the
relationship of the BBG to the private broad-
casters and to the public. When there is
something they want to know they often ask
them in and discuss it on a casual basis to
get their expertise.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Let us be very
blunt about this. Our experience to date with
regulatory authorities of the kind we are
now going to revamp is that almost all of
those people who are appointed on a part-
time basis are people who really have mini-
mal experience in terms of the functions and
purposes of broadcasting. They really come
as laymen and some of them are not very
well-informed laymen. Perhaps it is the
method of appointment. I will not say any-
thing about that. I do not think that could be
levelled at any one government but at all
governments.

The other matter that concerns me is when
you have people who have special informa-
tion, special concerns, particular interests and
experience, so often their channel of com-
munication turns out to be through the elect-
ed representatives which, I think is a pretty
inadequate form of contact with these bodies.
It does seem to me that we would be making
regulatory authority a good deal more effec-
tive if there were an advisory council, at
least an advisory council, composed of these
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people, who would then have a direct and a
respected and a ready access to everyone. It
would be known that so and so would be
speaking for such and such a group, simply
because he had worked, spent his time there,
and this is basically why he was appointed to
be on this advisory body.

® (11:40 a.m.)

This is something we have done. We have
done it for different kinds of agricultural
boards; we have done it for a rural develop-
ment program; we have done it recently for
the manpower council because we feel it is
important there to have this kind of advice
available; and surely in these in which the
practice is less a question in terms of judg-
ment and experience, there is an even great-
er need for this kind of situation to be creat-
ed with regard to broadcasting, which is
extremely dynamic and in which there are
not that many people who are well informed
and whose judgment is important enough to
be considered in this kind of situation. I
think that it would make the job of the
regulatory authority easier and perhaps
make their judgments more acceptable to the
Canadian community.

Miss LaMarsh: That would mean the addi-
tion of a special interest board to the public
interest board which is presently contem-
plated.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): If you like.

Miss LaMarsh: You are not suggesting that
that board would have the right to make
decisions on licences or. ..

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Oh no, not at all.
No.

Miss LaMarsh: To be there in an advisory
capacity.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Exactly.
Miss LaMarsh: That is worth considering.

Mr. Munro: Mr. Chairman, may I ask a
supplementary question to the Minister.

As I understand it, being quite strict about
the interpretation of clause 7, this would not
preclude someone who is not an owner but
rather an employee of the media business
from being appointed as a part-time member
to the board.
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Miss LaMarsh: People who are engaged in
the programming, I am told by Mr. Hindley,
are not intended to be excluded.

Mr. Steele: This was deliberately arranged
this way.

Mr. Munro: Would or would not this over-
come the reasoning of Mr. MacDonald, which
is very legitimate reasoning? In other words,
this has been changed and I take it that
there can be many people with experience in
the media appointed to this board, the only
prohibition being that they not have any
equity ownership.

Is that a correct interpretation of this
clause? If that is so—perhaps this is too
theoretical, Mr. Chariman; not pertinent,
rather—would you have any objection to the
appointment of such people?

Mr. Gibson: Mr. Chairman, the situation
that I believe Mr. Munro was speaking of in
relation to the CBC and the CRC is repre-
sented by the omission from clause 7 of the
equivalent of clause 35 (1) (b) (ii) at page 16.
Clause 7 is not designed to preclude the
appointment to the Commission of a person
who has an interest in the production or
distribution of program material suitable for
use by a broadcasting undertaking.

Mr. Munro: I think that the ambit for the
permissibility of appointing people involved
in programming, involved in employees, in-
volved in advertising and all sorts of different
facets of the media business would be the
wealth of experience in all these avenues.
People could be appointed from these fields
as part-time members.

Miss LaMarsh: I think in advertisers, yes.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): If I might com-
ment again, it seems to me that you are
placing the government, this government or
any other one, in a very difficult situation if
you are going to accept what has just been
said because what it would mean is that you
would allow for the possibility of the appoint-
ment of certain types of people who are in-
volvd in broadcasting at present, people who
are in the programming field—I think that is
the area that is specifically referred to—but
you would not allow other people—Mr.
Prittie to my left here suggests a film maker,
or perhaps a person who is involved in a net-
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work operation in another network. It other
words, I think you would create the greatest
hue and cry if you issued the first list of
appointments and there were a couple of peo-
ple who represented one segment of the broad-
casting industry—programming— and none
other. I think that the government would
realistically say that they cannot get them-
selves into that situation and therefore simply
would not make any appointments from any
specific aspect of the medium. We are right
back where we were before. So, I think this
reinforces, if you like, the necessity for giv-
ing this very serious consideration because I
do not think we want to deal unfairly with
the whole spectrum of the broadcasting in-
dustry. I think our ambition would obviously
be to have a balanced representation from
the whole of the industry in order that this
advisory council could do its job effectively.

Mr. Munro: The only reason I brought this
up, Mr. Chairman, was that it did open up
the area for those experienced to some
degree.

Mr. Steele: If I may perhaps try and relate
these two sets of observations, there has been
a lot of thought given to the idea of having
advisory councils to the regulatory body. I
would observe, Mr. MacDonald, that the Bill
before you provides pretty wide scope to that
regulatory body and pretty clear direction to
carry out research in the field of broadcast-
ing. This emphasis was put in in clause 18,
although perhaps we do not really know how
this would be given effect to by the regulato-
ry body in the future. It was certainly
intended to place a special emphasis on the
need for this kind of advice, and in carrying
out their research activities they would go to
the groups that had something to say in this
Bill.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I appreciate the
substance of clause 18; I think it was also
part of the Committee report that we made.
But it does seem to me, knowing realistically
how commissions and other bodies like this
operate, that they might have some real
reluctance in setting up such an advisory
group. It seems to be the necessity for it and
its importance in other legislation that has
encouraged them to spell out in the Bill itself
the fact that such a council should be creat-
ed; in other words a fairly specific spelling
out of the relationship—the kind of thing
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the Minister was concerned about in terms of
whether or not this body would approve of
licensing, which I definitely think it should
not. Its basic function would be as an
advisory group and I think it should have
the respect of legal sanction, if you like, by an
inclusion in the Bill. I think too that it would
to a degree circumvent some of the needless
interchange that members of Parliament get
involved in trying to intercede between
groups or individuals with experience or
something to contribute under the regulatory
authority.

The Chairman: On clause 7, Dr. Brand.

Mr. Brand: Clause 7. Surely the clear
intent of this clause is to exclude anybody
who had anything to do with broadcasting
when it says a person is not eligible to be
appointed if engaged in any of these things.
Despite what the Minister said I believe they
could dispose of their interest. There is noth-
ing here that would allow them to do so nor
the State Department. They apparently are
not eligible under this clause unless it
accrues to them by will or succession in this
particular clause. So, surely the intent is to
exclude anybody who has had anything to do
with this?

Mr. Steele: May I speak to this?
is engaged. . .
directly

...in a broadcasting undertaking; or
has any pecuniary or proprietary inter-
est in a broadcasting undertaking,

e (11:50 am.)

These two sets of conditions still leave
ample scope for the appointment to the
Board of people who may have some rela-
tionship to the industry with some expert
knowledge in these fields whose livelihood is
not directly related to the undertaking. What
is intended here is that it would leave scope,
say, for production or creative experience.
For example, film makers have been men-
tioned before. Unless they have a direct
pecuniary interest in a broadcasting under-
taking we do not think this clause excluded
the appointment of that type of person.

Mr. Brand: Let me refer as an example to
one of the members of this Committee, not
because he is a member of Parliament but
because of his wide experience in the field of
broadcasting. I am referring to Mr. Jamieson
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who, by this section, would be automatically
excluded despite his wide experience in
broadcasting, unless somebody went to him
well ahead of time and said, “Would you
mind selling your stations? If you sell them
within a certain period of time we are going
to appoint you”.

Mr, Steele: That is quite true.

~ Mr. Brand: Now, he would be excluded;
yet a person of this calibre would be surely
the type who might do an excellent job on
this particular commission. I think this is
that Mr. MacDonald was saying.

Miss LaMarsh: He might, but he might do
pretty well for himself and not very well for
the public weal, too.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): That is why it is
difficult to appoint these people on
commissions.

Mr. Brand: No, I am just giving an exam-
ple. I did not mean to make any references;
that is unfair.

The Chairman: This will be a matter for
debate, I suppose.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I would presume,
Mr. Chairman, that the legal advisers to the
Minister and the other officials might consid-
er this at some length and either themselves
suggest a way in which this might be or
perhaps they may find reasons why it is not
an acceptable suggestion.

Mr. Steele: This is on your point about the
advisory committees?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Right.

The Chairman: If we are finished with
questions on clause 7 may I ask the Minister
the purpose of the use of the terms “Presi-
dent” and “Vice-President” in clause 8 rather
than “Chairman” and “Vice-Chairman” as is
the practive now at the BBG? I should think
this might be rather confusing with the CBC.

Miss LaMarsh: The CRC was to have the
same terms in both languages “President”
and “Vice-President” of the Commission. It
seemed to me better than “Chairman” in this
regard. Those terms are used in the CBC
sections at the request of the present Presi-
dent of the CBC who fells that in dealing
with the American networks it is necessary
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to have, if not the pay, at least the title
equivalent of those he deals with.

The Chairman: Presuming he has the title
of both Chairman and President and the Ex-
ecutive Vice-President has that title in any
event. You have answered my question. I
suppose the Committee have views on this.

The next part mentioned, I believe, was
clause 17. Mr. Prittie?

Mr. Prittie: Just a moment, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: While you are looking for
that, Mr. Prittie, there is no quorum provided
for in clause 14. There is no quorum for the
Executive Committee. Would it not be desira-
ble to provide for a quorum in the legislation
so that decisions of such importance could
not possibly be left to one person?

Miss LaMarsh: Yes, that point has been
raised and I think it is also well taken.

Mr. Munro: Mr. Chairman, could I just
interrupt for a second to tidy up one thing
before Mr. Prittie begins? Reverting to clause
7 and I might put a specific example, that of
a producer of a program, say, for a private
television station on public affairs or whatev-
er it may be, or even an announcer who does
not have a pecuniary interest in the corpora-
tion; he would not be an officer but merely
an employee. He would be eligible for
appointment, I take it?

Miss LaMarsh: I think...
Mr. Munro: Thatis right?

Miss LaMarsh: ..
yes.

.that was the intention,

Mr. Prittie: Mr. Chairman, I have no spe-
cific amendment to move here. Clause 17(3) is
the reference to the Minister when there may
be a dispute between the regulatory authori-
ty and the CBC concerning the conditions of
licences and I admit right away that this is a
really difficult one. The Minister has said a
decision has to be arrived at somehow and
this is the way in which it is being put into
the Bill. I think it is one we want to look
i

The Chairman: There is no question...

Mr. Prittie: Well, yes. I would like to ask
the Minister whether the drafters of the Bill
considered any other way of handling this
difficult problem?
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Miss LaMarsh: Yes, we have...
Mr. Prittie: Rejected other alternatives?

Miss LaMarsh: ...talked about ministerial
decisions, cabinet decisions, some way of try-
ing to get a parliamentary decision, appeals
to court. I think we looked at the whole
range of what might be done. This is what
we finally came up with.

The Chairman: If you should come up with
a proposal for amendment will you submit it
Mr. Prittie so that it can be studied?

Miss LaMarsh: No Minister would like to
have this happen.

An hon. Member: No, I realize that.

Mr. Steele: May I make a reference direct-
1y on this point? I would like to draw atten-
tion to the Minutes of Proceedings and Evi-
dence of the Committee No. 1, Mr. Chairman,
where the Minister, in dealing with clause 17,
is reported as saying that after consideration
of the dispute the Minister has a statutory
duty to consult with both parties and follow-
ing that may give a written direction to the
CBC. The clause of course provides that the
Minister, after consultation, may give to the
Executive Committee a written directive, not
the CBC, but the Executive Committee of the
CRC.

Mr. Prittie: Yes, you are right.

Mr. Steele: So, there will be no misunder-
standing of the clause.

Mr. Prittie: The other part is subclause (4),
Mr. Chairman. This comes up again on the
question of tabling such directives in Parlia-
ment and it comes up somewhere later on
too. I will just ask the question: what hap-
pens after you have tabled something, or is
that Parliament’s business? I am trying to
envision what would happen?

Miss LaMarsh: I feel what they do with it
would have to be within the rules of Parlia-
ment. If you table a report and make a
public altercation about it, I am sure that if
the Government did not decide to provide
time on their own initiative, there would
be a call for time. It would have to be a
matter of confidence. If the Minister gives
directions, the Minister is going to have to
stand or fall by those directions. That is why
they are to be published. I do not know

Broadcasting, Films and Assistance o the Aris

133

exactly how you could put in the Broadcast-
ing Act something that can bind Parliament,
which makes its own rules. But it would
seem to me, whether it was on a supply
motion or some other way specifically, that
by putting that question to Parliament, ask-
ing for confidence in it, Parliament would be
able to express its opinion on the action the
Minister had taken.

Mr. Prittie: Your having mentioned confi-
dence makes me ask this question, then. You
said under subclause (3) you considered other
means of handling this and Cabinet was one,
and then you settled upon the Minister. If
there is going to be a question of confidence
then the question I ask is, why not the
Cabinet?

Miss LaMarsh: For the very reason that
one person would have to make the decision.
I do not think that in practice any Minister
would make that decision and give those
directions without having cleared with col-
leagues in the Cabinet. It seemed to us that
this was better. If the Committee prefers that
the Cabinet actually do it then I have no
objection to that one way or the other.

Mr. Prittie: You do not prefer it, but you
are saying, in fact, that this is really what it
will mean if you got into such a situation?

e (12:00 p.m.)

Miss LaMarsh: Yes. There seems to be a
tendency in a lot of our legislation to obscure
the responsibility of the minister. After all
the minister is primarily responsible for his
advice, and it is the minister’s neck that goes
on the chopping block. I think we felt that it

was a little more honest than saying
“Cabinet”.
Mr. Cowan: There are no executions in

this country, I understand, so what do you
mean by “on the chopping block”?

Miss LaMarsh: Only for us chickens.
The Chairman: Only for Cabinet Ministers.

Mr, MacDonald (Prince): Mr. Chairman,
how long do we plan to go on? y

Mr. Cowan: Some of them lose their heads
more often and then they have them chopped
off.

The Chairman: If there should be a vote
this afternoon after the question period I
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suggest it may be difficult for us to meet
again today.

Mr. Cowan: Oh, no, you go on with the
committee meeting. I will be over in the
House.

The Chairman: I think that we might as
well proceed for as long as we can now, if
you are willing to stay. Are there any further
questions on clause 17?

Mr. Cowan: Mr. Chairman I want to speak
on clause 49, but this gives me an opportuni-
ty under clause 17 subclause (e). It reads:

17(1) In furtherance of the objects of the
Commission, the Executive Committee,
after consultation with the part-time
members in attendance at a meeting of
the Commission, may. ..

(e) exempt persons carrying on broad-
casting receiving undertakings of any
class from the requirement that they
hold broadcasting licences;...

Of course, if you are operating a receiving
undertaking, how would you have a broad-
casting licence in the first place? What is the
purpose of that? This refers to CATV.

Mr. H. O. R. Hindley (Assistant Under
Secretary of State): This is to provide for the
situation that arises, for example, in an
apartment block, on top of which you have a
community antenna which has no other pur-
pose than to provide a common service to the
occupants. Some power of discretion must be
given here to decide. ..

Mr. Cowan: Why do you not say that you
think there should be some power of discre-
tion rather than a flat statement that there
must be some power of discretion?

Mr. Hindley: Otherwise you license them
all; that is what I mean.

Mr. Cowan: Well, that is all right with me;
but what is the reason of it? Why are you
exempting some? If the law is going to be
the law it should apply to all. It says that the
Excutive Committee may

exempt persons carrying on broadcasting
receiving undertakings of any class from
the requirement that they hold broad-
casting licenses;. . .

Why should they not all hold broadcasting
licences; or why should they not all be
exempt? There is favouritism in there.
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Mr. Hindley: Mr. Cowan, I think the
emphasis there is on broadcasting undertak-
ings of any class. There are, as the Minister
said, certain classes of community antennae
on the tops of apartment buildings, which are
incidental and do not direct the signal at all.

Mr. Cowan: I will take my own case in
point and confine myself strictly to
Canada—in fact, to the riding of York-Humb-
er. Right across the river from me is the Old
Mill Towers with 24 floors, I believe, and it
has a receiving antenna on the top. Are they
exempt from needing a licence because they
are on top of a 24 floor building?

Miss LaMarsh: If that is a class that the
Executive Committee decides to exempt, yes.

Mr. Cowan: Well, supposing that the apart-
ment house was only one floor high. We have
some in Toronto where all the apartments
are on the ground. Would they be exempted
also.

Miss LaMarsh: That is up to the Excutive
Committee.

The Chairman: Do you have any further
questions.

Mr. Cowan: I did not get an answer to that
yet.

Miss LaMarsh: It is up to the Excutive
Committee to determine which classes they
wish to exempt.

Mr. Cowan: I have here the annual report
of the Board of Broadcast Governors for the
year ending March 31, 1967. On page 14,
under CATV Applications, they point out

In the fiscal year ended March 31, 1967,
the Minister referred 91 CATV applica-
tions to the Board. The number included
applications for new licences, extensions
of existing systems, and changes in the
channels carried. The Board found that
84 of them, in its judgment, would not
make the operation of existing television
stations uneconomical or inhibit the
provision of alternative service.

The Board does not say why it recommended
that the Department of Transport turn down
seven of these applications. Can you tell me
why? When I asked this the other day of
technical advisers of the Department of
Transport I was told to wait till the Minister
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got here. The Minister is here now. I hope I
will not be told to wait till the Minister of
Transport comes.

Miss LaMarsh: I do not know. I do not see
those applications at all. Probably the Minis-
ter of Transport does. I do not even know
what they are.

Mr. Cowan: I am told—and perhaps some-
body will say this is not a fact—that subdivi-
sions that apply for CATV licenses are being
turned down. They are on the level. Why
should there be one law for the horizontal
field and a different one for the vertical.

Miss LaMarsh: I do not know that that is
the case, Mr. Cowan.

Mr. Cowan: This is why I am asking the
question. When I asked the technical advisers
at the last meeting of the Committee I was
told to wait till the Minister got here. The
Minister is here, and now I am asking the
Minister. Then I am told that she does not
know. Where do I find out? This is supposed
to be a committee of Parliament.

Miss LaMarsh: Perhaps I can undertake to
find out from my colleague, or at least ask
him. I will try to do that before the next
meeting.

Mr. Cowan: I would like to know now
whether CATV licences are being granted to
people on the vertical—on the up-and-up, if
you want to say—and not being granted to
people on the level. That is what it amounts
to.

The Chairman: Are you on the:up-and-up
or on the level?

Mr. Cowan: On the level. My other com-
ments on CATV I prefer to leave over to
clause 49. This clause (e)—I do not see it my-
self. There should be a law for all or a law
for none.

Miss LaMarsh: There is a difference
between CATV—which is a broadcasting
undertaking intended to be a commercial
endeavour which makes revenue—and some-
thing which is purely a joining together of
service to make it technically feasible to have
a pick-up in a confined area, or amongst
certain people, such as those in an apartment
building.

Mr. Cowan: Could I ask the Minister if she
is aware that they told me at the last meeting
27605—3
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of the Committee that the Royal York Hotel
supplies TV service without any charge and
therefore does not require a licence? I do not
know what the room rents are for in the
Royal York, but I understand that the TV is
for free—at least I am told that.

Mr. Hindley: Mr. Cowan, the answer that
was given by the officials of the Department
of Transport referred to the present Radio
Act. The CATV operations do not require a
broadcasting licence under the present Act.

Mr. Cowan: And they should not in the
future either.

The Chairman: All right. May I go back
for @ moment to clause 16 and ask the Min-
ister whether she is satisfied that there is
power in the proposed Commission to form
networks, or require the inclusion or ex-
clusion of stations in networks, to impose
conditions on such exclusion or inclusion?

Miss LaMarsh: I suggest that subclause
(vii) of clause 16 is that.

The Chairman: Are you referring to clause
16 (1) (b) (vib.

Miss LaMarsh: I suppose so, yes.

The Chairman: Are you satisfied that that
would allow the Commission to require such
an arrangement, and to impose it if it saw
fit? That might mean that the only way to
bring a second service into an area would be
to impose an affiliation with an existing
station.

Mr. Sieele: That could be done under the
conditions of licence.

The Chairman: You are satisfied that that
can be done.

Mr. Steele: Clause 16(1) (b) (vii) refers to
the conditions of operating a network but the
constitution of the network is such that the
Commission can insist that a station belong
to a network.

e (12:10 p.m.)
The Chairman: Thank you. Clause 19?

Mr. Munro: Mr. Chairman through you to
the Minister clause 19, subclause 2, refers to
the following:

19.(2) A public hearing shall be held

by the Commission, if the Executive
Committee is satisfied. ..
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Those are the words I am concerned about:
... that it would be in the public inter-
est to hold such a hearing, in connection
with (a) the amendment of a broadcast-
ing licence;. ..

I am not so concerned with subclause (o),

which states:

(c) a complaint by a person with

respect to any matter within the powers
of the Commission.

Subclause 3 states:

(3) A public hearing shall be held by
the Commission in connection with the
renewal of a broadcasting licence unless
the Commission is satisfied that such a
hearing is not required. ..

In both subclauses (2) and (3) we have the
case that it is not obligatory on the part of
the Commission to have public hearings with
respect to amendments, complaints or renew-
als. It seems to me, on the surface at least,
that as broadcasting is so much a part of the
public domain and it involves a substantial
financial interest, that we could be a little
more strict in requiring public hearings.

Miss LaMarsh: This arises from a practical
consideration of what happens. If there is a
public hearing their counsel appears and a
brief is prepared, and, from fees which I
have heard discussed, it gets to be a very
expensive undertaking to go before the board
in any major way. It was represented to us,
as we were drawing this amendment that if
it were necessary in every instance to hold a
public hearing it could be that a new profes-
sion would arise in this country by someone
saying, “I am going to make a complaint
which will result in a public hearing and
cause you to spend a great deal of money to
go on the defensive, whereas if you just slip
me a few thousand dollars under the table I
will not do that.” What the board really has
to consider is if there is a prima facie case or
any reason to go before a public hearing. In
this way you do away with this kind of
frivolousness. For instance, having to have a
public hearing every time, with all the notice
and the attendant publicity and everything
else. I could make a complaint that I did not
like a particular program or I did not like the
way one broadcaster carried on in the morn-
ing on one of these call-in shows, or some-
thing of that kind. Technically that would be

Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Aris

November 23, 1967

enough to cause a public hearing to be held,
so this is to stop the proliferation of these
hearings and to have one where the publie
interest is involved and where it is a matter
of some substance.

Mr, Munro: Mr. Chairman, it seems to me
that that explanation concerning a complaint
is a pretty substantial one. I will delete my
reference to “complaint”. What about a pub-
lic hearing in terms of an amendment to a
broadcasting licence or with respect to the
renewal of a broadecasting licence? Should
there not be some justification for a public
hearing in such cases as an obligation?

Miss LaMarsh: We discussed this at great
length and according to the philosophy—
which has much to commend it on a philo-
sophical basis, anyway—every station should
automatically come up for a public hearing
for renewal. That is a very sensible sort of
thing when you realize you are talking about
the public domain and everyone should be
prepared, every three or five or seven years,
or whatever it is, to come in and make a new
proposal to hold the licence that he has been
operating.

Another practical matter is that private
stations are not going to operate unless they
have investors, unless there is some money
behind them, and if somebody goes into a
broadcasting operation for five years and has
to start again from scratch at the end of that
time he is not likely going to be able to
make any investment in the five years that is
significant or provide the kind of service that
was intended in the first place. We even had
discussions to the effect that every five or ten
years every broadcasting licence go up for
public tender and within certain limitations
there would be minimal conditions of service
laid down, but thereafter anybody who
wished to do so could tender and the highest
bidder would get the licence. This has a lot
to commend it because the public would be
getting the benefit of this higher tender, but
in practice it would not work. We had a
fierce argument with the committee about
this philosophy and this is what we finally
settled on.

Mr. Munro: Mr. Chairman, if I may just
pursue this a little further. It strikes me with
respect to renewal, if I may say so, that
merely because you are insisting on a public
hearing at the time of renewal, that it would



November 23, 1967

be stretching things somewhat for private
people who have invested substantial moneys
to think that this is going to unduly preju-
dice their undertaking. I think it would be
a rare case indeed, and only for flagrant
breaches of their duties, where the board
would not renew. At the same time it seems to
me that a public hearing at renewal time is
equally as important as at the issuance of the
licence itself and where people—and again I
emphasize the public domain—who perhaps
are not entirely satisfied with the service that
a particular broadcaster has performed will
be able to have the benefit of having the
proceedings heard in public and perhaps the
Board will go into this in a more complete
way and require that certain things be done
by the broadcaster in question during his
renewal period. However, it seems to me that
if public hearings have merit at the issuance
of the licence it is equally important they be
held at the renewal of the licence. In fact, I
would say that it would be inconsistent if
they were not to be held at the time of the
renewal. I would hope that you might at
least be sympathetic to the renewal aspect,
and the amendment that we insist on public
hearings.

Miss LaMarsh: I am not very far away
from you, Mr. Munro, but it would seem to
us that if you have not had any complaint
from anybody or you have not had any
breach of conditions or you have not had any
public unrest about anything that it would be
proliferating the work of the CRC unneces-
sarily to require them to have a public
hearing.

Mr. Munro: I do not want to belabour this
but it strikes me that many people have a
complaint when no public hearing is request-
ed. They have the feeling that it really is
going to be dealt with in a rather superficial,
concealed way and there is not much point in
assuming their public duty in terms of mak-
ing a complaint at renewal time concerning
certain undertakings of broadcasters. I am
not so sure it would not be a good thing if
the broadcasters realized there would be a
public hearing at renewal time. I am quite
prepared to concede that in the majority of
cases a public hearing would perhaps not
mean anything. It would be unnecessary and
perhaps no one would appear other than the
applicant for renewal. However, so long as
the safeguard is there. ..
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Miss LaMarsh: He would have had to go
through all this expense and this whole rou-
tine which would run into tens of thousands
of dollars.

Mr. Munro: In the case of a person who
has a licence, who has gone through the
procedure before, who does not anticipate
any great objection to his renewal, I wonder
just how much expense would be involved?
He may not even appear with counsel and in
many cases I do not think they do. If he is
aware, of course, that there is substantial
dissatisfaction in his area, it would be well
worth his while and, perhaps, he should
come well prepared.

o (12:20 p.m.)

The Chairman: Mr. Munro, I wonder if we
are not getting into arguments. The Minister,
I think, has probably answered the question
as well as she can.

Mr, Prittie: I would just like to add some
comments to this provision for publication in
the Canada Gazette, and that public hearings
should be held. Not too many people, you
know, read the Canada Gazette, unless they
are in the trade and have a specific interest. I
would suggest that the renewal of broadcast-
ing licences could come and go without the
public ever knowing about it unless they
read the BBG bulletins or the Canada
Gagzette.

Mr. Cowan:
service?

Is it not on the CBC news

Mr. Prittie: No, I do not think so. I will
agree that in most cases there would be no
dispute about the renewal of a licence, but if
someone wanted to object, they would not
really know when this licence would come
up for renewal, where the meeting was to be
held or anything else from the way they
operate now, as far as publicity is concerned.

Miss LaMarsh: I think it was suggested
that there should be a requirement to publish
in the public press in the encircled area and I
think that is a good point. The question is
one of drafting and we do not want to have
notices in every public press. For instance,
there are dailies and weeklies in a place like
Metropolitan Toronto that would bankrupt
you in just giving notices.
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The Chairman: There are certain statutes
that require publication in a newspaper of
general circulation in the area and there
could be such a requirement in this statute.

Mr. Prittie: The Commission is empowered
to travel to these places to hold their
hearings.

The Chairman: On that point, may I ask
whether it was considered that some encour-
agement, at least, might be put into the Bill
for the Commission to hold meetings, as far
as possible in the vicinity affected by the
application? I do not think there is any ref-
erence to this in clause 19.

Mr. Steele: There is on the next page, in
clause 19 (6).

The Chairman: But it says:

...at such place...as the Commission
...may designate.

It might say something more, at least, to
encourage the holding of meetings in the
area affected.

Miss LaMarsh: One of the difficulties, of
course, is when there is more than one public
hearing in one day.

The Chairman: I do not think we would
want to be very rigid about it, but it might
be worth indicating our desire that the public
have an opportunity to become truly
involved in the application.

Mr. Priitie: Mr. Chairman, I know Mr.
McCleave and I have 12.30 appointments and
it is not going to be possible for us to go on
much longer.

Mr. Brand: Can I bring up a point on this
clause?

The Chairman: Mr. Brand, does your ques-
tion deal with clause 19?

Mr. Brand: Yes, clause 19. I just want to
express a little concern about the amount of
power that can be delegated by the Execu-
tive Committee to one permanent member
and one non-permanent member of the Com-
mission to hold a public hearing and still
have all the rights as pointed out in sub-
clause (7) as:

... rights and privileges as are vested in
a superior court of record.

It concerns me a little that you are going
to have a public hearing held by just two
individuals who have these powers which are
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quasi judicial powers; perhaps even judicial
without the quasi, I do not know.

Miss LaMarsh: Because they do not make
the decision. ;

Mr. Brand: I cannot really get the impres-
sion here that they do not. Is there some
specific reference that they do not?

Mr. Gibson: Mr. Chairman, the powers of a
two-member panel of the board under clause
19 are limited to the right to hear an applica-
tion. The issuing of the licence is still made
by the Executive Committee under clause
17(D).

Mr. Brand: Yes, but it does say, does it not,
that:
...the members so designated have and
may exercise for the purpose of such
hearing the powers of the Commission
set out in subsection (7).

which includes:

...all such powers, rights and privileges
as are vested in a superior court of
record.

This includes such things as:

...the enforcement of its orders,
entry of and inspection of property. ..

the

This is the sort of thing that concerns me.
Then, if you turn to clause 26 which refers
to appeals from such orders, there is refer-
ence only to the Commission itself. There
seems to be a distinct difference between the
Commission and a two-member committee set
up by the Commission. The appeal lies only
from a decision of the Commission and not °
necessarily from a decision of any subcom-
mittee of the Commission that may be set up.

Miss LaMarsh: The Commission does act
through two members and that binds the
Commission as such and the powers that are
referred to...

Mr. Brand: But it does not say so, does it,
though? It says that it may delegate the
powers.

Miss LaMarsh: But subclause (7) deals
with the Commission.

Mr. Brand: It does not set up them as
being an arm of the Commission, as such,
except that it may be set up at the direction
of the President, himself.

Mr. Gibson: Clause 19(7) does not confer
on the section of the Commission the power
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to make the decision that the executive com-
mittee is authorized to make in relation to a
icensing procedure. It does give to a section
of the Commission, sitting on behalf of the
Commission, all the powers that a full hear-
ing by the Commission would have. Other-
wise, the mini-hearing or the hearing by the
section would be relatively ineffective. It
would lead to the result that in case of a
hearing by two or more members, in any
circumstances where they needed the powers
not vested in them but vested in the Board,
the hearing would be redundant. There
would have to be a further hearing by the
Board itself.

Mr. Brand: Does it not state there, for
example, that they could fine somebody
$100,000, in effect?

Mr. Gibson: No, the fining power does not
reside in any element of the Commission.
That lies with the magistrates’ courts.

Mr. Brand: Then what are all these:

... powers, rights and privileges as are
vested in a superior court of record?

Mr. Gibson: These are the rights to sum-
mon witnesses, to administer oaths and to
require the production of documents relevant
to the testimony of the witnesses.

Mr. Brand: “the enforcement of its orders”;
that is in subclause (7).

Mr. Gibson: The enforcement of orders as
anticipated by this subclause is the type of
order that a board may issue requiring a
witness to attend and, in the event of failure,
to comply with that order of the board,
which is strictly an order in relation to the
hearing rather than an order that is a deci-
sion of the board. They may exercise the
powers of a court.

Mr. Brand: There is still:
...entry of and inspection of property...

Mr. Gibson: That is correct. If these small
divisions of the Commission as a whole are to
be able to perform the functions of the Com-
mission, they would appear to require the
powers of the Commission in relation to
hearings.

Mr. Brand: I am just concerned about the

type of power being given to these people,
that is all.

Miss LaMarsh: It is given to every judicial
board and every quasi judicial board. I can-
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not think it would be very likely that an
order would be required to view property or
anything of this kind, but let us suppose one
of these applications is being dealt with from
a private broadcaster or an affiliate, and they
said that they were going bust on this par-
ticular situation and they had to drop it from
their condition of licence, because they had
been having a lot of trouble and they do not
think the CRC should require them to do it.
The two men can then say, “Well, I want to
see your books”. They demur, “Well, my
auditor has them” and so on. The station is
1,000 miles away; so they can, then, make an
order to have an auditor go in and take a
look at those books.

Mr. Cowan: I agree with you that all judi-
cial bodies have this power, but do not see
the reason for providing it to the CBC, the
CRC or anyone else.

Miss LaMarsh: It is only with respect to
the purposes of the hearing.

Mr. Cowan: What hours can they come in?
“The entry ... of property”. Can they come
in at 2 o’clock in the morning like the Ges-
tapo used to do? Or would they come in
broad daylight at noon?

Miss LaMarsh: I suppose it depends on the
officer who is carrying it out.

Mr. Cowan: I see; well, supposing they
came at 2 o’clock in the morning. ..

Miss LaMarsh: If I were going to go and
look at books I would not go at 2 o’clock in
the morning and I have never noticed such
zeal on the part of sheriffs and bailiffs
throughout the country that they do their
business at that time of the morning,
ordinarily.

Mr. Cowan: It ought to be rewritten.

The Chairman: Before we leave clause 19,
may I ask what the Minister’s attitude would
be toward requiring publication of reasons
for decision, at least in the negative? It
seems to me it would add to the prestige of
the Commission if the public could see the
reasons for some of their decisions. It would
also build up some body of jurisprudence in
the field which is lacking now.

e (12:30 p.m.)
Miss LaMarsh: I do not object to that.

The Chairman: Does the Department of
Justice have any concern about requiring



140

publication of reasons for decisions by the
regulatory authority? Clause 19 deals with the
hearings and procedure of the Board.

Mr. Gibson: Mr. Chairman, from our point
of view there is no legal objection whatsoev-
er for requiring a body such as this to pub-
lish the results of its hearings or the reasons
for its decisions. I think if there is no objec-
tion on a policy ground we certainly would
not have any objection.

The Chairman: I can understand it might
be very difficult to give reasons for a choice
among various applicants in granting a
licence because it is perhaps. . .

Mr. Gibson: There might be certain consid-
erations that the Commission would take into
account which would involve, perhaps, confi-
dential information that the Commission
would be loath to publish and which the
applicants or the persons involved in the
hearing might be loath to have the Commis-
sion disclose.

The Chairman: I should think in a case
where there is a suspension or revocation of
licence at least it would be very desirable to
have the reasons published.

Mr. Gibson: I think those are the circum-
stances where it would be more appropriate
from a legal point of view to have reasons
given.

Mr. Munro: Supplementary to that, Mr.
Chairman, I think the Chairman has brought
out an excellent point about reasons for
judgment to which the Minister has agreed,
and I think they would agree in the House
that perhaps it would be an appropriate
amendment. If there was an amendment
would it come under clause 19 or some other
more appropriate place in the Bill?

Mr. Gibson: In looking at this particular
question earlier I had come to the conclusion
that clause 19 was not the place for it but it
would depend upon the nature of the direc-
tion to the Commission.

Mr. Munro: Generally, if I may put a
hypothetical question, if there is an amend-
ment to have reasons or a decision of the
Board given in public, and it was as wide as
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that, where would be the appropriate place
for it?

Mr. Gibson: I would not like to commit
myself firmly but I think clause 20 reguires
public notice of certain decisions of the
Board. It might be in relation to a provision
such as that.

Mr. Munro: Could it be worked in any-
where around clause 25?

Mr. Gibson: It might very well be worked
into clause 24 with respect to revocation or
suspension in relation to decisions of that
nature.

Mr. Munro: If you are going to limit the
suspensions.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, it looks as if
we will not be able to meet this afternoon. If
the capital punishment vote takes place and
the House goes into committee on that bill, it
would not be appropriate for us to attempt to
meet. What is the wish of those of you who
are left? Intsead of trying to continue this
afternoon could we meet for perhaps an hour
and a half tomorrow morning from 9.30 to 11
o’clock?

Mr. Cowan: It is all right with me.

The Chairman: Do those who are left here
agree? If so, we will ask the Clerk to make a
little further survey and if it does appear to
be practical we will issue a notice before the
end of the afternoon.

Mr. Cowan: Will the Minister be here?

The Chairman:
available.

The Minister would be

Mr. Cowan: Fine. Mr. Chairman, before we
adjourn might I express the thanks of the
Committee to the Clerk and to the Committee
Reporting Service for grinding out the report
on the November 21 meeting so fast. You did
it the last time and I see we have another. It
is something that is spectacular by itself; and
now it appears that they are going to do it
every day, and I want to thank them for it.

The Chairman:
commonplace.

The spectacular is now

Mr. Cowan: That is right; many thanks.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

Fripay, November 24, 1967.
9)

The Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Arts,
met this day at 9.45 a.m. The Chairman, Mr. Robert Stanbury, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Béchard, Berger, Brand, Cowan, Fairweather,
Johnston, Mather, McCleave, Prittie, Prud’homme, Richard, Stafford, Stan-
bury—(13).

