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RESEARCH PROJECT ON REGIONALISATION OF CBC-TV PROGRAMMING
FINAL REPORT
&

B INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF INTERIM REPORT

The 1mpetus for thls research study was the criticism voiced by varlous

people in the province about CBC television programmlng and was epltomlsed by ;
a remark made by the Honorable Robert M. Strachan, B.C. Minister of Trans-"

o port and Communicatlons, in his speech at the flrst (and so far only) Fedelal~' ;

R PrOV1nc1al Conference on Communlcatlons, held in 0ttawa in November 1973.‘A”
:5"}‘J‘Mr.istfachan'said: : : o SR T

"Much of the time, the CBC seems:as relevant to our °

Cameron, dated,May 9

how can it be made relevantV" (1n a letter from A.D.

1974) A research Astud& was then des:.gned in v;hlch we pr0posed ‘to examine andi;
review ex1st1ng 1nformat10n on B.C. residents' perceptlons of CBC programm:.ng -
information in the.form of letters sent to the CR’I’C, 1etters to thepres_s and
audience research data snch as Nielsen ratinga reports and BBM statis‘tics.'

" Based on what could be deduced from this infOrmation, suggestions would be made " -

. for future research studies,



‘@

An indication of our preliminary observations, obtained from the collec-

>

~—tion of -letters, was given--in an-interim-report on December 15, 1974, in which

' we made some basic differentiation between the kinds of comments made by

British Columbians in different parts of the province. One of the key concepts

raised at this preliminary stage was that of choice - of channel and of pro-

+Resiﬁgﬁts:ﬁith*hbééhoice of . channel (or: station) have différent

peréeptions of the kinds of programming which CBC should show than do th&se._
residepts with greater choice of channel. Clearly, the availability of_@ﬁoice
. 31  between two.channels; or between two-program types, affeqts how vieweré feéct
Ato'the.pfogramming provided.’ |
.. So, as we see it? irrelevance of CBC programming can be défine& &n tefms f
pf.ghe viewgrs' expectaﬁibns of what CBC Qill prﬁvidg in the way of ﬁrogram _   .»‘;
choicé; The.eipéctafioﬁs dif fer acgbrding to whether CBG<is“£hé sole;'do@inénﬁ";, 

or one-of-a~crowd station available to the viewer; the expectations, therefore,

afe_linked to the geographic location of the viewer - a city dweller; a‘small ‘ .

ural-residentwithiin reach of ;

only one station; pfbbaBiy CBC. See Section I for further discﬁésioﬁ'df_this

.

.When we came to look at the Nielsen ratihgs data, we realized that it

would.not provide statistical.bases‘on which to make conclusioné abodt'thé |

J'. relevance -~ or availability of choice - in CBC progrémming. Inétead, ratings

measure the preferené;s made by viewers betweeﬁ the choice actually provided,
howevef limited ﬁhat may be. Ratings do ﬁot provide any'insigﬂt into the

. preferences of those who left their TV set off — except that they preferred not i

to watch what was.offered. To take an extréme ekample, if all those who found



. CBC programming irrelevant never turned on a TV set or only watched other

stations, we would have no insight into which specific CBC programs are par-

ticularly irrelevant or relevant. Section II contains the analysis of

Nielsen ratings data with reference to viewer preferencee in programming. .
To obtain a measnre of viewer preferences in programning is useful to
a limited entent b“ttiF does not measurf what thié nroject was intended to
" measure. - i.e. the reievance or irrelevance of CBC programming. Inaessence,
relevance is related to expectations or attitudes;and SO‘attitude survey
research would be'required as a data-base, not audience survey research such
as Nielsen statistics. This is not to say that the Nielsen figures are use«f
less to thie project; but it 1s to say that the‘figuree have a 1imited value;>
“.ATherefore, they have been used here as supportive data for particular ohser—-
vations we wish to make.and.we have‘relied more.heavily on the citizen's
"lettere asidriginai data. Thia na§ seem to be the wrong way rnnnd from the

normal practice betause letters from a non-mathematical sample of the popu-

[}

" lation would generally be characterized as subjective while audience research

“for social science research.

In addltlon to the written comments and view1ng preferences as indicators i ,:

of the relevance of CBC programming to Brltlsh Columblans, another area whlch
requires examination is that of the internal policies of the CBC on programming
. and, in light of the comments we have read the policies on reglonalisation of

production are of particular interest to us. Section IV investigates these

. - - -,
. . . ) ° . L.
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policies and makes éuggestions on changes which would assist in remedying the :7

unfavourable comments of British Columbians on the Ehglish language television

service. . )
: : | ) I A
The report presented here follows the outline prévided on page 3 of our '

~ original reseapchAproppsal. It ‘contaims four sections:

.-

' SECTION I . BRITISH COLUMBIANS' COMMENTS ON CBC-TV PROGRAMMING
a) American Programs on CBC

b) Canadian Prbgrams.on CBC

¢)  Area - Specific Problems'

. SECTION II  VANCOUVER VIEWER PREFERENCES IN CBC-TV PROGRAMMING

" a) Background Information on Metro Vancouver
‘-_,.b) ,Vancouver Viewing Patterns and Preferences

.