Members also present: Mr. Macaluso.

In attendance: The Honourable Judy LaMarsh, Secretary of State; Mr.
G. G. E. Steele, Under-Secretary of State; Mr. H. O. R. Hindley, Assistant
Under-Secretary of State; and Mr. Fred Gibson, Senior Advisory Counsel,
Department of Justice.

The Committee resumed consideration of Bill C-163, and the Minister
was examined on Clauses 26, 28, 29, 47 and 49, assisted by Messrs. Steele and
Gibson.

The consideration of Bill C-163 still continuing, at 11.00 a.m., the Commit-
tee adjourned until 9.30 a.m. on Tuesday, November 28.

M. Slack,
Clerk of the Committee.



Jhekg M
a88immoT ady 1o AesiO




EVIDENCE

(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

Friday, November 24, 1967.
e (9:50 a.m.)

The Chairman: When we adjourned yes-
terday we had finished with clause 19, I
believe, and we were going to move on to the
next one mentioned by members, clause 26.
Some member wanted an explanation of the
appeal procedure and perhaps Mr. Gibson
could explain clause 26 to us.

Mr, Fred Gibscn (Senior Advisory Counsel,
Department of Justice): Mr. Chairman, sub-
clause (1) of clause 26 provides for an appeal
to the Supreme Court of Canada from a
decision or order of the Commission—and
decision or order is a defined term—on a
question of law or jurisdiction with leave of
the Supreme Court. Normally, with an
administrative tribunal such as this, the
superior courts of the provinces and the Ex-
chequer Court would have jurisdiction to
entertain prerogative writs and that would
be concurrent jurisdiction. The prerogative
writ application could either be brought in
the Exchequer Court or the superior court. It
was considered desirable, in view of the fact
that the decisions of this tribunal are applied
across the land, that a single court having
jurisdiction throughout the land have the
sole jurisdiction to entertain prerogative writ
applications from the decisions or orders of
the Commission. Therefore, by subclause (3),
the Exchequer Court of Canada was given
jurisdiction with respect to prerogative writs
to the exclusion of the superior courts of the
provinces.

The next point which was considered is
that one of the advantages of licensing
through an administrative tribunal such as
this is that there is an element of expediency
involved. The matter can be dealt with rela-
tively rapidly and in an expeditious manner.

With regard to questions of law or ques-
tions of jurisdiction, an appeal at law is
provided and it was, therefore, considered to
conflict with the desirability of proceeding
expeditiously to have an alternative proce-
dure for getting questions of law or jurisdic-
tion before the courts; that is, where ade-

quate right of appeal is provided to the high-
est court of the land, it was considered that
an alternative remedy by way of prerogative
writ on the same subject matter would only
serve as a means of delay of procedure.

Therefore, by subclause (4) the jurisdiction
of the Exchequer Court with respect to pre-
rogative writs is diminished by applications
with respect to a question of law or a ques-
tion of jurisdiction; that is, by the areas in
which there is a right of appeal to the Su-
preme Court.

The Chairman: Are there any questions for
Mr. Gibson on that exposition?

Mr. Macaluso: That raises a problem. Let
us go through that again, shall we? Not from
the beginning, of course. You said, and I
agree with you, that of course it is more
expeditious to have one court handle all the
problems dealing this Act. But should the
alternative not be left to the applicant who
wants to appeal that although he is going to
the Supreme Court he could also go by certi-
orari to the Exchequer Court? This would
give him the option of which court to go to
because, although there is nothing wrong in
going to the Exchequer Court, he is still
coming to one court here in Ottawa. Whether
it is the Supreme Court or the Exchequer
Court he is really coming to the same place.

However, my concern especially with
administrative tribunals and the difficulties
that are encountered with them, is that the
option should be given to an applicant to
make his appeal even by certiorar:i and
mandamus if he so wishes. It is really too
restrictive so far as I am concerned.

Mr. Gibson: In some cases I would be
inclined to agree with you, sir. The difficulty
lies in the fact that in many circumstances
an application by a prerogative writ may be
brought during the course of proceedings
rather than as an alternative to an appeal. It
would be brought in the nature of a supple-
mentary application with a right of appeal
continuing to exist at the end.

141
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Now, the result of this is that there would
be a means for substantial delay of an
application on a question of law or jurisdic-
tion where, if the eventual outcome of the
application is not suitable to the applicant, a
right of appeal would lie. The right of the
Exchequer Court to deal with applications by
prerogative writ for breach of natural justice
or for any other grounds on which a preroga-
tive writ application may be brought where
there is not an appeal on the question of law
are in no way diminished by this section. It
was simply felt that to provide an interim
right as well as a final right to go to the
courts in respect of the same matter on the
same ground would only serve to unreasona-
bly delay proceedings or, at least, could serve
to unreasonably delay proceedings and it was
considered that the harm done was more
than offset by the advantage obtained.

Mr. Macaluso: The harm is not to the gov-
ernment agency. As I say, it is the applicant’s
decision which course to take. So it is his
decision whether he is going to go by certi-
orari or interim procedure or by final appeal
to the Supreme Court so the harm is that it
is a one-sided case. It is a case on the appli-
cant himself. It is going to do no harm to the
CRC.

Mr. Gibson: There is though, in fact, a
harm done to the public or, at least, it is
arguable that there is a harm done to the
public, if a licensing decision is held up by
court proceedings in a manner which delays
the issue of a licence unreasonably.

Mr. Macaluso: Give me an example of
where harm would be done to the public.

Mr. Gibson: If an application for a new
licence were pending which was unreasona-
bly held up by court proceedings that were
simply designed to delay or for any reason
whatsoever prolong proceedings, I would pre-
sume that the public would be without ser-
vice because of these legal proceedings.

Mr, Macaluso: There is not a community in
this country that does not have service of
some kind. That is why I say perhaps it
might be in the public interest for it to be
delayed. I would argue the reverse.

Miss LaMarsh: There are a few communi-
ties that do not have service.

Mr. Macaluso: Yes, in the North; I can
understand that.
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Mr. Fairweather: You speak from strength
from the ambitious city.

Mr. Macaluso: No, I am speaking for the
complete metropolitan areas all across this
country. The thing that bothers me is that I
have had experience, as many of us have,
before administrative tribunals and I do not
think administrative tribunals are the best
place to get natural justice. So the thing that
really concerns me is that the applicant
should have more than one course open fo
him. I do not say it should be wide open; of
course not. But to have to go only to the
Supreme Court seems to me to be too restric-
tive when he could also go to the Exchequer
Court. But I will go over your answers and
perhaps come up with an amendment later
on when we are dealing with the Bill clause
by clause. Thank you.

The Chairman: Are there
questions on clause 26?

Someone had a question about clause 28. I
have one. The person who asked about it
before is not here. In clause 28, line 34, the
word “licencee” appears. Would that apply to
an individual station and not, for instance, to
the CBC?

Miss LaMarsh: Each station is licensed.

any further

The Chairman: It clearly is intended to
apply to each station.

Mr, Steele: And network.
The Chairman: Each station and network.

Mr. Prittie:
questions?

Have you finished your

The Chairman: Yes.

® (10:00 am.)

Mr, Prittie: I know that some people have
advocated that this be taken out of this
clause altogether and that there be no res-
triction on political broadcasting. . I do not
know if I am in favour of that. However, I
notice that the Bill still contains the two days
part. What is the reason for that? Why
should it not be one day? Just prohibit the
actual day of the election. Why should it be
two days? Is there some reason for this?

Miss LaMarsh: Inertia. We did not change
it because we thought if the Committee had

strong feelings about it we would have their
views.
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Mr, Prittie: The practical effect is that
when an election is held on a Monday the
last broadcast can be made on Friday at
midnight.

Mr. Fairweather: It is a matter of some

relief to the public of Canada that that
happens.

Mr. Prittie: True. Thank you. I will perhaps
consider an amendment later on with respect
to that.

Mr. Fairweather: There is a matter of
cable television which I would like to bring
up. I am not an expert and I do not know
all the terminology of this but if this is
being done in the United States it would be
rather awkward if the receiver—I do not
mean the last receiver but the person trans-
mitting, say, from Bellingham or Detroit, and
so on—were to be penalized for something
over which he has no control if he buys the
package. I want to know if that has been
considered. I do not have any suggestions on
how we can avoid it but as a practical matter
is this a problem or can we. ..

Mr. G. G. E. Steele (Under Secretary of
State): It is very difficult to assess what. ..

Mr. Cowan: As a supplementary to the
very fact that Mr. Fairweather is raising, on
page 13 of the White Paper on broadcasting
community antenna television is mentioned
and the intention is set out as:

... the preservation of the integrity of
the programs received and carried by
the systems. ..

If a political broadcast comes in from Buffalo
and CATV picks it up in Toronto, and the
government is going to “preserve the integri-
ty of the program received and carried by
the systems”—I know that is done to protect
the advertiser—you would be carrying that
political broadcast as well.

Miss LaMarsh: It does not qualify. Mr.
Cowan, clause 28(1) (b) reads:

an election of a member of the House of

Commons, the legislature of a province

or the council of a municipal corpora-
tion. ..

If the problem is with respect to American
elections I do not see that it has any validity,
so you do not have to worry about taking it
out.
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Mr. Fairweather: No, that refers to having
Canadian election material on American sta-
tions adjacent to the border.

Miss LaMarsh: But that is already illegal.

Mr. Cowan: How do you get at the Ameri-
can station if it carries a program sending a
Canadian election?

Miss LaMarsh: It is already illegal for a
member of the House of Commons or Parlia-
ment to make a political broadcast on an
American station.

Mr. Cowan: I agree but suppose somebody
that is not even running, appears on the
Buffalo station, he is a supporter of some
candidate, and he goes on a 15 minute pro-
gram asking the people in Hamilton, Toronto
or St. Catharines—or even in Niagara Falls
—to endorse a certain candidate, what do you
do then? If CATYV is forced to carry that pro-
gram—*“the integrity of the programs re-
ceived”—what are you then going to do? If
the police can order a man to go and help,
then one law absolutely destroys the other.
That is what will happen here, it will force
CATV to carry the program in its full in-
tegrity, and this is a broadcast in support of
somebody who is running in Niagara Falls.

Miss LaMarsh: I suppose, Mr. Cowan,
counsel for the cable operator will plead this
in mitigation of a sentence, but I do not
think you need to worry about the Buffalo
border. I have never run into a Canadian
politician who could afford those rates.

The Chairman:
have a question?

Mr. Macaluso, did you

Mr. Macaluso: I also agree that this is one
of the things that should be taken out of this
clause completely. There should be no prohi-
bition because we can do it by newspaper
advertising on the day of the election. I think
it is just discriminatory and I also am one of
those who would like to see this taken out
and probably move an amendment on it. But,
I am concerned with (a)—a referendum.
What examples do you mean? Today we do
not have many referendums. What would be
an example of a referendum where we would
prohibit announcements on their advertising
on it? It seems to me that the television
programs and radio programs today are mak-
ing all kinds of comments on all different
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things. What type of a referendum do you
have in mind?

Miss LaMarsh: Well, it could be any refer-
endum. On the municipal level it could be a
liquor referendum; or it could be a financial
referendum to issue another bond for one of
the municipalities; it could be a referendum
taken with respect to a change in the consti-
tution at the federal level. It could be
anything.

Mr. Macaluso: Is this put in there again
only because it was in another act and was
there? As you said, it is because of inertia
that it was not taken out.

Miss LaMarsh: No, it is put in because
referendums appear to be coming more in
style rather than less.

Mr. Macaluso: What is the purpose of it?
What harm does it do?

Miss LaMarsh: Because it gives an oppor-
tunity right up to the very last moment for
people who have been making comments
which cannot be answered.

Mr. Macaluso:
newspapers.

You still have this with

Miss LaMarsh: That is correct.
Mr. Macaluso: That is the point.

Miss LaMarsh: That is the whole Broad-
casting Act—and I say that this is up to the
Committee—but the whole Broadcasting Act
recognizes the power of the spoken word and
of the picture by impression, which are diff-
erent from the power of the written word.

Mr. Macaluso: As far as (b) is concerned I,
for one, would rather see it taken out since I
gathered you had no objection to its being in
or out. We will deal with it, I guess, when we
come to voting. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[Translation]

Mr, Berger: Mr. Chairman, clause 28 uses
the expression “no licensee”. Could we not,
for instance, to protect the community anten-
na enterprises, replace the expression “licen-
see” used in subclauses (1) and (2) by the
expression “broadcaster” or “radiodiffuseur”
so that the community antenna enterprises
which naturally receive material that has
already been used, can be protected? It is
simply a suggestion that I am making, I
wonder if, legally, we could not replace the
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expression “licensee” by the expression
“broadcaster”. In that case we would be
removing some of the objections that were
put forward a few moments ago.

[English]

I am just wondering if replacing “licensee”
in subclauses (1) and (2) by “broadcaster”
would not protect the...

Miss LaMarsh: I have to refer you back to
clause 3(a) of the Bill to the definition of
“broadcaster”. It states:

3. (a) “broadcaster” means a person
licensed by the Commission to carry on a
broadcasting transmitting undertaking. ..

I do mot really know that you are going
to—that would take out CATV because they
are broadcasting and receiving.

Mr. Steele: Yes. Mr. Berger’s point is that
if you did limit this to the broadcaster it
would, in effect, cover all the points that
have been made about the position that the
CATYV operator will be in. That is the point
that is being made. So the question you have
to consider is whether or not you wish to
give an exemption to the receiving undertak-
ing from this type of prohibition relating to
political broadcasts.

Mr. Prud’homme: When a federal election
comes we—should bear that in mind, to ad-
just the electoral law, because there is a
provision in the electoral law that says two
days before so on and so forth. We should
keep that in mind when in the future we get
to the electoral law.

The Chairman: May I ask again about this
word “licensee” in subclause (1) of clause 28.
If it refers to either a station or a network,
as Mr. Steele has said a few minutes ago,
then are we not back to the same problem as
we had under section 17 of the present
Broadcasting Act where many people object-
ed that a municipal election in one corner of
the country could prevent some subject being
dealt with on the CBC network or on the
CTV network. Should we not at least exclude
from clause 1 the networks from the prohibi-
tion about municipal issues?

e (10:10 a.m.)

Mr. Steele: Can you be certain that you
will not have a problem with what the net-
work will carry into the local situation?
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The Chairman: As I understood it, one of
the purposes of clause 28 in the proposed
new act was to overcome some of the objec-
tions which many people had to section 17 in
the present Act; the main objection being
that if the present section 17 was followed
you could hardly mention on a national net-
work anything political in the 24 hours
before any municipal election or municipal
referendum anywhere in the country.

Mr. Gibson: Mr. Chairman, may I speak on
this point? We endeavoured to cover this by
providing that the advertisement or
announcement, or whatever it may be, shall
not be broadcast if the election is being held
within the area normally served by the
broadcasting undertaking of the licensee.
Now, using, as a prime example, the CBC
which has many broadcasting undertakings,
if, in respect of any one undertaking of the
licensee, the election is not being held within
the area normally served by that undertak-
ing of the licensee, then in my view this
clause would not preclude the licensee from
broadcasting on that particular undertaking.
It is only if, in respect of any undertaking of
a licensee, the election is being held within
the area normally served by it.

The Chairman: That sounds fine to me
until I look at the interpretation -clause
which says that a broadecasting undertaking
includes a network.

Mr. Steele: If everybody is agreed, includ-
ing the drafters concerned, that we wish to
achieve this objective we had better examine
this point in relation to the definition clause.

The Chairman: Would you consider trying

to clarify that if it is not as clear as you
think it is?

Mr. Steele: Yes, sir.

Mr. Brand: I apologize for being late, Mr.
Chairman, particularly with reference to
clause 28 because I missed the Minister’s
remarks on it.

Miss LaMarsh: I did not make any.
Mr, Brand: Oh, you did not?

Mr, Cowan: I will refer to one that she
made in a moment, doctor.

Mr. Brand: I was naturally curious, since
newspapers, of course, can still publish
things right up to and including the date of
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an election, why we were continuing with
what seems to be an archaic rule, particular-
ly in view of the fact that you cannot control
stations in our cities close to the United
States border, such as in British Columbia,
Ontario and Quebec, where people in Canada
can receive broadcasts from across the line.

Although I understand that it is a protec-
tion for the people who by this time are fed
up with listening to election breadcasts, nev-
ertheless there seems to be an inequity here
with one advertising and/or news medium
compared with another, such as the printed
word. I could not quite understand the think-
ing behind wanting to continue with this
particular rule.

Mr, Fairweather: Read the Minutes of this
meeting and you will find out why.

Miss LaMarsh: As I say, it is because it
seems to be a more powerful medium.

It has been pointed out to me, too, that if
you advertise in a newspaper you cannot
afford to buy up the whole newspaper and,
there will be conflicting advertisements in it;
but if you buy up television or radio time
you can have the last word and leave an
erroneous impression which cannot be cor-
rected. I really think that this provision has
been in and continues because politicians are
afraid of taking it out. They do not trust one
another. That is the nature of it.

The Chairman: They are wise.

Mr. Brand: It is difficult to believe, of
course, that they would not trust one
another.

Miss LaMarsh: I do not have any idea
whether that prohibition is in another juris-
diction, but we all know the kind of impres-
sion that can be made at the last minute,
which can be erroneous; sometimes it is done
quite innocently, but it cannot be corrected
in time.

The Chairman: Are there any further
questions on clause 28?7 Mr. Cowan.

Mr. Cowan: Through you, to the Minister.
One of the comments the Minister made to
Dr. Brand, when Mr. Macaluso asked what
would be a referendum, she said, “Well, on
the local level it could be a liquor referen-
dum?”. If you are going to prohibit the broad-
casting of anybody supporting either side of
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a liquor referendum, what about the beer ads
that come over all the stations, that the finest
hockey players all drink beer, that the top
quality people all drink beer, everybody goes
skiing and drinks beer? Only last Saturday I
remarked to my wife, “I wonder why they do
not put any pictures here of the poor dere-
licts being shoved out of the beer parlors on
Bloor Street at closing time each night?” My
wife remarked that the light was not strong
enough for the cameras. Do you mean to tell
me that these beer ads would not have an
effect on a referendum, say, on the liquor
question municipally, and that CATV is forced
to preserve the integrity of the programs
received?

Mr. Fairweather: Is there any other social
issue we might bring within the ambit of this
act? It has gone through quite a gamut.

Mr. Cowan: The world consists of society,
my friend. I just asked you. You would pro-
hibit somebody taking any stand on the refer-
endum, but the beer ads could still come
pouring in and I am using your own words,
while the referendum is being held on a
liguor question?

Miss LaMarsh: No, I would not think so.

Mr. Cowan: I agree with Mr. Macaluso
that the clause ought to be knocked out.

Mr. Macaluso: We do not agree too often,
but when we do...

Mr. Cowan:
right.

...we know it is bound to be

The Chairman: Mr. McCleave.

Mr. Macaluso: Mr. Chairman, what hap-
pened to clause 29?

The Chairman: We made a list yesterday
of the clauses on which some question was
going to be raised and that was among them.

Mr. Macaluso: Mr. Chairman, may I...

The Chairman: Perhaps you were not here
yesterday.

Mr. Macaluso: No, I was not; we had a
transportation meeting in the morning. You
cancelled the afternoon meeting which I
would have attended.

I will be away for two weeks. Could I ask
a question on clause 29, Mr. Chairman?

The Chairman: On clause 29?
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Mr. Macaluso: Yes.

I raised this question previously. I wish to
raise it again.

The Chairman: Well, let us get it over
with.

Mr. Macaluso: It deals with the $100,000
again.

Miss LaMarsh: You know, I really am sur-
prised that people are so exercised about this,
because. ..

Mr. Macaluso: I am not exercised; I only
have questions.

Miss LaMarsh: ... only people who break
the law are going to be subject to it.

Mr. Macaluso: We should be concerned
about those people, also, Madame Minister. I
am concerned in that you yourself have stat-
ed that in many of the cases the charges are
laid through inadvertence.

Miss LaMarsh: My information, which
comes from broadcasters, is that all of them
of which they have knowledge were
inadvertent.

Mr. Macaluso: This is what my query is
about. If it is through inadvertence—and it
is, from my information, after some
research—the breaches occur through inad-
vertence because of commercial announce-
ments running over, what is it, 12...

Miss LaMarsh: . .. clock hours.

Mr. Macaluso: ... and where there is some
discrepancy because of a new man coming in,
and different things like that. Anyhow, they
are through inadvertence.

Miss LaMarsh: I am sure you have been
talking with the same people.

Mr. Macaluso: Probably. I am concerned
about the “not less than and not more than”
provision of this clause, which is usual in all
statutes that I am aware of. It seems to me
that this is an overly large amount. I asked
you this before. What possible breach of a
regulation—not of a statute but of a regula-
tion—could warrant a fine of $100,000? It is
just too much, so far as I am concerned.
When you consider that the licensing body is
the one that is laying the charge it seems
very incongruous to me that. ..

Miss LaMarsh: But not the one that is the
trier.
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Mr. Macaluso: That makes no difference.
The licensing body still lays the charge, and
is the body which is going to rule on whether
or not the licence will be renewed. That is
the important aspect.

Miss LaMarsh: There is no reason why an
individual cannot lay a charge.

Mr. Macaluso: That is not the case, is it?
Can you give me examples of where a mem-
ber of the public has laid a charge against a
broadcaster?

e (10:20 am.)

Miss LaMarsh: Not heretofore.

Mr. Macaluso: That is out of the question,
so far as I can understand. It may not be out
of the question, but I do not think I will see
it in my lifetime, anyway. What I would like
to get an answer on is what breach of a
regulation—again, I say a regulation, not a
statute law—that would warrant such a fine
as up to $100,000?

Miss LaMarsh: As I have told you, I think
that if you want to prohibit something then
you make the punishment such that there is
no mistaking the fact that you intend to
prohibit it.

Mr. Macaluso: Why can you not make it,
say, not less than...

Miss LaMarsh: I do not think that is very
modern practice. Most of them—the practice
is to get away from the minimum because as
it actually works the minimum has often
become the maximum.

Mr. Macaluso: That is what we have had
in our statute laws to date. Any statute
enacted lately, dealing with fines in magis-
trate’s court, is still written as “not less
than”.

Miss LaMarsh: This gives a range up to
$100,000. It shows that Parliament considers
the obligations which are imposed very seri-
ous, that it means that they will be kept to
and if they are in breach the court has an
opportunity to assess the nature of the
breach and if it is an inadvertence—well I
cannot give any direction to the court. I
would think that it would be dealt with
lightly in a monetary fine...

Mr. Macaluso: That is just my point, you
cannot give the answer to the court.

Miss LaMarsh: ... but if it is not, if it is a
matter of deliberate increase in revenue and
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I gave an example—I have forgotten the
sum—but a terribly enormous amount could
be made and very easily. Canadian broad-
casters have not done that to date. I want to
make that very clear. That does not mean
that someone in the future will not try this.
You need only to slip in an extra minute to
start producing—it is over—something like
$250 or something an hour at the moment.

Mr. H. O. R. Hindley (Assistant Under
Secretary of Siaie): This is in prime time I
think.

Mr. Macaluso: What is the difference
between, say, a sum of $50,000 and $100,000?
To me the sum of $50,000 is a pretty large
sum to be going around breaking a regula-
tion voluntarily.

Miss LaMarsh: So it does not matter if you
think $50,000 would be sufficient prohibition,
if the Committee thinks that, and the House
thinks that.

The Chairman: Mr. Macaluso, perhaps we
could avoid debating this point at the
moment and get on with our questions. Have
you finished?

Mr. Macaluso: Yes. I have the same
answers that I received previously.

The Chairman: Mr. Johnston?

Mr. Johnston: Have our legal counsel and
advisors any examples, from other areas, of
comparable maximum fines? As members
we receive, almost daily notices, of shipping
companies having been fined for releasing oil
within coastal waters, and they always strike
me as being ridiculously small, such as $500
or $1,500. I suspect that very often it is
cheaper just to dump the oil and pay the fine
than to carry out whatever might be required.
Is there a maximum fine there?

I believe that in the case of the Combines
Investigation Act the old maximum fine of
what I think was $10,000 has been removed,
and we have just completed a case in British
Columbia where ten companies were fined. I
do not know all of the fines involved, but the
highest there, for an offence that had been
carried on for something like 20 years, was a
fine of $18,000 which works out at $900 a
year. This again, possibly would simply
amount to a licence to carry on the practice
that resulted in the fine. Looking at this sum,
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it appears to me that it may be undu_ly ex-
cessive in comparison with what exists in
other branches of industry.

The Chairman: Do you have some com-
ment on that, Miss LaMarsh?

Miss LaMarsh: I have discussed with the
CAB, who raised objection to the sum, the
possibility that since we are particularly con-
cerned about commercialism there might be a
fine in the nature of $10,000 or $25,000, plus
two, three, five, or ten times the amount of
any extra income earned as a result of the
offence. This would particularly point to the
fact that it is about that kind of commercial-
ism that we are concerned.

The Chairman: Would you like Mr. Gibson
to try to answer Mr. Johnston’s question
about other statutes?

Mr. Gibson: Mr. Chairman, I am not aware
of any other federal statute that has a max-
imum fine as large as this. This may be a
reflection, as a matter of fact, that other
maximum fines are too low. I do not know.

Mr. Mather: Mr. Chairman, on this point
about the amount of the fine, I wonder
whether we should not consider that the very
large amount involved of up to $100,000
might conceivably retard the people who are
in charge in bringing the offence to light and
in laying the charge. Might they not hesitate,
with the possibility of the fine being so very
large, to bring such an action? I liked the
Minister’s suggestion that some consideration
might be given to a different set up of fines
which would, I think, have the effect of
being quite compelling in keeping people
within the law but which would also free the
authorities from any qualms about bringing
such an action, in line with the $100,000
figure.

The Chairman: If there is any suggestion
for amendment of this clause, would the
member make an attempt at drafting and
submit it to the table so that it can be consid-
ered by the legal adviser?

Mr. Macaluso: It does not have to be given
today, does it, Mr. Chairman? These amend-
ments can be mailed in.

The Chairman: The sooner they come in,
the sooner they can be considered.
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Mr. Macaluso: Will Monday be all right? I
have to give it some legal thought.

The Chairman: Are there any further

questions on this?

Mr. Cowan: Mr. Chairman, the Minister in
answer to Mr. Macaluso, she asked Mr.
Macaluso if he knew of any Canadian broad-
caster that was in the habit of breaking the
law in the manner outlined, and I just want
to ask the Minister—do you think Jack Kent
Cooke’s brother learned to breach the broad-
casting laws of the United States only after
he crossed the border? I get nothing but
questioned over this.

Mr., McCleave: Mr. Chairman, my first
question on clause 47 is this. Has there been
any experience in the past that a five-year
budget could have been drawn up by the
CBC that would have stood up?

Miss LaMarsh: I will have to ask Mr.
Steele to try to answer that.

Mr. Steele: I will have to ask, Mr.
McCleave, whether you wish to discuss the
capital budget or the operating budget; or is
your comment on both of these?

Mr. McCleave: Well, all right. Perhaps you
could break them down in your answer, Mr.
Steele.

Mr. Steele: It is difficult to answer that
kind of question, which is a comment really,
on what is in here because this is a new
regime and we have had no requirement
placed on the CBC that they do other than
submit annually their operating requirements
and their capital requirements. And Parlia-
ment has been voting funds annually for the
CBC.

When this was put into the Bill, it was
clearly in the context of the expectation that
Parliament would also be asked to consider
some longer term financing arrangements for
the CBC. In looking at whatever Parliament
might approve as a time span for the financ-
ing of the CBC, and five years:- was the
suggestion, we drafted a section dealing with
the capital and operating budgets which
would be consistent with a financial formula
which would run for that period. However, it
is important to distinguish in this draft
between capital program and operating
budget because all that is required here, as
far as the capital is concerned, is to produce
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an outline of their capital intentions which
would be consistent with their operating
budget. They are not required to submit this
capital program for ultimate tabling in Par-
liament because we expect that Parliament
will, under the conditions of the Financial
Administration Act, require that there be an
annual capital budget for the Corporation,
but you do have to have a capital program
‘produced which looks at the operating
requirements for the Corporation.

e (10:30 a.m.)

When they come to the operating budget, it
is here that a budget has to be prepared for
the next five years, as five years is the finan-
cial formula that would be approved or
recommended to Parliament by the Governor
in Council, or that Parliament would have
before it when it is examining the financial
formula.

Mr. McCleave: My problem, Mr. Steele, in
looking at this is that there is an area of
rising costs and also a technological change
that particularly affects this industry. I do
not see in either circumstance that five-year
plans really could be made.

Mr, Steele: This is a matter of judgment, I
suppose, and I would not argue that the
degrees of uncertainty are greater at the end
of the period. But, in fact, they do make
five-year plans now as do most large agen-
cies. The departments of government are
submitting five-year forecasts of their
requirements to the Treasury Board, and you
have to take into account where the uncer-
tainties are likely to be, say, in the fourth
and fifth year. You can really look pretty
accurately at a three-year time span, but as
far as growth and costs are concerned, this is
rather easier than the other aspect you men-
tioned, technological changes and what is
likely to happen to the state of the art. On
cost changes, the trend information is pretty
dependable.

Mr. McCleave: Would it not be better,
then, if the three-year period is more exact,
to try this sort of thing on three-year periods
rather than on five-year periods?

Mr. Steele: Of course, this is a matter of
judgment and I would not argue strongly
against that. The idea of having something
which goes beyond the annual review by
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Parliament is what is needed, because the
planning in this industry really is not geared
to the kind of fiscal year annual review by
Parliament. There is definitely a structural
problem which inhibits the CBC’s forward
planning when they have to come to Parlia-
ment on the annual estimates’ basis and not
only that, the estimates which are based on
the normal fiscal year, from the first of April
to the end of March.

Mr. Berger: Am I right, Mr. Steele, in
assuming ' that right now the Corporation
does have to present a yearly capital budget?

Mr, Steele: Yes; the Financial Administra-
tion Act is quite clear on that; both capital
and operating budgets are produced.

Mr. Brand: May I ask a supplementary
question? Is it proposed here, then, that the
Governor in Council will not be able to cut
back on the current year’s work, as they are
doing at the moment? Will they be complete-
ly independent as far as their capital budget
is concerned for this length of time?

Mr. Steele: I would not say that. I think
this, again, would depend on the recommen-
dations which should be brought before Par-
liament for consideration. But I would expect
that Parliament and the government would
take a different view of the capital require-
ments when they review the operating budg-
et. But what you say about the operating side
would be quite true. In other words, a five-
year operating budget would be approved, or
a three-year or whatever it turns out to be,
and you would approve a formula for the
financing requirements based on that budget.
They would then be free from intervention,
other than annual reporting to Parliament on
the execution of the program.

Mr. Brand: You said that would apply just
to the operating budget?

Mr, Steele: One thinks in the case of the
capital budget, because of the requirement
that there be annual approval of the capital
program, that Parliament would have some
chance to review these and the government,
in fact, would want to take a look at the
actual capital program on a year by year
basis.

Mr, Cowan: You said that you think they
will have an opportunity of looking at it, but
when they introduce it three minutes before
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the guillotine falls, that is the opportunity we
have to look at it, you know, sir. I have had
three years’ experience on that.

Mr. Prittie: Mr. Chairman, I do not think
this part about the capital budget is so differ-
ent from what is going to apply in other
departments of the government in the future.
For example, I believe that the Department
of Public Works is now planning for more
than one year ahead and for several years
ahead on some of their projects; but any one
project could be chopped in a given year if
circumstances make it necessary.

Miss LaMarsh: I am sure that private
broadcasters do not plan for only one year.
In any kind of undertaking like this, particu-
larly one that has programming implications
that go from year to year, they must be able
to plan for a longer period than one calendar
year, or one fiscal year.

Mr. Macaluso: Is there no control by Par-
liament on their spending during that five-
year period?

Mr. Steele: On the operating side, you
mean? I made the distinction between the
capital and operating, but it is clearly on the
operating side that it is intended that Parlia-
ment will have a chance to debate on five-
year intervals or three-year intervals or
whatever time span is approved.

Mr. Macaluso: It says five-year intervals.
If it is a five-year program, it is five-year
intervals. What happens then? In other
words, during that five-year period you can-
not bring up anything financial?

Mr. Steele: Oh, yes; there will be an annu-
al reporting to Parliament.

Mr. Macaluso: Parliament can debate it
but can anything be cut from it?

Mr. Steele: No.

Mr.
know.

Macaluso: That is all I wanted to

The Chairman: What is the purpose of the
change?

Mr. Macaluso: I would rather have the
control than the unrestricted five years.

Mr. Cowan: Do I ask the Minister or the
technical advisers, because I am always told
it is the other one I should ask, so I will ask
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the four of them. Do they believe Parliament
should meet annually? And if so why?

The Chairman: I do not think that is a
matter of conviction; it is a matter of law.

Mr. Cowan: Well, why? If they are going
to vote funds for five year intervals, there is
no need of Parliament meeting annually.
Why cannot we meet once every five years? 1
would like to ask the Minister. ..

Miss LaMarsh: It might be a very popular
view in the country; I do not know.

Mr. Cowan: I do not know about the coun-
try, but I know it would be in the case of the
Cabinet—very popular with the Cabinet. I do
not think the country would go for it either.

I would like to ask the Minister if she
agrees or not with the requirement that the
army act had to be passed once every year.
Why not give the army five years free rein, a
mutiny bill or whatever you want to call it,
based on British parliamentary practice.
Their Parliament has to meet once a year to
vote the taxpayers’ taxes. Would the taxpay-
er be allowed to pay five years taxes in
advance under this section? I am sure they
would relish the opportunity of letting you
have the money for five years so they would
not have to pay it annually; they have to
earn it annually.

Mr. Prittie: The British practice gives the
BBC more than one year at a time.

The Chairman: What do they do in

Alsace-Lorraine?
Miss LaMarsh: The BBC does not. ..

Mr. Cowan: French only; no German
allowed. There is no bilingualism there; not
since 1945. From 1940 to 1945 it was German
only; no French.

Miss LaMarsh: Mr. Cowan, you argue with
such wit and delicacy that I am Ileft
speechless.

Mr. Cowan: I do not think there is any
answer, my friend, with regard to this sug-
gested five year vote of funds. It should be
done annually. This is the basic bedrock of
democratic government and this Cabinet
wants to kick it in the teeth.

Miss LaMarsh: Well I think you should
realize that the suggestion comes from the
Fowler Committee and every group that has
made...
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Mr. Cowan: That makes it sacred or holy;
which?

Miss LaMarsh: Every investigation there
has been in the past several years has result-
ed in the same recommendation—a five year
budget—and there was no editorial attack on
this subject in any newspaper that I have
seen since the Fowler report to this date.
This is up to Parliament and if Parliament
decides to give them this budget to see
whether they can control their own expendi-
tures within a three or five-year period that
is Parliament’s right to do.

Mr, Cowan: Well if the Third Reading. ..

Miss LaMarsh: They can do everything but
make a man a woman.

Mr. Cowan: ...goes through the way the
Second Reading did with the act being laid
on our desks and, vote for it or the govern-
ment will fall, and that is a fate worse than
death. It is a great discussion we have on
sections like 47. The bedrock principle of
democracy is that people control the taxes
that are imposed upon them and it is done
annually. Parliament is supposed to meet
annually. It is a requirement of the army act
or the mutiny act that it can only extend for
one year; that forces Parliament to meet
annually or you can have mutiny. Now this
Cabinet is asking us, and they have got
second reading for this Bill which says we
will vote them funds in five year grabs, and
I am using the word “grab” with choice.

The Chairman: Do you have any more
questions on this clause, Mr. Cowan?

Mr. Cowan: I have asked the Minister if
she believes that Parliament should meet
annually.

The Chairman: I think she...

Mr. Cowan: She said she was speechless, I
think.

The Chairman: She has said that you left
her speechless.

Mr. Cowan: Well, that is quite an answer.

Mr. Brand: Mr. Chairman, I have a ques-
tion with regard to clause 47. I understand as
a result of the evidence we have had that the
present president of the CBC felt this was
very necessary for proper planning.

27607—2
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Miss LaMarsh: I would not let that stand
in my way of making a decision.

Mr. Brand: I suspected that, but since
apparently one of the biggest problems to
date with the CBC has been management,
and managing a very large corporation, are
there any large corporations in the country
that carry out their budgets in a manner
similar to that we are proposing under clause
47? In other words, can any of the witnesses
before the Committee tell us if they know of
any large Canadian or American corporations
that allow budgets, either operating or capi-
tal, to go for five years without review yearly

by the shareholders in these particular
companies?
Mr. Steele: You are talking about the

whole range of corporate structure?

Mr., Brand: I am indeed, yes; the large
corporations.

e (10:40 a.m.)

Mr, Steele: I think you will find that in
most large corporations today certainly there
is a forward approval given to the operating
objectives of the corporation. The means by
which you review this is, of course, at the
annual meetings; the annual report of the
stewards to the shareholders.

Mr. Brand: What I am trying to establish is
that it is good business practice to review
yearly the budgets of these particular corpo-
rations, and yet here we are suggesting for a
very large corporation. .. y

Mr. Steele: The accounts; the way in
which they have carried out the intentions
from the previous year. This is what the
shareholders normally do.

Mr. Brand: Yes, but are we going to be
able to do that here? 4

The Chairman: Mr. Brand, that sounds like
a physician’s concept of good management to
me. ‘

Mr. Brand: You are entitled to your opin-
ion, Mr. Chairman, but nevertheless I was
asking for information. I was not expressing
an opinion.

The Chairman: Unless you were suggesting
that it was good management only to
approve expenditures one year at a time. I
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think most modern managers of large corpo-
rations would dispute that. The difference
here, of course, with a public corporation is
that money has to be granted to the corpora-
tion. In a private business they perpetuate
themselves by making a profit.

Mr. Brand: But I did ask, and I thought I
had made myself clear, whether or not this
was good corporate practice as practised in
other large corporations in the country. That
is the question I asked. Are we proposing
something that is considered good corporate
practice now among corporations?

Miss LaMarsh: I know a little about some
of the large corporations in my constituency,
and I know that certainly on the capital side
the planning is forward. I have seen projec-
tions for capital expansion going beycnd
seven years. I am not sure about budgets.
You see, the BBC does not have a grant from
Parliament; it has the licence fees. And its
projection is, in a sense, a formula, so many
dollars per television receiver. It is able to
project thus for any number of years on the
basis of what is to it a guaranteed income. So
they are able to do their planning in a much
better way than we are.

Now, if Parliament decides to make this a
three or five-year projection, it is expected
the Finance Department will have a formula
that will be put before Parliament; so many
dollars per person in Canada; so many dol-
lars per television household; a percentage
attached to wages or something similar to the
formula in the Canada Pension Plan.

So in a sense the amount of money which
will be received will be there and will be
obvious in the future. If it is five dollars a
head and you have 20 million people, then
you know how much money you have to
spend. If the birth rate shoots up sharply,
then you know that in five years on the
projection you are going to have five dollars
times 21 million people, so there is some kind
of certainty once you have this laid down.
That would mean that at the end of five
years you would look at it and say, well, has
this restricted the corporation improperly in
its development over that five-year period?
Do you need to make it six dollars a head?
Or have they had so much money that it has
appeared they have had to run around and
look for ways to spend it, in which case you
can reduce it to four dollars a head. The
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formula will give them a certain amount of
certainty, even if it is for a year, but it is
very difficult for Parliament to say at the end
of a year that that formula was the right
one.

Mr. Brand: Clause 48, which comes rignt
after it, says:
The Corporation shall, within three
months after the termination of its finan-
cial year, submit. ..
a report to Parliament. I must be a little
confused with what Mr. Steel said. He said
we would not be able to review the
operating. ..

Miss LaMarsh: But this report will come in
and it will say we had so many dollars and
this is what we did with it.

Mr. Macaluso: That is all it will say.

Miss LaMarsh:
information.

Mr. Brand: But that is all.

Mr. Macaluso: You will have to hold onto
the annual reports for five years.

Miss LaMarsh: If it showed, for instance,
that management was being wildly improvi-
dent, in other words that they had five dol-
lars a head, $100 million to spend that year,
and in fact they had gone out and spent $150
million. ..

You will have the

Mr. Cowan: Oh, they would never do that.

Miss LaMarsh: ...and propagated them-
selves so that obviously the five-year money
was not going to last them five years, there is
no reason that Parliament could not revoke
this at that point. Parliament can do as it
chooses. If they had gone off like a lot of
drunken sailors certainly I would think the
Minister responsible or Parliament itself
would say: We cannot afford to leave them
there for five years, there will not be any
money left in the country.

Mr. Brand: That is just the point I wanted
to make sure of, that there is still a measure
of Parliamentary control.

Miss LaMarsh: This is Parliament’s role
and you cannot do away with that by an Act.

Mr. Prittie: Mr. Chairman there are two
checks. The Auditor General will still report
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to Parliament every year and will still
appear before a Parliamentary committee
and we have recommended in our Commit-
tee’s Report that both the report of the radio
commission and the CBC be referred to the
Committee on Broadcasting each year. Now
that is not in the Act of course and there is
no guarantee of that but there will be the
Auditor General’s Report and, we hope, the
annual reports of these two bodies, so there
will be a check made each year.

Mr. Macaluso: Through you, Mr. Chair-
man, to the Minister: Does not the Broadcast-
ing Act as it presently appears in the statutes
require the CBC to have a five-year capital
program?

Miss LaMarsh: I am told, yes.

Mr. Steele: In fact you have never debated
the objectives of that program. It has never
been tabled and the funds have been voted
annually for the capital requirements.

Mr. Macaluso: But still there has been a
yearly control by Parliament. . .

Mr. Steele: Oh yes, this is quite true.

Mr. Macaluso: ...under our present system.

Mr. Steele: Yes, the appropriation system.

Mr. Macaluso: Under this new system you
are still retaining the five-year capital pro-
gram so the present system has not inhibited
them from planning their programming for
five years?

Miss LaMarsh: Well, it is debatable. I am
told this is the reason that expansion into
outlying areas has not gone more quickly,
and I do not know whether it will ever go
quickly enough to satisfy all the people. They
say: Well we do not have it; our five-year
expansion will not permit us to do that for
three years.

Mr. Macaluso: The Fowler Report says:

The Broadcasting Act, Section 35(2),
also requires the CBC to submit a five-
year capital program to the Governor in
Council. These submissions are required
in each fifth year, and the first was in
1959.

Nothing is changed by the new Act except
you are losing the annual control of the
funds.

Miss LaMarsh: No, it is the operating part.
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Mr. Macaluso: The operating control of the
funds.

Miss LaMarsh: No, no. There two things;
one is the capital budget which is currently
on a five-year basis, and this Act contem-
plates in clause 47(1) that this will continue;
the other is the operating budget which is
dealt with in clause 47(2), which has not
heretofore been ...

Mr. Maczaluso: Oh yes, an operating budget
for five years. What has happened is that you
are really giving them more laissez faire than
they have at the present time—more operat-
ing budgets.

® (10:50 a.m.)

Mr. Steele: And more certainty as to their
revenue expectations over this period.

Mr., Macaluso: On what basis was the five-
year period picked. I note also in Fowler, if it
comes from Fowler, that:

Fully commercial systems such as the
United States networks regard three
years as a proper planning period.

I would think the United States private net-
works are further advanced and better
planned than the CBC at the present time. If
three years is good enough for them why five
for the CBC?

Mr. Steele:
would be...

My only comment on that

The Chairman:
mended it.

Ask Fowler, he recom-

Mr. Steele: I will be pleased to try and
answer it because I was party to that too. In
fact a fully commercial system can look only
three years ahead really with any degree of
certainty.

Mr. Macaluso: That is just my point.

Mr. Steele: However the CBC is not a fully
commercial system.

Mr. Macaluso: Will it tend to become more
fully commercial? There is nothing to stop it
from becoming more commercial.

Mr, Steele: I think this is again something
that the government would have to make
recommendations to Parliament about, and
which Parliament would have to debate
when it looks at the formula.
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Mr. Macaluso: I have my answer. Thank
you, Mr. Steele. That is fine. Perhaps we
should restrict the fines.

The Chairman: Clause 49?

Mr. Cowan: Mr. Chairman, through you to
the Minister again, I did not get an answer to
my question as to whether Parliament should
meet once a year or not. Here is another one
with a little less wit perhaps. We had a
general election in this country in June of
1957. We had another general election in
March of 1958 and we had a third general
election in June of 1962; that is, we had
three general elections in this country in a
five-year period. If we grant the CBC operat-
ing funds—might I also point out that in
other five-year periods—June of 1962 and
then again in 1963 and then in 1965 we had
three elections in a five-year period. If we
grant the CBC operating funds on a five-year
basis do you realize that there can be com-
plete changes in government? For instance,
from March 1958 to June of 1962 there was a
government in power with the largest major-
ity in the history of Canada yet the CBC
could operate on a vote given to it in June of
1957 before that tremendous government of
208 people came into power. If this is not
emasculating Parliament I do not know what
it is. I wish you would explain to me if it is
not emasculating the rights and powers of
Parliament that a five-year budget could
absolutely—the operator could thumb their
nose at Parliament itself.

The Chairman: I think it should be pointed
out that this clause 47 does not do those
things. It simply provides for budgeting sub-
mitted. At this stage. ..

Mr., Cowan: I do not like your statement it
does not do these things. I say it does and my
opinion is worth as much as yours, Mr.
Chairman.

The Chairman: I am suggesting that. . .
Mr. Cowan: That is much better.

The Chairman: I am suggesting that this
legislation does not grant anything but sim-
ply requires a budget to be submitted. There
will be some further legislation, I expect.

Miss LaMarsh: Oh, yes.

Mr, Cowan: I should sincerely hope so.
This will not stand up.
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‘The Chairman: I think, Mr. Cowan, you
wanted to ask some further questions about
clause 49, which would bear particularly on
the definition of broadcasting as involving
cable television, so do be sure to have the
opportunity to get in your questions while
the Minister is still with us. Do you have any
on that clause?

Mr. Cowan: On which? I am speaking of
clause 47 right now.

The Chairman: I have not detected any
question on clause 47 in the last few minutes.

Mr. Cowan: Well I will ask the Minister
then with what little wit I have and hope
that she is not speechless: Does she not agree
that a five-year budget given to the CBC
every five years would emasculate the rights
of Parliament as I outlined in that five-year
period, June 1957, March 1958 and June of
1962...

Miss LaMarsh: Of course, I do not agree
with you, Mr. Cowan. Parliament is always
in control of its own fortunes and any time it
chooses it can change this. Anything we do is
not immutable beyond the session.

Mr. Cowan: Then why try and bind the
next Parliament? If nothing we do is immu-
table beyond the session why try and bind
the next five sessions?

Miss LaMarsh: You are not binding it. It
can unbind itself if it chooses. It is thought it
would be more appropriate and more efficient
it

Mr. Cowan: It
Fowler?

is thought by whom,

Miss LaMarsh: Well, obviously by the par-
liamentary committee which made that
recommendation, by Fowler, by other study-
ing bodies and by the government which
puts forward this Bill for your consideration.

The Chairman: Do you have some ques-
tions on clause 49 now, Mr. Cowan, while the
Minister is still here?

Mr. Cowan: Mr. Chairman, it is six
minutes to eleven. The House goes in at
eleven o’clock and I refuse to sit on the
Committee when the House is in session. I
have so many questions on CATV since we
are not allowed to debate the subject that six
minutes would hardly be an introduction.
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. The Chairman: I am sure the Committee
would be glad to have your introduction at
least.

_ Mr., Cowan: I am quite prepared to take
the first six minutes.

' The Chairman: If we try to limit ourselves
to questions at this point then we will make
the best use of the Minister’s time while she
is with us.

Mr. Cowan: I do not know that just ques-
tions and answers is the best use you can
make of the Minister’s time. I think we are
entitled to her decisions and opinions on
these matters.

The Chairman: I am sure we will get them
but what we are trying to do now is get the
answers to things that concern us.

Mr. Cowan: I would like to ask the Minis-
ter first of all why a broadcasting receiving
set should be licensed. There is no licence on
a receiving set in my home or in my summer
cottage. Why should other people have to
have licences in order to receive the same
program?

Miss LaMarsh: Because a CATV undertak-
ing which takes programs off the air is, of
course, in direct competition with other
broadcasters and it is quite clear that if they
are not also brought under regulation the
integrity of the whole system will be
destroyed. It has already been demonstrated
that CATV can, by bringing service into
someone’s home for a set fee, blanket out the
local broadcasting system. It has been proven
also that if you do not protect the integrity of
the programs—it seems to be a phrase that
disturbs you, Mr. Cowan.

Mr. Cowan: Yes, it does.

Miss LaMarsh: If you do not do that and
permit the CATV operator to chop and make
the air go to black and then put in his own
local advertising, you are, in fact, making
ridiculous the whole system we have built up
of licensing and putting in stiff conditions for
people who are running a broadcasting
undertaking.

Mr. Cowan: Might I point out that it is not
making the system ridiculous; it is only giv-
ing it some competition. Is there some law
that says that the national broadcasting sys-
tem shall have no competition?
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. Miss LaMarsh: No. We believe the airways
are important. We believe there are things
that they can do and ought to do in the
country and, therefore, licensed radio for more
than 35 years and television, of course, for a
shorter period. If we believe in the conditions
and the system in which we have courage to
grow up, then I think we have to look at
anything which is in the nature of being
harmful to us.

When you consider—perhaps you will let
me  finish the statement—the investment
there is, public and private, in a broadecasting
operation; when you consider that one of our
goals is to use Canadian talent on air and
you realize that an operator, by setting up
his receiver and sending it in the homes can
completely blanket out those local operations,
I think you will appreciate this is the reason
why we believe CATV should be regulated.

Mr. Cowan: Madame Minister, I appreciate
the fact that with CATV you can blanket out
many local stations. I do not consider that
harmful. I do not consider that bad, in any
way. But I wanted to ask you; is there some
law which says that television stations must
be profitable and the government shall take
every step to see that television stations are
profitable?

Miss LaMarsh: No.

Mr. Cowan: What are all these references?
You yourself, in speaking in Hansard on
November 1, in the House, introducing this
Bill on page 3749, in the lower right hand
corner, talking about CATV, you go so far as
to say:

Provision is made for the exemption of
certain classes of community antenna
from the licensing requirements, for
example, the rooftop antenna on an
apartment block, but in general the com-
mission, when considering an application
for a licence for one of these systems. ..

Note this

...will have to take the whole local
sitwation into account, including the
interests of the local broadcasters.

Why do you have to include the interest of
the local broadcaster with regard to the pres-
ence of a CATV system? Did you ask the
local newspaper publisher if his advertising
revenues would be hurt any if a TV station
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opened up where he has been publishing a
paper for say 30, 40 or 50 years?

Miss LaMarsh: Yes, but...

Mr. Cowan: Why do you ask the TV
station?

Miss LaMarsh: You are well aware that
there is no authority, no reason to regulate
newspapers. We regulate broadcasting
because. ..

Mr. Cowan: I think there is reason but no
authority.

Miss LaMarsh: ... of the scarcity of it and
because it is a national resource. And if the
regulatory body has seen fit to give a licence
in an area which can support it financial-
ly—because it is one of the things that cur-
rently the BBG looks into and the CRC will
have to look into—and they make this tre-
mendous investment and are giving the ser-
vice according to the conditions of licence
they can be wiped out by a CATV applica-
tion which comes along later without any
regulation, which simply blankets them out
in the local area, the area in which their
advertisers are paying them to be distributed.

Mr. Cowan: You do not believe in free
competition then?

® (11:00 a.m.)

The Chairman: It is now eleven o’clock,
Mr. Cowan and I think we will have to
adjourn. Mr. Prittie?

Mr. Prittie: Did we determine whether we
need the Minister and her staff back again
for further questioning? As far as I am con-
cerned we do not. I do not know what other
members think.
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Mr. Cowan: As far as I am concemed we
do. This is my opinion.

The Chairman: Perhaps the Steering Com-
mittee could meet today and make a recom-
mendation for Tuesday. It may be that the
Steering Committee will suggest that we go
into consideration of the Bill in camera start-
ing Tuesday morning.

Mr, Cowan: Nothing like rushing it.

The Chairman: The Minister, I think, is
entitled to be here during our in camera
discussions and she would still be available
for questions as we proceed with the wording
of the clauses.

Miss LaMarsh: Mr. Chairman, if you do
that would you like to have Mr. Gibson
attend on you during your deliberations?

The Chairman: I am sure the Committee
will want to have all the advice that the
Minister wishes to bring with her.

Miss LaMarsh: I mean, if you have any
drafting?

The Chairman: I think Mr. Steele should
be available and perhaps the advisers from
the Department of Justice, at least.

Miss LaMarsh: It was Mr. Gibson I was
wondering about. Whether you wanted him
for drafting.

The Chairman: We will adjourn until

Tuesday morning. .
Mr. Prud’homme: At 9:30?

The Chairman: ...at 9:30 and at that time
it will be determined how we proceed.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

Tuespay, November 28, 1967. '

The Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the
Arts met this day at 9.55 a.m. The Vice-Chairman, Mr. Jean Berger, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Béchard, Berger, Cowan, Davis, Goyer, Jamie-
son, Laflamme, MacDonald (Prince), Mather, McCleave, Munro, Prittie, Pru-
d’homme—(13).

In attendance: The Honourable Judy LaMarsh, Secretary of State; Mr.
G. G. E. Steele, Under Secretary of State; and Mr. Fred Gibson, Senior Ad-
visory Counsel, Department of Justice. '

The Vice-Chairman read the recommendation of the Subcommittee on
Agenda and Procedure that further clause-by-clause consideration of Bill
C-163 be in camera. After discussion it was agreed to defer consideration of
this recommendation.

The Committee resumed consideration of Bill C-163 and the Minister
was examined on Clause 49.

The Committee then agreed to the recommendation of the steering sub-
committee to consider Bill C-163 in camera. ER '

The Vice-Chairman thanked the Minister and her officials, and the Min-
ister retired. " 8 1

At 10.45 a.m. the Committee met in camera, and the Committee proceeded
to detailed clause-by-clause consideration of Bill C-163, with Mr. Steele being
examined and supplying additional information.

Clause 1 was carried.
Clause 2(a) was carried.

Moved by Mr. Béchard, seconded by Mr. Laflamme, and

Resolved, that on paragraph (b) of Clause 2, in line 13, the word ‘“pre-
serve” be struck out and substituted therefor the words ‘“safeguard, enrich”.

Clause 2(b) as amended, was carried.

Clauses 2(c), 2(d) (See Motion below), 2(e) and 2(g) were allowed
to stand.

Moved by Mr. Prittie, seconded by Mr. Mather,

That on paragraph (d) of Clause 2, in line 3, after the word ‘“compre-
hensive”, add a comma and immediately thereafter the words, ‘“should con-
tribute to Canadian unity”.

Motion was allowed to stand.

At 12.00 noon, the Committee adjourned until 3.30 p.m. this afternoon.

6—3
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AFTERNOON SITTING
(11)

The Committee resumed at 4.25 p.m., in camera. The Vice-Chairman, Mr.
Jean Berger, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Béchard, Berger, Davis, Goyer, Jamieson, John-
ston, MacDonald (Prince), Munro, Prittie, Prud’homme, Sherman, Stafford—
(12).

In attendance: (Same as morning sitting with the exception of Miss La-
Marsh).

The Committee resumed clause-by-clause consideration of Bill C-163 and
Mr. Steele was further examined, assisted by Mr. Gibson.

Moved by Mr. Béchard, seconded by Mr. Jamieson,

Resolved, that on paragraph (f) of clause 2, in lines 12 and 13, the words,
“under the management of” be struck out and substituted therefor the word
“through”.

Clause 2(f) as amended was carried.
Paragraphs 2(g) and 2(h) were allowed to stand.

Moved by Mr. Jamieson, seconded by Mr. Prittie,

Resolved, that 35 copies in English and 15 copies in French of the report
on the Newfoundland Educational Television Conference (1966) be obtained
from_the Queen’s Printer for distribution to members of the Committee.

Paragraphs 2(i) and 2(j) were carried.

The consideration of Bill C-163 still continuing, at 5.40 p.m. the Com-
mittee adjourned until 9.30 a.m. on Thursday, November 30.

M. Slack,
Clerk of the Committee.



EVIDENCE
(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

Tuesday, November 28, 1967

The Vice-Chairman: Gentlemen, we have a
quorum. This morning I have the following
recommendation from the subcommittee on
Agenda and Procedure:

Your subcommittee on Agenda and
Procedure recommends to the main Com-
mittee that further clause by clause con-
sideration of Bill C-163 be in camera.

Is it agreed? All those in favour?

Mr. Cowan: Is there no time on that
recommendation as to when it starts?

The Vice-Chairman: No. Is it agreed?
Some hon. Members: Agreed.

The Vice-Chairman: Since it has been
agreed to make this study in camera, I would
ask everyone who is not concerned to leave
the room.

Mr. Cowan: Wait a minute. Are you talk-
ing about this last clause in the Bill or are
you talking about when we start to go down
through the clauses one by one, beginning at
the start? I want to talk about clause 49 in
Part IV.

Mr. Prittie: Mr. Chairman, I think the
point we have to settle and the one that Mr.
Cowan may have in mind is whether we
wish to do any more questioning of the Min-
ister in public, and, if so, whether that
should be finished before we begin the clause
by clause study. I believed the other day that
we had finished with the Minister but all
members may not agree.

Mr. Jamieson: If Mr. Cowan wants to ask
some questions on CATV, could we not do
that and then go into camera on the clause
by clause study?

The Vice-Chairman: Is it agreeable to all
members that we proceed as Mr. Prittie and
Mr. Jamieson suggested, that we allow ques-
tions on clause 49 and then go in camera?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

The Vice-Chairman: I would ask the Min-
ister and her advisers to come to the table.

As Mr, Cowan was questioning when the
last meeting adjourned, I ask him to com-
mence questioning today.

Mr. Cowan: Mr. Chairman, at page 155 of
last Friday’s Minutes of Proceedings and Evi-
dence of the Broadcasting, Films and Assist-
ance to the Arts Committee, I asked ; the
Minister the following question: W

Is there some law that says that the
national broadcasting system shall have
no competition?

I just repeat that question to her again.-

The Vice-Chairman: Is this on page 155
Mr. Cowan?

Mr.
corner.

Cowan: Yes, at the top right-hand

Miss LaMarsh: What about the question
and answer, Mr. Cowan?

Mr. Cowan: I said:

Is there some law that says that the
national broadcasting system shall have
no competition?

Miss LaMarsh:
page 155.

Well, I answered that on

Mr. Cowan: Yes, in your answer of Friday
morning.

Miss LaMarsh: Yes.

Mr. Cowan: Well I just wanted to ask this
question. I am quoting now from your
speech of November 1 in the House of Com-
mons, page 3749 of Hansard.

I should also mention that the leglsla-
fion .

speaking of the Broadcasting Bill—

.indicates that community antenna
television systems will also be subject to
licensing by the Commission . . .

who. ..
will have to take the whole. . .situation
into account, including the interests of
the local broadcasters.
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Why does anyone have to consider the
interests of the local broadcasters when a
CATYV application is submitted to the Depart-
ment of Transport?

e (10:00 a.m.)

Miss LaMarsh: Because they are already
there under licence with certain conditions
imposed on them, obviously, and if another
enterprise which can adversely affect them
comes along later I would expect that the
Board would take that into consideration.

Mr. Cowan: We do not live in a competi-
tive society any longer then? Why can they
not compete even with a licensed television
station?

Miss LaMarsh:
licences are issued.

Mr. Cowan: Well did you ask the local
newspaper publishers and the local magazine
publishers what they thought of you licens-
ing a TV station?

. Miss - LaMarsh: There are no licences
issued to those people.

Because of the fact that

Mr. Cowan: That makes no difference to
my argument. Why should a licensed TV
station be asked whether or not they want a
CATYV station licensed by the Department of
Transport?

Miss LaMarsh: I do not think anyone sug-
gested that that would be the course.

Mr. Cowan: Well, you say “including the
interests of the local broadcasters.”

Miss LaMarsh: That is right. It all is to be
taken into consideration by the Board.

Mr. Cowan: But why?

Miss LaMarsh: There is no suggestion that
the local broadcaster would be asked what he
thought about the CATV, and I think this is
what your question was.

Mr. Cowan: You said in your speech:

I should also mention that the legisla-
tion indicates that community antenna
television systems will also be subject to
licensing by the Commission.

who. . .
. will have to take the whole . .. situa-
tion into account, including the interests
of the local broadcasters.
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If I buy another television set to receive a
signal into my home do you consult the local
broadcasters to ascertain whether or not this
is all right?

Miss LaMarsh: There is no suggestion of
consulting local broadcasters in any of that
speech.

Mr. Cowan: Well, what does the English
language mean? It says “mcludmg the mter-
ests of the local broadcasters.”

Miss LaMarsh: It certainly does not mean
that the Board would consult with them.

Mr. Cowan: Who “will have to take the
whole local situation into account, including
the interests of the local broadcasters.” Those
are the words you used.

Miss LaMarsh: That is right.

Mr. Cowan: In the Fowler Report by
“Saint” Robert you will read on page 253:
There are, however, many single-chan-
nel areas where regulatory policy . . .

He uses the word “policy”.

. . .to nourish or support that licensee
has been negated by the sudden intru-
sion of a number of new signals which
dilute the audience and damage commer-
cial support.

My only question there is, so what? Is there
some government policy which says that
where there is a single channel area there

must be no competition to that single channel
area?

Miss LaMarsh: No, but obviously the
Board is not going to license a second chan-
nel where both would starve to death, and it
only entertains applications where it is sat-
isfied that there is a sufficiently large market
to sustain multiple channels.

Mr. Cowan: The government is going to
guarantee a profit to the established stations
then?

Miss LaMarsh: No, but it is considered to
be of no particular benefit to the public to
have somebody make a big investment, go on
the air, and go bankrupt very shortly
afterwards.

Mr. Cowan: Did the government do any-
thing to stop Prudential Finance going
bankrupt?

Some hon. Members: Oh, ch.
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Miss LaMarsh: I do not know. It is certain-
1y not within my portfolio.

Mr. Cowan: This government, in my opin-
ion, has no right to be worrying about the
profitableness or the possible bankruptcy of
individual licensees in the TV field if they
are going to stop competitors from coming in,
and CATYV is a competitor.

Miss LaMarsh: Well, Mr. Cowan, I think
most of your objection arises from the fact
that you are equating the position of CATV
and private telecasters with the position of
newspapers and they are just not the same.
You are trying to marry a horse and a cow.
You are talking about apples and oranges. It
is not the same thing at all.

Mr. Cowan: I thank you for the lesson. I
am just trying to point out that freedom of
thought and freedom of expression is being
impinged by this action of the government
in suggesting that CATV stations shall be
licensed by the BBG because they compete
with established licensees. In the newspaper or
the magazine world we have to compete with
every kind of publisher that comes forward
advancing different ideas than the one
already established and simply because there
is a licensed TV station in the area is not
reason for saying there shall be no competi-
tion to bring in new ideas. There is a great,
great similarity between the two.

Miss LaMarsh: Yes, I think I understand
your point of view.

Mr. Cowan: Well, after what you said to

me just now I am glad your understand it
now.

Miss LaMarsh: I did not say I agreed with
it. I understand it.

Mr. Cowan: That might be. I think so
much of you that if you understand it I am
sure you agree with me.

Then we have Saint Robert Fowler on
page 253 of his report:

...it is a matter of concern to us that
the viability of the national network
system could be disrupted if unrestrained
or unregulated growth of CATV systems
is allowed to continue.

When he talks about the viability of the
national network, it is as if he is reading:
... the financial prosperity of the national
network system could be disrupted if
unrestrained or unregulated growth of
CATYV systems is allowed to continue.
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Miss LaMarsh: I do not answer for Mr.
Fowler, but since I agree with the passage
you have read, I might adopt it as my own
language and say that it is not the profits he
is concerned about; it is the very existence of
70

Mr. Cowan: The very existence of what?

Miss LaMarsh: Of an already licensed
station.

Mr. Cowan: On page 230 of the report, he
has some interesting comments on that very
score. We have been told by a number of
speeches and statements and so on that it is
necessary to maintain the viability of the
national network because it is going to con-
tribute so much to the unification of Canada
and the upbuilding of the nation and we are
all going to be much greater and finer people
than we ever have been before television
came in. Mr. Fowler on page 230 of his
report, in talking about private television sta-
tions, says:

... and do little to further the develop-
ment of a Canadian consciousness.

He goes on, speaking about the private

stations:
Much the same can be said of private
radio stations; they are essentially local
in their programming approach and do
not share in, or greatly contribute to, the
national purposes of the Canadian
broadcasting system. Neither in televi-
sion nor in radio do the private broad-
casters make an adequate contribution to
the development and support of Canadi-
an artistic and creative talent.

Therefore, after Mr. Fowler says that they
do not make an adequate contribution to the
development and support of Canadian artistic
and creative talent, we are going to keep
competition away from them in the form of
CATYV receiving sets so that they can keep on
going their own way?

Mr. Laflamme: Mr. Chairman, I want to
raise a point of order. I just would like to
know if Mr. Cowan, who is a member of this
Committee, is going to have an examination
for discovery of the Minister right now? If
he wants to enter into a dispute or argument
with her, I do not believe that we will make
much progress. If Mr. Cowan wants to put in
an amendment to the Bill we are discussing,
it is up to him, but if we are going to review
the whole matter of the Fowler Report and
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then wait until he finishes his argument, I do
not think we will make any more progress
than we are making right now.

The Vice-Chairman: Mr. Laflamme, I was
just on the verge of asking Mr. Cowan if he
could please cut down on his speeches and
please ask questions. The Committee could
then go ahead with its work.

Mr. Cowan: We are discussing clause 49 of
Bill C-163. I am quite interested to have you
tell me how I should conduct my examina-
tion of it. I thought the Committee was
appointed to examine these clauses of the
Bill? Maybe I am wrong.

The Vice-Chairman: I think it is the wish
of all the members of the Committee that we
should go ahead and mnot stop to make
speeches and read all sorts of things.

Mr. Cowan: I have asked a question each
time I have spoken.

Then, we have in the Fowler Report,
again—the Fowler Report has been referred
to many time in the Committee sessions here:

... there is growing recognition of the
need to examine the effect of CATV on
stations in thin market areas, whose
ability to conform to the Canadian con-
tent regulations is being jeopardized by
this new competition.

That is Fowler on page 254.

Is the government objecting to the free
play of the market place in competition in
this radio and broadcasting world, Madam
Minister?

Miss LaMarsh: In so far as the airways
are a limited asset which belongs to the
people therefore, since the beginning of
broadcasting which is about 25 or 30 years
ago, the Canadian Parliament has decided it
should be regulated and outlets should be
licensed. Yes, it is true that when a licence
is given, a regulatory body looks at the ap-
plicant to see whether or not it is viable
economically and it is the responsibility of
the board to make sure that other licences
are not granted which will destroy the via-
bility of the initial licensing.

e (10:10 am.)

I have said that at least four times this
morning, Mr. Cowan. I said that I do not
agree with you when you analogize—or tend
to—to the free, unregulated and unlicensed
newspaper business. It is perfectly true that
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both are means of communication as is the
fact that I am sitting here talking to you.
Nobody licenses me, either, when I am talk-
ing to you. The fact that they are means of
communication does not make them the
same kinds of elements in our system of
communication in the country.

Mr. Jamieson: Would Mr. Cowan permit a
supplementary question?

Mr. Cowan: I would like to carry on. There
will be enough interruptions as it is and
there have been enough interruptions in the
past. I would like to carry on, Mr. Chair-
man.

Madam Minister, when the TV station was
licensed in Timmins, Ontario, and placed in a
position to seek advertising revenue all
around the country, were any consultations
held with the local newspaper publisher
there as to how it might affect the viability
of the publishing industry in Timmins?

Miss LaMarsh: Mr. Chairman, I could go
on answering like this but they are all
rhetorical questions.

Mr. Cowan: It is not rhetorical. I happen to
know the local publisher was not consulted
in any manner, shape or form.

Miss LaMarsh: I should not imagine there
would be any reason why he would be.

Mr. Cowan: Then why should the TV sta-
tion be asked when a CATV application
comes before the Department of Transport?

Mr. Mather: Mr. Chairman, on a point of
order.

The Vice-Chairman: Mr. Mather on a point
of order.

Mr. Mather: The point of order is that Mr.
Cowan has asked a series of questions. The
Minister has given him answers. He may not
be satisfied with the answers, but I think
that unless he has different questions to ask
or an amendment to propose, he should not
take up too much of the time of this Commit-
tee. I would suggest that you ask Mr. Cowan
to ask new questions or move an amendment
so we can move ahead.

The Vice-Chairman: I was under the
impression that Mr. Cowan was ready to
move an amendment so we can clear up this
matter. I think that the Minister’s answers
were abundantly clear and, personally, I do
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not see any reasons to continue this conver-
sation. I do not see what newspapers have to
do with clause 49. I would ask the co-opera-
tion of Mr. Cowan to help this Committee to
get some work done. I am asking you very
amicably.

Mr. Cowan: Madam Minister, we have
been talking quite a bit about alternative
programs being made available to the view-
ers in certain parts of Canada. What is the
objection of the Cabinet to having the alter-
native programs made available through
CATV?

Miss LaMarsh: None.

Mr. Cowan: Well, I have the annual report
of the Board of Broadcast Governors dated
March 21, 1967, here. It points out on page
14:

. . .the Board continued to advise the
Minister on the possible impact of CATV
applications on existing broadcasting sta-
tions or on the provision of alternative
service.

It goes on:

In the fiscal year ended March 31,
1967, the Minister referred 91 CATV
applications to the Board. The number
included applications for new licenses,
extensions of existing systems, and
changes in the channels carried. The
Board found that 84 of them, in its
judgement, would not make the opera-
tion of existing television stations
uneconomical or inhibit the provision of
alternative service.

Reading the other side of the coin, then,
the Board evidently found that seven would
make the operation of existing television sta-
tions uneconomical or inhibit the provision of
alternative service, yet those seven CATV
applications would have given alternative
service.

Miss LaMarsh: You ask me what objection
or otherwise the Cabinet might have?

Mr. Cowan: Yes.

Miss LaMarsh: The reference you have
made is to the BBG?

Mr. Cowan: They have advised the Minis-
ter “informally”. You see, the BBG cannot

make a “formal” recommendation. We
stopped that about two years ago. So Mr.
Pickersgill decided to make “informal”

requests of the BBG, you see, so I cannot
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refer to a ‘“formal” recommendation cof the
BBG. This was quite “informal”. So I was
asking about the Cabinet because they make
their “informal” recommendations to the
Minister. That is why I had to ask about the
Cabinet.

Miss LaMarsh: I think you are getting a
little confused between the Minister of Trans-
port, the Secretary of State, the BBG and
the Cabinet and their various responsibilities.

Mr. Cowan: I am quite well aware who
they are and I have a much higher regard
for the present Secretary of State than for
the former Minister of Transport, I can tell
you that; I do not confuse them in the slight-
est. They are miles apart.

You said just now that the Cabinet had no
objection to alternative service coming
through the CATYV, but you cannot tell me
why these seven applications were turned
down by the Minister.

Miss LaMarsh: I do not know anything
about them. They were technically approved,
obviously, by the Transport Department and
thus forwarded to the BBG. The BBG did not
recommend them; that recommendation does
not come to me, so I have no knowledge at
all aside from what you have just told me.

The Vice-Chairman: Could you explain,
Mr. Cowan, the connection between what you
are discussing now and clause 49? We seem
to have trouble here.

Mr. Cowan: As I said before, I asked the
Secretary of State, in whom I have great
confidence, some time ago, what section of
Bill C-163 affected CATV, and she was kind
enough to tell me quite definitely that it was
Part IV, “Consequential and Related Amend-
ments”. I am discussing clause 49, 2(1)(a):

“broadcasting means any radiocom-
munication in which the transmissions
are intended for direct reception. ..

And in (b):
“broadcasting undertaking” includes a
broadcasting transmitting undertaking, a
broadcasting receiving undertaking. ..

I am trying to ascertain from the Minister
why a broadcasting receiving undertaking is
looked upon with disfavour, as it must be, or

this Bill would not have been prepared in
this manner.

Miss LaMarsh: It is not looked upon with
disfavour. If you are going to set up a
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regulatory system—and I stress the “if”
because that has been the feeling of Parlia-
ment, as I say, for more than 25 years—then
you are going to have to regulate things
which unregulated could destroy the system.
That is why the CATYV is included. Now, if
you believe, or if anyone else believes, Mr.
Cowan, that it should be unregulated; that
the system should be left completely to
demand and supply; if you believe that there
is no point in having Canadian content; that
there is really no point in having Canadian
radio and television at all; that it is quite
enough, unfettered, to let CATV come in
with nothing but American stations, then you
do not believe in public broadcasting.

I happen to believe in public broadcasting.
I happen to believe in the kind of system we
have. The government believes in it. The
Committee, from everything I have seen,
including their White Paper report, believes
in it. The Fowler Report believed in it, and I
believe the people believe in it, and it seems
to me that if you do not believe in it, while
you have that right to your opinion, you do
not reflect most of the Canadian view.

Mr. Cowan: If I were the Chairman, I
would ask you what relationship your
remarks have to the questions I am asking
you. I do not believe that the government,
nor the Cabinet, nor anyone else, should
interfere with the reception of the signals
coming through the air. I am talking about
reception only; I am not talking about
broadcasting.

Miss LaMarsh:
abundantly clear.

Mr. Cowan: I
tion—pardon me?

Miss LaMarsh:
clear.

Mr. Cowan: Well, CATV is nothing but a
receiving apparatus, and I can quote all
kinds of authorities in that regard, but when
I quote them, somebody wants to know why
I am quoting them. Well, I have got Fowler
here to show it, and I have got the CBC to
show it, and no doubt I could quote you also
about it being a receiving apparatus, and I
do not believe that receiving apparatuses
should be licensed. They have never been
licensed since they tried to collect a fee of
$2.50 a year, I think it was about 1933 or
1934, and the government of the day simply
gave it up because the people were unwilling
to pay that licence fee in those days. It has

Yes, you have made that

am talking about recep-

You have made that very
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been wide open for more than 30 years, and
I see no reason for going back and licensing
receiving apparatus or receiving sets.

Miss LaMarsh: Well, you use a different...

Mr. Cowan: Why you are trying to license
CATV receiving apparatus is beyond my
comprehension. You are now entering the
field of thought control.

Now, I could quote you some other
authorities with regard to how the Cabinet is
evidently going to make certain that every
licensed TV station makes money. I had in
my hand the other day this statement on
community antenna television broadcasting
by the Minister of Transport, dated July 22,
1964—that is the hon. Jack Pickersgill, Min-
ister of Transport, and the hon. Maurice
Lamontagne, Secretary of State. They talk
there about the use of community antenna
television for the dissemination of television
programs subject to similar regulation under
parallel conditions to that applied to
broadcasting.

e (10:20 a.m.)