SECTION III SUMMARY OF RESEARCH METHODOLOGLES

‘  SECTION IV REVIEW OF PRESENT AND FUTURE CBC POLICIES

i a) “Reglonalisatioh -Policies'of -the’ CBC-TV. English . "
- Network o0 ‘ o
~ b) The Balance of the CBC-TV Program Schedule

¢) Summary: Observations and«Policy Recommendations

-



SECTION T BRITISH COLUMBIANS' COMMENTS ON CBC-TV PROGRAMMING

The major source of information for the opinions of B.C. residgnfs is the
collection of‘intgrventi;ns sent to the CRTC prior to the Public Hearing on
CBC’Liceﬁce‘Renewals, held in February, 1974, Of the 305 interventions receivgd
by the CRTC, QSiWere from B.C. Thus, 317 of the interventions came ffom )
_'approximately 10%Z of the population. British Columbians are either more vocal

A
. : . . H '
or more discontented with the CBC. The population of B.C. is about one-tenth

of Canada's and our share of theAinterventions is, therefore, over three'times
. A o |
as high as one would.expect.-> _ ' - ' - L ‘w
It is interesting to see that B.C. provided the greatest numbér_of,igfer—»
_ventions from gny.provincé, with Ontario second with 75 intérventions. -Quite'
'é number of the Oﬁfario inferventions wefe from associations of natioﬁ&idg
f‘:memﬁéfsﬁip whoée'hegdquarters are in thaf pfévince.so that the number of ‘
';oféiﬁary citizen' interventions from Ontariqiﬁas actually aféund~60, comééred.

+

"to B.C.'s 95 and Quebec's 72. These three provinces together contributed'almost>

80%.of all the interventions. The fourth province contributing sizeabl§fwés

Manitoba with 29: . It is-worth noting that these four provinces contain the

ulk of ‘Canada's urban and metropolitan centiesi

‘Two-provinces: ~: Prince Edia

‘Tsland and New Brunswick - contributed 1o intéfventions at all. Perhaps the

- writing of interventionms is primarily an urban activity.

Z“Rétﬁfﬁing4bﬁr attention How to this'proﬁiﬁée;Tdﬁé‘of the B.C. intérvgnti5ﬁ§

was.itself a riéh source of information about B.C. opinion because it waé;
based on the collection and summary of opinions from people who had written
~to a group called the” "B.C. Committee on the CBC". The 350 letters received

by this Committee were made available to uses
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-

' . these were submitted by impromptu groups but most were signed by individuals or

" Thus, altogether, there were about 450 letters to be reviewed; some of

narried conp$es. In total, we estimate that about 556 people expressed.some
opinion about the GBC in these letters and interventionss Additionally{'there
were a few iesters published.in>Vaneouves papers:during.the past:year whiehﬂ
related to.the CBC; Of course, not all the comments were.sbnut CBC Televisibn
n and not ail comments about television QEd to doAvith programming but‘they.do
‘;epresent a‘subsﬁantial expressien of opinion in this province aﬁouﬁ she‘subject"'>'
jof_this study,.AWhat-tnis estaﬁlished is that the phenomenon we are studying
exists. Discontent with the CBC was not s.figment of’Mf. Strachan's imaginatisnu
or an idiosyncrstic concern. Now, what do these intervenfions tell\ns"about the
:?nsfure sf that discentent?‘ |
- What follows is a summary of the comments made about CBC programmlng, with  fu.
quotatlons used where a’ partlcular writer hasiexpressed well a. prevalent 0p1nion

-

representative of a-number of writers. What we have done is to develop

.categories and extract representative comments from each. Content analysis

. could berearried”ont‘in a full-scale study to yield precise mathematically .

ranipulabl

_-ﬁsleot”éhchﬁmatériallseemsftéfbe‘fbrfdescriptivefpurpbsesifto»eéptufefss‘H.

closely as poss1ble the tone and general attitude of thlS self- selected sample - : ; |

°1fﬁof the B. C° populatlon, w1th a few citizens of the- Yukon and the North West

Territories also part1c1pat1ng.

Before proceeding to the description, however, a few words of exglanation '“M}
. . . . . N q -
| R | _ M
are necessary about the procedure used by the "B.C. Committee on the CBC" to
obtain responses from 3.C. residents about the CBC. The Committee sent a

letter to every local newspaper in the province as well as to- those in the - =~ -




Border areas‘of the Yukon, North West Territories and Alberta. Readers were.
"‘ . asked to write to the Committee in response 'to an expressed concern.about. the
w ' commercial 1nfluence on, CBC and the need for a fully*publlc broadcastlng
i : service in Canada. The Committee analyzed the letters recelved and summarlsed
the opinions expressed under the headings. of 'triggered' responses — on
commercialism,ucaoadian content on CBC, extension of serviceA— andt'untriggered'
. N :

‘;fﬁ;‘ » re5ponses covering a variety of toplCS 1nclud1ng licence fees, re- schedullng,

PBS Seattle and reglonallsm. The "trigger' phrase refers to the fact that some

' responses were thought to be prompted by the Commlttee s letter to the local
press?while other responses were considered to be the spontaneousrcomoents of
the writerso | |

%{P}}. In our oﬁn review of these letters, we have looked for‘any comments on

.the orogrammlng shown on CBC and these havé 1ncluded both trlggered' and>
untrlggered' responses - on the prevalence of Amerlcan programming. in prlme

~

“) tlme, ‘the. absence of the full range of American programs belng 1mported by the

~apart. from concern about and interest in the services of the CBC. In general, - C

“the interventions could be described as 'untriggered' responses because mo v

particular point of view was suggested to the intervenors for them to agree

or dlsagree tith

. “ e ",
--.-'.- .
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The review of B.C. residents' written comments on CBC programming is. -

. organized under the following categories, with sub-sections as shown:

*

a) American programs on CBC

-unnecessary because they are provided on U.S. stations or CTV

. ~should not be scheduled in prime-time T o . .

~the full range of American programs not importéd by CBC
: A . _

~other non-Canadian programs unrépresented compared to Amer

ican programs
+

. b) Canadian programs on CBC

]

~the need to increase and improﬁe Canadian programs in quality and variety
~Canadian-brograms should be about and for all of Canada

-'~sﬁggestidns for improving Canadian programs
" ! . " ' . M !
-more programs about and for the many ethnic groups

'“;greater input from regions other than Southern Ontario.