The government has two main con-
cerns. One is to see that CATV installa-
tions in Canada do not come under the
ownership and control of persons and
corporations which are not Canadian.
The other is to see that CATV installa-
tions designed to receive broadcasts ema-
nating from outside the area reached by
any local Canadian television station,
and particularly from outside Canada,
are unlikely to make the operation of
any existing television station uneconom-
ic or to inhibit the provision of altern
Canadian television service in the area
concerned.

They go on then to...

The Vice-Chairman: Mr. Cowan, may I
interrupt you for a moment? We are discuss-
ing Fowler, we are discussing this, and you
are making statements while the Minister
and her advisers are here to answer ques-
tions. Please, may I call you back to order
again, if I may say so.

Mr. Cowan: All right.

The Vice-Chairman: I ask you to ask your
questions so that we can get along.

Mr. Cowan: These comments by the former
Minister of Transport and the former Secre-
tary of State, dated July 22, 1964, were
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passed out among the members of Parlia-
ment. I retained my copy, and I might say
that probably I am one of the few who read
it. Commenting on the Radio Act and regula-
tions in this clause 49. ..

Mr. Jamieson: Mr. Chairman, I do not
mind Mr. Cowan, but let him not cast reflec-
tions on the other members of the Committee
as to whether we have read it or not.

The Vice-Chairman: I agree with you.

Mr. Cowan: Talking on the Radio Act, and
regulations, this goes on to point out:

...that the specification therein of that
broadcasting station is unlikely to result
in the operation of any existing televi-
sion broadcasting station in Canada serv-
ing the area served or to be served by
the licensed station becoming uneconom-
ic or to inhibit the establishment of
alternate television broadcasting facili-
ties in Canada serving that area...

Again, we have the wording about the eco-
nomic performance of the television station
already licensed. What is the matter with
bringing the alternative service in by CATV
receiving sets? That gives you an alternative
service.

Miss LaMarsh: One of the reasons why
you have a Canadian system is to have a
Canadian system CATV is a carrying
through the air of American stations. I
thought I had explained if you just believe
that it is good enough to bicycle American
programs into Canada without having any
kind of Canadian system, it is your right to
have that opinion. I do not hold that, and I
do not think anybody else holds it.

Mr, Cowan: No, well that was a very nice
broad statement. The member for Stanstead,
Quebec, Mr. Forest, has said in the House on
more than one occasion that the CATV sta-
tions are licensed in his area in order to
bring in Montreal. They cannot get Montreal
because of the contour of the land. He made
the flatfooted statement that more than half
of the CATV stations in Quebec are licensed
in order to bring in Canadian stations that
they cannot otherwise get. Your talking
about American programs all the time is far
from the fact. I am quoting Mr. Forest, the
member for Stanstead.

We had the same situation on the British
Columbia coast. Powell River cannot get
Vancouver without this CATV licence, and
they had that relay station on the north end
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of Vancouver; that was to bring in channel 2
of the CBC. That had nothing to do with
American stations whatsoever, or American
programs.

Miss LaMarsh: Most of the CATV are to
bring in American channels.

Mr. Cowan: Pardon me?

Miss LaMarsh: I am told that most of the
CATYV are to bring in American channels.

Mr. Cowan: Well, Madame Minister, if you
are worrying about the people on CATV
bringing in American stations, what about
the people in Canada? The statements on
radio point out that half of Canada can listen
to American stations. Are you going to stop
that half of Canada listening to them?

Miss LaMarsh: There is no suggestion of
stopping them.

Mr. Cowan: Then what is the idea of lic-
ensing CATV in order to prohibit them
watching American stations? You have been
referring to the large number of American
stations they carry.

[Translation]

Mr. Laflamme: Mr. Chairman, on a point
of order, sir. Mr. Cowan certainly has the
right to speak, but the other members of the
Committee also have the right to express
their opinions. We are supposed to be study-
ing a bill; it has been agreed, and is custom-
ary in most committees, that when the Chair-
man has recognized a member of the Com-
mittee, he recognizes him for a certain period
of time, and then the floor is given to some-
one else. I would like to know, from Mr.
Cowan, through you, whether we are going
to hear his problems all morning. I myself
have other things to do. I would also like té
know if members of the Committee would
not agree that the Chairman should recognize
some other member of this committee after
someone has spoken for a given period of
time. In 35 minutes now we have not
advanced an inch; we have just heard com-
plaints, and comments which I consider
unnecessary. If Mr. Cowan intends to go on
like this until 11:30 or 12:00 o’clock, I would
like to get permission to leave, because I
have had all that I can stand.

The Vice-Chairman: Mr. Laflamme, I know
you are not the only one to share this idea.

That is why on many occasions I have
requested Mr. Cowan to ask his questions
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and to cut short these prolonged discussions.
All the members of the Committee can give
their opinions on this point and, of course, I
think it is wise to give everybody on the
Committee an opportunity to express them-
selves. We are all anxious to proceed with
the Bill. I also feel that we are just marking
time right now.

[English]

Mr. Cowan, I guess you must have under-
stood this other foreign language, did you?
And may I suggest again, very politely, that
you please ask your questions. You have a
few minutes left so there is no use discussing
things that the Minister has already
answered four or five times this morning.

Mr. Cowan: I have mentioned before that
when we start to licence CATV stations—if
we should make such a backward step—we
are then imposing thought control because
people are being told they cannot look at
certain stations because the government is
not going to license those stations on the
CATV.

Mr. Munro: Mr. Chairman, just one second.
Is it permissible to make statements and
debate or is it just limited to questions? Be-
cause Mr. Cowan is making a lot of these
statements that are going on the record
which some members, and certainly myself,
fundamentally disagree with, and we would
like to have an opportunity to reply. If not, I
think he should be limited to questions
instead of statements.

The Vice-Chzirman: Yes. I think it is the
Committee’s wish that we proceed with ques-
tions and may I remind Mr. Cowan again
that his time is running out. We must give all
members a chance to express themselves and
ask aquestions of the Minister and her
advisers.

Mr. Cowan: I am not stopping any mem-
ber from taking part in the discussion, Mr.
Chairman, as you very well know and I
thank you for not even having intimated that
I was.

The Hon. Judy LaMarsh, on page 3747,
November 1, 1967, Hansard stated when
commenting on the Bill:

... broadcasters must be allowed the
right to freedom of expression; that is to
say, censorship and pre-editing of pro-
grams are nct only undesirable but
impractical.
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Well, true enough; broadcasters must be
allowed the right to freedom of expression.
But what about the viewer? Is not the view-
er to be given the right to view what he
wishes to view?

Miss LaMarsh: He has the right to turn it
off or to another channel.

Mr. Cowan: If he wants to view a certain
station is the Board of Broadcast Governors
going to tell him he cannot look at that
station because he cannot get it himself on
his own private set and we will not let the
CATYV have a licence? What freedom is there
in allowing a broadcaster to broadcast if the
viewer is not allowed the right to look?

Miss LaMarsh: Well, I suppose that even
applies to the viewer who cannot afford a
television set. What would you like me to do
about that?

Mr. Cowan: That is quite true, too, but we
do not have a law telling him he cannot look
at this station because we will not license it.
He cannot get it because he cannot afford the
television. He can go to a friend’s house to
look at it. Then, when speaking on page 3748,
the same day, November 1, The Hon. Judy
LaMarsh States:

... maintain objectivity as a corollary to
freedom from censorship. ..

Well, we may not censor the broadcaster
but you are certainly censoring the right of
the viewer to see if you are going to license
CATYV stations and tell them that they cannot
go on the air; cannot make use of the air.

Miss LaMarsh: What is your question, Mr.
Cowan?

Mr. Cowan: I beg your pardon?
Miss LaMarsh: What is your question?

Mr, Cowan: I am asking you... You talk
about maintaining objectivity as a corollary
to freedom from censorship. Is not the free-
dom of the viewer a freedom of censorship
too?

Miss LaMarsh: The viewer has all the
freedom in the world to see whatever there is
that comes over his set.

Mr, Cowan: If he wants to bring in a far
away station on the CATV and the BBG says
to the CATV: “We will not give you a
licence,” he does not have freedom. His basic
right is to view.
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Miss LaMarsh: The BBG does not give the
CATV a licence. It is not on the air for the
viewer to receive anyway.

Mr. Cowan: I beg your pardon?

Miss LaMarsh: CATV only goes on the air
after it has a licence.

e (10:30 a.m.)
Mr. Cowan: That may be but. ..

Miss LaMarsh: If the BBG gives them a
licence then it is on the air to be seen;
otherwise it is not.

Mr. Cowan: Well, they should not be li-
censed at all.

Miss LaMarsh: It is perfectly clear that is
what you think. It is clear that is not what
the bill provides nor what the Committee
think. Mr. Cowan, we have said that at least
10 times—you have stated your position and
I have stated mine—in the last half hour.

Mr. Cowan: The White Paper at page 7
states “...right of the freedom of expression
should be unquestioned.” Is not the right to
freedom to hear or view also to be
unquestioned?

Mr. Laflamme: Mr. Chairman, can we not
go back to work?

Mr. Cowan: Among the latter subject to
regulation will be the inclusion of Canadian
channels. If you start to tell the CATV sub-
scriber what stations he can look at, you are
interfering with his right to view.

Mr. Jamieson: On a point of order, Mr.
Chairman. If we are going to continue this
questioning may I suggest that Mr. Cowan
has had over 35 minutes now.

The Vice-Chairman: I recognize you, Mr.
Jamieson, and I hope that Mr. Cowan will
yield the floor because he already has had
close to 40 minutes of questioning and I do
not think we are getting anywhere.

Mr. Cowan: I think that we are making
progress. If not in this Committee we are
making progress elsewhere, sir, and the Com-
mittee is not the country.

The Vice-Chairman: Well, now, may I ask
you to restrain yourself a little. Mr. Jamieson
has asked to have the floor and many other
members would like to ask questions.

Mr. Cowan: One more question then and I
shall cease, sir.
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The Vice-Chairman:
preamble is not too long.

Mr. Cowan: I have in my hand the CBC
Information Services bulletin put out under
date of January 16, 1967.

The following statement by President
Ouimet was released to the Canadian
Press in Ottawa;—

All right, if your

and so on.
. . .January 14, 1967:—

It talks about the von Thadden incident and
he states:

The greatest safeguard of a democratic
tradition is the freedom to express and
examine the widest range of ideas and
opinions. A prime function and responsi-
bility of the CBC is to provide for the
free expression and scrutiny—

The Vice-Chairman: What is the question?

Mr. Cowan: I want to ask the Minister
how can you scrutinize the free expression of
ideas if you are prohibited by the refusal of
a licence for the CATYV operators to see the
very program you want to see? You talk
about the freedom of expression, but Mr.
Ouimet talks about, and quite rightly, that
“democratic tradition is the freedom to
express and examine.” He also says: “To
provide for the free expression and scrutiny.”
They are inseparable. You cannot grant the
right to free expression.

The Vice-Chairman: That is your opinion,
Mr. Cowan. Now, what is the question
please?

Mr., Cowan: I have asked the Minister
what freedom there is to the viewer to exam-
ine and to scrutinize the thoughts that are
put forward if the BBG refuses a licence to a
CATYV operator to bring it in?

Miss LaMarsh: If the BBG refuses a
licence to a CBC station then, of course, there
is no freedom in the viewer to see what is on
CBC because he cannot receive it. The same
is true with respect to private television and
the same is true with respect to CATV. There
is only freedom in the viewer to receive that
station which is on the air because it has a
licence.

Mr. Cowan: The CATV operator is not
asking for any public funds. I will pass.

The Vice-Chairman: Thank you. Mr.
Jamieson, please.
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Mr. Jamieson: Mr. Cowan’s philosophical
contentions are interesting if somewhat
repetitive. I will try to be a little shorter.

Mr. Cowan: I wonder if you will get them
across?

Mr. Jamieson: Miss LaMarsh, it is a fact, I
take it, that all CATV systems with perhaps.
one or two minor exceptions operate for gain.
That is the service they provide is one that
has to be paid for by those wishing to avail
of it. Is that correct?

Miss LaMarsh: So far as I am aware.

Mr. Jamieson: Is it also a fact that a CATV
system is primarily functionable—if that is
the word—in a buiit-up area. In other words,
these are not particularly viable in, say, rural
areas.

Miss LaMarsh: I would assume so. I am
not very familiar with the economics of them
but obviously if you have a potentially large
audience in a small area, it is much more
likely to be viable than with a meagre audi-
ence in a scattered area.

Mr. Jamieson: So that in point of fact,
CATYV do not represent a total alternative to
conventional television service or to the
national broadcasting service. In other words,
a CATV system is available under two condi-
tions. First, that there is the mechanical
means to deliver it to homes and second, that
there are people who are willing to pay for
that service. In other words, it is not univer-
sal in the service that it provides.

Miss LaMarsh: I think that is right.

Mr. Jamieson: So, that if, for example, a
CATV system introduced into an area were
to moke it economically impossible for a con-
ventional television station to function this
would mean that a' comparatively large num-
ber—and perhaps a large number—of people
would be deprived of television altogether.

Miss LaMarsh: They would be deprived of
television' if they did not choose or could not
afford to join CATV.

Mr. Jamieson: Also, in fact, if CATV was
not in a position or chose not to give them
the service.

Miss LaMarsh: Yes.

Mr. Jamieson: In other words, the CATV
operator can limit the extension of the serv-
ice he provides to that area that is economi-
cally attractive to him.
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Miss LaMarsh: Yes.

Mr. Jamieson: So even if a householder
has the money he is totally dependent on the
whims of the CATV operator whether the
service is extended to him or not?

Miss LaMarsh: Yes.

Mr. Jamieson: Let us take it from another
angle. Similarly, if you have a conventional
television staticn the coverage of that station
extends over a wide area, both built-up
downtown metropolitan areas and large rural
areas. This is correct, is it not?

Miss LaMarsh:
power, I suppose.

Yes. It depends on the

Mr. Jamieson: The point I am making,
without making statements and trying to
phrase it in the form of questions, is that
surely the big difference between the provi-
sicn of a CATV service, leaving aside the
philosophical considerations altogether, is
that it is not a service that is available to the
total population or, indeed, in many instances
to even a majority of the population. There-
fore if the conventional service is placed in
economic jeopardy by the intervention of
CATV, this means that the public interest is
very definitely damaged in the sense, that
there are a lot of viewers who could conceiv-
ably be deprived of service altogether.

Miss LaMarsh: Yes.

Mr. Jamieson: Is that the rationale behind
the suppositions that are placed in the Bill?

Miss LaMarsh: I suppose so, yes.
Mr. Cowan: What about the local station?

Mr. Jamieson: I was about to stop, but the
point is that the protection of the local sta-
t'on is not concerned with the profitability of
the station as such. It is concerned with the
need of the station to maintain a reasonable
level of economic viability so it can continue
to provide the service.

Miss LaMarsh: To protect the system. If
you let CATV destroy the conventional sys-
tem then you do not have any system left
and no service reaches the viewers at all.

Mr. Munro: If I may ask a supplementary
question, in small population areas the people
would be deprived of any local news or
orientation in their community?
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Miss LaMarsh: Yes. If CATV were permit-
ted to blank out all local service, as they can
do, then you might still have a station on the
air for awhile but it would be broadcasting
to no one, and those who have the CATV
service. ..

Mr. Jamieson: I am sorry, Mr. Chairman,
but Mr. Cowan declined to give me the privi-
lege of asking a supplementary question. I
am happy to return the favour.

Mr. Cowan: I am not asking you a ques-
tion, my friend. I want to ask a supplemental
question of the Minister.

Mr. Jamieson: I know, but you did not let
me ask one and I do not see any reason...

Mr. Cowan: You will have to ask me a
question, not the Minister.

The Vice-Chairman: Let us not argue over
that, please. Mr. Jamieson.

Mr. Jamieson: So far as you are aware,
Miss LaMarsh, to date the majority of the
CATYV applications have been approved?

Miss LaMarsh: Yes, so far as I am aware.

Mr. Jamieson: Do you know of any
instance where they have not been approved
for the extension of Canadian service?

Miss LaMarsh: No, but of my own knowl-
edge I do not know that much detail about it.

Mr. Jamieson: So far as I am aware in no
instance have they been turned down where
it was the extension of Canadian service. I
pass, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Cowan: The supplemental question I
wished to ask the Minister was how can a
CATV receiving staticn blank out reception
from the local station? I have seen that
several t mes but I have no proof and I know

of no way that it can be done. Does the
Minister know?

Miss LaMarsh: Yes. The way it is done of
course, is that CATV provides its dealers, let
us say, with five channels.

Mr. Cowan: Yes.

Miss LaMarsh: And they fill those five
channels with other than local stations. The
local station is not capable of being received
on the CATYV that one gets in one’s individu-
al home. It blanks it out.

Mr. Cowan: It blanks it out but the station
is still on the air?
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Miss LaMarsh: Yes, but to use your own
phrase, you have destroyed the freedom of
the viewer to receive it.

Mr. Cowan: Not in the slightest. The view-
er just has to turn to it and he can get it.

Miss LaMarsh: He cannot get it if he is on
CATV.

Mr. Cowan: I beg your pardon?

Miss LaMarsh: He cannot get it if he is on
CATV.

Mr. Cowan: I have seen this in the small
town of Penetanguishene.

Miss LaMarsh:
are used up.

Because all his channels

Mr. Cowan: You worry about the rural
areas. In Penetanguishene, if you have time
on your hands, you can watch the Barrie TV
station but if you want a really worthwhile
program you use CATV and bring in
outside stations. The Barrie station is not
blanked out by the CATV installation at
Penetanguishene, which is a town of 5,000
populaticn located in what is essentially a
rural area. How could that blank out the
local TV station?

Miss LaMarsh: I do not know what the
Penetanguishene situation is. Perhaps those
who have CATV receivers there will find
that one of the CATV channels is Barrie.

Mr. Cowan: I believe that is correct.

Miss LaMarsh: Yes. Of course, if it is one
of the channels which you receive that way
it is not blanked out. I think in Peterborough
particularly the situation became potentially
difficult because the only national service
there was received through a CBC station.
There was a CATV application made and
had it not been one of the channels it would
have been completely wiped out in the area
and there would have been no national
service at all.

e (10:40 a.m.)

Mr. Cowan: You used the expression, “had
it not been one of the channels”. I am asking
how can CATYV blank out a local station? I

make the flat-footed statement that it cannot
be done.

Miss LaMarsh: I just told you that I am
advised that technically it can easily be done
by filling all of the channels which can be
received with American imports.
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Mr. Cowan: That does not blank out the
local station. It is still on the air.

Miss LaMarsh: It cannot be received by
that set.

The Vice-Chairman: Mr. Cowan, I see that
we are again launched into an argument and,
in trying to be helpful, am I right in assum-
ing that most of the Committee members
would like to get along and get some more
work done? Instead of having arguments,
why should we not put questions? I think we
have dealt long enough with this matter.
May I suggest that we now go into a clause
by clause study of this Bill. I am ready to
move this recommendation again which I
received from the Steering Committee. May I
also state at this point that Mr. Cowan will
be entirely free and will have all the oppor-
tunity he needs to ask questions and to even
submit his own amendments when we return
to Clause 49. Right now we are simply going
around in circles and we are losing time. I
think that most members of the Committee
agree that we should proceed in a more nor-
mal way, if I may so express myself. I would
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now like to know if we should move clause
by clause. We are just arguing now. I would
not say it is futile but the discussions are too
prolonged. I am in the hands of the
Committee.

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

The Vice-Chairman: All right. I again have
the recommendation from the Subcommittee
on Agenda and Proceedure as follows:

Your Subcommittee on Agenda and
Procedure recommends to the main Com-
mittee that further clause by clause con-
sideration of Bill No. C-163 be in cam-
era. Is it agreed?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

The Vice-Chairman: Agreed. I now wish
to thank the Minister for her patience and
for the ideas she expressed. I would also
like to thank her advisers, who have been
very helpful.

We will now try to proceed with a clause
by clause study of this Bill and let us hope
in the very near future that we can report
to the House in a most amicable way.
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'ORDERS OF REFERENCE

THURSDAY, November 30, 1967.

Ordered,—That the names of Messrs. Lewis and Tremblay (Richelieu-
Verchéres) be substituted for those of Messrs. Prittie and Richard on the
Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Arts.

MonpAY, December 4, 1967,

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Prittie be substituted for that of Mr.
Mather on the Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Ass1stance to
the Arts. :

TuESDAY, December 5, 1967. . .

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Legault be substituted for that of Mr.
Prud’homme on the Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assist-
ance to the Arts.

' WEDNESDAY, December 6, 1967.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Mather be substituted for that of Mr.
Lewis on the Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to
the Arts.

FripAy, December 8, 1967.
Ordered,—That the names of Messrs. Laniel, Richard, Prud’homme, Racine,
Chatterton and Forrestall be substituted for those of Messrs. Goyer, Munro,

Laflamme, Davis, MacDonald (Prince) and Sherman on the Standing Com-
mittee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Arts.

Ordered,—That the names of Messrs. Matte, Reid and Brewin be substi-
tuted for those of Messrs. Laniel, Stafford and Prittie on the Standing Com-
mittee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Arts.

MoNDAY, December 11, 1967.

Ordered,—That the names of Messrs. MacDonald (Prince) and Sherman
be substituted for those of Messrs. Chatterton and Forrestall on the Standing
Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Arts.

TuESDAY, December 12, 1967.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Prittie be substituted for that of Mr.
Brewin on the Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to
the Arts.

Attest.

ALISTAIR FRASER,
The Clerk of the House of Commons.
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REPORT TO THE HOUSE

THURSDAY, December 14, 1967.

- The Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the
Arts has the honour to present its

SECOND REPORT

Your Committee has considered Bill C-163, An Act to implement a broad-
casting policy for Canada, to amend the Radio Act in consequence thereof and
to enact other consequential and related provisions, and has agreed to report
it with the following amendments:

Clause 2
Delete paragraph 2(b) and substitute therefor:
©'. “(b) the Canadian broadcasting system should be effectively owned and
controlled by Canadians so as to safeguard, enrich and strengthen
the cultural, political, social and economic fabric of Canada;”

Delete paragraph 2(c) and substitute therefor:

- *(c) all persons licensed to carry on broadcasting undertakings have a
responsibility for programs they broadcast but the right to freedom
of expression, subject only to generally applicable statutes and
regulations, is unquestioned;”

Delete paragraph 2(d) and substitute therefor:

s f(d) the programming provided by the Canadian broadcasting system
should be varied and comprehensive and should provide reasonable
opportunity for the expression of conflicting views on matters of
public controversy, and the programming provided by each broad-
caster should be of high standard, using predominantly Canadian
creative and other resources;”

Delete paragraph 2(f) and substitute therefor:

“(f) there should be provided, through a corporation established by
Parliament for the purpose, a national broadcasting service that is
predominantly Canadian in content and character;”

Clause 3
In paragraphs (a) and (g) of Clause 3, delete the word “Commission”
and substitute therefor the word ‘“Council”.
Delete paragraph 3(c¢) and substitute therefor:
“(c) “broadcasting licence” or, in Parts II and III, “licence” means a
licence to carry on a broadcasting undertaking issued under this
Act;”
Delete paragraphs 3(e) and 3(f) and substitute therefor:
“(e) “Corporation” means the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation
established by Part III;
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(f) “Council” means the Canadian Radio-Television Council estab«
lished by Part II;”
Delete paragraph 3(j) and substitute therefor:

“(j) “radiocommunication” means any transmission, emission or recep-
tion of signs, signals, writing, images, sounds or intelligence of any
nature by means of electromagnetic waves of frequencies lower
than 3,000 Gigacycles per second propagated in space without arti-
ficial guide; and” ;

Heading—Page 4 of Bill

At top of page 4 of Bill under “PART II” delete the heading ‘“CANA-
DIAN RADIO COMMISSION” and substitute therefor: “CANADIAN RADIO-
TELEVISION COUNCIL”.

Clause 4

In Clause 4, wherever the word ‘“Commission” appears, substltute there-
for the word “Councxl”

Clause 5

Before Clause 5, the heading “Commission Established” should be deleted
and substituted therefor “Council Established”.

In Clause 5, wherever the word “Commission” appears, substitute therefor,
the word “Council”.
Sub-clause 5(1)

Delete the words “Canadian Radio Commission” in line 13 of English
version of the Bill and substitute therefor:

“Canadian Radio-Television Council”’; and delete the words “Commission
de la Radiodiffusion” in line 25 of the French version of the Bill and substitute
therefor the words ‘“Conseil de la Radio-Télévision canadienne”.

Clauses 7 to 13, inclusive

On Clauses 7 to 13 inclusive, wherever the word “Commission’” appears,
substitute therefor the word “Council”.
Clause 14

In Clause 14, wherever the word “Commission” appears, substitute therefor
the world “Council”.

Delete sub-clause 14(2) and substitute therefor:

“(2) Three full-time members of the Council constitute a quorum of
the Executive Committee.

(3) The Executive Committee may make rules respecting the calling
of its meetings and the conduct of business thereat.”

Re-number old sub-clause (3) as sub-clause (4).

Clause 15

Before Clause 15, the heading “Objects of the Commission” should be de-
leted and substituted therefor “Objects of the Council”.

In Clause 15, wherever the word ‘“Commission” appears, substitute therefor
the word “Council”.
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Clause 16
Before Clause 16, the heading “Powers of the Commission” should be deleted
and substituted therefor “Powers of the Council”.
.. In Clause 16, wherever the word “Commission” appears, substitute therefor
the word “Counc11”
- Sub-clause 16(1)
" Delete paragraph 16(1) (b) (ii).
Re-number paragraphs (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix) and (x)
to (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii) and (ix) accordingly.
Delete old paragraph 1(b) (viii) and substitute therefor re-numbered para-
graph (vii):
“(vii) with the approval of the Treasury Board, fixing the schedules of fees
to be paid by licensees and providing for the payment thereof,”

Delete sub-clause 16(2) and substitute therefor:

“(2) A copy of each regulation or amendment to a regulation that
the Council proposes to make under this section shall be published in the
Canada Gazette and a reasonable opportunity shall be afforded to licensees
‘and other interested persons to make representations with respect there-
0.

Clatse 17 | :
In Clause 17, wherever the word “Commission” appears, substitute therefor
the word “Council”.
+ Sub-clause 17(1)
Delete sub-paragraph (a)(ii) and substitute therefor:
- ““(ii) in the case of broadcasting licences issued to the Corporation, as the
Executive Committee deems consistent with the provision, through

the Corporation, of the national broadcasting service contemplated
by section 2 of this Act;”

Delete sub-clause 17(3) and substitute therefor:

“(3) If, notwithstanding the consultation provided for in subsection
(2), the Executive Committee attaches any condition to a broadcasting
licence described in subsection (2) that the Corporation is satisfied would
unreasonably impede the provision, through the Corporation, of the
national broadcasting service contemplated by section 2 of this Act, the
Corporation may refer the condition to the Minister for consideration and
the Minister after consultation with the Council and the Corporation,
may give to the Executive Committee a written directive with respect
to the condition and the Executive Committee shall comply with such
directive.”

Clause 18

In Clause 18, wherever the word “Commission” appears, substitute therefor
the word “Council”.

Delete sub-clause 18(2) and substitute therefor:

“(2) The' Executive Committee may from time to time and shall, in
accordance with any direction to the Council issued by the Governor in
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Council under the authority of this Act, by notice to all licensees through-
out Canada or throughout any area of Canada specified in the notice,
require such licensees to broadcast any program that the Executive
Committee or the Governor in Council, as the case may be, deems to be
of urgent importance to Canadians generally or to persons resident in the
area to which the notice relates; and a copy of each notice given under
this subsection shall, forthwith after the giving thereof, be published in
the Canada Gazette.”

Insert the words “qui a été” after the word ‘“‘avis” on line 41 of sub-clause
18(2) of the French version of the Bill.

Clause 19

In Clause 19, wherever the word “Commission’ appears, substitute therefor
the word “Council”.

Clause 20

In Clause 20, wherever the word “Commission” appears, substitute therefor
the word “Council”.

Re-number present Clause 20 as sub-clause (1) of Clause 20.

Add the following sub-clause (2):

“(2) A copy of a notice given pursuant to subsection (1) shall be
published by the Council in one or more newspapers of general circulation
within the area normally served or to be served by the broadcasting
undertaking to which the application, public hearing or the issue, amend-
ment or renewal of the broadcasting licence relates.”

Clause 21

In Clause 21, wherever the word “Commission” appears, substitute there-
for the word “Council”.

Clause 22
" 'In Clause 22, wherever the word “Commission” appears, substitute there-
for the word “Council”.
Sub-clause 22(1)
Delete sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph (a) and substitute therefor:
“(iii) the classes of applicants to whom broadcasting licences may not be
issued or to whom amendments or renewals thereof may not be
granted and any such class may, notwithstanding section 2, be limited
so as not to preclude the amendment or renewal of a broadcasting
licence that is outstanding at the time this Act comes into force;
and”
Clause 23
In Clause 23, wherever the word “Commission” appears, substitute therefor
the word “Council”.
Add the following new sub-clause 23(4):
“(4) The issue, amendment or renewal by the Council of any
broadcasting licence that has been referred back to the Council
pursuant to subsection (1) and confirmed pursuant to paragraph (d)
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of subsection (3) may be set aside by order of the Govérnor in Council
made within sixty days after such confirmation.”

Clause 24

In Clause 24, wherever the word “Commission” appears, substitute therefor
the word ‘“Council”.

Between present sub-clauses (1) and (2), add new sub-clause 24(2) as
follows:

“(2) A copy of a decision of the Council, in the case of a decision
relating to the revocation of a licence, or of the Executive Committee,
in the case of a decision relating to the suspension of a licence, together
with written reasons for such decision shall, forthwith after the making
of such decision, be

(a) forwarded by prepaid registered mail to all persons who were
heard at or made any representation in connection with the
hearing held pursuant to paragraph (b) of subsection (1); and

(b) published in the Canada Gazette and in one or more newspapers
of general circulation within the area normally served by the
broadcasting undertaking to which the decision relates.”

Re-number old sub-clause (2) as sub-clause (3).

Clauses 25 to 27, inclusive

On Clauses 25 to 27, inclusive, wherever the word “Commission” appears,
substitute therefor the word “Council”.

Clause 28
Delete sub-clause 28(1) and substitute therefor:

“28. (1) No broadcaster shall broadcast, and no licensee of a broad-
casting receiving undertaking shall receive, a broadcast of a program,
advertisement or announcement of a partisan character in relation to

(a) a referendum, or

(b) an election of a member of the House of Commons, the leg-
islature of a province or the council of a municipal corporation

that is being held or is to be held within the area normally served by the
broadcasting undertaking of the broadcaster or such licensee, on the
day of any such referendum or election or on the one day immediately
preceding the day of any such referendum or election.”
Clause 31
On Clause 31, wherever the word “Commission” appears, substitute therefor
the word “Council”.
Clause 39

On Clause 39, wherever the word “Commission” appears, substitute there-
for the word “Council”.
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Sub-clause 39(1)

Delete paragraphs (g) and (h) and substitute therefor:

“(g) publish and distribute, whether for a consideration or otherwise, such
audio-visual material, papers, periodicals and other literary matter
as may seem conducive to the purposes of the Corporation;

(h) collect news relating to current events in any part of the world
and establish and subscribe to news agencies;”

Delete paragraph (m) and substitute therefor:

“(m) subject to the approval of the Governor in Council, acquire, hold
and dispose of shares of the capital stock of any company or
corporation authorized to carry on any business that is incidental
or conducive to the attainment of the objects of the Corporation;
and”

Clause 49

On page 23 of the Bill, lines 15 to 21, inclusive, paragraph (g), to be

deleted and the following substituted therefor:

“(g) “radiocommunication” or “radio” means any transmission, emission
or reception of signs, signals, writing, images, sounds or intelligence
of any nature by means of electromagnetic waves of frequencies
lower than 3,000 Gigacycles per second propagated in space without
artificial guide;”

Clause 52

On line 32 of page 28 of the Bill, delete the words “Canadian Radio Com-
mission” and substitute therefor the words “Canadian Radio-Television
Council”.

Clause 59
Sub-clause 59(2)
Delete paragraph 30 of Section 28 of the Interpretation Act and substitute
therefor:
“(30) “radio” or ‘“radiocommunication” means any transmission,
emission or reception of signs, signals, writing, images, sounds or
intelligence of any nature by means of electromagnetic waves of fre-

quencies lower than 3,000 Gigacycles per second propagated in space
without artificial guide.”

Clause 61

‘On sub—glauses (1) and (2) of Clause 61, delete the words “Canadian
Radio Commission” wherever they appear, and substitute therefor the words
“Canadian Radio-Television Council”.

In sub-clause (3), line 14, page 32 of the Bill, delete the word “Commission’
and substitute therefor the word “Council”.
Clauses 63 to 65 inclusive

In Clauses 63 to 65 inclusive, wherever the word “Commission” appears,
substitute therefor the word “Council”.
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Your Committee has ordered a reprint of the Bill, as amended.

A copy of the Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence relating to this Bill
(Issues Nos. 1 to 7 inclusive) is tabled.

Respectfully submitted,
ROBERT STANBURY,

Chairman.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, November 30, 1967.
(12)

The Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the
Arts met this day at 9.55 a.m., in camera. The Vice-Chairman, Mr. Jean
Berger, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Béchard, Berger, Cowan, Davis, Goyer, Jamie-
son, Laflamme, MacDonald (Prince), Mather, McCleave, Munro, Nowlan,
Prittie, Stafford,—(14).

In attendance: Mr. G. G. E. Steele, Under Secretary of State; and Mr. Fred
Gibson, Senior Advisory Counsel, Department of Justice.

The Committee continued clause-by-clause consideration of Bill C-163
as follows:

Sub-clause 3(a), carried; sub-clause 3(b), carried; sub-clause 3(c), car-
ried as amended (See motion below); sub-clause 3(d), carried; sub-clause
3(e), stand; sub-clause 3(f), carried; sub-clause 3(g), carried; sub-clause
3(h), carried; sub-clause 3(i), stand; sub-clause 3(j), carried as amended
(See motion below); sub-clause 3(k), stand; clause 4, carried; sub-clause
5(1) (See motions below).

Moved by Mr. Béchard, seconded by Mr. Laflamme,

Resolved, that paragraph (c¢) of Clause 3, be struck out and the following
substituted therefor:
(¢) “broadcasting licence” or, in Parts II and III, ‘“licence” means a

licence to carry on a broadcasting undertaking issued under this
Act;”

Moved by Mr. Béchard, seconded by Mr. Laflamme,

Resolved, that paragraph (j) of Clause 3 be struck out and the following
substituted therefor:

(i) “radiocommunication” means any transmission. emission or recep-
tion of signs, signals, writing, images, sounds or intelligence of any
nature by means of electromagnetic waves of frequencies lower
than 3,000 Gigacycles per second propagated in space without arti-
ficial guide; and”

Mr. Laflamme moved, seconded by Mr. Davis,

That in paragraph (1) of Clause 5, the words “Canadian Radio Commis-
sion” in the English version of the Bill, and “Commission de la Radioffusion”
in the French version of the Bill, be struck out and the following substituted
therefor: “Canadian Radio Television Council” and “Conseil de la Radio
Télévision canadienne” and wherever the word “Commission” appears in the
Bill, substitute therefor the word “Council”.
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In amendment thereto, Mr. Mather moved, seconded by Mr. Jamieson,
that the title proposed by Mr. Laflamme, “Canadian Radio Television Council”
be referred to the steering subcommittee for consideration.

The sub-amendment was negatived on division.

The question being put on the amendment of Mr. Laflamme, it was car-
ried on division.

By leave, Mr. McCleave moved, seconded by Mr. Jamieson, that in para-
graph (1) of Clause 5, that the English version of the title be “Canadian Radio
Television Commission”. i ;

The amendment was negatived on division.

Mr. Jamieson, moved, seconded by Mr. Munro, that in line 14 of paragraph
1 of Clause 5, the word “ten” be struck out and substituted therefor the word
“Six”-

At 11.10 a.m., there being no quorum, the Committee adjourned until 3.30
p.m. this afternoon.

(Note: The afternoon sitting was cancelled).

TuesDAY, December 5, 1967.
(13)

The Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the
Arts met this day at 9.45 a.m., in camera. The Vice-Chairman, Mr. Jean Berger,
presided.

Members present: Messrs. Béchard, Berger, Cowan, Davis, Goyer, Jamie-
son, Johnston, Laflamme, Lewis, MacDonald (Prince), Munro, McCleave, Prit-
tie, Sherman (14).

_ In attend'ance: Mr. G. G. E. Steele, Under Secretary of State; Mr. H. O. R.
H1n§ley, Assistant Under Secretary of State; and Mr. Fred Gibson, Senior
Advisory Counsel, Department of Justice.

Mr. Steele advised that Miss LaMarsh was unable to attend this sitting
due to illness.