~development of local news and programs_about places

outside urban Canada o e

¢) Area-specific viewer problems . . , N

. .
. .
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a)- American programs on CBC:

’ ’ . One of the commonest subjects of the letters was the matter of Ar_nerican

prograhﬁing on_the Canadian public network. The wri%ers made a‘diétinction
between what could reasonably be expected of tﬁe commercial network in Canada
tand of the public. network. Most wtiters who-commented.on American programming
were concerned that US programs dominate.ﬁrime—timg bréadcaéts on_CBC.: Some. |

#

~disliked American programs because of their violent content - and context -

and it_wés Sugge;ted that, for many people, such prograﬁs wére~alréady:avail~
'éble on other TV statlons SO0 they were an unnecessary dupllcatlon on CBC. |
Some writers did not object to havtng some American proérammlng but dld not
want it to be scheduled in the best viewing hours, which shduld be reserved

for Canadian programs, in their opinion.

A "My‘wifé-and I heartily agree thét'the CBC Shogid be a ttuly_::
-»public Broadcasting organization, as it is now, it is a poor
 imitation of the private Canadian and U.S. networks. In most

of the pébulated centres in Canada, viewers can get all the cheap

‘Why should w

- programs _they need fromthe:private networks:.

"if Canadlans want to watch Amerlcan TV, most have a free cholce - L

'"*;to do so, the Canadlan network [CBC] should be made Canadlan.w

(W.H. Wolferstan, V1ctor1a)

N ’
“"ta"' tieh the :
o .
‘- .

« LI n o S oma

. * 2 R . : ..
.. - 3 igte o, g :
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.""Why is such a large portion of TV time glven to the showing of

the U.S. president when we go for a month or more without hearing

T and séeing our own Prime Minister? Many residents of B.C. would
. C - find the streets of Washington, ‘'Frisco and Hollywood more familiar .
- than those’ of their own cities because of the volume of U.s. |

films and_ngws." (W.J. Fidler, Comox)

LG L7 T IR . - T



‘10,

- "But there is still too much time - early evening time on weekdays -
taken up with American imports. The corporation justifies these as
a come—-on to later Canadian programming but what is the use of
this when the Canadian programmes arrive after many viewers have

gone to bed, students in particular.'" - (R. Ford, Vancouver)

i

"I would like to have our Camadian 'Specials' given at eight
o'clock and if we have to have 'Maude' let her wait until most of

us have gone to sleep;" (J. Backus, Surrey)

Another aspect of the objection to the American programs shown on CBC

was that the full range of American programming'was not imported by the

Corporation ~ only the most popular, commercial programs. . American programs

|
.shown on the PBS network were mentioned favourably as were programs from other = ‘ﬁ
. t
_countrlesa Many wrlters dld not accept that v1rtually all forelgn programs on
-CBC should be US popular commercial serles, this seemed to restrict the range

' of'non~Canadian programming unnecessarily.

“best=isprodaced by NET-and-PﬁSmlnﬁfhéﬁU}S‘

programs on CBG." (R.G. Palmer, Courtenay)

"We think that CBC TV should express the Canadian-Identity and that -
programmes expressing the American Identity should be no more

Ly '-: ﬁreqnent:ly seen than t;hose exPressmg'iﬁmt:lbies 0;E an ‘other ot e N

ol eigte A e
..... A, (T RN M A RN

forelgn country. (P. and J Coy, North Vancouver)



"My only other comment is that the CBC might reduce its American
content and increase its international content. The U.S. content’
is already well represented by the private networks.'" (J. Mitchell,

kd

Vancouver)

Y _ U




‘b) Canadian Programs on CBC

A number of letter writers attended to the reverse side of the coinj; the
desired nature of Canadian programming. Many people saw the need for CBC to
raise the quality and variety of its own programs. The role of the CBC was _

seen as the promotion and diffusion of Canadian culture to all Canadians via

radio and television. Many were convinged that there was ample Canadian

12,

talent to produce high quality programs but there was insufficient.opportunity‘ .

for thls to be done at present in the CBC However, some northern writers had

U * R '. . . e we, . N ) . Ce -
. ~ . .- e

doubts about CBC s ablllty to produce quallty programmlng.

"The CBC could have so much to offer as a unifying force across
this country cutting across provincial boundaries and concernms.
It is capaBle.of producing interesting, informative and enter- -

' . taining programmes. It could be a wonderful edueatiye tool. _
It should be using the talents of our musiciansy Writers, artists

\L

and actors. (A. Uydens, West‘Vancouver)

TRt blt as goc)d,~ 1f they are glven the Opportunlty to appear. ‘There

"There is absolutely no need to dress.up our regular programs and

shOWs w1th American talent, we have Canadlan talent that 1s every

......

should now be an all out effort made to encourage Canadlan_artlsts
and performels to appear on our television and radio programmes.

(0. and D. Lundgren, Penticton)

- o - -
.. . . .,




"I believe the CBC is-an essential part of Canadian life. TIts
- - licence to be broadcast should definitely renewed but conditions
. should be placed. on this licence to arrest any trends to its T
! B 'losing its 'Canadian-ness' and to encourage quality Canadian

programming." (D. Gerace, Kelowna)

"If yeu want 'programs by and for Canadians reflecting our

stanﬁards of behaviour and ngrmality in order to foster and encourage.
our very survival as an independent country', yoa had hth watch the
show Delllah week 1n and week out before you pressure CBC to sponsor .

.. more such shows. If Delllah Countrvt1me, the repetltlous panellsts,

v . . .. .
. - . e ol < . . o
..o . P RN . -~

i etc., are typlcal of what the present CBC executlves would choose,

our best interests would hardly be served by hav1ng more of the same.’ :

(E. Haffner Faro, Y.T.)

;;;;~;‘n . The portrayal of the Canadian Iden;ity.was regarded as CBC's primary duty
. but people dld not agree with the CBC's present 1nterpretat10n of th.‘LS :Ldentltyv »
People were concerned that CBC should reflect Canadlan standards of behaviour

and Canadian cultural values. Programming should be provided which would'give‘

'all Canadlans, especlally children, a chance to learn about all of Canada. }»;

When we stayed with a nice French famlly 1nVMontreal in ‘67, they R

‘were amazed to learn that people in B. C did not speak Frenchg

a tremendous help in this direction with modern programs about how .

people now live and work and think." (G. Blokker, Burns Lake)

"Canadian content does not necessarily mean barn music, political

speeches. or the excessive profanity issuing from Toronto. Whatever

: . oL happened to Paul St. Pierre. filmed stories of the Caribou country, .

TR A mmﬂmwmrwwm’frﬂ
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- e " the excellent travel films of George MacLean or the world acclaimed

! “ . ' - work of the National Film Board?"A (W.J. Fidler, Comox)

-
R _ "We have often been disappointed in CBC programmes and feel that
our money is being misspent. There have been excellent presenta-
tions especially where we are able to see people and places in our
~ country which can come only through television but some of the
plays are weak in story and e¢hdings. Last week, Take 301presented d
a two—part show with two doctors taking part - sutely it was

intended as a 'fatce’?" (L. and J. Keenan, Vancouver)

. M . . .
. . P . . . N - . LA N LY . K - T ¥ g
et etw . L) L *. PRTO N oL © % . . s AN . T, . NI . . [ LR ) . e . . .

Three main suggestions were made on how programs about_Canada_could be

'improved. 'Firstly, the ethnic groups which make up the mosaic of Canadian

' soc1ety should be able to express their 1dent1ty as part of the Canadlan_;
v'1dent1ty The multlcultural character of Canada is not reflected 1n CBC

'programs, 1t was thought.

s

"We would like to see more ethnic programming - and not the way I )

. L the Torontonlans see. the'Hungarlans,'or what have you, but the’

’;"Much could be done by the CBC to promote the unique Canadian

way of life. Why can't the CBC be forced to cater to. the tastes of -

.7f,the many - ethnlc mlnorltles who make up the bulk of the. populatlon

of this country7 Do the countrles we all came from do nothlng to
promote their culture and preserve their rich cultural heritage?"

"(H. Harzog, Campbell Rlver)

N . .
X . LR . :. ot > ‘.. FRPCIEE B . . s . e e . e - - .
. ) ) .

s

The second suggestion for the'improvement of Canadian programming was _to

have the various regions contribute more equally to the production of programs. E ‘;

. Many writers were disturbed about the dominance of Toronto in the English

e . e gt




T T T T T S Y
&N .1-:'.;\..':".\,' e YA VR SONG LT ArwyeRe

. e e E n s eatsag e e At CBaTa ar wite s BT TN S SN A oty
L e PO R > R T g Ly I S SRR LR RN O i a T D) e tta
Wy I TR A : K LA N Y 8 4

language tslevisisn network. This concern of B.C. residenfs with increased
pro&uc;ion outside Toronto.is csrtainly an exﬁected one but shouls nst be seen
pu;eiy as a paroch;al'cdncern~— the wish to have morea pfograﬁs made abost

" ourselves. IE is more a concern that Toponto—based production staff.are

. ;ncapab;e of %sflesting the integssts.and standpoin;s.qﬁ_all Canadiaﬁs f?om

coast to coast .any more than Vancouver-based staff could do it. The diversity
R M ’
N of the Canadian culture is not amenable to a homogenous description.
|
\

Loei e neeq s s -"There. are some’areas in:which.Canadlan content.shows are dis--- ...* ..o | ¢ |

appointing. For instance, TV shows emanating from Toronto at
mld—day, some variety shows, even the Late News from Ottawa, tend
to have the stamp of provincialism; some even become parochial .

(such as This is the Law). They have little bearing on the llves

of people far away, like us." (S. Watson, Cow1chan)

-

"For years, it has been evident that the English Network of the

CBC is only interested in Toronto. .Toronto is the production centre,

Toronto is the fllmlng local the East is the sub]ect of most shows

"Je would like to see some happy, relaxing; beautiful Caﬁadian
‘ shows. Not Eastern Canada either; Western Canada is just as
;E‘f‘p“; = R .beautlful as. the ‘east. and: thexe is just.'as mmuch “industry- here.-c 3;:‘"1T“f-
; The land and ‘areas up north of Manltoba, Saskatchewan Alberta and -

B.C. would be interesting to see on TV." (Fa1r~family, Hendrix Lake)
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d f'dohcérhed'w1th" he need EHE further decentrallsatlon of program content so e

'not adequately catered to by produc1ng material in Vancouver 400 miles away.‘1

2 . s es Lot N . e .t *.
fpein, it e B e crena i el o

" "Je have not reached the ultimate in stimulating an }imeginative'
'sense of locality'. This is not to rule out a national~headquarters
~entirely but a-'political sense of unity' can better be achieved

by inter regiomnal exchanges of locally put%together material than
'be travelling factotums from 'Toronto' telling the Maritimes

what British Columbia's problems and sense of identity are and

vice Versa: There is also the ooestion of stimulating local

'talent from whlch to draw national talent." (R. Ford, Vancouver)
&

The thlrd suggestlon for the improvement of Canadian programmlng was

_,a et .

v .
R PR

Tttt

. e Ve T,

;that-beople outside the major cities would not be subjected to the same~kind

- of dominance from Vancouver as we in the cities object to from Toronto. The :

Lot

'>prov131on of 1ocal information for pe0p1e in Prlnce George, for example, is

[y 1

~.