The Committee continued clause-by-clause consideration of Bill C-163 as
follows:

Sub-clause 5(1) stand; sub-clause 5(2) carried; sub-clause 5(3) carried;
sub-clause 5(4) stand; clause 6 carried; clause 7 carried; clause 8 carried;
clause 9 carried; clause 10 carried; clause 11 carried; sub-clause 12( 1) carried;
sub-.clause 12(2) carried; sub-clause 12(3) stand; clause 13 carried; clause 14,
carr}ed as amended (See motion below); clause 15 carried; paragraph 16(1) (a)
carried; paragraph 16(1)(b) (i) carried; paragraph 16 (1) (b) (ii) stand; para-
graph 16(1)(b) (iii) carried; paragraph 16(1) (b) (iv) carried; paragraph
16‘(.1)(b) (y) carried; paragraph 16(1)(b)(vi) carried; paragraph 16(1)(b)
(vii) carried; paragraph 16(1)(b) (viii) carried as amended (See motion
below); paragraph 16(1)(b) (ix) carried; paragraph 16(1) (b) (x) carried;
paragraph 16(1) (c) carried; paragraph 16(2) stand.
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Moved by Mr. Béchard, seconded by Mr. Davis,
‘Resolved,—That sub-clause (2) of clause 14, be struck out and the follow-
ing substituted therefor:
“(2) Three full-time members of the Commission constitute a quo-
rum of the Executive Committee.
(3) The Executive Committee may make rules respecting the calling
of its meetings and the conduct of business thereat.”
and by renumbering sub-clause (3) thereof as sub-clause (4).

Moved by Mr. McCleave, seconded by Mr. Jamieson,
Resolved,—That paragraph 1(b) (viii) of clause 16, be struck out and the
following substituted therefor:
“(viii) with the approval of the Treasury Board, fixing the schedules of
fees to be paid by licensees and providing for the payment thereof,”

At 12.10 p.m., the Committee adjourned until 3.30 p.m. this afternoon.

AFTERNOON SITTING
(14)

The Committee resumed at 3.50 p.m. in camera. The Vice-Chairman, Mr.
Jean Berger, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Béchard, Berger, Goyer, Jamieson, Laflamme,
Legault, MacDonald (Prince), Munro, Prittie, Sherman, Tremblay (Richelieu-
Vercheres) (11).

In attendance: (Same as at morning sitting).

The Committee continued clause-by-clause consideration of Bill C-163
as follows:

Clause 17 stand; sub-clause 18(1) carried; sub-clause 18(2) carried as
amended (See motion below); clause 19 carried; clause 20 carried as amended
(See motion below); clause 21 carried.

Moved by Mr. Béchard, seconded by Mr. Laflamme,

Resolved,—That sub-clause 2 of clause 18 be struck out and the following
substituted therefor:

“(2) The Executive Committee may from time to time and shall, in
accordance with any direction to the Commission issued by the Governor
in Council under the authority of this Act, by notice to all licensees
throughout Canada or throughout any area of Canada specified in the
notice, require such licensees to broadcast any program that the Execu-
tive Committee or the Governor in Council, as the case may be, deems
to be of urgent importance to Canadians generally or to persons resident
in the area to which the notice relates; and a copy of each notice given
under this subsection shall, forthwith after the giving thereof, be pub-
lished in the Canada Gazette.”

Mr. Goyer proposed that in the French version of Bill C-163, subclause
(2) of clause 18, line 41, the words “qui a été” be inserted after the word
“‘avis”. Agreed.
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Mr. Jamieson moved, seconded by Mr. Sherman, that in sub-clause 4
of clause 19, the word “two” in line 39 be deleted and substitute therefor the
word “three”, and in line 40, delete the words ‘“one shall be a full-time
member” and substitute therefor the words “two shall be full-time members”.

The amendment was negatived on division.

Moved by Mr. Béchard, seconded by Mr. Laflamme,
Resolved,—That clause 20 be renumbered as sub-clause (1) of clause 20,
and adding thereto the following sub-clause:

“(2) A copy of a notice given pursuant to subsection (1) shall be
published by the Commission in one or more newspapers of general
circulation within the area normally served or to be served by the
broadcasting undertaking to which the application, public hearing or the
issue, amendment or renewal of the broadcasting licence relates.”

The consideration of Bill C-163 still continuing, at 5.15 p.m., the Committee
adjourned until 3.30 p.m. on Wednesday, December 6.

WEDNESDAY, December 6, 1967.
(15)

The Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Arts
met this day at 3.40 p.m. in camera. The Vice-Chairman, Mr. Jean Berger,
presided.

Members present: Messrs. Béchard, Berger, Davis, Fairweather, Jamieson,
Laflamme, Legault, Mather, McCleave, Prittie, Stafford, Tremblay (Richelieu-
Verchéres) (12).

In attendance: Mr. G. G. E. Steele, Under Secretary of State; Mr. H. O. R.
Hindley, Assistant Under Secretary of State; and Mr. Fred Gibson, Senior Ad-
visory Counsel, Department of Justice.

The Committee continued clause-by-clause consideration of Bill C-163 as
follows:

Clause 22, carried as amended (See motion below); Clause 23 stand; Clause
24 carried as amended (See motion below); Clause 25 carried; Clause 26 carried;
Clause 27 carried; Clause 28 carried as amended (See motions below); Clause
29 carried (See motion below); Clauses 30 to 38 inclusive carried; Clause 39
carried as amended (See motions below).

Moved by Mr. Béchard, seconded by Mr. Laflamme,

Resolved,—That subparagraph (iii) of Clause 22(1)(a) be struck out
and the following substituted therefor:

“(iii) the classes of applicants to whom broadcasting licences may not
be issued or to whom amendments or renewals thereof may not be
granted and any such class may, notwithstanding section 2, be limited
so as not to preclude the amendment or renewal of a broadcasting

licence that is outstanding at the time this Act comes into force:
and”
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Moved by Mr. Béchard, seconded by Mr. Laflamme,
Resolved,—That Clause 24 be amended by adding thereto as subclause
(2) thereof the following:

“(2) A copy of a decision of the Commission, in the case of a decision
relating to the revocation of a licence, or of the Executive Committee, in
the case of a decision relating to the suspension of a licence, together
with written reasons for such decision shall, forthwith after the making
of such decision, be

(a) forwarded by prepaid registered mail to all persons who were

heard at or made any representation in connection with the
hearing held pursuant to paragraph (b) of subsection (1); and

(b) published in the Canada Gazette and in one or more newspapers

of general circulation within the area normally served by the
broadcasting undertaking to which the decision relates.”

and by renumbering subclause (2) thereof as subclause (3).”

Moved by Mr. McCleave, seconded by Mr. Prittie,

Resolved,—That, in lines 35 and 36 of paragraph 1(b) of Clause 28, the
words “two days” be struck out and the words “one day” substituted there-
for.

Moved by Mr. Béchard, seconded by Mr. Legault,
Resolved,—That sub-clause (1) of Clause 28 be struck out and the follow-
ing substituted therefor:

“28. (1) No broadcaster shall broadcast, and no licensee of a broad-
casting receiving undertaking shall receive, a broadcast of a program ad-
vertisement or announcement of a partisan character in relation to

(a) a referendum, or

(b) an election of a member of the House of Commons, the legisla-

ture of a province or the council of a municipal corporation

that is being held or is to be held within the area normally served by the
broadcasting undertaking of the broadcaster or such licensee, on the day
of any such referendum or election or on the one day immediately pre-
ceding the day of any such referendum or election.”

Mr. McCleave moved, seconded by Mr. Laflamme, that in sub-clause 1 of
Clause 29, after the word, “‘exceeding’’, the following words be added: “twenty-
five thousand dollars for the first offence, and not exceeding fifty thousand dol-
lars for each subsequent offence.”

The amendment was negatived on division.

Moved by Mr. Béchard, seconded by Mr. Legault,
Resolved,—That paragraphs (g) and (h) of subclause (1) of Clause 39
be struck out and the following substituted therefor:
“(g) publish and distribute, whether for a consideration or otherwise,
such audiovisual material, papers, periodicals and other literary
matter as may seem conducive to the purposes of the Corporation;
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(h) collect news relating to current events in any part of the world
and establish and subscribe to news agencies;”

Moved by Mr. Béchard, seconded by Mr. Laflamme,
: Resolved,—That paragraph (m) of subclause (1) of Clause 39 be struck
out and the following substituted therefor:

“(m) subject to the approval of the Governor in Council, acquire, hold
and dispose of shares of the capital stock of any company or corpora-
tion authorized to carry on any business that is incidental or con-
ducive to the attainment of the objects of the Corporation; and”

The consideration of Bill C-163 still continuing, at 5.10 p.m. the Committee
adjourned until 9.30 a.m. on Thursday, December 7.

THURSDAY, December 7, 1967
(16)

The Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the
Arts met this day at 9.45 a.m., in camera. The Vice-Chairman, Mr. Jean Berger,
presided.

Members present: Messrs. Béchard, Berger, Cowan, Davis, Fairweather,
Goyer, Jamieson, Johnston, Laflamme, Legault, MacDonald (Prince), Mather,
McCleave, Nugent, Prittie, Tremblay (Richelieu-Vercheéeres)—(16).

In attendance: Mr. G. G. E. Steele, Under Secretary of State; Mr. H. O. R.
Hindley, Assistant Under Secretary of State; Mr. Fred Gibson, Senior Advisory
Counsel, Department of Justice; Mr. F. C. Nixon, Director, Telecommunications
and Electronics Branch, Department of Transport; and Mr. W. A. Caton, Con-
troller, Radio Regulations Division, Department of Transport.

The Committee continued clause-by-clause consideration of Bill C-163 as
follows:

Clauses 40 to 48 inclusive carried (See motions below).

Mr. McCleave moved, seconded by Mr. Fairweather, that in line 6, sub-
clause (1) of Clause 47, and in line 12, sub-clause (2) the word “fifth” be
deleted and the word “third” substituted therefor; and in line 8 of sub-clause
(1) and line 14 of sub-clause (2) the word “five” be deleted and the word
“three” substituted therefor.

The amendment was negatived on division.

Mr. Davis moved, seconded by Mr. McCleave, that in the second line of
sub-clause (1) of Clause 47, and in the second line of sub-clause (2) of Clause
47, the word “fifth” be deleted and the word ‘“third” be substituted therefor.

The amendment was negatived on division.

Mr. Cowan moved, seconded by Mr. Nugent, that Clause 47 be deleted and
Section 35 of the present Broadcasting Act be substituted therefor.

The amendment was negatived on division.

At 11.45 am., the Committee adjourned until 3.30 p.m. this afternoon.
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AFTERNOON SITTING
(7

The Committee resumed at 3.50 p.m., in camera. The Vice-Chairman, Mr.
Jean Berger, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Béchard, Berger, Cowan, Fairweather, Goyer,
Jamieson, Johnston, Laflamme, Legault, Mather, Munro, McCleave, Prittie,
Tremblay (Richelieu-Vercheres)—(14).

In attendance: (Same as at morning sitting)

The Committee continued clause-by-clause consideration of Bill C-163
as follows:

Clause 49, carried as amended (See motion below); Clauses 50 to 58
inclusive carried; Clause 59, carried as amended (See motion below); Clauses
60 to 67 inclusive and Schedules A. and B. carried.

The Committee then reverted to consideration of clauses which were al-
lowed to stand as follows:

Sub-clause 2(c) stand; sub-clause 3(i) carried; sub-clause 3 (k) carried;
sub-clause 5(4) carried.

On Clause 49:
Moved by Mr. Béchard, seconded by Mr. Legault,

Resolved,—That paragraph (g), page 23 of the Bill, lines 15 to 21 inclusive,

struck out and the following substituted therefor:

“(g) “radiocommunication” or “radio” means any transmission, emission
or reception of signs, signals, writing, images, sounds or intelligence
of any nature by means of electromagnetic waves of frequencies
lower than 3,000 Gigacycles per second propagated in space without
artificial guide;”

On Clause 59:
Moved by Mr. Béchard, seconded by Mr. Legault,

Resolved,—That paragraph (30) of section 28 of the Interpretation Act, be
struck out and the following substituted therefor:

“(30) “radio” or “radiocommunication” means any transmission,
emission or reception of signs, signals, writing, images, sounds or intel-
ligence of any nature by means of electromagnetic waves of frequencies

lower than 3,000 Gigacycles per second propagated in space without
artificial guide.”

‘ The consideration of Bill C-163 still continuing, at 5.05 p.m., the Committee
adjourned until 9.30 a.m., on Friday, December 8, 1967.

(Note: The Friday morning sitting was cancelled.)

FripAYy, December 8, 1967.
(18)

The Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the
Arts met this day at 2.05 p.m. in camera. The Vice-Chairman, Mr. Jean Berger,
presided.
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Members present: Messrs. Béchard, Berger, Brewin, Chatterton, Cowan,
Fairweather, Jamieson, Johnston, Legault, Mather, Matte, McCleave, Pru-
d’homme, Racine, Reid, Richard, Tremblay (Richelieu-Verchéres)—1T7.

In attendance: The Honourable Judy LaMarsh, Secretary of State; Mr.
G. G. E. Steele, Under Secretary of State; Mr. H. O. R. Hindley, Assistant Under
Secretary of State; and Mr. Fred Gibson, Senior Advisory Counsel, Department
of Justice.

The Committee continued clause-by-clause consideration of Bill C-163 as
follows:
On sub-clause 2(c)

Mr. Johnston moved, seconded by Mr. Cowan, that in line 16, after the
word “public”, the following words be added, “good and the”.

The amendment was negatived on division.

Moved by Mr. McCleave, seconded by Mr. Chatterton,
Resolved,—That sub-clause 2(c) be struck out and the following substituted
therefor:

“(c) all persons licensed to carry on broadcasting undertakings have a
responsiblity for programs they broadcast but the right to freedom
of expression, subject only to generally applicable statutes and
regulations, is unquestioned;”

Clause 2(e¢) carried as amended.

On sub-clause 2(d)

Mr. Béchard, moved, seconded by Mr. Prud’homme,

Resolved,—That sub-clause 2(d) be struck out and the following substituted
therefor:

“(d) the programming provided by the Canadian broadcasting system
should be varied and comprehensive and should provide reasonable
opportunity for the expression of conflicting views on matters of
public controversy, and the programming provided by each broad-
caster should be of high standard, using predominantly Canadian
creative and other resources;”

Mr. McCleave moved, second by Mr. Fairweather, that sub-clause 2(d) be
amended by the addition of a comma after the word “comprehensive” in line
3 and adding immediately thereafter the words “should contribute to national
unity”.

The amendment was negatived on division.

Mr. Johnston moved, seconded by Mr. Fairweather, that subclause 2(Vd) be
amended by the addition of the words “and in good taste” after the word
“standard” in line 7.

The amendment was negatived on division.

Sub-clauses 2(d) and 2(e) were carried.
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On paragraph 2(g) (iv).

Mr. Brewin moved, seconded by Mr. Mather, that paragraph 2(g) (iv) be
amended by striking out the words “contribute to the development of national
unity”.

The amendment was negatived on division.

-~ Sub-clauses 2(g) and 2(h) carried.

On proposed nmew sub-clause 2 (k)

Mr. McCleave moved, seconded by Mr. Reid, that the following new sub-
clause 2(k) be added immediately after sub-clause 2(j):

“It is hereby clearly understood and recognized that such objectives
are proposed merely as a guide to broadcasting in Canada and are in no
way designed to restrict the right of Canadians to receive such radio and
television broadcasts as are at present available through the atmosphere
or which may become available in future due to technological advances.”

- The amendment was negatived.
Clause 2, as amended, was carried.

On sub-clause 5(1)

Mr. Jamieson moved, seconded by Mr. Fairweather, that in line 14 of
sub-clause 5(1) the words “ten part-time members” be struck out and sub-
stituted therefor the words “six part-time members with all members having
equal voting powers”.

The amendment was negatived on division.
Sub-clause 5(1) was carried.
Clause 5 was carried.

* ‘Sub-clause 12(3) was carried.

. Clause 12 was carried.

On paragraph 16(1) (b) (ii)
Mr. Jamieson moved, seconded by Mr. McCleave,

Resolved,—That paragraph (1) (b) (ii) of Clause 16 be deleted and subse-
quent paragraphs be re-numbered accordingly.

On sub-clause 16(2)
Mr. Brewin moved, seconded by Mr. McCleave,

Resolved,—That sub-clause 16(2) be deleted and the following substituted
therefor:

“(2) A copy of each regulation or amendment to a regulation that
the Commission proposes to make under this section shall be published
in the Canada Gazette and a reasonable opportunity shall be afforded
to licensees and other interested persons to make representations with
respect thereto.”

Clause 16, as amended, carried.
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On clause 17
Mr. Béchard moved, seconded by Mr. Jamieson,
Resolved,—That Clause 17 be amended by:

(a) striking out subparagraph (ii) of paragraph (a) of subclause (1)
thereof and substituting therefor the following:

“(ii) in the case of broadcasting licences issued to the Corporation,
as the Executive Committee deems consistent with the provi-
sion, through the Corporation, of the national broadcasting
service contemplated by section 2 of this Act;”

(b) striking out sub-clause (3) thereof and substituting therefor
the following:

“(3) If, notwithstanding the consultation provided for in subsection
(2), the Executive Committee attaches any condition to a broad-
casting licence described in subsection (2) that the Corpora-
tion is satisfied would unreasonably impede the provision,
through the Corporation, of the national broadcasting service
contemplated by section 2 of this Act, the Corporation may
refer the condition to the Minister for consideration and the
Minister, after consultation with the Commission and the Cor-
poration, may give to the Executive Committee a written direc-
tive with respect to the condition and the Executive Committee
shall comply with such directive.”

Clause 17, as amended, carried.

On proposed sub-clause 23(4)
Mr. Cowan, moved, seconded by Mr. Legault,

Resolved,—That clause 23 be amended by adding thereto the following sub-
clause:

“(4) The issue, amendment or renewal by the Commission of any
broadcasting licence that has been referred back to the Commission
pursuant to subsection (1) and confirmed pursuant to paragraph (d) of
subsection (3) may be set aside by order of the Governor in Council
made within sixty days after such confirmation.”

Clause 23, as amended, carried.

On clause 3

Mr. Béchard moved, seconded by Mr. Racine,
Resolved,—That clause 3 be amended as follows:

(a) by striking out paragraphs (e) and (f) of clause 3 thereof and
substituting therefor the following:

(e) “Corporation” means the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation
established by Part III;

(f) “Council” means the Canadian Radio-Television Council estab-
lished by Part II;”
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(b) by substituting for “Canadian Radio Commission”, wherever it
appears in the Bill, the following:

“Canadian Radio-Television Council”
and
(¢) by substituting for the word “Commission”, wherever it appears
in the Bill, the word “Council”.

Clause 3, as amended, carried.
Schedules A and B, carried.
The Title carried.

Agreed,—That the Vice-Chairman report Bill C-163 with amendments to
the House.

Moved by Mr. Béchard, seconded by Mr. Legault,
Resolved,—That Bill C-163 as amended by this Committee be reprinted.

The Vice-Chairman thanked the Minister, her officials, and the members for
their co-operation.

At 3.40 p.m., the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

M. Slack,
Clerk of the Committee.
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This edition contains the English deliberations
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public by subscription to the Queen’s Printer.
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Translated by the General Bureau for Trans-
lation, Secretary of State.

ALISTAIR FRASER,
The Clerk of the House.
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STANDING COMMITTEE ON BROADCASTING, FILMS,
AND ASSISTANCE TO THE ARTS

Chairman: Mr. Robert Stanbury

Vice-Chairman: Mr. Jean Berger

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr.

and .
Basford, .Mr. MacDonald Mr. Prittie,
Béchard, (Prince), ‘Mr. Prud’homme,
Brand, Mr. Mather, Mr. Régimbal,
Cowan, Mr. McCleave, Mr. Reid,
Fairweather, Mr. Munro, Mr. Richard,
Goyer, Mr. Nowlan, Mr. Sherman,
. Jamieson, Mr. Nugent, Mr. Simard—(24).

Johnston, Mr. Pelletier,

M. Slack,

Clerk of the Committee.

Mr. Pelletier replaced Mr. Laflamme after the sitting of February 8.




ORDERS OF REFERENCE

Fripay, November 17, 1967.

Ordered,—That the Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and As-
sistance to the Arts be empowered to consider the subject-matter of broadcast-
ing and televising of Educational Programs.

MonpAY, December 18, 1967.

Ordered,—That the names of Messrs. Goyer, Laflamme, Basford and Munro
be substituted for those of Messrs. Legault, Matte, Racine and Tremblay

(Richelieu-Verchéres) on the Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and
Assistance to the Arts.

THURSDAY, February 8, 1968.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Pelletier be substituted for that of Mr.

Laflamme on the Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance
to the Arts.

Attest:

ALISTAIR FRASER,
The Clerk of the House of Commons.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, February 8, 1968.
(19)

The Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the
Arts met this day at 4.00 p.m. The Chairman, Mr. Robert Stanbury, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Basford, Béchard, Berger, Goyer, MacDonald
(Prince), Mather, McCleave, Prud’homme, Richard, Sherman, Stanbury—(11).

In attendance: The Honourable Judy LaMarsh, Secretary of State; Mr.
G. G. E. Steele, Under Secretary of State; Mr. H. O. R. Hindley, Assistant
Under Secretary of State; Mr. Pierre Juneau, Vice-Chairman of the Board of
Broadcast Governors, and his consultants, Mr. Robert Russel, President, Orba-
film Limited; and Mr. J. Miedzinski, Director, Special Projects, R.C.A. Victor
Company Limited.

The Chairman read the Committee’s Order of Reference empowering the
Committee to consider the subject-matter of broadcasting and televising of
Educational Programs.

The Chairman introduced the Minister who made a statement on Educa-
tional Television. The Chairman suggested that the Minister could be ques-
tioned at a later sitting.

By leave, Miss LaMarsh tabled a document entitled ‘“Educational Broad-
casting—Outline of some points for possible Federal legislation” which was
ordered printed as an Appendix to the Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence
of this day. (See Appendix B)

The Chairman referred to the provincial governments who have not yet
accepted an invitation to appear before the Committee, and also referred to
correspondence with the Province of Quebec.

Agreed,—That the Committee print 850 copies in English and 350 copies
in French of the Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence relating to the subject-
matter of broadcasting and televising of Educational Programs.

The Chairman thanked the Minister for her statement and she was per-
mitted to retire.

Mr. Juneau was called, and after introducing his consultants, Messrs.
Russel and Miedzinski, made a statement on various aspects of Educational
Broadcasting and referred to developments in this field in the United States
and Canada. During Mr. Juneau’s presentation, excerpts were shown from
the following three films: 1. “How to build a schoolhouse”; 2. “Gullemin’; and
3. “Knowing to learn”.

8—S5




At 5.55 p.m., Mr. Juneau still continuing his statement, the Committee
adjourned until 3.30 p.m. on Monday, February 12.

M. Slack,
Clerk of the Committee.




EVIDENCE

(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

Thursday, February 8, 1968.

The Chairman: Ladies and gentlemen, I am
sorry that we are late in starting. An unex-
pected statement in the House this afternoon
prolonged the question period.

On November 17 1967, it was ordered that
the Standing Committee on Broadcasting,
Films and Assistance to the Arts be empow-
ered to consider the subject matter of the
broadcasting and televising of educational
programs.

As you know, the commencement of this
consideration has been awaiting the passage
of the new Broadcasting Act, so that many of
us would be free to attend these Committee
meetings.

We now have with us, fresh from her
appearance in the House of Commons over
several weeks, getting the Broadcasting Bill
passed, the Secretary of State...

Hon. Judy V. LaMarsh (Secretary of State
of Canada): In this corner!

The Chairman: She has a statement to
make, which, I understand, could be dis-
tributed now.

While that is being done, I might say that
we would also like to deal today with an
orientation lecture, if you like, on the subject
of educational broadcasting, from Mr. Pierre
Juneau, Vice-Chairman of the Board of
Broadcast Governors. He is with us today not
really to speak for the Board of Broadcast
Governors at all but as a person informed on
the subject of educational broadcasting so
that we laymen on this Committee may have
a better understanding of the field that we
are going to consider.

As our time is limited today my suggestion
is that we agree to hear the Minister’s presen-
tation without questioning her on it, bearing
in mind that we will have opportunity to do
that later. We might then go on to hear the
words of wisdom from Mr. Juneau so that we
will have all the information before we hear
witnesses on Tuesday. Would that procedure
be agreeable to the Committee?
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Mr. MacDonald (Prince): May I make a
procedural suggestion for the future, Mr.
Chairman? In view of the fact that both the
Secretary of State and Mr. Juneau have pre-
pared statements it would have been rather
more helpful had they submitted their state-
ments. They could have been circulated to the
members of the Committee in advance and
we would not have had to have them read,
which I suppose is what is going to happen
over the next half hour. We would have been
able to spend that time a bit more creatively,
and actually perhaps have been able to put
some preliminary questions to the Minister
and Mr. Juneau.

The Chairman: Mr. Juneau’s basic material
has been distributed, and his remarks will
not be nearly so long. This material has, no
doubt, been read by most of the members of
the Committee.

However, the Secretary of State could
hardly distribute in advance something which
should not be made public until presented
here today. The basic part of her presentation
is a draft bill, and that should properly be
presented for the first time in the Committee.

Miss LaMarsh, would you proceed?

Mr, Sherman: Mr. Chairman, may I take a
moment to ask if this proposal of the Minis-
ter’s now becomes public?

The Chairman: This is a public meeting.

Mr. Sherman: It can, therefore, be the basis
of conversation and questions and answers in
public outside this meeting?

The Chairman: Certainly.
Does the Committee agree to the suggested
procedure for today?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.
The Chairman: Thank you. Miss LaMarsh?

Miss LaMarsh: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
It is a pleasure to be here, gentlemen. You
will find my statement is quite brief. Mem-
bers will recall that in the White Paper on
Broadcasting, the Government acknowledged
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the tremendous expansion in the use of edu-
cational television expected during the next
few years and indicated its intention to con-
sider creating a new federal entity licensed to
operate broadcasting facilities for this
purpose.

It will be recalled that about a year ago an
estimate was brought in but it was decided
not to deal with the item in that way. Accord-
ingly, some six months elapsed before it was
possible to refer the subject matter of ETV to
this Committee.

We also indicated on October 17, 1967, that
it was the Government’s intention, before
proceeding with the presentation of a bill, to
provide this Committee with an opportunity
to study the whole subject, with every oppor-
tunity to hear representations from interested
people and organizations. This was done by
motion on November 17, 1967, referring the
subject matter to this Committee.

To assist the Committee in discharging its
task, I wish to present some suggestions.

First of all, there is for circulation—and I
would hope, Mr. Chairman, as an addendum
to today’s proceedings—a working document
which is prepared in the form of, but is not,
a draft bill. It will be appreciated that it
cannot be a draft bill because no such docu-
ment has had first reading in the House.

This document contains a number of legis-
lative points that we think should be consid-
ered. It is really offered with the intent of
giving some shape to your discussion, because
it is a very broad field and rather difficult to
discuss wunless you follow some kind of
pattern.

I do not propose to read that, Mr. Chair-
man. I have sufficient copies for distribution
and I suggest that perhaps the Committee
might decide to have it printed.

The Chairman: Is it agreed that the Minis-
ter have permission to table this document,
that it be distributed to members and be
printed as an appendix to today’s
proceedings?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

Miss LaMarsh: It is hoped that a draft bill
will be prepared after the Committee has
heard all the representations and made a
report.

The points in the document now being dis-
tributed are the government’s present thoughts
about this matter, but, of course, very great
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weight will be given to the report that this
Committee makes on this subject.

Perhaps, Mr. Chairman, I should draw
your attention to the major principles in the
draft document.

The first thing that must be very clear is
that federal policies in the field of communi-
cations, which is a Federal responsibility,
must not be allowed to impede, but, indeed,
should be directed to assisting provincial
authorities in discharging their constitutional
responsibilities for education.

Accordingly, the Government will seek
approval for the establishment of a new fed-
eral agency to hold licences, to operate educa-
tional broadcasting facilities and to negotiate
with provincial authorities for their use, as a
matter of priority, over other users. The prin-
cipal use of the proposed facilities would be
for purposes coming under provincial juris-
diction. For this reason the responsibility for
the production and programming of educa-
tional material which would be broadcast
over these federal facilities, would belong
primarily to provincial authorities. As a conse-
quence it would be expected that the task of
providing production facilities would also
belong to provincial and other educational
authorities. The new agency would be subject
to the authority and regulatory powers of the
Canadian Radio-Television Commission to be
established under the new Broadcasting Act.

The new agency then would be established
with powers to establish, equip, maintain and
operate broadcasting undertakings for the
broadcast of educational programs and to
acquire such undertakings; to enter into
agreements with educational authorities for
the broadcasting of educational programs pro-
duced under their authority; to cooperate
with educaticnal authorities, in facilitating
educational broadcasting; and to carry out
such other duties in providing educational
broadcasting facilities as the Governor-in-
Council may be empowered by statute to
assign.

Again I want to stress that the educational
authority designated by each provincial gov-
ernment, which might be their Department of
Education, or a private group, or an affiliated
group, partly governmental and partly pri-
vate, would have the first claim on the trans-
mitting facilities for the broadcasting of its
own educational programs, and that generally
our responsibility as a federal agency would
be limited to providing those transmission
facilities.
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It follows that a useful definition of the
phrase “educational television programming”
is needed. This in fact was formulated at the
International Conference on Educational
Television in Paris in the spring of 1967. Its
report stated in substance that educational
television programming has three primary
characteristics. First, the objective of such
programming is the systematic acquisition or
improvement of knowledge; Second, achieve-
ment of the objective is to be attained only
through regular and progressive program-
ming; third, the results achieved by the par-
ticipants in the programs must be capable of
being ascertained by examinations if possible,
or by some other means of supervision and
checking.

We recognize that besides the educational
authorities of the provinces, Canadian univer-
sities and organizations such as the Canadian
Association for Adult Education have a legiti-
mate interest in using the facilities of the new
agency. Many of them, indeed, have indicated
an interest in going far beyond the kind of
programming that I have just defined.

Therefore, the contemplated legislation
should provide for access by these other
organizations to the federally-operated facili-
ties; but, again, we have to remember that
there must be maintained the absolute priori-
ty of the provincial educational authorities
first to satisfy their own requirements.

The question has already been frequently
asked why the CBC was not chosen as the
Crown agency best suited to conduct this form
of public service instead of going to all the
difficulty of creating a new body. At first—
and many people have so argued—this would
appear to be a very convenient solution, and
we discussed it at some length as a possible
approach. However, we reached the conclu-
sion that, given the CBC’s present responsi-
bility for program activities vis-a-vis the role
proposed for the new agency, there should
not be any attempt to combine what might be
confusing, and, indeed, even conflicting
responsibilities and activities.

As you all know, the CBC essentially is the
chosen instrument to provide the national
broadcasting service as was discussed under
the Broadcasting Act, but the role of the ETV
agency is to provide transmitting facilities for
educational programming and broadcasting, a
role so different from that of the CBC that it
seems desirable to have distinet organizations
to carry out these very different functions.

Having said that, however, I hasten to add
that there is no doubt that the directors of the
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new agency would wish to consult the CBC as
well as other broadcasters in regard to the
technical problems involved in the best use of
existing facilities and the creation of new
facilities for educational television. It may
even be that the CBC or the National Film
Board or both will provide assistance in the
production of programming material, but I
should stress again that is not going to be the
role of the new agency, nor is it the role of
the CBC and the National Film Board. It is
the responsibility of the educational authori-
ties and if they wish to use the services of the
CBC and the Film Board, it will be only at
their request and under special contractual
arrangement.

In the effective operation of an educational
broadcasting system, the government realizes
that cooperation among the provinces will be
necessary for their own good in such opera-
tions as buying, selling, sponsoring, storing,
cataloguing, transferring and exchanging pro-
gram material. We will do everything we
can to facilitate this co-operation. However,
we will not assume the provincial respon-
sibilities in this regard since they are the ones
who have to decide what is in their curricula,
what they can use and what they will be able
to sell or rent of their own material.

The co-operation among the provinces will
probably be facilitated by the nature of new
transmission facilities which are now being
developed. We are aware, and if the members
of the Committee are not they will be in the
course of the representation before them, of
current progress in the field of communica-
tions satellites which suggests that a radically
new and highly efficient distribution system
may soon be available for many uses, both in
the educational television field and in other
areas of communication such as extension of
service to remote areas.

So far television broadcasting in this coun-
try has been confined to the VHF band of
channels, the majority of which already are
taken up or committed to use in the near
future. Accordingly, the government, through
the Department of Transport and with the
cooperation of the BBG, has given detailed
consideration to the opening up of the Ultra
High Frequency band of channels, with spe-
cial regard to its use for educational tele-
vision.

We believe that for most areas of the coun-
try the reservation of any of the remaining
VHF channels would limit the future growth
of regular broadcasting without, at the same
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time, providing a uniform national solution
to the problem of educational broadcasting.
Therefore, we believe, as a matter of national
policy applicable to all areas, that educational
television facilities should be developed on
the UHF band. That does not mean that all
UHF bands should be devoted to ETV.

This approach, of course, presents some
difficulties in regard to the availability of
television sets equipped now to receive UHF
channels. This Committee has already made
note of the fact that very few of them in
Canada are capable of such reception. Exist-
ing sets, we are informed, can be modified
without technical difficulty at costs ranging
from $25 to $50. This is not very much for an
individual classroom. So, then, modification
will not pose much of a problem for schools
and other educational institutions which stand
to benefit from educational television, but it
is an obvious detriment to achieving wide-
spread public viewing at an early date.

A long-term solution, I think, must be that
future production in Canada or imports will
incorporate UHF channels on television sets.

In the United States, where UHF channels
are already in use, I think members of the
Committee know that manufacturers are
required by federal legislation to offer the
public only receivers equipped with reception
of both VHF and UHF channels. Accordingly,
the new Broadcasting Act includes, as an
amendment to the Radio Act, a provision
which would empower the Governor in Coun-
cil to require that all television receivers
offered for sale in Canada be capable of
receiving both VHF and UHF channels. You
will find that in Bill C-163, clause 50, 1(b) (i),

CATYV operators, I might add, may provide
their half-million or so subscribers in Canada
with access to the future UHF educational
outlets in their areas without the need for any
modification of the subscribers’ receivers.

As I said originally, we look forward to
this Committee making a very wide-ranging
investigation going, I hope, beyond the draft
bill into the state of preparedness of various
bodies with respect to UHF and ETV in the
country. I know there is even some sugges-
tion that you go beyond educational television
into educational radio as well. This is not like
a discussion of the Broadcasting bill; it is,
rather, a very new field in which there are
very rapid technological changes and it is a
responsibility of the members of the Commit-
tee, and certainly of the government, to real-
ize that a great deal of money could be
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invested over the next short fall in providing
ETV facilities, but it will have to be paid for
by someone, and I think it is probably agreed
that it should not be an ultimate cost to the
federal government.

So, before the Committee recommends or
the government wishes to get into these
major expenditures in this field, I think all of
us will want to be satisfied that this kind of
system will not be overrun by technological
change in the short forseeable future.

There is much to learn about this, and we
have asked Mr. Juneau over the last two
years or so to make a special study of the
subject so that the Governor in Council could
be advised, and in order that we would have
a particularly knowledgeable person. As he
will tell you he has had many discussions
with the CBC, other broadcasters and, in par-
ticular, with the provinces regarding their
future requirements.

I only wish I could be present all the time
myself, Mr. Chairman. I think this is perhaps
one of the really exciting fields opening in the
country. I know members of the Committee
will give it long and careful thought, and I
will have to be satisfied, I suppose, with read-
ing the day’s Proceedings. So, when you want
me back I will be very happy to come any
time.

The Chairman: Thank you very much, Miss
LaMarsh. I think we can assure you that the
Committee will give this subject its thorough
consideration. Already we have scheduled
meetings until and including March 7. There
are a great many provincial governments and
representative groups that wish to present
their views to this Committee. There are, I
believe, three provinces that have not yet
accepted our invitation to make a
presentation.

Mr. Prud’homme: Mr. Chairman, would
you identify those provinces?

The Chairman: From east to west they are
Prince Edward Island, Quebec and British
Columbia. We do not have a refusal from
Prince Edward Island or British Columbia;
we do have a letter from the Deputy Minister
of Education of Quebec, in response to my
letters of April 13, 1967; November 21, 1967,
and January 16, 1968.

I wrote to the Deputy Minister of Educa-
tion of Quebec on April 13, 1967; again on
November 21, 1967, and the Clerk of the
Committee wrote to him on January 16, 1968.
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I was favoured with his reply dated the Feb-
ruary 1, 1968, which indicated that the gov-
ernment of Quebec did not intend to present
its views to this Committee and suggested
that its opinions on this subject were well
known to the federal government. I have
made enquiries in an effort to find out in
what way those views have been made well
known, but I have not been successful in
finding any communication which outlines
those views.

An hon. Member: By television.

The Chairman: It is to be hoped that we
will have the benefit of the views of all prov-
inces but at present we have an acceptance of
our invitation from seven provinces.

I think the practice during this session is to
have the Proceedings of committees printed
in quantities of 850 copies in English and 350
copies in French. Is it agreed that the Pro-
ceedings of this series of hearings be pro-
duced in that fashion?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

The Chairman: Now, may I call on Mr.
Pierre Juneau, the Vice-Chairman of the
Board of Broadcast Governors, to make his
presentation and may I thank the Minister
and invite her to come back at a later date.

Mr. Goyer: Mr. Chairman, can we assume
that the British Columbia government will

present its views to the Committee in the
near future?

The Chairman: I am afraid I cannot answer
that question. I know that this coming week-
end there is an important conference in Van-
couver on the subject of educational broad-
casting under the sponsorship, in part at
least, of the government of British Columbia
and it may be that they are awaiting the
results of that conference before answering
our invitation.