"Why'can‘t we have programmes that are developed in Canada and,
':in a signing off, declare the town or c¢ity it was -actually produced

in instead of just 'CBC 1973', etc Why can £ we have more

Sl 'able 51ze and populatlon, such asg KamloOps, Prlnce George, Prince -

"CBUT tends to ignore the rest of the province of B.C. - just like

- the natlonal network tends to ignore us. Centres now of consider-

Rupert and Relowna are seldom mentioned on our reglonel news -
couldn't we have a weekly report from one of these regions on a

'-_ rotating basis? Regional sports coverage seems to be better - .'_. .
handled - perhaps they have more money in their budget." (S

Watson, Cowichan)
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" . ' "In summary, our government supported communlcations system serves

| almost exclusively the lower mainland, Victoria and the Island,
-and ignores the fact that many thousands of citizens in the
Interior must get no news or weather coverage. With no competi-
tion in much of the Interior, we must rely on a station which

' seems generally to have forgotten that we are here." (W.A. Forsyth,

Nelson)
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. ¢) Area - Specific Problems

Two special problems for viewers in particula; areas require some
attention. Firstly, people in the far North of the prov1nce, and the
Yukon and N.W. T., who receive service via satellite made complalnts about
the CBC which are peculiar to their situation. A great many of the com—
plaints were about the duplication of' programs being repeated during the
same day - eyen sometimes the same hour. We underétand~that the CBC is .

well on the way to solving this dlfflculty, Wthh was caused by lack of =~ - .. ...

. —--.".’: G el e

.;.‘." = NSIE _-a . -"‘
Eh - z .__ e .." ., ,--.p '.‘5“_-' . ,.» e L A TR . el

adequate transm1831on facilities on its satelllte channels. However, the
Northern viewers still have a complaint about receiving the network service.
-from Toronto rather.than Vancouver. If they received the Vancouver network
service, they would get at least some western programning. It.would'not,
_of eourse; be local - orbeyen regional - for them in eontentnbut'at least

it would be closer to their lives than the programs from Toronto.

. The other special problem is for people who receive service via an

, afflllate of ‘the CBC network (This means anyone in B.C. who does not

m1351ng some. of the CBC programs they wanted to see or else about the quallty

lgof‘programeyrovidedvbyathe,afflliate in,the1t~place. Actually, many people

are not.aware of which programs are proyided by CBC and which by the affil-

jate and this unawareness tends to rebound on the CBC, which is blamed for

poor programs overyyhich they have no control. The need for the CBC to rely
on its affiliates to provide coverage over large areas of the country was

originally a stop-gap measure made necessary because the Corporation did not . L

. . - .
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have the funds:to build a complete network of its own. The pressure,on CBC
funds is such that it is uniikely the Corporation.wili ever be able tohsuper~ )
sede the use.of affilietes.to carry at least a minimai amount of the CﬁC net;
wnrk schedule. However, the‘full_CBC program of Canadian productinn is npt _

-required for. carriage by affiliates and rhis does mean that incomplete service

is provided to many people outside the major cities.
‘ i l A
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.Already; from.a study of‘the letters,.it becnmes important to:distingnish
geographlcelly among the groups in the province. bifferences are-discernible;
in the klnds of observatlons made by pe0ple in the dlfferent areas of the.

.lézprqvince.  The d1fferent1at10n is tied generally to the range of statlon cholce'

B which-people have. People in rural areas or remqte areas Who receive only CBC

. service are generally critical of the range of‘programminghon that one channel.

People who had at least two stations to watch tended to expect that CBC would

Canadian networks here - generally thought that CBC‘should provide programming

'which was a real alternatlve to Amerlcan programs. All comments about CBC

progrannrng'were concerned in ehme Way With ‘the rangehhf nrogransﬁehnnn‘and
since people's needs for choice are different in different areas, the spec1f1c
criticisms and shlutinns tended to be different. However, these solutions -
are not inherentlywhontradictory.
. : AT.he.ba-si..c solntion nroposed 'wavs that the quelity nf Canedian programming S
must be improved and that the snbject matter and type qf the programsfmnet he~ |

broadened. The strengthening of CBC programming so that it would provide a

o TR RTTY
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wide range of good quality programs suitable for the interests of all

?< .

Canadians would be the basic goal. Once the choice of programs on CBC

is wide enough, then the reliance on U.S. imports'could.bé progressively

: B .gedu;ed,'éVeg in'éféaéiéhich.éréfdat ébié’to:geﬁ American staticns or T me. il e
thé Canadién commercial'nétwork statigns. Freeing the.prime.time hours ‘
fof CBC pfogramming Qould then allow the CBC to aevelOp Canadian programs \
; L ‘.;‘wﬁich_wop}ﬂ.be eptetpainihg or informative for the majority of Canadians.
B RS T L e - ., S ,' . ;:.-'E-"'._“{-_ Cg S AP .._ : ."..'_,‘ T p b e T e
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. avaiiable.

i1974), we referred to 4 system of viewer cla351f1catlon ‘as follows. R

SECTION II VANCOUVER VIEWER PREFERENCES IN CBC-TV PROGRAMMING

N ‘ : fn,v :
In an attempt to obtain a measure of the relative popularity of CBC

)

Television programs to Vancouver audiences, it was decided to use primarily

~

thedata-in the-Nielsen Broadcasthndex:Televisiondreport.for;November, e . ..

1974, Vancouver market area, this being the most up-to-date informatiom
' : 4 .

In the 1nter1m report on this research study (subm]tted in December,

. N LT . .
"'~' "'- s 'v ;'. S, T b e LI KY
- =

-

.10‘ Cable (i.e. choice of chaunels) ~o4) Lower Maiﬁland;
: : .+ Victoria, Georgia
Straits area

ii)'meall towns outslde B
' " the above ,

'2,< Naﬁicablé é) No channel choice i) Sméll rowns.f: .'»fﬁ
' ’ ii) Rural areas

'b) Channel choice - 1) Lower Mainland,
- - Victoria, Georgla
Straits area

t“polltan Vancouver area who subscrlbe to a-: cable TV serv1ce.“ The lowestur.

The top viewer choice category is for people in or near the Metro—':

viewer cateoory 1s-for people living in rural areas who recelve only.one
channeln The other ‘categories provide a range of ‘channel choice somewhere:'
berueeu these two e&;remes,>the exact number of channeis.varying due to local
circumstances; such as closeness to rhe u.s. border.and closeuess to major '

urban centres.
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It is our intention to provide an analysis of viewers' program

preferences in the top category - where maximum channel choice prevails

DT e v - et e s
! " o ol . .t -

ana whefe; pregﬁﬁéﬁif, péoﬂié

are most able to view programs they prefers ~= =+ == e
0f course, it is evident that chamnel choice does not necessarily mean

there is a choice of program type but at least the possibility of choice

s at its highest. : : ‘ . ' . : .

* - A N -
e e . . « o A . . . . .
. . . L ] . . . . .
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. people in this area have a choice of at least 3 and up to 8 channels and |

g

a) . Background Information on Metro Vancouver '

A preliminary stud& of the data supplied by thé Nielsen Broadcast

Index Television Report for the "Vancouver Area" shows that the Report
P P

.provides data on tyo different suryey areas: the Metro Area and the |

Designated Market Area. The Metro Area encompésses metrépélitan Vancouver
plus communitigs as faf north as Squam;;h, as far east as Cﬁilliwackz The
Designafed Market Area (DMA) comprises population centres as far north.as‘
Powé%}-River.and Pembértond.eagt as far as Hope and.all of.angouy@t;Islénd ) . ‘ -,
tovthe Weétq The Ketro Area is included in the.DMA,..Siﬁce.ali people in -

fhe.DMA éannoﬁ get the same choiée of.channels, tﬁis area seems inappr0p~‘

riate to the sort of base we wish to use. Therefore, we have decided to

use the data proﬁided for the Metro Area only. It is presumed that all

most people have a choice of all 8. - These are:-

2

o
joc]
[}
=3
t

CBC owned and operated station in Vancouver {(Channel 2)

e "

f{listel Seation in Seattis (Ghamer o)

4;2 KING - NBC affiliated station in Seattle (Channel_S)j

Nﬁ‘KIRO ~léﬁ3 affiiiagédzsﬁgfiéh iﬁ‘Seé£ti; (Cﬁahnél 7)T
KOMO ~ ABC affiliated station in Seattle (Channel 4)

KVOS - CBC affiliated station in Bellingham (Channel 12)

-

From the Nielseh data on Metro Area viewing, two sets of figures“

are available on each quarter-hour program viewing: % household rating and
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‘ % share. The first figure represents the percentage of all TV households.
‘.which are tuhed.to a giben station; the secohd reprgsents the percentage .
of TV households.tuned to'a given station as a percentage of the‘areals
e n“;rQTV households with. a set turned on. E, G., rn the November 1974 flgures, E
Wednesday, 8 00 P M.-8:15 P.M., 637 of all TV households have a TV set .

. turned onc' At that time, the program *Nature of Thlngs receives 12A house“
B

hold ratzng, lSA share°

Esav;hf[akuﬂfi. Seeve ¥y Thrgughout the.day, often,from one quarter-hour to the next, the_;_'
- % of households with a TV set on goes up and down. Thus, it becomes mis~
~ leading to compare the 7% household ratings of programs whichfare shown at-

different times of day - even different days of the"week.

So, for example, in the follow1ng table, the program shown on. CBUT“;_

. in each 11st1ng gets the same 6% household ratlng, but the audlence share

~

si.ls dlfferent because the total household ratlng changes,

Household S . "~ Household o
- Rating  Share S o Rating - Share
. % ' % ] . . . | : .zﬁ_. [/

41

CCHEK News Hour

4
_'KING - Newservice . 2. KING Ironside B q f : 14
URIRO.CBS'News - Ui ltloo 3 KIRO ' GBS Thursday Movie 11 170 il
KOMO ABC Evening News 4 fA10 KOMO‘ - Streets of S.F. ? 10:.' .isf.”:A
KOs = Circle of Fear 6 14 KVOS ' Mary Tyler Moore = 11 = 18

When the total % household. ratlng varies so much it is not suff1c1ent

to compare the two programs on CBUT on the ba51s of A household rating only,

- the audience share‘also is relevant information°

CHEK ~ Police Woman 110  ~ = 16 = 1=
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...cluded under "Others" in the average daily and weekly summaries and is

In the booklets for Vancouver, Nielsen lists separately, seven of
the eight generally available TV statioms (listed on Page 23) but does

not treqt the eighth - KCTS - in this manner. XCTS is presumably in-

not actually listed at all in the quarter-hour program ratings.