Mr. Pierre Juneau (Vice-Chairman, Board
of Broadcast Governors): Mr. Chairman, you
and the Minister, Miss LaMarsh, have put up
two considerable handicaps; you have
referred to my wisdom, and Miss LaMarsh to
two years of study. I will not comment on my
widsom; I will let the members judge that. So
far as two years of study is concerned, they
were interspersed with a few other respon-
sibilities at the BBG.
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[Translation]

Gentlemen, the chairman of the Committee,
Mr. Stanbury, asked me some time ago to
prepare a few notes describing recent devel-
opments in educational television and the
general framework within which it exists in
North America, studying certain particular
aspects of this teaching method and determin-
ing its place among the other contemporary
techniques and in the general current of
change now affecting the entire educational
world.

I would like to point out that if I occasion-
ally refer to theories of education, this is not
because I feel that these matters are within
my sphere of competence, that of the BBG or
even that of the federal government, but
because it seems necessary to understand the
context within which we shall be examining
the question of educational television more
closely.

Before I go any further, I would also like
to mention that I have been accompanied
today by two consultants who helped us pre-
pare these notes and the information book
which we sent to all the members of the
Committee: Mr. Robert Russel and Mr. J.
Miedzinski.

Mr. Robert Russel is a researcher and
expert in non-technical communication, and
Mr. Miedzinski is a research scientist, if I
may use the expression, in the field of com-
munications in the more technical sense. He
spent several years with the Defence Re-
search Board and is presently employed by
RCA. Obviously, his presence here today is
on a strictly personal basis and as a consult-
ant for the BBG.

The chairman, Mr. Stanbury, has already
emphasized the fact that I am not here to
provide information or to lay down any poli-
cy whatsoever. As for the policy which the
BBG may have as regards educational televi-
sion or which the new CFDC might have as
regards educational television. If necessary, I
assume that the chairman of the BBG will be
invited to express his opinions on this matter.
I would also like to say that, naturally, even
if it is somewhat long, I will be giving you a
general description of the various questions
regarding educational television rather than
an exhaustive discussion of the entire matter,
which would be impossible.

I do not feel that educational television can
be considered out of context. It is not a sepa-
rate system complete in itself, unlike other
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broadcasting or teaching techniques and
associated with a stable, fixed and definitive
educational world.

After fifteen years in existence, educational
television is still flexible and varied in tech-
niques and use. It is also difficult to define,
and the educational world itself is undergoing
basic transformations.

With your permission, then (you see that I
am wusing a certain form of technology
myself, I would like to show a short film
outlining this revolution in education and the
philosophy on which it is based.

After describing the background to educa-
tional television, I would like to show how it
enters into this evolution at the elementary,
secondary and university levels, and also in
the field of adult education. Lastly, it would
perhaps be useful to point out...

[English]
An hon. Member: I do not hear the transla-
tion. Would you mind stopping for a minute?

Mr. Juneau: Where have you lost it, sir?

An hon. Member: About one paragraph
back.

Mr. Juneau: I was saying that with your
permission I would like to use a little bit of
technology myself and use a film to give the
background of educational television to show
how it fits into the general evolution at the
various levels and also at the level of continu-
ing education.

Finally, I would like to say a few words
about the “knowledge industry”.

[Translation]

Thus, the most fundamental technological
element, the school itself, or what we might

call the physical aspect of the current
revolution.

The film which we are about to see was
made by an American company.

[English]

The Chairman: Excuse me, Mr. Juneau.
Apparently the rather makeshift arrange-
ments in this room are not too efficient. Is
translation available again?

[Translation]

Mr. Juneau: The film, then, was made by
an American company for an American foun-
dation concerned with educational materials.
We have shortened it somewhat in order to
avoid details which would not be of any use
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to you. I might apologize, in passing, although
we are not responsible, for the rather gran-
diloquent tone of the commentary, but I think
you have already seen similar examples.

I would also like to thank the National
Film Board for making all the necessary
arrangements for showing this film.

(At this point the film was shown)

[Translation]

Mr. Juneau: As you have seen in the film,
we are not speaking about a potential revolu-
tion, but about a revolution in progress.

With 300 minutes in a day and with 30
students, a teacher cannot, in principle,
devote more than 10 minutes to each student.
In practice, with the traditional methods, the
truth would be closer to 2 or 3 minutes per
day. With team teaching and with groups of
different sizes, a teacher can take care of a
large group and free his colleagues to take
care of smaller groups.

On the whole, a saving of time is realized.
Many modern technical instruments allow a
multiplication of these savings and a better
use of them. The most popular of these
instruments, known to many of you, is the
diagraph, or what is known in English as the
overhead projector.

Everyone also knows, or even uses present-
ly, probably the Chairman himself, language
laboratories where each student can teach
himself by working directly with the instru-
ment. It goes without saying that this type of
laboratory—we have chosen one of a rather
simple type in the film—also promotes a great
saving of time for the teachers.

Programmed teaching machines have been
conceived from the principle that a trip is
taken in stages. The psychologists cut up the
programme into a series of stages the limits
of which can be clearly defined and mea-
sured. The teaching machine then guides the
student through these stages by a multitude
of separate steps. The best machines even
offer many routes, so that the students can
choose their routes in accordance with their
ability and aptitude.

The student working at his machine has the
satisfaction of advancing at his own rhythm,
and the teacher, on the other hand, can pay
more attention to the students who need it
more.

Very recently, some large electronic compa-
nies have put on the market computers where
each outlet is an individual teaching machine.
These teaching machines under the control of
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a computer, offer to each student difficulties
tailored to his needs, and his progress is that
much faster.

All this equipment tends to individualize
teaching and to free the teacher, but this is
only half of the revolution. The other half of
the revolution comes from the use of mass
media or of collective means in auditoriums
of various sizes. The film has shown quickly
how this method works. By increasing classes,
using amphitheatres or cafeterias, a great
number of students can be taught at the same
time and, thereby, teachers are freed for
other duties.

Thus, two factors of efficiency and flexibili-
ty: technological aids which individualize
teaching and school television which increases
the efficiency of collective teaching. These
instruments give to each student a complete
variety of quality and a stimulus.

These techniques, however, on the other
hand, involve some problems. It becomes
extremely difficult to organize the school and
to arrange schedules. And, here again, the
use of computers is mentioned to help in the
organization of the courses themselves, to
keep the principal and the teachers informed
of the students’ progress and to assist in the
establishment of the complex schedules for
teachers and students.

It is quite certain that this revolution is far
from finished. Computers and school televi-
sion are expensive and computer programmes
are still not quite satisfactory. Nevertheless,
methods and systems, which are starting to
establish themselves in the field of education,
are the same which are presently upsetting
the organization of industry, of business, of
public administration and even of the army.
Also, in many places, institutes are being
established in universities for research and
study in the reorganization of education. Fur-
thermore, we have here in Ontario the “Insti-
tute for Studies and Education” which is
affiliated with the University of Toronto, one
of the most important centres of this kind.

It is in this gamut of changes that school
television is introduced. School television is
also an international phenomenon, it is found
in Europe, and again in Japan, and I think
that for us, in Canada, as we are North
Americans, the most interesting examples are
mainly Canadian and maybe American, not
only because we agree with all the systems
used in the United States or because we agree
with the teaching conceptions, but also
because there is no doubt that the many
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experiments carried out in the United States,
that the money invested in school television
make of this country a laboratory immediate-
ly available to us and an interesting source of
teaching methods and examples.

School television was established in the
United States in 1952. It is in 1952 that the
FCC, the “Federal Communications Commis-
sion”, placed 242 television channels at the
disposal of educational and non-profit
organizations.

There is no doubt that this was, in part, a
reaction from dissatisfied liberal elements of
commercial television and an attempt to cre-
ate, in the United States, something which
would have the same duties as the C.B.C.
here. In other words, the concept held then of
educational television, or the reality covered
by the word “educational”, were much more
confused or, at any rate, much wider and
complicated than the concept held at the
moment, or much larger than the problem we
have to consider.

There are presently 130 educational televi-
sion stations in the United States, and 62 oth-
ers will be on the air before the end of 1968.
There were many slowdowns in this develop-
ment of educational television, but the
National Centre for School and College
Television reveals that in 1961 educational
television was reaching 2.25 million students,
and that in 1965 this number has reached 6.5
million.

The rhythm of increase is figured at
approximately 25 per cent per year. Recently,
the question was cleared up to a great extent
by the report of the Carnegie Commission, of
which you have no doubt heard, and which
establishes a distinction between public
television, as it is now known in the United
States, and educational or more properly
school television.

And the President of the United States
recently signed a bill which allocates approxi-
mately 9 million dollars (although some of the
amounts were recently changed, but roughly
a total of about 9 million dollars) for the
establishment of a public television corpora-
tion. The same bill provides for half a million
dollars to be used for study and research on
so-called school television.

One particularly difficult problem, one
which is mentioned very often and consists in
knowing where school television ends and
where public or cultural television starts. I
felt that one way of attacking this problem
was to consider the various definitions pre-
sently circulating. I begin with a definition
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from Doctor Lou Miller, Director of Educa-
tional Television at Scarborough College in
Toronto, who thinks that school television is
characterized by, and I quote:

[English]
a two-way or feedback relationship
between educator-broadcaster and stu-
““'dent.

That is not a very long reference to Scar-
borough but I will have a further opportunity
later.

[Translation]
As to the “British Broadcasting Corpora-
tion”, they believe that, and I quote again:

[English]

... all educational programs have the fol-
lowing elements in common (a) like other
educational = communications they are
addressed to defined audiences, and have
specific ends in view; (b) ... they depend
for their effectiveness on sustained and
continuous voluntary attention for a
determinate period; (c) educational pro-
grammes are designed to communicate
with remote, imperfectly known, and
sometimes heterogeneous audiences. . .

They therefore call for a clear definition and
adequate descriptive account of the intended
audience and on arrangements for a continu-
ing feedback from it.

[Translation]

Last spring, at its International Congress,
the European Broadcasting Union described,
as far as it was concerned, four characteris-
tics of the school broadcast, and Miss La-
Marsh mentioned them a while ago. I quote
again:

What distinguishes these broadcasts from
others is the systematic acquisition or
improvement of knowledge, the regular
and progressive programming, the use of
supporting documents and manuals and
the active participation of the student,
confirmed by examinations if possible
and, at any rate, by the control and
verification of results.

Therefore, this regard for feedback or
return information is practically world-wide.
Defining school television in relation with
the experiment being carried out by the Que-
beec Government in the Saguenay-Lake Saint
John district, Guy Messier stressed the fact
that a television broadcast without systematic
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feedback is a cultural broadcast and not an
educational broadcast. i

We could also quote a definition taken from
a study made for the Royal Commission on
Constitutional Problems by Mr. Arthur Trem-
blay, who to-day is Quebec Deputy Minister
of Education, and with whom the Chairman
corresponded briefly. I quote: i

We have been led to define education as
the system of reciprocal exchanges estab-
lished between a teacher and a student
toward the development or education of
the student. According to this definition,
what characterizes education concretely
and permits, we believe, to identify with
the least arbitrary choice possible an
activity, an object, a person, a certain
fact as belonging to education, is firstly
and without doubt the confrontation of
two subjects, one of which plays the role
of teacher and the other that of pupil.

It is also the essential fact that ther
teacher deliberately pursues and directs
the education of the student, but it is
mainly the fact that between one and the
other there are reciprocal exchanges, the
fact of a certain reciprocity in their rela-
tions. It is finally the fact that this reci-
procity is systematic, organized according
to a certain diagram which, enriched
with methods, defines a role and deter-
mined gestures for each.

Therefore, these recent definitions of edu-
cation can differ on certain points, but they
have some common factors. First, it seems
that everyone agrees on the necessity of dis-
tinguishing between school television and cul-
tural enrichment television, but mainly the
accent is placed on the systematic and pro-
gressive aspect of the presentation of the
contents to a clearly defined public, and on
the need for manuals and other work docu-
ments. In fact, feedback is always a prere-
quisite.

[English]

Perhaps I should now speak about the vari-
ous aspects of educational broadcasting. As it
was mentioned earlier, there are many differ-
ent kinds of ETV systems and I think the
most often-cited example in North America is
probably that of Hagerstown, Maryland, in
Washington County. As you know, education
in the United States is a prerogative of the
state and, in fact, each of the 23,000 school
districts has considerable freedom in autono-
my, therefore in a way we can consider our-
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selves fortunate. Hagerstown represents one
of the 23,000 boards. It is a relatively small
system and it services 25,000 students from
the elementary to the high school level inclu~
sive. They rarely use ETV for more than 10
or 15 per cent of any given class. This means
that with their four channels there is almost
regular use of ETV in the classroom. The
other channels—they have six altogether—are
used for teachers who want special material
transmitted to their classrooms. They are also
used by teachers who want certain lectures
repeated in their classroom. In a sense it
approaches a demand system of broadcasting.

In most parts of North America the growth
of primary and secondary school populations
is stabilized at a manageable 2 to 4 per cent,
but when the population spurts dramatically
in certain areas you are then likely to have a
chaotic situation, and it is here that ETV
sometimes has a very special role to play.
This is the sort of thing that happened in
Miami, where the Dade County Board of
Public Instruction decided to cope with the
sudden shortage of schools and teachers
through a radical use of ETV. From Grade 5
through to Grade 11 practically all the stu-
dents have one long period a day of direct
teaching by ETV. For the ETV classes the
students are massed together into groups of
200 to 600 in the auditorium or cafeteria
under the direction of a teacher and an assist-
ant. Five days a week their course, be it
History, or Civics or English or Science, fol-
lows a 27 minute ETV programme with 27
minutes of preparation and followup. In this
type of operation the burden of direct teach-
ing is on television rather than on the class-
room teacher. Of course, it is an extreme use
of television and, as you can well imagine,
not everyone is in agreement with it. Howev-
er, Florida has pioneered in educational inno-
vations generally and the considerable use of
ETYV for direct instruction to large classes has
several advantages. In the next film I intend
to show a French teacher doing that sort of
teaching, and it will give you an example of
how effective it can be sometimes.

The next example which could be men-
tioned is MPATI, or the Mid-west Program
for Airborne Television Instruction, where a
pair of converted DC-6’s take turns in flying
figure eights over Montpelier, Indiana, during
school hours. Each of the planes carries two
UHF transmitters, a number of videotape
players and some five hours of instructional
programing for each transmitter. Schools
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within a 400 mile radius, which includes
Chicago, Louisville, Detroit, Cleveland, Cin-
cinnati and several thousand villages and
towns, can subscribe to the service at a cost
of $2 per pupil per year. It is said that with-
out the planes this system would require 38
transmitters to cover the subscribing schools.

In contrast to this very spread-out popula-
tion, New York City’s Catholic School Com-
mission is one you hear a lot about. It reaches
its densely-populated diocesan schools with a
3-channel 25 Hertz system. This ~sounds
very complicated but there is a short descrip-
tion of it in the black books which we have
distributed. It is really the upper part of the
micro-wave band which in the United States
and Canada is available for point-to-point dis-
tribution for school systems. For something
like a year the Catholic schools of New York
City have been using a system of that kind.
You can immediately see the advantage of it.
This part of the band allows one organization
to use, for instance, four bands simultaneous-
ly, and in this way it multiplies the number
of programs that can be transmitted at one
time. There are problems, of course; the
transmission is rather short range and the
antennas are a little costly. Because they are
costly they cannot be used by individuals.
They cost about $3,500, so they are not too
costly for scheols.

As we are talking about the history of ETV
in the United States, I should point out that
generally speaking it is not systems but is
really individual stations. Systems are not
very frequent. The most well-known
individual station is WGBH in Boston, which
is the key station for what the Americans call
the Eastern Educational Network. Here again
I should point out that “educational” is taken
in the broad sense which really is not differ-
ent from the general purposes of the CBC,
although they do more school broadcasting
than does the CBC. Of course, one very
important difference is that they are not com-
mercial at all; they do not carry any commer-
cial programs.

In Canada, as we know, there are no sta-
tions licensed especially for education as yet,
and educational broadcasting in the provinces
has been a collaborative effort between the
provincial school boards or departments of
education and the CBC or private stations,
many of which have been generous with time,
equipment, studios and production personnel.
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The CBC, of course, has played a particu-
larly important role. They maintain a staff of
highly trained educational specialists to
explore, produce and advise. They collaborate
generously with provincial authorities in the
production of curricula programs and, as
well, they originate in English the twice-
weekly Canadian school telecasts which bring
the non-curricula enrichment programming to
schools all across Canada.

Together with the leading private stations
in Canada, the CBC has set commendable
standards in ETV and enrichment program-
ming. We have heard also of regional associa-
tion such as META in Toronto, or Metro-
politan Educational Television Association,
representing various educational, social and
cultural institutions within the area.

Because of the co-operation of the CBC and
private stations in organizations like META
there is some ETV activity in practically all
provinces across Canada with Nova Scotia,
Ontario, Quebec and Alberta being the most
active. Because of brocadcast schedules,
however, this activity usually is confined to
an hour or so in the morning.

One interesting experience has been one
known by the name of “KEN” or North Kam-
loops Educational Network. The high schools
and two elementary schools there are linked
together by cable with 59 classroom sets able
to receive programs on either of the two
channels. “KEN” is very much a part of the
schools’ life, the equipment is manned by stu-
dents and used for all sorts of activities,
sports, conventions, dramatics and so on.

Then there are some school boards that
have been particularly active, among them
the Ottawa School Board which produces 100
half-hour programs a year, and since these
are repeated it represents over 100 hours of
broadcasting time.

The Ottawa School Board has a full-time
inspector and a staff of seven teachers
researching and producing programs and
planning new series and trying new experi-
ments. Their programs are of high quality
and often receive national awards. This sea-
son the Board, following the Kamloops lead,
is considering the installations of a closed-cir-
cuit system in three central Ottawa schools
connected by cable with a number of video-
tape machines to distribute programs on
demand to the teachers in those schools.

In July, 1966, the Department of Education
of the Province of Ontario established an
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ETV branch in Toronto to undertake the
development of what may well become one of
the world’s largest and most productive ETV
systems. This group now is in its second sea-
son, and it employs 100 producers, techni-
cians, pedagogues, an administrator and it
has a budget this year of $3 million. It is
currently producing 22 separate ETV series
for broadcast by commercial or CBC stations
throughout the province.

Budgets for these programs are sometimes
comparable to those of the CBC and they
average considerably higher than those of
American instructional programs. One of the
big problems of American stations which
probably you have read about is the fact that
their budgets have been extremely low. For
instance, I was referring earlier to Hagers-
town. When I was there some three years ago
the budget per TV program was something
like $150 and that included everything, so a
lot of the criticisms that have been made
against ETV in the United States argue to the
fact that some people succeeded in convincing
the authorities to set up an ETV program and
that is all the convincing they could do.

Not enough money was invested in the sys-
tem, really, to make it work; the conviction
on the part of the authorities was not suffi-
cient. On the whole, most of the time—and
the Carnegie Report describes that very well
—they have been half-hearted enterprises
and, because of that, not always very success-
ful, WGBH being a remarkable exception to
that situation.

The department in Toronto, of course, pro-
duces manuals for each program with sugges-
tions for use. Also they have mobile vans—I
think they have five or six at the moment
—travelling around the province to explain
the use of ETV, demonstrate and establish
contacts with teachers and so on. The branch
also offers to the schools of the province a
grant of $270—the price of a classroom
receiver—for each 180 pupils each year, so
that in a period of approximately six years
all the classrooms of a school can be equipped
with monitors at the department’s expense.

The plans of the province, which they
eventually would like to discuss with the fed-
eral authority if there is a decision by the
federal Parliament in this instance, provide
for five key stations in the province, probably
in Toronto, Ottawa, London, Sudbury and the
Lakehead region, each able to originate pro-
grams with 28 smaller transmitters without
origination capacity.
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Also in the plans of the branch there is the
idea of using the 25 MH; band for a further
more flexible distribution system. This system
would permit the distribution of four pro-
grams at the same time and would, because
of that, render the scheduling problem much
easier. They are also considering the use of a
low-cost program storage system about which
I will speak a little later. Since the branch
will appear, I think, before the Committee, I
am sure you will have more details of their
plans.

Though Ontario is active and ambitious in
its ETV planning, it is by no means alone.
The various school boards of Quebec have
been and are actively engaging in ETV pro-
gramming, using available time on private
and public stations. The department in Que-
bec has just recently launched a $3 million
ETV project for adults in the Lac St. Jean
district, of which I will speak further.

Alberta also is very anxious to move and in
Edmonton there is an association similar to
META in Toronto. It is called “MEETA”—
Metropolitan Edmonton Educational Television
Association—which has been interested in
setting up educational television stations and,
in fact, has been in touch with the BBG and
the Department of Transport quite some time
ago in the hope of operating on channel 11
in Edmonton.

Probably you have heard of the conference
that has taken place in Newfoundland, organ-
ized by the government of Newfoundland
with the help of ARDA and the BBG in the
fall of 1966, and I think you have the
abridged transcript of that conference.

Also in the book you will find the
announcement of the BBG further to the
hearing of October, 1966, on the opening of
the UHF band, which also refers to the con-
siderations that were made at that time on
the question of ETV.

At this point I would like to refer to what
seemed to me to be four basic problems in
relation to educational television and say a
few words about each of those problems. Ap-
parently these are the problems that come up
any time ETV is considered.

The first problem is the general attitude of
caution on the part of teachers in the field
towards a new system for which they have
neither been trained nor prepared. ETV
involves a great deal of co-operation from
them, working as part of a team, rearranging

their schedules to meet the exigencies of
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television, adjusting their teaching pace to
that of a television series, working with larg-
er or smaller classes than those they are used
to handling.

A second problem concerns the possible
conflicts between the classroom and studio
teacher. The classroom teacher is used to con-
siderable autonomy in the presentation of the
curriculum, and may find the studio teacher’s
approach and rhythm working at cross pur-
poses with him. ETV authorities admit the
teacher may have to sacrifice some of his
freedom in accepting this new medium, but if
the programs are supported by good teachers’
manuals describing the programs accurately
and offering good preparation and follow-up
suggestions, they feel he should be able to
integrate the television material into his
course smoothly and effectively. They also
believe he will learn a great deal about effec-
tive teaching from watching the studio teach-
er and that by becoming part of a teaching
team he will be supported by the tremendous
authority inherent in the medium.

The third problem—and a very important
one—is that of the remoteness or impersonal-
ity of the medium, the lack of personal con-
tact with the student. Of course, a bad teach-
er in a classroom will be even worse on
television, but experience has shown that a
good ETV teacher has many factors in his
favour. One thing that will be apparent from
the two films I want to show is that in a
group a TV teacher talks directly to each
individual, whereas a teacher in a classroom
does not do that, nor am I doing it here. You
cannot spread your attention over a large
group of people.

Second, the studio teacher has the oppor-
tunity to improve his performance through
self-observation on playback and through the
criticism and help of the professionals in the
studio and all those who watch his teaching
on the screen. One of the things that perhaps
we do not realize about the traditional meth-
ods of teaching is that there is nothing more
secret than the performance of a teacher in
his classroom. ETV teaching is done in the
open. The other teachers can see it, the prin-
cipals can see it, the supervisors can see it
and it can give rise to all kinds of discussions
about the effectiveness of the teaching.

At this point I would like to show a short
excerpt from courses given by Professor
Henri Guillemin on the French network of
the CBC. These are lectures on history and
literature.
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Mr. Sherman: Mr. Chairman, I would like

to ask one brief question. The area of prob-

lems you have been discussing has been very
interesting and I take it that it has been
demonstrated there is no significant problem
of authority or discipline where educational
television is concerned; that is, authority, dis-
cipline or conduct in classes studying under
the ETV system. I assume this is so, or you
would have cited it as one of the major prob-
lems in the field.

Mr. Juneau: I have not encountered that
problem either in literature or in wvisits.
There is always a teacher in the classroom
and if there is a large group in an auditori-
um, one rather obvious thing that I have not
mentioned is that there are, of course, a num-
ber of sets. There may be one set for 10 or 15
students, so there is a closeness between the
students and the set and there is always a
teacher or even more than one if it is a very
large group.

When you have a very large group and the
teaching is not very good, there is probably
less attention in a normal classroom. I have
seen examples of this which were quite dis-
tressing, where the course was very dull and
where 150 or so youngsters of ages 10, 11 and
12 paid little attention and it was a rather
miserable situation.

Mr. Sherman: Thank you.
(At this point film shown)

Mr. Juneau: Of course, this may be difficult
to follow for people who do not know French
but I think that you have an idea of the sort
of warm and direct relationship that you can
have with a good teacher. This is a controver-
sial matter, but with the shortage of teachers
and the existence of remarkable teachers in
any group or country or province or school
board or school, some people are talking of
the possibility of making use of extraordinary
talents. If you have a very remarkable teach-
er, why would his ability not be available for
very large groups of students all over a coun-
try? This particular gentleman is Swiss,
although he has been teaching in France most
of his life. Over the last few years the CBC
has been carrying his lectures on television,
and although they started very late in the
evening he became so popular that they then
ran his courses at 8:30 or 9:00 in the middle
of the week. A year or two ago an impre-
sario, an agent in Montreal, thought of rent-
ing a theatre and selling tickets and for some
time he gave lectures and the house was sold
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out night after night. The idea itself is con-
troversial in the entertainment world and
probably would be ten times more so in the
educational world, but you could talk of or at
least think of a sort of star system in the
educational field if it would accelerate and
improve the transmission of knowledge and
information and make it more stimulating.
There are fewer drop-outs from the entertain-
ment field than from the educational field.

The Chairman: Is he a member of ACTRA?

Mr. Juneau: I am sure he is or actually
should be.

Mr. Richard: But you have a copyright
problem that comes along, but I suppose we
will talk about that later.

Mr. Juneau: One would hope that you
would not find all the same problems—that
you would have a difference. You have unions
for teachers at the moment and certainly you
would have some on educational television
but they would not necessarily be the same as
in the entertainment would.

The following sequence is from a National
Film Board documentary called “Knowing to
Learn”, “Comment savoir’”, which was pro-
duced originally in French by Claude Jutra
and shows how in Hagerstown an ETV
French teacher communicates with the stu-
dents as if she were in the classroom and also
how she used actual visits to the classrooms
to improve her relationship with the children
and with the classroom teachers.

In the three problem areas of the introduc-
tion of ETV to the classroom, the possible
conflict between classroom and studio teach-
ers and the danger of impersonality of the
medium, a great deal of progress has been
made in recent years through the develop-
ment of measurements, field testing and other
social science technique; questionnaires,
forms, desk interviews, and so on, have been
helpful in keeping the purpose in mind and
controlling, if mnecessary, any superfluous
artistic ambition on the part of ETV produc-
ers. The purpose of ETV is not necessarily to
produce aesthetic or prize-winning programs
but to help sutdents learn; and that in itself,
if successful, is a work of art.

The fourth and last problem, a thorny one,
is the question of scheduling. Everyone can
easily imagine the problems involved here:
the question of placing the TV lesson in the
school schedule. For instance, a high school
principal may not be able to schedule grade 9
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physics at 11 am. because periods in his
school change at ten past the hour. The prob-
lem is not as great in lower grades but it is
much more difficult at the high school level.
It seems that the answer to this problem is
technological. Means have to be found to
bring programming under the control and
scheduling of the teacher and the school
authorities. Various multi-channel systems
have been developed; combinations of closed-
circuit and open-circuit broadcasting would
permit the individual teacher to tune in a
particular program at her convenience. In
other words, demand broadcasting. Some-
times this is done by installing a videotape
machine in the school and storing the pro-
grams as they come off the air for replay on
demand. This has the advantage that the
teacher can preview a program and decide on
the most effective way of introducing it to her
class.

I mentioned earlier that the Ontario De-
partment of Education is thinking of using
the 2500 mhz band which offers more chan-
nels. The program on each of the four chan-
nels would be repeated over and over again
during the day, which would give the high
school principal considerable latitude in con-
structing his class timetable. The department
plans to send the program material to the
regional transmitters perhaps during the
hours between midnight and dawn using the
UHF transmitters, for instance, where it will
be stored on videotape for the next day’s
transmission to the high schools.

Perhaps we could break here if you want.

The Chairman: All right. May I ask for an
indication from the members of the Commit-
tee whether they would prefer to come back
for the remainder of Mr. Juneau’s presenta-
tion this evening, at 9:30, tomorrow morning
or at 3:30 on Monday afternoon after Orders
of the Day?

Some hon. Members: Monday afternoon.

The Chairman: Is it agreed that we meet at
3:30 Monday afternoon?
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Some hon. Members: Agreed.

The Chairman: Thank you for the first part
of your presentation at least. I can see that
this is going to be an educational process for
the members of the Committee. Thank you,
too, for distributing to each of us your refer-
ence handbook on educational television
which I hope members will carefully preserve
and keep with them throughout the hearings
so that they can relate the testimony to the
facts which are in this handbook.

I want to correct one statement which I
made earlier in the day. There is another
province which has indicated it will not be
appearing, and that is Newfoundland. A letter
from the Department of Education of New-
foundland will be distributed at the beginning
of our meeting on Tuesday. Mr. Juneau has
made reference to a very important confer-
ence which was held in Newfoundland, and I
think that anyone interested in the views of
Newfoundland authorities can find much on
this point in the report of that conference,
which has been distributed to all members.

Mr. Prud’homme: Mr. Chairman, may I
ask if this is the same stand as the Quebec
one?

The Chairman: No. They have simply
indicated that they are not prepared to add
anything at the moment to our study of this
subject and they express an opinion on one
aspect of our studies. That is why I am dis-
tributing the letter to you at the beginning of
the hearing of witnesses on Tuesday.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Mr. Chairman,
has Mr. Juneau copies of his remarks for
distribution?

The Chairman: I think you will have not-
iced that his remarks are somewhat difficult
to put into written form completely, and if
you will permit him, I think he would rather
be somewhat flexible.

The meeting is adjourned. Thank you.
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APPENDIX "“B"”

EDUCATIONAL BROADCASTING

OUTLINE
OF

SOME POINTS
FOR POSSIBLE
FEDERAL LEGISLATION

(Submission to the Standing Committee on
Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the
Arts)

February 8, 1968.

INTRODUCTION

In the course of introducing the Broadcast-
ing Act (Bill C-163), the Secretary of State
said:

“While the legislation which the govern-
ment is now seeking permission to
introduce will declare that facilities for
educational broadcasting are to be prov-
ided within the framework of the single
broadcasting system, and therefore sub-
ject to the regulatory authority like all
other broadcasting undertakings, the bill
will not make specific reference to the
provision of these facilities. I think most
hon. members will understand it is our
intention to bring forward a separate bill
for this purpose, which will be drafted in
its final form only after the subject has
been thoroughly considered and carefully
examined by the standing committee
whose recommendations, needless to say,
will be taken into full and careful consid-
eration after the committee has heard
witnesses and has reported to the house”.
(House of Commons Debates, October 17,
1967 p. 3174))

Accordingly, the House of Commons was
asked by the Government to pass a resolution
referring the subject matter of educational
TV to the Committee and this was done last
November 17.

To assist the Committee in its consideration
of this important and intricate subject, the
Government instructed officials to prepare the
attached document, which covers the princi-
pal matters that would appear to require
legislative action. Although it is not strictly

speaking a Bill, the draft statutory form
serves two purposes. It provides the Commit-
tee with a convenient focus on some of the
major points that deserve discussion and,
second, it sets forth draft proposals which, in
their present form or as amended by the
Committee, might later be submitted to Par-
liament for enactment.

SHORT TITLE

1. This Act may be cited as the

Educational Broadcasting Act. Short title

INTERPRETATION

2. In this Act, Definitions

(a) “Agency” means the Ca- “Agency”
nadian Educational Broadcasting
Agency established by section 3;

(b) “director” means a direc- “Director”
tor of the Agency;

(¢) “educational broadcasting” ' Educational
¢ broad-
means the broadcasting of edu- casting”

cational programs;

(d) ‘“educational programs” “Educational
means programs that are programs”
designed to be presented on a ﬁg(‘iiucational
regular and progressive basis, program
to provide a continuity of pro- material”
gram content aimed at the sys-
tematic acquisition or improve-
ment of knowledge by members
of the audience to whom such
programs are directed, and
under circumstances such that
the acquisition or improvement
of such knowledge is subject to
supervision by means such as

(i) the registration or enrolment
of members of such audi-
ence in a course of instruc-
tion that includes the pres-
entation of such programs,

(ii) the granting to members of
such audience of credit
towards the attainment of a
particular educational level
or degree, or
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“Provincial
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Termination
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(iii) the examination of mem-
bers of such audience on
the content of such pro-
grams or on material of
which that content forms a
part.

and “educational program mate-
rial” has a corresponding mean-
ing;

(e) “Minister” means the
Secretary of State of Canada;

f) “president” means the
president of the Agency; and

(g) “provincial educational
authority” in relation to any
province means such person,
body or authority as may be
designated by the Lieutenant
Governor in Council of that
province as the provincial edu-
cational authority for that prov-
ince for the purposes of this
Act.

CORPORATION ESTABLISHED

3. (1) There shall be a corpora-
tion, to be known as the Canadian
Educational Broadcasting Agency,
consisting of a president and eight
other directors to be appointed by
the Governor in Council to hold
office during pleasure, three of
whom shall be selected from the
public service of Canada.

(2) The president shall be
appointed to hold office for a term
not exceeding five years, and the
other directors shall each be
appointed to hold office for a term
not exceeding three years.

(3) Subject to subsection (4) and
section 4, the president is eligible
for reappointment upon the expi-
ration of his term of office, but
any other director who has served
two consecutive terms is not, dur-
ing the twelve months following
the completion of his second term,
eligible for appointment except as
president.

(4) A director ceases to be a
director of the Agency wupon
attaining the age of sixty-five
years.
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(5) Every director shall, before Oath of
entering upon his duties as such, °ffice

take and subscribe, before the
Clerk of the Privy Council, an
oath in the following form:

I DO SOLEMNLY SWEAR
that I will faithfully, truly and
impartially, to the best of my
judgment, skill and ability, exe-
cute and perform the office of

and that while I continue to
hold such office, I will not, as
owner, shareholder, director,
officer, partner or otherwise,
have any pecuniary or proprie-
tary interest in the production
or distribution of educational
program material suitable for
broadcasting by the Canadian
Educational Broadcasting Agen-
cy or in the manufacture or dis-
tribution of radio apparatus
except where such distribution
is incidental to the general mer-
chandising of goods by whole-
sale or by retail.

4. (1) A person is not eligible to Outside
be appointed or to continue as a interests

director of the Agency if he is not
a Canadian citizen ordinarily resi-
dent in Canada or if, directly or
indirectly, as owner, shareholder,
director, officer, partner or other-
wise he has any pecuniary or pro-
prietary interest in the production
or distribution of educational pro-
gram material suitable for broad-
casting by the Agency or in the
manufacture or distribution of
radio apparatus except where
such distribution is incidental to
the general merchandising of
goods by wholesale or by retail.
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(2) Where any interest prohibit- Disposing

ed under subsection (1) vests in a
director by will or succession for
his own benefit, he shall, within
three months thereafter, absolute-
ly dispose of such interest.

President

of interest

5. (1) The president is the chief Management

executive officer of the Agency vested in
dpresxdent

and has supervision over an
direction of the work and the staff



184

Absence or
incapacity
of president

Salaries
and fees

Expenses

Staff

Objects

Broadcasting, Films and Assistance io the Aris February 8, 1968

of the Agency and the president
shall preside at meetings of the
directors.

(2) In the event of the absence
or incapacity of the president or,
if the office of president is vacant,
the Agency shall authorize any
director or officer of the Agency
to act as the president for the
time being, but no person so
authorized by the Agency has aut-
hority to act as president for a
period exceeding sixty days with-
out the approval of the Governor
in Council.

Remuneration

6. (1) The president shall be
paid by the Agency a salary to be
fixed by the Governor in Council
and the other directors appointed
from outside the public service of
Canada shall be paid by the Agen-
cy such fees for attendances at
meetings of the Agency or any
committee thereof as are fixed by
by-law of the Agency.

(2) Each director is entitled to
be paid by the Agency such trav-
elling and living expenses in-
curred by him in the performance
of his duties as are fixed by by-
law of the Agency.

Officers and Employees

7. The Agency may employ such
officers and employees and such
technical and professional advis-
ers as it considers necessary for
the proper conduct of its activities
at such remuneration and upon
such other terms and conditions as
are approved by the Governor in
Council.

Objects, Powers and Duties

8. The objects of the Agency are
to facilitate educational broadcast-
ing in Canada, and the extension
of educational broadcasting to all
parts of Canada as the need arises
and. as funds become available to
the Agency for such purpose, by
providing and operating facilities

for the broadcasting of education-
al programs for or on behalf of
provincial educational authorities
and educational organizations and
institutions.

9. (1) In order to carry out its Powers
objects, the Agency may, subject
to any applicable regulations of
the Canadian Radio-Television
Commission,

(a) in accordance with the
conditions of any licence or
licences issued to it by the
Canadian Radio-Television Com-
mission, establish, equip, main-
tain and operate broadcasting
undertakings for the broadcast-
ing of educational programs,
and acquire by purchase, lease
or otherwise any such under-
takings;

(b) enter into agreements with
provincial educational authori-
ties and with educational organ-
izations and institutions in
Canada relating to educational
broadcasting and providing for
the broadcasting by the Agency
of educational programs for or
on behalf of such authorities,
organizations and institutions;

(c) either alone or in conjunc-
tion with one or more other
persons or bodies including pro-
vincial educational authorities
and educational organizations
and institutions in Canada, pro-
cure the production of edu-
cational program material for
use in educational broadcasting;

(d) secure educational pro-
gram material from within or
outside Canada by purchase,
exchange or otherwise;

(e) subject to any agreement
described in paragraph (b) or
any agreement between the
Agency and any other person or
body in conjunction with whom
the Agency has procured the
production of any educational
program material, distribute or
cause to be distributed within
or outside Canada any educa-
tional program material for use
in educational broadcasting; and
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(f) do all such other things as
are necessary or incidental to
the attainment of its objects.