. ’ ’ Ax . * , .
" The ratings for these stations are obviously extremely small, when

o feastred agains t the maln sever ‘bar the-ldek ofidatd:ontKCTS .for: Vancouver. « .0

" ‘area residents . is unforturate because a great deal of opinion is offered

about the high popularity of this station. Without data on viewing for
this station, it is impossible to prove or disprove the assumption.. The
four figures which are provided in the average viewing statistics givé a

slight hint of how "others" rate: for most of the day, Monday to Friday,

ﬂ?bthéré rate #% of households in the Metro Area -- # being a percentage too

~

_small for Nielsen to attach a numerical value to it.. However, some ratings

© do appéar, and we show figures for 1972 and 1974, for comparative purposes: -

_'MQnday ~ Friday, 7 PM - 11 PM " # Household rating 2
‘;_<M0nday"

~ Sunday, 6 PM ~ 8 PM © 1% Household rating 2% ® -

- ¥ by S el

It is tempting to assume that KCTS is responsible for most of these

ratings, especially in the 4 PM ~ 6 PM weekday time period when children's

programming (beginning with Sesame Street) is shown on the PBS. It is in-

teresting to note that % household ratings have risen genmerally for "Others"

* {n the 1974 fiéures, "Others" registers a 2% household rating throughout the
day up to 10 PM on, the Monday to Sunday averages; this was not the case in the -
1972 figures which showed only '#' except for the 6 PM to 8 PM period. . '
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in the two.years from 1972 to 1974. However,Ano conclusion on the popularity

of KCTS can be drawn from such fragnents, especially?since Nielsen does not

v

provide data on KCTS in the quarter-hour program ratings..

T .
LRCR L PR N Rt RLTP . . . . . *

With regard fo thie TV stations receivable in~the Vancouver.Metre Area,

PR

'_ktheiaVerages-for prime~time viewing (7,PM - 11 PM) through the whole week

are:’ T R . e :
’ KNI e ’JW~-{PF~j{'ﬂﬂbvembef,l9?2;;i November 1974 e
Household Rating Share Household Ratlng ‘Share
s T e e DERUR v A% st A8
| CHAN . w0 18g |
CHEK K 6z 1%
KING | IR LY S DR VY
KIRO Cooaoz o e omg ] .
koMo - - wx 0 aw ¢
XVOS. - 7z 13y

'top spot in the Metro Area with CHAN CIV), followed by KING, the NBC affll

"“ﬁuiate in Seattle,_whlch has taken over thlrd place from KVOS in Belllnghamo‘
The 1974 dlvislon between Canadian and American statlons ‘gives Canadian ”
stations a 437 share of viewing households, with 57% for the U.S. statlons.

Data for dlfferenﬁ tlme‘spans cher than. the 7. PM - 1l PM perlod used above,




‘give a similar division except for one notable difference - for 6EOO PM -

: . 8:00 PM Monday to Sunday Average:

November 1972 November 1974
Household Rating Share Household Rating Share

CBUT - 3y ' 297
- HEN CHAN e e T 22% T S .-__ e N 20% -
| CHEK e 8y 107
K e m
KIRO 2T SN A T ._-. 67; - ,-'-:'.‘{';;- W ,g;o’ —r*- foe il
KOMQ : 6% , ' . | 8% |

..- KVOS . ":.'..) ». .. “.- . -1:]:62..:'. -... A:,- . s B ....A “j:z‘??""... S ..
Others 29 - o 37

" These figﬁree give a breakdown of 59% household rating share fqr

"'Canadian stations and 31% for American stations. The greater pppularityfof'

* Canadian stations at this time of day is due to the fact that most viewere

in Vancouver prefer to watch news programs on Canadian stations rather than

American.ones. __The bulk of programming between 6 PM and -8 PM Mondays to

*“Prime time is congiaéféﬁﬂfﬁfhéffﬁa’fi“é“ﬁﬁéﬁrﬁagt?p p

telev131on and thlS is clearly a pattern well established by now in people s . : o

' llves. The follow1ng flgure 1llustrates how the percentage of households T”ifsf“f{ ]*jw
tuhed in varies through the day in a cyclical pattern (See Figure 1,4following)o
- From.this:figure, it is glear that. peak viewing.time from Monday to. . .
Sunday is between 8 PM and 10 PM, with the peak being slightly eariier on

Saturday nights; 0f course, it depends on the percentage level used but it
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appears that prime-time (when more than 50% of TV households have tuned in)

is between 7 PM and 11 PM on weekdays. (Saturday and Sunday prime-time

starts earlier, with the impetus of sports programs, probably). This dis-
interesting because both Canadian networks provide a national news program -

from 11 PM to 11:15 or 11:20 PM. The data shows that a large number of

" households have switched off at that time — the drop is from 50% to 327

household rating on weekdays; less drastic but ndnetheless significant_bn

-Saturday and Sunday.

29,0

- Another item which is interesting in the diagram is the variations

o between Saturday, Sunday and weekday viewing. We would expect, as is_the.

. case, that more households would be using teleV131on at weekends. Saturday’

{‘mornlngs are popular with children for watiching cartoons; sports programmlng

.is prOV1ded on. Sunday mornings from 10 AM onwards, Between 5 M and 7 PM,

-

percentage of households watch teleV1s10n on Sunday night' than any other

night's percentage is lower than

"V'apprec1ably more houqeholds bave the TV set turned on at weekends. A higher
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o . ' b) - Vancouver Viewing Patterns and Preferences

?

Turning now to an analysis of programming preferences, several

questions are listed which will be used to test the poptlarity of CBC

'.at"once between CBC—produced programSgand programs shown on CBC stations
: but made by someone else° ‘It is our assumptlon that we are prlmarlly

0 ‘. '

‘.concerned with the former, altbough the analy51s w1ll be measurlng the

A : . programming versus that on other stations. A distinction must be made
popularlty of bOLh klnds of programmlng.

We will try to answer,the following questions:

1. Which programs are most popular in Metro Area

© Vancouver, in terms of highest household:ratings? fy,'

2. Which ?fggtams obtain the highest audience share :" S

during prime-time hours?

.Which of the most popular .programs are shown on

the CBC stations available in the Area: CBUT. and CHEK?