(2) In carrying out its objects,
the Agency shall, wherever appro-
priate, utilize such of the facilities
of the Canadian Broadcasting Cor-
poration and the National Film
Board as may, consistent with the
proper carrying out of the objects
of the Canadian Broadcasting Cor-
poration and the National Film
Board, be made available by them
to the Agency, and, for that pur-
pose, the Agency and the Canadi-
an Broadcasting Corporation or
the National Film Board may
enter into contracts, leases or
other arrangements relating to the
use of such facilities.

(3) The Agency is bound by the
provisions of Parts I and II of the
Broadcasting Act.

10. The Agency shall consult
with the provincial educational
authority of each of the provinces
in order to determine the nature
of the educational broadcasting
facilities required for the purposes
of each such authority and in
order to determine from time to
time the locations in which such
facilities are most urgently
required.

11. (1) No agreement between
the Agency and a provincial edu-
cational authority, other than an
agreement of a class prescribed by
regulations made by the Governor
in Council, shall be entered into
by the Agency without the
approval of the Governor in
Council, and any such agreement
entered into in contravention of
this subsection is of no force or
effect.

(2) The Governor in Council
may make regulations prescribing
classes of agreements between the
Agency and provincial educational
authorities in respect of which
approval by the Governor in
Council is not required.

(3) Subject to subsection (2) of
section 18 of the Broadcasting
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Act, the Agency shall give priori-
ty in the use of the facilities pro-
vided and operated by it to the
broadcasting of educational pro-
grams for or on behalf of provin-
cial educational authorities, and in
order to ensure such priority, no
agreement providing for the
broadcasting by the Agency of
educational programs shall be
entered into between the Agency
and any educational organization
or institution without the approval
of the provincial educational au-
thority of the province in which
the broadcast would originate,
and any agreement entered into in
contravention of this subsection is
of no force or effect.

185

12. (1) Where the Agency is Additional

unable to contract with provincial
educational authorities and educa-
tional organizations and institu-
tions for the full utilization of the
facilities of any broadcasting
undertaking of the Agency for
educational broadcasting, the
Agency and any educational
organization or institution or any
broadcaster licensed under the
Broadcasting Act may enter into
an agreement whereby the Agen-
cy undertakes to broadcast on
behalf of that organization, insti-
tution or broadcaster, using the
facilities of the broadcasting
undertaking that are not being
fully utilized for educational
broadcasting, and only during any
time that they are not being so
utilized, a program or series of
programs described in  the
agreement.

powers

(2) No agreement entered into Agreement
under subsection (1) is of any subiect to

force of effect wunless written
approval is given to the Agency
by the Executive Committee of
the Canadian Radio-Television
Commission authorizing the Agen-
cy, in specific terms and subject
to any conditions that the Execu-
tive Committee is authorized to
attach to a licence issued to the
Agency, to broadcast on behalf of
the educational organization or
institution or broadcaster named

approval



in the agreement the program or
series of programs described in
the agreement.

Limitation 13. Subject to subsection (2) of

on power to section 18 of the Broadcasting
broadcast  Act, no program shall be broad-
cast by the Agency except

(a) educational programs
broadcast for or on behalf of a
provincial educational authority
or an educational organization
or institution in Canada; and

(b) programs described in an
agreement entered into under
subsection (1) of section 12.

Agent of Her Majesty

Agent of 14. (1) The Agency is, for all

Her Majesty purposes of this Act, an agent of
Her Majesty, and its powers
under this Act may be exercised
only as an agent of Her Majesty.

Contracts (2) The Agency may, on behalf
of Her Majesty, enter into con-
tracts in the name of Her Majesty

or in the name of the Agency.

(3) Property acquired by the
Agency is the property of Her
Majesty and title thereto may be
vested in the name of Her Majes-
ty or in the name of the Agency.

Property

(4) Actions, suits or other legal
proceedings in respect of any
right or obligation acquired or
incurred by the Agency on behalf
of Her Majesty, whether in its
name or in the name of Her Maj-
esty, may, subject to subsection (3)
of section 15, be brought or taken
by or against the Agency in the
name of the Agency in any court
that would have jurisdiction if the
Agency were not an agent of Her
Majesty.

Proceedings

15 (1) The Agency may, with
the approval of the Governor in
Council, take or acquire lands
without the consent of the owner
for the purpose of carrying out its
objects, and, except as otherwise
provided in this section, all the
provisions of the Expropriation
Act, with such modifications as
circumstances require, are appli-

Expro-
priation
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cable to and in respect of the
exercise of the powers conferred
by this section and the lands so
taken or acquired.

(2) For the purposes of section 9 Plan and
of the Expropriation Act, the plan description
and description may be signed by
the president or any two other
directors of the Agency.

(3) The compensation for lands Compen-
taken or acquired under this sec- sation
tion, or for damage to lands
injuriously affected by the con-
struction of any work by the
Agency, shall be paid by the
Agency, as though the lands were
acquired under the other provi-
sions of this Act, and all claims
against the Agency for such com-
pensation or damages shall be
heard and determined in the Ex-
chequer Court of Canada in
accordance with sections 46 to 49
of the Exchequer Court Act; but
nothing in this subsection shall be
construed to affect the operation
of section 34 of the Expropriation
Act.

Head Office and Meetings

16. (1) The head office of the Head office
Agency shall be at the City of Ot-
tawa or at such other place in
Canada as the Governor in Coun-
cil may prescribe.

(2) The Agency shall meet at meetings
least six times in each year.

By-Laws

17. The Agency may make gy jays
by-laws,

(a) for the regulation of its

proceedings, including the es-
tablishment of special and
standing committees of the

Agency, the delegation to such
committees of any of its duties
and the fixing of quorums for
meetings of such committees,

(b) for the establishment of
advisory committees consisting
of directors of the Agency and
persons other than such direc-
tors,




‘February 8, 1968

(¢) fixing the fees to be paid
to directors appointed from out-
side the public service of Cana-
da, other than the president, for
attendances at meetings of the
Agency or any committee there-
of, and the travelling and liv-
ing expenses to be paid to
directors,

(d) respecting the duties and
conduct of the directors, officers
and employees of the Agency,
and

(e) generally for the conduct
and management of the affairs
of the Agency,

but no by-law made under para-
graph (c) shall have any effect
unless it has been approved by
the Minister.

GENERAL

18. (1) The Agency shall be
deemed, for the purposes of the
Crown Corporations (Provincial
Taxes and Fees) Act, to be listed
in the Schedule to that Act.

(2) For the purposes of any
regulations made pursuant to sec-
tion 5 of the Aeronautics Act, the
officers and employees of the
Agency shall be deemed to be
employees in the public service of
Canada.

Application
of certain
Acts and
regulations

Idem

FINANCIAL PROVISIONS

Educational 19. There shall be established in
2"’“"““”3 the Consolidated Revenue Fund a
ccount >
special account to be known as
the Educational Broadcasting Ac-
count to which shall be charged

(a) all expenditures of the
Agency made under the authori-
ty of this Act,

(b) all repayments of amounts
advanced to the Agency under
section 20, and

(c) all payments of interest on
amounts advanced to the Agen-
cy under section 20,

and to which shall be credited

(d) all revenue from the oper-
ations of the Agency,
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(e) any amounts advanced to
the Agency under section 20,
and

(f) any amounts from time to
time appropriated by Parlia-
ment for the purposes of the
Agency.

20. (1) The Governor in Council Advances
may authorize the Minister of Fi-
nance, on behalf of Her Majesty,
to make advances to the Agency
on such terms and conditions as
may be agreed upon.

(2) The total amount outstand- rdem
ing at any time of advances made
under subsection (1) shall not
exceed fifty million dollars.

21. The accounts and financial Audit
transactions of the Agency shall
be audited annually by the Audi-
tor General and a report of the
audit shall be made to the Minis-
ter and to the Agency.

REPORT TO PARLIAMENT

22. The Agency shall, within Annual
three months after the termination report
of its financial year, submit to the
Minister a report, in such form as
the Minister may direct, on the
operations of the Agency for that
financial year, and the Minister
shall cause the report to be laid
before Parliament within fifteen
days after the receipt thereof, or
if Parliament is not then sitting,
on any of the first fifteen days
next thereafter that Parliament is
sitting.

AMENDMENTS TO BROAD-
CASTING ACT

23. Paragraph (a) of section 3 of
the Broadcasting Act is repealed

1967, c.

and the following substituted
therefor:
“(a) ‘““Agency” means the “Agency”

Canadian Educational Broad-
casting Agency established by

the Educational Broadcasting
Act;
(ab) “broadcaster” means a Broad-

person licensed by the commis- caster”
sion to carry on a broadcasting
transmitting undertaking;”
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Consultation
between
commission
and
Corporation
or Agency on
conditions
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24. Paragraph (c¢) of subsection
(1) of section 16 of the said Act is
repealed and the following sub-
stituted therefor:

“(c) subject to the provisions
of this Part, revoke any broad-
casting license other than a
broadcasting licence issued to
the Corporatioq or the Agency.”

25. (1) Paragraph (a) of subsec-
tion (1) of section 17 of the said
Act is amended by striking out
the word “and” at the end of sub-
paragraph () thereof, by adding
the word “and” at the end of
subparagraph (ii) thereof and by
adding thereto the following sub-
paragraph:

“(iii) in the case of broadcast-
ing licenses issued to the Agen-
cy, as the Excutive Committee
deems consistent with the object
of the Agency enunciated in the
Educational Broadcasting Act;”
(2) Paragraph (d) of subsection

(1) of section 17 of the said Act is
repealed and the following sub-
stituted therefor:

“(d) subject to the provisions
of this Part, suspend any broad-
casting licence other than a
broadcasting licence issued to
the Corporation or the Agency;”

(3) Subsections (2) and (3) of
section 17 of the said Act are
repealed and the following sub-
stituted therefor:

“(2) The Executive Committee
and the Corporation or the

Agency shall, at the request of
the Corporation or the Agency,
as the case may be, consult with

regard to any conditions that
the Executive Committee pro-
poses to attach to any broad-
casting licence issued or to be
issued to the Corporation or the

Agency.

Reference to (3) If, notwithstanding the con-

Minister by
Corporation
or Agency
and
Minister’s
directive

sultation provided for in subsec-
tion (2), the Executive Committee
attaches any condition to a broad-
casting licence that

(a) the Corporation, in the
case of a licence issued or to be
issued to it, is satisfied would
unreasonably impede the pro-
vision, under the management
of the Corporation, of the na-
tional broadcasting service con-
templated by section 2 of this
Act, or_

(b) the Agency, in the case of
licence issued or to be issued to
it, is satisfied would unreason-
ably impede it in the carrying
out of the objects of the Agency
enunciated in the Educational
Broadcasting Act,

the Corporation or the Agency, as
the case may be, may refer the

condition to the Minister for con-
sideration and the Minister, after
consultation with the Commis-
sion and the Corporation or the
Agency, may give to the Executive
Committee a written directive
with respect to the condition and
the Executive Committee shall
comply with such directive.”

26. Subsection (1) of section 18
of the said Act is repealed and the
following substituted therefor:

“18.(1) The Executive Com-
mittee may undertake, sponsor,
promote or assist in research
relating to any aspect of broad-
casting and in so doing it shall,
wherever appropriate, utilize
technical, economic and statisti-
cal information and advice from
the Corporation, the Agency, or
departments or other agencies
of the Government of Canada.”

27. Subparagraph (i) of para-
graph (a) of subsection (1) of sec-
tion 22 of the said Act is repealed
and the following substituted
therefor:

“(ii) the reservation of chan-
nels or frequencies for the use
of the Corporation or the
Agency or for any special pur-
pose designated in the direction,
or)!

February 8, 1968
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28. Subsection (2) of section 24
of the said Act is repealed and the
following substituted therefor:

Report of “(2) Where the Commission

silelggd after affording to the Corpora-
olation :

t Corotes tion or the Agency, as' the case

tion or may be, an opportunity to be

?ﬁé’i"go:f ot heard in connection therewith,

licence is satisfied that the Corporation

or the Agency has violated or
failed to comply with any con-
dition of a broadcasting licence
issued to it, the Commission

or failure, the findings of the
Commission and any observa-
tions or recommendations of
the Commission in connection
therewith, and a copy of the re-
port shall be laid by the Minis-
ter before Parliament within
fifteen days after receipt thereof
by him, or if Parliament is not
then sitting, on any of the first
fifteen days next thereafter that
Parliament is sitting.”

COMING INTO FORCE

shall forward to the Minister a 29, This Act shall come into Coming into
report setting forth the circum- force on a day to be fixed by force
stances of the alleged violation proclamation.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

MonpAay, February 12, 1968.
(20)
The Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the
Arts met this day at 4.05 p.m. The Chairman, Mr. Robert Stanbury, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Béchard, Berger, Fairweather, Johnston, Mac-
Donald (Prince), Mather, McCleave, Nowlan, Prud’homme, Reid, Sherman,
Stanbury, (12).

In attendance: Mr. Pierre Juneau, Vice-Chairman of the Board of Broad-
cast Governors, and his consultants, Mr. Robert Russel, President, Orbafilm
Limited, and Mr. J. Miedzinski, Director, Special Projects, R.C.A. Victor Com-
pany Limited.

The Committee resumed its consideration of the subject-matter of broad-
casting and televising of Educational Programs.

Mr. Juneau completed his presentation on Educational Television and was
examined on his statement.

The questioning of Mr. Juneau being concluded, the Chairman thanked
the witness for his presentation.

At 5.20 p.m. the Committee adjourned until 9.30 a.m. on Tuesday,
February 13.

M. Slack,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE
(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

Monday, February 12, 1968

e 1603

The Chairman: Gentlemen, the Vice-Chair-
man of the Board of Broadcast Governors,
Mr. Pierre Juneau, was part way through his
presentation when we met last, and I will ask
him to complete his presentation now. Copies
of his statement have been distributed and I
believe he will be resuming at page 23 of the
English text. I am not sure of the page in the
French text but he will be dealing with the
fourth problem of educational television; I
think it will be found on page 24, 25 or 26 of
the French version.

Mr. Pierre Juneau (Vice-Chairman, Board
of Broadcast Governors): On Thursday we
had just started to deal with what I call a
fourth problem; that is, the problem of sche-
duling, which is very well-known. I do not
think I have to elaborate. The problem, I was
saying, seems to be technological. Means have
to be found to bring programming under the
control and scheduling of the teacher and the
school authority.

e 1605

Various multi-channel systems have been
developed, combinations of closed-circuit and
open-circuit broadcasting, which permit the
individual teacher to tune in a particular pro-
gram at his or her convenience; in other
words, getting closer to a system of “demand
broadcasting.” Sometimes this can be done by
using a videotape machine in the school and
storing the programs as they come off the air
for replay on demand. This has the advantage
that the teacher can preview a program and
decide on the most effective way of introduc-
ing it to her class.

Then the Ontario Department of Education
engineers are exploring the possibility of
using an extremely high frequency system on
the 2500 MHz band which offers a multiplici-
ty of channels and makes scheduling easier.
Since scheduling is particularly difficult in
high schools where classes move from room
to room, the key stations in each region—the

Ontario people were planning on five key
regions—eventually may transmit a number
of programs simultaneously to the high
schools on a point-to-point basis, similar to
microwave, where they will be received on
special antennas, converted down to VHF or
UHF, and sent through to the classroom
receivers.

If the school has a closed-circuit system,
this would be done by the -close-circuit
system in the school. The programs on each
of the four channels would be repeated over
and over again during the day, which would
give the high school principal considerable
latitude in constructing his class timetable.
The Department plans to send this program
material to the regional transmitters during
the hours between midnight and dawn, per-
haps using the UHF transmitters, and then
the program will be stored on videotape for
the next day’s transmission to the high
schools.

What is very much needed is a storage
material that is stable, easy to transport,
small to store, of high definition so that the
images are not degraded, easy to use and,
above all, of an order of magnitude cheaper
than tape or film. Practically all the big elec-
tronic corporations have been working on
such a low-cost high-definition system since
the start of the sixties—exploring the use of
the laser as a recording beam, thermoplastics
as a recording medium and grainless molecu-
lar dyes instead of the relatively large cry-
tals of silver halide used in conventional
photography.

Since a new storage medium appears essen-
tial if individual schools and classrooms and
students are to control the program material
made available to them by the ETV studies,
when this is available educators foresee the
large scale introduction of the carrel; that is,
the individual student learning centre where
he who is ready to learn on his own can be
taken off the teacher’s hands and given the
means to grow while the teacher works with
smaller and smaller groups and more and
more individual problems.

191
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I think many of us have heard quite recent-
ly of the CBS laboratories announcment that
they are preparing to market a low-cost stor-
age system which they call EVR, or Electron-
ic Video Recording. Much more will be heard
of that system because almost every week
now a magazine or a newspaper centains an
article about it. Essentially it is an extremely
fast, thin film in small cartridges, which can
be played through the home or school TV set
with the aid of a small black box which sits
on top of the set. The process seems only to
be suited to playback: it has no on-the-spot
recording possibilities. 3

You may have read about the Sony record-
er advertised in many magazines which per-
mits you to do your own home videotape, so
to speak, and then play it back on the play-
back system of the recorder. This EVR deve-
lopment has no such possibility. The project
is highly secret like all projects at this stage
of development, but CBS plans to try it out
in schools in England this spring when we
will have a chance to see what it looks like,
how easy it is to use, and find answers to
questions of cost, quantity, distribution,
schedules, and other matter-of-fact problems.
ETV, of course, is as much a question of
economics as of pedagogy, and its introduc-
tion depends as much on the hardnosed cau-
tion of the administrators and planners as on
the theories of educators.

e 1610

As the personal pedagogical and technologi-
cal problems of ETV are gradually overcome,
the advantages of this medium clearly
emerge, and they are many. With proper pro-
duction the camera can bring events and pro-
cesses to the classroom that could not other-
wise be seen—experiments, equipment,
demonstrations. When speaking of experi-
ments, I think one of the problems is that
many experts teaching physics insist on high-
er and higher cost experiments.

I remember being in Harvard about two or
three years ago and having discussions with
Educational Services Incorporated—which is
supported by MIT, actually, not Harvard
University—and they have gone into the pro-
duction of very elaborate films for the teach-
ing of physics. I remember looking at one on
relativity and I asked the man who was in
charge how much it had cost and I thought he
would say from the look of the film, some-
thing like $15,000—it ran about an hour—and
he said: “Oh, close to $100,000”. I was quite
astonished because, from my knowledge of
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film standards, it should not have cost more
than $15,000 or $20,000.

So I looked surprised and he noticed it and
said: “Well, the experiment alone cost $75,-
000”. So the film was really nothing; it was
the experiment that was extremely costly. A
couple of Nobel prize winners had worked on
setting up the experiments with them—they
have lots of those, apparently, over there.

Experiments, equipment, demonstrations,

field trips of the most elaborate and expen-

sive nature can bring the invisible world of
science to the most remote classroom. ETV
offers the freedom to interview top scientists,
take the students to the inner sanctums of
laboratories, parliaments, the world’s great
museums, galleries and exhibitions. It can
stop time or speed it up, and bring months of
patient analysis and preparation to the clear-
est and simplest explanation of complex
processes.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): It cannot come to
Parliament, at the moment, Mr. Juneau,
unfortunately.

An hon. Member: Only to the House of
Lords.

Mr. Juneau: It can bring the warmth,
insights, and understanding of the most gift-
ed teachers to the whole country. It can keep
the classroom in touch with change in all its
forms, bring the blast-off, the coronation, the
inauguration to the students as it happens. It
can add a powerful authority to the teaching
process, supporting and freeing the classroom
teacher in her work, so she may gain precious
moments to watch the process of learning,
study its problems in action, and work for
individual learning and clarity.

One important feature also is that if we are
going to have more and more continuing edu-
cation perhaps broadcast or television will
be an interesting link to aid continuity be-
tween formal education that is in use right
through the older stages outside the school,
in the home, in the plant, in the offices,
and so on.

With ETV at its best, the students have a
vital element of variety introduced into their
studies, a familiar and pleasing element they
have come to know even better than the edu-
cational process itself. And they are learning
to use it for more than distraction so that
when they leave the school, they still will
have an effective contact with the world of
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learning and culture that public television,
we hope, increasingly will provide.

e 1615

Until now we have talked mainly of ele-
mentary and high school levels. After a
decade of considerable growth, it seems that
Canada’s primary school population will
remain nearly static over the next five years,
while the annual growth in high schools is
expected to be only slightly over 4 per cent
according to the recent annual review of the
Economic Council. However, university enrol-
ments, which have doubled during the past
six years, are expected to double again by
1973, an annual growth rate of about 14 per
cent.

For a while the universities struggled with
the problem of handling enormous first and
second-year courses in basic subjects by
dividing the workload amongst the faculty,
each of whom would give the complete course
to one or more groups of several hundred
students. But the pressures grew too onerous,
and now practically all North American uni-
versities have turned to closed circuit televi-
sion, and either powerful TV projectors or
large classrooms hung with rows of TV moni-
fors. Now the newer campuses are designed
with TV teaching in mind. The foremost of
these in Canada is Scarborough College, a
branch campus of the University of Toronto
in an east end suburb, designed ultimately to
house 5000 undergraduates.

At Scarborough all teachers joining the
faculty must sign special television contracts.
According to Doctor William Beckel, Dean of
Scarborough, more than half of the formal
lectures and nearly all lab instruction eventu-
ally will be offered via television.

At several religious universities in the
American midwest, lectures and reference
material are increasingly stored on tape. Each
student has access to a carrel, or electronic
study corner, where he may dial a lecture, a
demonstration, background material, or refer-
ence works to appear on his miniature TV
screen and earphones. The success of the dial-
access carrels in these smaller universities is
prompting further attention from the larger
institutions and, as more and more of the
universities’ information resources appear in
machine readable form, the carrel is starting
to replace the classroom as the basic unit of
study.

Once the dial-access system is perfected
and supported by a wide assortment of taped
material, then the question is posed: why set
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the carrel in the college, and in fact a number
of newer campuses in America are placing
the carrel in the dormitory, connected to the
electronic library by cable. Soon, it is predict-
ed, the carrel might even be in the home with
the student visiting the campus from time to
time for seminars and meetings with his aca-
demic counsellors.

Over the past 18 months a group of some
80 universities have banded together to spon-
sor an ambitious project called EDUNET—a
seamless web of electronic communications
which would tie their institutions together,
putting all their scholars in touch with the
nation’s academic rescurces stored in comput-
er or tape libraries. Their detailed plans
appear to have caught the attention of Presi-
dent Johnson, who very recently declared
“the time has come to enlist the computer and
the satellite, as well as television and radio in
the cause of education...I have already
called upon my advisers to explore the possi-
bility of a Network for Knowledge and to
draw up a blueprint for achieving it”.

It is interesting to notice that phase one of
the EDUNET project begins with televi-
sion—for the transmission of lectures for
inter-university conferences and seminars,
and for combined participation in experi-
ments centered around a particular laboratory
or piece of equipment. Closed-circuit televi-
sion has one advantage over North American
broadcast television—it need not confine itself
to the standard 525 line definition, and in
many cases by moving to a thousand lines,
can transmit a clear and precise image of a
page of text or the dial of a fine instrument.

For several years now, the nine campuses
of University of California have been tied
together over 450 miles by telephone lecture
circuits.

Some weeks ago, the State University of
New York, whose 50-odd locations extend
over 300 miles from New York to Buffalo,
have joined together in their own private
microwave relay, with five broadcast televi-
sion stations covering most of the state.

The Quebec Department of Education,
whose large computers now store all the
budgets and financial reports of all the school
boards and all examinations and student
records which are generally used for planning
of education in Quebec, are planning to
expand this into, first, a small experimental
network with live telephone hookups to three
regional junior colleges which would have
small computer centres. These would be used
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to train computer programmers and analysts,
* and for experimental projects of computer-
assisted instruction.

It is becoming clear that the line between
standard university instruction and what used
to be called university extension is gradually
disappearing. Education apparently will have
to be continuing and continuous.

[Translation]®

I would now like to speak of “I’éducation
permanente”, or what is called continuing
education in English. You will find this on
page 37 of the French document:

The continuing interest of professionals
in updating their knowledge and upgrad-
ing their skills is the fastest growing ele-
ment in education. The DBS figures for
Canada show it to be growing at 40 per
cent a year; in fact, doubling every two
years. Where we see radical growth, we
often see radical means to handle this
growth. I mentioned earlier the experi-
ment of WGBH in Boston. I would like to
turn to these for a while.

The “Boston Medical Reports” are a
series of postgraduate lectures videotaped
in Boston and featuring that city’s medi-
cal specialists, fed down the network,
and broadcast on the four ETV stations
in the State of Maine.

According to officials at WGBH, “Up to
date information is conveyed graphically
to people at remote locations by top spe-
cialists in the field. The telephone feedback
system not only provides a way for the
doctor in the field to gain access to this
specialist, but also very significantly pro-
vides a way for the broadcaster and pro-
ducer of the programs to assess the effec-
tiveness of the operation.”

The point is the world is changing, and
the professional needs to keep informed
of developments in his fields. He can usu-
ally afford to buy sophisticated communi-
cations equipment, provided it saves his
time, as his hourly fee is usually high.

In certain cases the doctor is reached
by a well-organized distribution system
of stereo tapes, which he gets each week
from California, to play while driving to
the hospital on the stereo tape deck of his
Volkswagen.

To show how large is the field of per-
manent education, let us move from the
knowledge-hungry professional to the

Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Aris
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scale—the under-educated and under-
employed worker in the depressed
regions of North America.

Touching upon this, I would like to discuss
the project of the Quebec Department of Edu-
cation for the Saguenay region. The problem
is this, that if we wish to retrain the workers
of that region they will need Grade IX or
thereabouts, whereas in fact they actually are
on a Grade VII level and even the knowledge
they possess has become obsolete.

To solve this dilemma the Department
is buying eight hours a day, morning,
noon, and night on the two local TV sta-
tions, and putting out crash series of ETV
programs to raise their educational stand-
ards to the grade nine level. These pro-
grams are supported by (1) a large team
of social workers visiting the workers in
houses and factories, (2), pedagogical
staff, also working in the field, and (3), a
computer team in Québec City, with the
help of development organizers, running
daily reports, evaluating the whole opera-
tion, correcting daily classroom exercises
and tests and sending the results instant-
ly back to the field. The worker has
access to a series of two-hour instruction-
al programs daily available on one of his
two TV stations, whether in the morning,
the afternoon or the evening or, even for
shift workers, after midnight. And this is
but a pilot project designed to last two
years, and which would nevertheless cost
$3 million.

When speaking of continuing education or
adult education, I believe we have a tendancy
to overlook an extremely important sector,
that of the industry itself. Perhaps it is there
that the most instruction is given on the adult
level. On this topic we could cite several
examples.

In 1958 Professor Harold Clark of Co-
lumbia published his surprising study,
“Classrooms in the Factory”. “Factories
today have classrooms”, he said, “organ-
ized programs of studies, faculties, text-
books, and examinations, and even
graduation exercises with diplomas. Edu-
cational budgets often rival those of
good-sized colleges, and expenditures per
student are not infrequently two or three
times the national average for conven-
tional institutions”.
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Here in Canada the Iron Ore Corporation,

other end of the social and academic with its plants in remote sections of Quebec
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and Labrador, is making education a daily be translated into the term “industrie du
concern of most of its staff and work force of savoir.”

5,000 employees. In collaboration with the
Union, (The United Steel Workers) and Que-
bec’s Department of Education, the Iron Ore
Corporation has developed elaborate training
programs on a paid hourly basis for their
trades and crafts apprentices, as well as
courses for their equipment operators and
other semi-skilled workers. They offer techni-
cal and leadership training for supervisory
personnel, and any employee taking a corre-
spondence course is offered 90 per cent reim-
bursement on the successful completion of his
studies. Iron Ore is but one of many large
firms in North America that, faced with rapid
technological change, makes education a basic
company policy.

Edward Xatzenbach, once United States
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defence for
Education and now head of Raytheon’s large
educational technology division, is widely
regarded as a leading spokesman for non-
academic education. Last summer he calculat-
ed that government, industry, and business
together spend $27 billion on education, that
industry and business alone spend $18 billion;
that is roughly twice the $9 billion spent on
higher education in American colleges and
universities.

In comparing growth rates Mr. Katzenbach
predicts that by 1975 government, business
and industry will spend as much on education
and training as does the entire public school
and university system together.

We have only to look at companies such as
IBM, which spends more on education, Kat-
zenbach says, than do all the schools in the
American capital.

General Electric spends $45 million a
year—these are 1964 figures—to support
a curriculum of thousands of courses at
dozens of plants across the country, with
a student body of 35,000. General Motors
runs their own institute, an accredited
college offering a Bachelor of Engineering
degree, with currently over 3000 students
registered.

Xerox Corporation already runs what
amounts to an internal university, with
nearly 4,500 employees enrolled this year,
according to their chairman, Joseph
Wilson.

In concluding, I should like to say a few
words concerning what the Americans now
call “Knowledge industry”, which can easily

V THE KNOWLEDGE INDUSTRY

Xerox, IBM, RCA, General Electric
these companies have not only created
internal universities, which taken togeth-
er already overshadow our great pub-
lic institutions, they are increasingly
involved in the manufacture of the com-
puters, the consoles, the information
retrieval systems, the cables and trans-
mitters which are making today’s educa-
tional revolution possible. But computers
must be programmed and so the big elec-
tronic corporations have been buying up
leading text-book and publishing compa-
nies over the last few years. IBM has
bought Science Research Associates. RCA
acquired Random House-Singer, and has
announced “working agreements” with
Harcourt Brace and Harper Row. Syl-
vania has an agreement with Reader’s Di-
gest, and General Electric and Time In-
corporated have merged part of their
assets to form General Learning. Xerox
has been buying in since 1965 when it
acquired American Education Publica-
tions, and Raytheon and ITT both bought
large specialized text-book firms, as did
Litton and CBS. Though they have not
yet acquired publishing houses, both
Westinghouse and Philco-Ford have multi-
million dollar development programs
underway adapting their computers for
classroom use.

Today, educational technology is a bil-
lion dollar market. In 3 years, this is
expected to have risen to 1} billion. Many
of the firms are among those which have
been and are still involved in the com-
puter and the space industry. Within per-
haps ten or fifteen years, if the educa-
tional revolution is not reversed, students
will be spending a large part of their
time with machines—getting personal
attention from machines—except for the
time they will spend in individual contact
with their teachers.

When IBM first bought Science Re-
search Associates in 1964, starting a wave
of mergers, educators seemed both flat-
tered by the attention, and optimistic that
this marriage of systems electronics with
educational publishing would facilitate
the individualizing of instruction. As the
mergers proceeded, a growing body of
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scientific and theoretical literature began
to dominate the education publications.
Educational conferences increasingly
turned their attention to systems men and
sorporation researchers reporting on their
experiments and demonstrating their
wares. Following earlier pilot projects
this season, IBM, RCA and Philco began
installing their computer learning sys-
tems in schools in California, Pennsyl-
vania and New York. Though we are still
a good four or five years from the gener-
al application of these systems, the last
few months has seen some requestioning
of objectives. Educators are not sure they
want the computer corporations teaching
their students. Aerospace corporations
may be more interested in the world
of education of space spending to be
reduced.

e 1630

With corporate-financed education
challenging the traditional systems of
higher education, with colleges and uni-
versities increasingly dependent on cor-
poration-financed research, and with the
forthcoming entry of these corporations
at the very heart of the theory and prac-
tive of learning, the concern of the
educators is understantable. And we in
Canada, when we speak of technology
and education, can hardly ignore the
debate. While we are, quite justifiably,
trying to untangle our diverse jurisdic-
tional problems, we should not lose sight
of the broader developments that are tak-
ing place at an extremely rapid pace and
which could make many hopefully ideal
plans obsolete before they are implement-
ed. Our schools could become just anoth-
er passive market of the new “knowledge
industry”. However, Canadians working
together in the full respect of provincial
jurisdictions and cultural identities, could
become important partners in this rapidly
developing human undertaking.

You are no doubt aware of the wide-
spread concern in Canada over the
amount of American teaching material in
our classrooms, as this has been strongly
expressed in the French Canadian press
and television in recent months. The
problem is obviously broader than that of
the predominance of American textbooks
in French Canadian schools.

On this topic, some years ago, the Na-
tional Film Board conducted an informal
survey of school film libraries, all across
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Canada, to discover that 85 per cent
audio-visual holdings, both films and
freeze-frames, were of American manu-
facture.

Naturally the Film Board is distressed
about this. True, most Canadian history
and geography films are made in Canada,
but the overall image increasingly com-
municated to Canadian students is that of
a Canada of rushing rivers and voyageurs
bent on the fur trade, while that of
America is science, mathematics and the
other tools of the modern world.

The intention was that this report be a
matter-of-fact presentation of the state of
educational television; and I hope I have
covered the basic developments in ETV,
and touched on the major technical and
pedagogical problems involved. As I
stressed at the beginning, however, ETV
is not a thing-in-itself, but a part of a
revolution sweeping the world of educa-
tion, which has as its aim the develop-
ment of each individual to his capacity. I
hope the measures we are now consider-
ing might help to further this goal.

[English]
e 1635

Thank you very much, Mr,
Thank you, gentlemen.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Juneau, for
your very complete and interesting orienta-
tion lecture.

Are there any questions for Mr. Juneau?

Mr. Reid: Mr. Juneau, you made a state-
ment on the authority inherent in the televi-
sion medium, a concept with which I am very
fascinated. Could you elaborate on that a bit?

Mr. Juneau: Yes. I am speaking about the
fascination which the medium exerts if it is
well used. There is no doubt that young peo-
ple are fascinated by television. They spend a
great deal of time before television sets. They
see on television very strong personalities. In
the evolutionary sense, the weak ones are
eliminated and the strong ones persist, and
that natural process of selection very often
results in strong television personalities in
the entertainment world and in the informa-
tion world. I think this is one of the reasons
that television develops a great deal of au-
thority. Conversely, perhaps it is also one of
the reasons people feel that schools have so
much trouble maintaining the interest of
students at any level. I have a son of uni-
versity age now and I find that to be the

Chairman.
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case. The communication media, in spite of
the drawbacks or the weaknesses that are
sometimes referred to, have become quite
remarkable in that these strong personalities
are available to any young boy or young girl,
and then the next morning the teacher has to
compete with those people. That is the gen-
eral idea of what I am referring to.

Mr. Reid: So in, say, the commercial sense,
CBC and private station television, through a
process of natural selection, uses almost
exclusively the strongest—I would not want
to use the word “best” in this context—and
most dominant type of personality because
the weaker ones are weeded out.

Mr, Juneau: Well, I think it is one of the
phenomena that takes place in mass media,
although it is not the only one. The predomi-
nance of that phenomenon among the other
things that are taking place in broadcasting
and in mass media in general can be greater
or lower depending on the balance which the
people responsible for the mass media suc-
ceed in maintaining. You could have a situa-
tion which, literally, would be almost like the
one you indicated, where strong personalities,
through some means or other, achieve pre-
dominance in the medium and, as you
inferred yourself, they are not necessarily the
best. One could argue whether they are the
strongest but they do achieve predominance.
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Mr. Reid: Then television can emphasize
certain qualities which actually are out of
proportion to the person’s personality?

Mr. Juneau: Yes.

Mr. Reid: You feel, by directing the stu-
dents’ attention to the educational process
itself, that this is a good way of combatting
the impact made by television for entertain-
ment’s sake?

Mr. Juneau: I am not sure I would use the
word “combatting” and you yourself may not
want to maintain it. But, yes, I think that a
part of educational television, as I have tried
to represent here, is a very complex medium
which can be used in all kinds of ways—and
it can be used in combination with other
similar media—and one of the possible ways
in which it can be used is for the transmis-
sion of knowledge by strong personalities who
have that knowledge.

Mr. Reid: Then under any kind of an edu-
cation TV system you would be creating a

Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Arts

197

special breed of teachers who would be your
television performers. In fact, they might not
even be teachers on television; they might
only be performers using a script.

Mr. Juneau: That is one of the things that
can be done, and then it would be a matter of
approach or philosophy whether you want to
go for that particular technique of using per-
formers instead of real teachers who would
be performers. You have that debate in enter-
tainment or conventional television at the
moment. You have some people who think
that it is much better on a public affairs
program, to have a man with a strong person-
ality who really knows his business. Other
people believe in performers who are just
briefed and say their piece. I personally
belong to the first school, but that has nothing
to do with it.

Mr. Reid: I would like to get into the ques-
tion of costs of ...

Mr. Fairweather: May I ask a supplemen-
tary question, sir? This is very interesting but
surely this happens in life as well as in
broadcasting. I do not think we should shud-
der just because a few stars, a few teachers,
and amusing teachers, do this. I have an idea
Mr. Reid, in view of the next two months,
has other things in mind, but let us stick to
teaching. This happens naturally anyway,
and the problem is that the power of distribu-
tion that the media have. ..

Mr. Reid: It changes your whole pattern of
distribution and human personalities. It
allows you to gather up all the best on to a
little screen if you wish to use it in that way.
Or it allows, for example, people like Mr.
Sherman to dominate our screens in giving us
the news.

The Chairman: Not anymore.

Mr. Reid: No, he is retired, but it is a
possibility.

Mr. Fairweather: The point that Mr. Ju-
neau made is that you have to be more than
an actor or else you are found out by this
medium. The Governor of California is a
pretty good example of this.

Mr. Juneau: Yes; the people who believe in
real personalities and not just in performers
believe that because they think that in the
end the people who are only performers are
found out.

Mr. Sherman: The criterion, surely, Mr.
Chairman—through Mr. Chairman to Mr.
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Reid—is the degree of acceptability, the
degree of excellence in education that is
achieved, the degree of credibility. Really,
the only thing that matters is how well those
students are being educated, and if they can
be better educated by somebody who has the
capacity for putting a lesson over better than
somebody else even though he did not take a
Bachelor of Education degree, then I think
that is the preferable system. The aim is
excellence in education, is it not?
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Mr. Reid: I have no objection to this. I am
merely trying to find out how a system would
work and the impact that it would have. I
grant that all the points are certainly valid,
and I am just trying to educate myself along
these lines because that was my profession at
one time.

Mr. Nowlan: Bishop Sheen may have been
a better teacher than the Master.

Mr. Mather: Mr. Chairman, the most inter-
esting thing to me about Mr. Juneau’s presen-
tation was the light that I think it throws on
the vastness of this educational television
operation and the developments he has
outlined, particularly that of what he calls
“the knowledge industry”, wherein he reports
that large international corporations are
already spending millions of dollars to pro-
mote education in their fields, rivalling some
of the public expenditures. Would he not
agree that the very vastness of this is almost
continental in scope? Would he not agree that
this underlines the need for federal action to
secure the utmost in provincial co-operation
so that we have a Canadian system
developing?

Mr. Juneau: Do I have to answer that? I
can comment on it perhaps if you will allow
me to not answer.

Mr. Mather: I would like to hear your
comments.

Mr. Juneau: As I tried to say in one of my
last paragraphs—and I am willing to go that
for and stand by that—and it seems to me
that there should be a way to take into
account the jurisdiction that people seem to
be very much concerned about in the field of
education. As we know, the departments of
education in at least some provinces are
becoming very large operations. The budget
of the Department of Education in Ontario is
now over $1 billion and it is close to 1 bil-
lion in the Province of Quebec. They are very
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large operations. But it seems to me that it
should be possible to respect the emphasis
that people put on this balance of jurisdiction
and yet achieve a high degree of co-operation
across the country. One sure thing is that if
there is no co-operation, any objective and
informed observer has to admit that it is diffi-
cult to predict what the result will be. It will
not be pleasant.

Mr. Mather: Thank you.

Mr. Juneau: You know, the writing is on
the wall.

Mr. Mather: It gets to be a pretty small
world and a pretty small country.

Mr. Fairweather: I would like to ask Mr.
Reid a question. I interrupted him, but are
you not on costs?

Mr. Reid: Yes, I just want to ask a few
questions about costs because this is going to
be a real factor.

Mr. Sherman: Before you do that, Mr.
Reid, may I ask a supplementary question?
You were talking about the effect this method
will have on the personality of the teacher,
and its impact on the student. In those areas
of the world that you have obviously studied
carefully, Mr. Juneau, in preparing your brief,
such as the United States in particular—and
by way of asking this supplementary question
I would also like to slip in another ques-
tion—is there anybody of knowledge on what
is being done in the Soviet Union or what is
being done in Britain in this field, both of
which countries are fairly well advanced in
their approach to television and electronics?
Is there any evidence in those countries or in
the United States, or any other country that
you have looked at, that the teaching method
as such has suffered, as Mr. Reid has by im-
plication suggested it might—or so I infer
from your remarks, Mr. Reid. Do you not fear
that the teaching profession, the teaching
method itself, might be eroded, might be
prostituted by this system? Is there any evi-
dence that that has been so?
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Mr. Juneau: First of all, this not a formal
study. I imagine that the work of the Com-
mittee will be to continue whatever study
might be going on, and that you will hear
many other people. If you read this paper
carefully, you will see that it is not a thesis;
it is a rather broad description of what is
going on here and there—a personal opinion.
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I would be prepared to agree, though, that
there are probably a great many cases where
television in education has been ineffective, to
say the least. Perhaps what we ought to ask
ourselves is: Does it have to be ineffective? Is
the fault in the medium itself, or in the way
it is being used?

For instance, in the first part of this pres-
entation last Thursday I referred to how it
had been considered in most cases in the
United States and the fact that the budgets
for educational TV programs had been very,
very low. As the Carnegie Commission Report
says, after a great many other people, in most
cases the educational authorities have gone
into it half-heartedly. Therefore, although I
have referred a great deal to the United
States, if you look at what has gone on there
are in reality not very many situations where
the results have been greatly encouraging.

You have to analyze the ingredients of the
system and use your judgment and say:
Could it work if it were done in a different
way? If you just add up and draw a line and
look at the positive results of what has gone
on in the United States, for instance, most of
the time you will arrive at a rather negative
result.

The Chairman: What you are saying is that
there are plenty of mistakes from which to
learn?

Mr. Juneau: Yes. The most positive thing
we could do now is to look at all the negative
things that have been done and make sure
that we do not repeat them.

Mr. Reid: Yes. That is one of the points I
was trying to make—and not very well
either—that in many cases the United States
systems have not been too successful because
very little care and consideration have been
given to the type of personnel who are going
to present these programs.

It has always been my impression, as a
former teacher, that the best teachers I ever
had were those with the strongest personali-
ties. My concern was that under a form of
national educational television service you
would be able to provide this very limited
type of personality for the benefit of all the
students; whereas if you go to the extreme,
and fractionalize it, you are going to be doing
all a disservice.

That is the reason for my asking that series
of questions. The art of teaching is concerned
very deeply with the personnel who is pre-
senting the material to the student.
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However, I would like to discuss this ques-
tion of costs. Mr. Juneau, in the United States
what is about the average cost per half hour
program, let us say, for the production costs,
and not taking into consideration the cost of
capital, the equipment and the distribution?

Mr. Juneau: Not having made really serious
economic studies of this, I think if I said
about $200 per program I would not be far
from reality.

The Chairman: You are
instructional programming now?

speaking of

Mr. Juneau: Yes.
Mr. Reid: That is a surprisingly low figure.
Mr. Juneau: Yes.

Mr. Reid: This is the type of program
where the teacher stands up and delivers per-
haps a form of illustrated lecture ...

Mr. Juneau: Yes.

Mr. Reid: ... in which he deals more with
the humanities than with the sciences?

Mr. Juneau: No; I think it would deal with
everything. Usually if you look at their ETV
curricula, or schedules, you find that the
emphasis is on science, mathematics and lan-
guages. They are illustrated lectures, with a
few gimmicks to support the talk, and, on
occasion, a little skit, or a dance, in a lan-
guage course. However, if you even it out, it
comes to about $150 or $200 per program.
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That is one of the problems. You may have
a chance to look at several systems in the
United States. If you examine the over-all
educational budget for a county or a school
board and compare it with the budget for the
ETV system the comparison is ridiculous. It is
usually a very, very small part of the over-all
budget.

Mr. Reid: You made that point in your
brief about one of the Florida school boards,
I think,

Mr. Juneau: Yes.

Mr. Reid: In the most developed examples
we have in Canada, which are Metropolitan
Toronto and the Departments of Education in
Toronto and Quebec, how do their costs per
production work out? Are there any figures at
all?



Mr. Juneau: I could possibly get some, but
I do not have any. We understand that the
costs to the Department of Education of On-
tario, who are going to appear before this
Committee, are much higher. The budgets per
program are much higher and much more
reasonable than those in the United States.

The Quebec project, which calls for rough-
ly $3 million for a one-year experiment, is
somewhat impressive.

[Translation]

Mr. Béchard: May I ask a supplementary
question, Mr. Juneau? Does the $3.5 million
include the salaries of the professors?

Mr. Juneau: It includes the salaries of the
professors, and I believe it includes the time
paid to the stations. Whereas, according to
Mr. Reid’s question, in the case of American
stations educational programs about which we
were speaking earlier, Mr. Reid had included
the depreciation of the installations.

[English]

Mr. Reid: If I understand the federal
proposal, it is to provide the facilities to dis-
tribute the programs but not to look after the
production facilities that are required nor the
facilities within the schools.

Mr. Juneau:
basic. ..

Mr. Reid: That is basically the division that
is to be made. The federal government has
responsibility for transmission, but no respon-
sibility for, or control of, the content of these
programs.

I understand that is the

Do you see a possibility of...

The Chairman: Perhaps that is rather an
overstatement, Mr. Reid. If you examine the
statement in the Bill, you will notice that the
regulatory authority will certainly have the
kind of general authority over content that it
has over other programing in general
broadcasting.

Mr. Reid: I will not go into the effective-
ness of that type of control here.

The Chairman: There may also be some
control, or at least some supervision, in the
agency which is to be set up.

I doubt that we can ask Mr. Juneau to
analyze the proposed legislation for us. We
will have to do that ourselves.

Mr. Reid: Yes. My question was whether he
saw the possibility of programs being dis-
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tributed from province to province through a
national co-ordinating system. For example,
programs produced for the Quebec Depart-
ment of Education being shown, say, in Sas-
katchewan, or in St. Boniface, where there is
this type of school.

Mr. Cowan: Or York-Humber.
Mr. Reid: Yes; or York-Humber.
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Mr. Juneau: That would be for the prov-
inces. One would hope that it would be possi-
ble, and that it would take place, in view of
the fact that Canada even as a unit will be a
rather small one in the whole context.

It would be very interesting to follow the
development of those knowledge corporations
in the months—one should not even speak of
years in this sort of thing, but in months.
They have their problems—I would not want
to say they have an easy job—because these
firms are not used to dealing with publishing
houses, and so on. However, it is a very, very
rapid development and I am sure we will see
acquisitions in many countries of the world. I
am also sure that acquisitions have taken
place on the continent of Europe and even in
other parts of the world, and if co-operation
within Canada appears to be impossible it
will be a difficult situation.

Mr. Reid: It may be done in spite of those

who are fighting for control over
jurisdictions.
Mr. Juneau: It may be done by firms

instead of being done by governments.

Mr. Fairweather: I missed the point you
just made. I presume you are a bit worried,
sir, about the industry and the lack of control
by the state, are you not? For instance, you
mentioned Xerox and RCA, but who is
responsible for the content of what they
broadcast? Is there a danger of them replac-
ing departments of education?

Mr. Juneau: For the moment I do not think
there is necessarily a link between these
groups of companies—these groups that are
forming—and the broadcasting parts of these
groups. They are long-term involvements. The
question of controlling what they broadcast is
another matter, if I understood your question.

Mr. Fairweather: I guess I did not put my
question clearly. Perhaps I am raising a false
danger, but if a company becomes interested
in the knowledge industries you have
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described and wishes to promote some ideas,
all it really needs is a channel.

Mr. Reid: On the closed circuit.

Mr. Fairweather: Yes, on the closed circuit.
Is it possible that various companies will
compete, as they now do commercially, for
the dissemination of knowledge in educational
programs?

Mr. Juneau: If we remain within the
confines of education in the strict instruction-
al sense, this always comes under the authori-
ty of governments both in th United States
and in Canada, but if we are speaking of
channels for educational television, these are
now and probably will remain under the
jurisdiction of governments in all countries.

Mr. Fairweather: In other words, govern-
ments will buy the product of the knowledge
industry?

Mr. Juneau: The influence you are refer-
ring to will not be achieved by the control of
frequencies or broadcasting operations which
probably will be effectively controlled by
governments through regulatory bodies. But
by the sheer weight of competence and
investments they will take the leadership, and
I would not be inclined to blame them. They
are aggressive.
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Mr. Fairweather: For instance, as members
we are inundated with the advertisements of
one Mr. Spanel who manufactures rubber
goods. I am not commenting on whether his
ideas are good or bad. He puts ads in various
newspapers, clips them and then presumably
sends them to congressmen. This can be iden-
tified, can it not? The recipient knows this is
an ad which is an idea of Mr. Spanel and he
can give it due weight. The weight I give it
happens to be the waste basket, because I am
not interested. However, I am concerned that
Mr. Spanel might get into the knowledge
industry. The ad is not identified as coming
from the Latex Corporation, but suddenly it
might be disseminated as part of our educa-
tional system without the imprimatur of the
State. Am I raising false dangers?

Mr. Juneau: Are you talking about the
advertising of educational instruments or
using the educational channel to advertise
generally?

Mr. Fairweather: It is basically the princi-
ple involved. We hope the programs broad-
cast by the state would be objective, whether
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they are good or bad, but I am not sure that
private corporations should be allowed to
control the various educational television
channels or that this is a field for private
companies.

Mr. Juneau: It is similar to the situation of
firms who have been publishing textbooks for
years and years—probably centuries. There is
no real difference except the changes in size
and quantity are so enormous that there is a
change in essence.

Mr. Fairweather: That is right; you have
made the point on which I wanted assurance.
The product of the knowledge industry,
whether it is the printing of a book or the
producing of a program—will be used only on
the state’s decision.

Mr. Juneau: Yes, theoretically it will
remain the decision of the state, but the real
decisions which will weigh on the technical
decision of the state will perhaps be overpow-
ering. I remember being in Boston at a semi-
nar a few years ago and talking to a Ph.D
from one of the large corporations. I will not
mention the name of the company. All the
authorities of the educational world in Boston
were there, Harvard, MIT, the TV sta-
tions—WGBH—and so on, and all of them
referred to the fact that that particular corpo-
ration had 25 employees with Ph.D’s in educa-
tion on its staff which, as they said, was
probably more than any university in the
United States had on its faculty. So, if most
of the thinking takes place in those large
firms, the real influence will come from there.

Mr. Nowlan: But the state will still decide
whether it is going to use the program that
the corporation is selling.

Mr. Juneau: That is up to you gentlemen
to decide.

Mr. Reid: That is not necessarily so because
they can evolve their programs and then
legislators and members of educational
departments might be in a position where
they can be forced into accepting them, if
only—as Mr. Juneau po.nted out—hecause of
their sheer technical competence.
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The Chairman: I think Mr. Fairweather has
raised two separate points, if I understood
him correctly. One is that there is a very large
and growing field of education which is in-
ternal in these companies, so they are a great
educational influence and they compete with




the educational influence of the state. Second,
in their production of educational materials
for use by public authorities, they may be hav-
ing a greater and greater influence on public
education. Your answer to that is that they may
very well have a great influence by almost
cornering the market in knowledge of the
kind which is required as these technological
developments come upon us, but to the extent
that this knowledge is available the state will
retain the choice of what is delivered into the
classrooms. Is that correct?

Mr. Fairweather: I simply did not want it
to be thought that great corporations took
over the function of the state to educate in
this way.

The Chairman: Mr. Juneau makes the point
on page 26 of the English text in referring to
television:

It can add a powerful authority to the
teaching process,

I would say that no matter what the source,
apparently educational programming is going
to have a greater power and authority than
ordinary teaching. It therefore raises the
question whether in carrying out our respon-
sibility for safeguarding the airwaves, which
are the property of the Canadian public,
there should be some very careful ground
rules laid down for the use of those airwaves.
It may be the basic challenge to this Commit-
tee to try to find ways of preserving the free-
dom of use of those airwaves from control or
influence by government or other bodies, and
at the same time still free these channels for
the use of the educational authorities in Cana-
da, each of which is quite jealous of its own
jurisdiction.

Mr. Nowlan: Along that line, Mr. Chair-
man, the only question that I have—other
than the comment that there is a real omis-
sion of Nova Scotia’s educational television,
at which T am somewhat surprised because it
was one of the pace setters in the secondary
schools at least—is on a more general subject.
I may have missed something that the Minis-
ter said Thursday, but what process has been
developed to date to co-ordinate the different
opinions of governments on this question of
guidelines? Also, quite separate and apart
from who has the real power of control, has
there been any consultation or co-operation
between federal government officials and
various provincial government officials on this
very question? I understand the Minister
mentioned there may be a meeting with fed-
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eral-provincial officials on this matter, and
the provinces were either going to attend or
some of them were not going to attend. That
was my question. In other words, is there a
lot of duplication going on across the country
today in that provincial governments and
their members are receiving representations
and submissions on this very point?

The Chairman: I am not sure if Mr. Juneau
would want to deal with that question. I
believe that on behalf of the BBG he has had
many consultations, but I do not believe he
can speak on behalf of the government on
this question.

Mr. Juneau: No, I would rather not.

The Chairman: He is not really here repre-
senting the Board of Broadcast Governor
either at this point.

Mr. Juneau: I would like to represent
myself, though, and correct the unfortunate
impression which Mr. Nowlan seems to have.
On page 15 it says that Nova Scotia has been
one of the most active provinces.

Mr. Nowlan: There is that one sentence.

Mr. Juneau: There is also another reference
somewhere. ..

Mr. Nowlan: To a French teacher.

Mr. Juneau: ... to a French teacher, that is
right. It is certainly not adequate, compared
with the leadership role that Nova Scotia has
played in this area. You are quite right.
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Mr. Nowlan: This is the point I wanted to
make because I know that some of the moves
were rather advanced when compared with
other provinces, and perhaps without some of
the resources which other provinces have. Of
course, that is also the reason we did it. I was
not asking for any governmental statement. I
simply wondered as a matter of information
whether up to now there has been any joint
discussion with any interested provincial
bodies and federal officials on this whole
question of ETV?

Mr. Juneau: I understand there have been
discussions with some of the most keenly
interested provinces.

Mr. Nowlan: On a technical basis?

Mr. Juneau: On a very preliminary basis.
Because there was no federal policy there
could not be any technical discussion or any
conclusion reached.
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Mr. Nowlan: Is there a meeting scheduled
with the Minister and other provincial minis-
ters on this question?

Mr. Juneau: I could not say.

The Chairman: I do not think Mr. Juneau
could be expected to answer that question. Of
course, one of the purposes of these hearings
is so that Parliament can receive the views of
provincial, other educational authorities and
all interested persons on this subject. I do not
know if you were present when I mentioned
there are six provincial governments which
have indicated they will be presenting their
views to this Committee.

Mr. Nowlan: So this is really the first real
look at the whole problem in a national
sense?

The Chairman: The first look Parliament
has had at it, but I do not think the witness
can answer your question as far as govern-
ments are concerned.

Mr. Nowlan: I will rephrase my question.
This does not mean secret meetings, or any-
thing like that, and I am not trying to be
provocative. I certainly appreciate the very
real division of opinion on the responsibility
for ETV, but Mr. Juneau has mentioned
Great Britain, New England and Japan in a
very informative brief or general survey. Is it
fair to ask from his knowledge if there has
been any meeting of which he is aware,
either at a ministerial level or at official lev-
els, with different people across Canada on
this question? Or, to put it another way, is
this really the first look at it because it is so
new?

Mr. Juneau: Again I would say that this is
as good a survey as it is possible to make
under the circumstances, but I would not

want you to think that a world survey has
been carried out. I certainly have not been in

Great Britain or Japan for this purpose. Be-
cause I was interested in this field and
wished to be well informed on it, I have
visited the United States, and there have also
been conversations over the last few years
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with some of the governments across Canada,
and some of them showed more interest than
others. What the plans of the government are
from now on for the implementation of a
policy, I really do not know and I am not
responsible for it.

The Chairman: Mr. Juneau attended the
international Conference on Educational
Television in Paris last spring, which is
referred to in your...

Mr. Juneau: I was supposed to attend, Mr.
Chairman, but I did not.

The Chairman: Did you not? That is too
bad. I am sorry to hear that. Certainly there
were a number of Canadian representatives,
both from the Department of the Secretary of
State and the CBC, if not from the BBG.

Mr. Juneau: Yes, somebody mentioned two
points which perhaps should be brought to
Mr. Nowlan’s attention, Mr. Chairman. One is
the BBG hearing during October of 1966 on
the opening of the UHF band, when several
presentations were made by Ontario and Al-
berta. I think there was more than one pres-
entation from Alberta. I think both Edmon-
ton and Calgary were there.

An hon. Member: And Nova Scotia as well.

Mr. Juneau: Yes, Nova Scotia. That was
one official gathering, and there was also a
rather important conference in Newfound-
land, which you are probably aware of,
when, Nova Scotia and many other provinces,
New Brunswick, Ontario, Quebec and Alberta
were also represented, but that was not, of
course, an official conference, so to speak.

e 1720

The Chairman: Are there any further ques-
tions? If not, may we thank you very much,
sir, for this very good introduction to the
subject of our hearings. I know you will be
back later with the regulatory authority’s pres-
entation, but in the meantime we will excuse
you. Between now and the end of this session,
we will be hearing various submissions and
provincial and other educational authorities,
and we will commence tomorrow morning at
9.30. Until then, this meeting is adjourned.
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ORDER OF REFERENCE
TuespAY, February 13, 1968.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Cantelon be substituted for that of
Mr. McCleave on the Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and Assist-
ance to the Arts.

Attest.
ALISTAIR FRASER,
The Clerk of the House of Commons.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

TuUESDAY, February 13, 1968.
(21)

The Standing Commmittee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the
Arts met this day at 9.45 a.m. The Chairman, Mr. Robert Stanbury, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Basford, Béchard, Berger, Fairweather, Jamie-
son, Johnston, MacDonald (Prince), Munro, Nowlan, Pelletier, Prittie,
Prud’homme, Reid, Sherman, Stanbury—(15).

In attendance: Mrs. J. M. Priddle, Executive Vice-President, The Ontario
Federation of Home and School Associations; Mr. Howard J. Mountain, Wil-
lowdale, Ontario.

The Committee resumed consideration of the subject-matter of broadcast-
ing and televising of Educational Programs.

Agreed,—That a copy of a letter from the Department of Education of
Newfoundland and Labrador, dated December 6, 1967, be printed as an
Appendix to the Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence of this day. (See
Appendix C)

The Chairman introduced Mrs. Priddle who made a statement summariz-
ing the brief of her Association.

Agreed,—That the brief of The Ontario Federation of Home and School
Associations be printed as an Appendix to the Minutes of Proceedings and
Evidence of this day. (See Appendix D)

Mrs. Priddle was examined on her brief and supplied additional informa-
tion.

At 10.15 a.m. the Chairman retired and the Vice-Chairman took the
Chair.

The examination of Mrs. Priddle being concluded, the Vice-Chairman
thanked her for her presentation and she was permitted to retire.

The Vice-Chairman called Mr. Mountain, who made a statement sum-
marizing his brief, and was then examined on his statement.

Agreed,—That the brief of Mr. Howard Mountain be printed as an
Appendix to the Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence of this day. (See
Appendix E)

The questioning of Mr. Mountain still continuing, at 12.50 p.m., the Com-
mittee adjourned until 3.30 p.m. this afternoon.
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AFTERNOON SITTING
(22)

The Committee resumed at 4.00 p.m. The Chairman, Mr. Robert Stanbury,
presided.

Members present: Messrs. Basford, Béchard, Berger, Cantelon, Fair-
weather, Johnston, MacDonald (Prince), Nowlan, Prittie, Prud’homme, Reid,
Sherman, Stanbury—(13).

In attendance: Mr. Howard J. Mountain, Willowdale, Ontario.

Mr. Mountain was further examined on his brief and supplied additional
information.

The questioning of Mr. Mountain being concluded, the Chairman thanked
the witness for his valuable presentation.

At 6.10 p.m., the Committee adjourned until 9.30 a.m. on Thursday,
February 15.

M. Slack,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE
(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

Tuesday, February 13, 1968
e 0946

The Chairman: I see a quorum, gentlemen.
We have distributed to each Member of the
Committee a copy of a letter dated December
6, 1967, from the Department of Education of
the Government of Newfoundland and Labra-
dor. That government has indicated they will
not be presenting their views to this Commit-
tee except by way of this letter, so I thought
you would like to have a copy of it. Perhaps
it could be appended to today’s proceedings.
Is that agreed?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

Mr. Basford: Mr. Chairman, have you had
any answer from the Province of British Co-
lumbia along the same line?

The Chairman: No. We have written again
to the Province of British Columbia, but we
have had no indication yet whether they wish
to present a brief to the Committee or not.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): What about the
Province of Prince Edward Island?

The Chairman: The same applies to the
Province of Prince Edward Island.

Mr. Prittie: And Quebec?

The Chairman: Quebec has indicated that it
does not intend to present a brief.

We have with us this morning, as our first
witness Mrs. J. M. Priddle, Executive Vice-
President of the Ontario Federation of Home
and School Associations. The Federation’s
brief has been distributed to members and I
would now like to introduce Mrs. Priddle,
and ask her to present the brief.

Mrs. J. M. Priddle (Executive Vice-Presi-
dent, The Ontario Federation of Home and
School Associations): Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man. Gentlemen, first of all let me say it is
my very pleasant duty to present the submis-
sion of the Ontario Federation to this Com-
mittee and to mention that as required 60
English copies of the brief were forwarded to

this Committee in advance of the hearing,
and because of the very generous assistance
of the Fédération des Associations de Parents
et Instituteurs de langue francaise de 1’0On-
tario this brief has been translated into
French and 30 copies were subsequently for-
warded to the Committee.

We are very grateful for this opportunity to
commend the recommendations submitted to
the attention of this Committee and, in sum-
mary, to speak briefly to them.

One of the major problems facing education
in Canada is the size, extent and diversity of
our country—dense concentrations of popula-
tion in a few urban areas, and thousands of
people scattered over thousands of square
miles, two major language groups, yet thou-
sands whose native tongue is neither English
nor French.

In the midst of this size and diversity,
equal educational opportunity must be pro-
vided for every child and every citizen who-
ever he is, wherever he lives, and whatever
his talent or ability. The knowledge explosion
and its attending difficulties to both students
and educators insists on a frank assessment of
existing techniques and an exploration of
possible innovations. Surely the welfare and
well-being of man must be the criteria for
evaluating such innovations. Society must
accept responsibility for the development of
media and techniques which will contribute
to the growth of the individual, both in the
educational system and in the adult
population.
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Television has proved its forcefulness in
the recreational use of leisure time. It is
essential, therefore, that its force be exerted
in the educational program of the school and
in the continuing education of adults. Today
the new learner is the result of the new
media, and a new learner calls for a new
kind of learning, which is accomplished by a
new kind of methodology. In order to reach its
full potential as part of a public service, edu~
cational television must be available to adults
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in their homes as well as to students in
schools, colleges and universities. Educational
television which is readily available to all

Canadians will provide a means of educa-

tional development for adults as well as chil-
dren, thus contributing to the economic,
intellectual and cultural welfare of Canada.
The Ontario Federation therefore commends
to the attention of the federal government
this vital medium of instruction and respect-
fully submits the following recommendations:

That educational television be made availa-
ble and accessible to all Canadians regardless
of geographical location.

Where VHF channels are still available,
that the two most favourable VHF channels
be reserved for educational purposes and that
allocation of the third most favourable VHF
channel be withheld for educational purposes
pending a full investigation of the matter by
the provinces and regions concerned.

That UHF channels be established to serv-
ice those areas in which VHF stations are
not available.

That in areas in which no VHF channels
are available, the same priority position be
established for UHF as recommended a
moment ago for VHF channels.

Because the Federation is concerned with
the educational opportunities available to
every child and regrets that in some instances
geography is the deterrent to equal education-
al opportunity, the Federation suggests that
existing television stations in all areas be
required to carry ETV during school hours
with reasonable remuneration to such
stations.

Considering a long-term view of education-
al needs, which are difficult to foresee, that a
communications satellite system be developed
and established for Canada to facilitate the
distribution of educational programs simul-
taneously.

That the federal government explore means
by which standard television sets can be con-
verted to UHF reception at reasonable prices,
and also explore the feasibility of insisting
that new receivers be capable of UHF recep-
tion. In this connection the Federation recog-
nizes that because the establishment of UHF
channels for educational purposes is neces-
sary in some areas that the conversion of
existing receiver sets and the manufacture of
new receivers capable of UHF reception is a
matter of immediate concern.
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The Federation further recognizes a certain
hesitation on the part of consumers to pur-
chase conversion equipment, and that in
many cases more basic purchases would, of
necessity, take precedence over television
adapters. We therefore suggest that the allo-
cation of ETV to the UHF band exclusively
would discriminate against a portion of the
population, a portion which doubtlessly forms
that segment in greatest need of this service.
Because the UHF band must be used for edu-
cational television in some regions, the Feder-
ation wurges that the federal government
explore means by which set conversions can
be accomplished at reasonable prices and the
feasibility of insisting that new receivers be
capable of UHF reception.

We recommend lastly that the National
Research Council, or other competent body, be
requested to continue the development of
remote-copiers and to initiate a feasibility
study for the use of such equipment, which
would make television sets transmitting as
well as receiving instruments. Surely this is
necessary if television as a medium of
instruction is to even approach its full
potential.

In conclusion, gentlemen, the Federation
considers that if television is skillfully used it
will provide an effective educational tech-
nique for adults as well as children, and
therefore educational television must be
regarded as a basic requirement for any edu-
cational system which must serve the ever-
changing needs of an ever-changing society.
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The firm establishment of a priority posi-
tion for educational television both with
respect to existing and available VHF facili-
ties, and for future UHF facilities in areas, of
course, where VHF is no longer available, is
of vital importance if Canada’s human
resources are to receive the quality of educa-
tion which will permit their confident and
useful contribution to society.

Mr. Chairman, that is a summary of the
brief.

The Chairman: As Mrs. Priddle has not
read her complete brief, perhaps the Commit-
tee would like to have the brief appended to
today’s proceedings so it will be available in
full. Is that agreed?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

The Chairman: Mr. MacDonald?
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Mr, MacDonald (Prince): Mrs. Priddle, your
first recommendation is perhaps in many
ways the most important and at the same
time the most difficult to implement. You sug-
gest that educational television be made
available and accessible to all Canadians
regardless of geographic location. I suppose
one of the difficulties that exists for people
involved in either federal or provincial legis-
latures is that some of these difficulties seem
to loom up as even larger mountains than
they really are. There is obviously a problem
of jurisdiction here, although in this area of
educational television particularly it is some-
what clear at the moment that we may be
able to provide certain facilities. However,
the actual implementation of educational
television will depend to a very large extent
on whether the provinces respond. I wonder
if The Ontario Federation of Home and
School Associations has any thoughts along
the lines of how much responsibility the fed-
eral government should exercise in the full
implementation of this question and how
much responsibility should be left to the
jurisdiction of the provinces?

Mrs. Priddle: Of course, as you have stated,
the responsibilities of the federal government
and of the provinces concerned is governed
by legislation, the British North America Act.
In connection with educational television
being made available and accessible to all
Canadians, if the federal government makes
facilities available so that provinces can pur-
sue their role, then in point of fact the feder-
al government has made it available. I hope
the populations of the various provinces will
indicate to their governments whether or not
they wish to take advantage of the facilities
which are made available by the federal gov-
ernment. Once they have been made availa-
ble, surely this could proceed from there.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): It seems to me
that one of the difficulties is that half the
provinces of Canada would not necessarily be
able to provide the facilities to put programs
together, they could not afford the cost of
production, which in the long run I think will
be one of the really difficult questions to face.
The other provinces will simply not be able
to meet this. I suppose I am particularly sen-
sitive about this because I come from a riding
in Prince Edward Island and I know how
monumentally difficult it would be for the
provincial government of P.E.I. to consider
getting into the area of educational
programming.
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Mrs. Priddle: I believe you are anticipating
problems which may not arise, and I place
great faith in the committee of ministers of
education which, through mutual agreement,
can accomplish so much. I would hope that
you would put that question again on Thurs-
day, when our Canadian Federation presents
its brief, I would share your concern if I did
not have such great faith in this committee of
ministers through mutual agreement, accom-
plishing so much. I am sure many of these
difficulties can be alleviated and I hope they
pursue their work to this end.
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Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Now related to
this general recommendation you suggest in
your fifth recommendation, that existing tele-
vision stations

be required to carry ETV presentations
during school hours with. ..

remuneration to these stations, using the
regular commercial stations. I do not recall
you suggesting in your brief who will pay
this remuneration. Would you regard that as
a provincial, a federal, or a shared responsi-
bility?

Mrs. Priddle: Although I am not a constitu-
tional specialist, you mentioned the facilities
being provided by the federal government
and the actual production in content being
provided by the provinces. If so, surely the
acquisition of the stations would require this
mutual consent, this mutual discussion and
consultation, which would lead to the accom-
plishment of much of this. Surely existing
televicion stations will have to be used until
such time as it is financially feasible to pro-
vide a station which only carries educational
television.

Similarly, in some areas of Ontario as well
as Canada as a whole, only one station is
available for programming purposes, and
surely a second station, whether it be com-
mercial or otherwise, which would carry edu-
cational television until such time as the need
would warrant a full time educational televi-
sion station, would provide additional pro-
gramming for such areas. This, as I see it, is
a stopgap.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Programming
responsibilities of stations certainly would
move the government into a new area of rela-
tionship and perhaps control, whether they be
stations affiliated with one of the networks or
purely independent stations because the
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words “be required to carry” would indicate
a certain amount of direct control or regula-
tion that I do not think presently exists. I am
not arguing for or against this, I am just
raising this as one of the issues involved.

Mrs. Priddle: I would suggest in this con-
nection that there is some precedent for
requirement because stations now, quite
effectively, have accepted the requirement of
carrying Canadian content in their program-
ming. As they seem to be able to live with
this I suggest, with respect to educational
television, that they could live with it.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): You have a great
deal to say as to whether or not uses could be
made immediately of UHF or whether we
should try and use the VHF channels that are
available. I think this is a very important
aspect because, as you suggest, perhaps the
people that are going to need educational
television most may not be able to afford the
conversion costs of UHF. Do you have any-
thing further to add to this?

Mrs. Priddle: Add to it in what way?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): You suggest, for
instance, a pretty strong position, that really
the best of the VHF channels be reserved.
Most of these channels are already in use.
Would you suggest that we now withdraw the
granting of a licence for a certain VHF chan-
nel and grant them perhaps a lesser one on
the band?

Mrs. Priddle: We have not been advocating
the retrieval of stations in any way but we
believe that where they are available they
should be used and that no further allocations
should be made until the needs of educational
television have been satisfied.
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We also recognize that some Provinces, for
their own reasons—and I am sure they are
very good reasons—have not reached a deci-
sion on their requirements. Other provinces
have and are ready to proceed. We recognize
that in the southern portion of Ontario, for
example, VHF channels are no longer availa-
ble. On the other hand, surely VHF stations
are available in the northern part of our
province, and these areas would be well
served by using the available VHF channels
before establishnig UHF.

Mr. Prittie: Mr. Chairman, could we ask
the BBG to give us a list of available VHF
channels and where they are available in
various provinces.
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The Chairman: Perhaps the Clerk could get
that information for us.

Mr. Basford: And, as well, the availability
of UHF channels and the number available in
each centre.

The Chairman: I think it would be very
difficult for the BBG to tell us exactly what
channels would be available. For instance, by
shuffling channels additional channels might
be made available which are not available
now. Perhaps they could give us a general
idea.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I think this is
true, and perhaps this little discussion
between the Chairman and Mr. Prittie points
out the difficulty that is involved when
we talk about the reservation of VHF. Even
in areas of moderately low population density
there is a good deal of confusion whether or
not VHF channels would be available for use
by educational television. I am wondering
whether you might not have more strength
behind your recommendation if you suggested
that the government take action immediately
to require the manufacture of all new sets to
include the UHF capability.

Mrs. Priddle: We have done that, under our
recommendation concerning need. We have
perfect confidence that if it can be done in a
feasible fashion it will be done. It would seem
presumptuous of us to suppose that finding it
could be done the Federal Government would
not do it, and for that reason we did not feel
it necessary to be that strong. I feel confident.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I am intrigued by
this suggestion of “remote copiers”. I have
not heard a great deal about them. Would you
like to explain this to the Committee?

Mrs. Priddle: Again, may I say that I am
not electronic specialist. However, we all
know that this type of thing is already availa-
ble, whether or not it is at this point feasible
for use by the general population. You will
recall many times witnessing television pro-
grammes in which the interviewer is in one
city and the interviewed is in another city
and they interchange consultation. Surely this
is something which in due course can become
more widely used on an individual basis. In
our opinion, this strengthens the wvalue of
television as an instrument of instruction
because the instructed can reply. The ingenu-
ity of the electronic industry has been demon-
strated over and over again, and I have no
doubt that once again they will amaze us. In
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my view, this recommendation is not, for
want of a better word, far out since in a very
short time even more outstanding innovations
will be coming forward.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I am not just
clear how it operates. It sounds from the
recommendation that each viewer in some
way could use his own television set to com-
municate back to central. Without getting too
technically involved, is this “remote copier” a
means of voice communication?
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Mrs. Priddle: “Remote copier” is the tech-
nical term used to describe this. It has noth-
ing to do with writing or graphics but rather
the transmission of a picture and the trans-
mission of voice. Whether it is feasible in the
immediate future to implement this on an
individual basis or on a classroom or school
basis is something we should keep in the back
of our minds. We suggest that we continue to
develop, to explore, and to study this method
so that when the time is ripe it can be put
into effect. We are told by the electronic
industry that if we wish for certain innova-
tions to take place 10 years from now then we
must begin planning for them now. Have I
answered your question ?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): To a degree.
Mrs. Priddle: As far as I can, I believe.
Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Thank you.

Mr. Jamieson: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Mac-
Donald, or perhaps the witness, was talking
about a visual electronic blackboard, I think.
Is this part of what you are talking about?

Mrs. Priddle: If you are asking if it is a
part of it, yes.

The Chairman: Mrs. Priddle, you may not
know that in our new Broadcasting Act
provision is made for the government to be
able to require new television receivers to
have a UHF capability built in, and presuma-
bly as soon as the new Act is proclaimed
regulations could be issued.

Mrs. Priddle: But we felt that it should be
included nonetheless to express our opinion.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): This is why I
raised it. If you have a strong recommenda-
tion about this it might have some effect on
the govern