On the CBC 0wned~and~0perated Station CBUT, which CBCm

produced programs do best in- terms of audlence share?.




K

‘ 1.  Which programs are most popular in Metxo Area Vancouver, in terms of

highest household ratings?

- _‘Many_of.the same popular programs are broadcast by two or'three of the
i.stations available in the Vancouver Metro Area so that accurate measurement
of.popularitydis difficult to'acnieve mhen one program is shown only once
o N .
.n_while another is shown two or three times in a week. Additionally, unless
7j“t:_ tﬁe program'is‘énomn on two stations at exactly the same time, we mnstp . e
: aseumedthat,the\andience eould_contain some people who watched tne program
tmice.-‘So, for example, allAhousehold ratings for “MASH" in a week of
::_ﬁoyember 1974 cannot be added together because itAWas shown at three different
. times in the week. | |
‘j:in Novemper11974, the most‘popular programs.in the Vaneouner:ﬁetrov

" Area, as measured in ¥ household ratings, are listed in;Tabierl; followingn

There are several items worth noting about this list. Firstly,

whether one expected it or not, the majority_of the programs were produced

major Sports programs, 2 were regular news programs and the rema1n1ng 4 were

;entertainment;programs of varying kinds. .

‘A second item to note is that all of tne‘popnlar U,S.'programsvare‘aleo:'
“shown'on American stations available in Vancouver'although the better rating
is generally obtained by. the Canadian statioms. It‘seems reasonaple to.con«»f
clude that, 1f those programs were -to be removed from the Canadlan.etations -

particularly the CBC statlons - people would still be able to watch the pro—‘

. <
7

grams. . In most cases when an Amerlcan program is shown in Canada and the



TABLE 1 Most Popular Programs in Vaﬁcouver Metro Area: Household Ratings 16 or over - November 1974 (Nielsen) =

% Houséﬁold Country of

Program Title ‘ . Station(s © Rating ~ ~ Production Program Category* ‘Day & Time Shown
NHL HOCKEY ‘ . CBUT 37 - CANADA Sports - - Sat '~ 5:00 -. 7:30 pm
All in the Family ! CBUT, 35 Us Sitcom’ . Fri 8:00 - 8:30 pm
World of Disney A ; CBUT .33 . - US Drama/nature - " Sun 6:00 - 7:00 pm
Mash : ~ i CBUT, 30 - . Us . Sitcom . Fri 8:30 - 9:00 pm
IRISH ROVERS ‘! -+ CBUT, CI 23 ' CANADA Light entertainment Sun 7:30 - 8:00 pm
Mary Tyler Moore " . 7 CBUT,’ 22 : us Sitcom , Mon .8:00 - 8:30 pm
Happy Days -~ - CBUT, .20 - Us Sitcom Tue 8:00 - .8:30 pm
"Kojak : . CHAN 20 o Us : Police drama ~ Sun 8:00 - 9:00 pm
Streets of San Francisco . CHAN 20 ' us ‘Police drama Thu 8:00 - 9:00 pm
Sunday Night Movie * KOMO ! 19 . Us ~ Movie - Sun 9:00 - 10:45 pm
NEWS HOUR _ i+ CHAN, CHEK 19 - CANADA =~ - News - M-F 6:00 - 7:00 pm ~
Police Story ... CBUT, 19 E us - Police. drama’ Tue 8:30 - 9:30 pm
BEACHCOMBERS | - CBUT, 18 CANADA Drama serieg Sun 7:00 - 7:30 pm
Cannon ' " CBUT, 18 - Us Police drama . Mon 9:00 - 10:00 pm
THIS IS THE.LAW . CBUT, CH] 18 T .CANADA Panel Show © Mon 8:30 - 9:00 pm
CFL FOOTBALL L .. CHAN . 71 17 - CANADA Sports Sun 1:00 - 3:00 pm
~ That's My Mama o . CHAN, 17 Us Sitcom Wed 8:00 ~ 8:30 pm
Waltons o " CBUT, 17 ) Us . " Drama series Sun 8:00 - 9:00 pm
Academy Performance . U CHAN - - 16 , us Movie = Sat 9:00 - 11:00 pm
Carol Burnett . .- CBUT, CHER. 16 o us Light entertainment Thuy 8:00 = "9:00 pm
" CEILIDH : . CBUT, CHEK 16 - CANADA Light entertainment Sat 7:30 - 8:00 pm
HOURGLASS © CBUT 16 - ., .  CANADA News . .. < M-F 6:30 - 7:30 pm
Mash : KVOS f_ % Us Sitcom o Wed 8:30 - 9:00 pm .
. SPORTSWEEK i CBUT . 16 o CANADA  Sports’ o ~ Sun 3:30 -~ 4:00 pm

Wednesday MOV1° of the -, KoMo |

16 { . Us Movie . Wed 10:00
Week ’ : : ’ .

11:30 pm .-

| Total Programs: 25°

Program categories are those we haved: eloped; an explanation is provided later in the text,
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’ . U.S., the Canadian station carries the program ahead of the time when the
American station shows it. This practice ensures sthat the Canadian station

gets a bigger share of the potential viewer households for the program.

(With. referenc,e to the pre-release of American programs on Canadian .
- TV stationms, thls practlce may not be permitted in the 1975-76 season if
&
‘the American networks decide to be uncooperative. The recent decision of d\
'the.Federal.gonrt_of Appeal regarding‘the section;28'apglication.hy‘Qapital L ..
Cities Communications Inc., Taft Broadcasting Company and WBEN Inc,, all‘ofl
Buffalo, N.Y., against CRTC Decisions 74-100 and 74-101, is 1nterest1ng in
this regard. The court in effect recognized that the CRTC had the author-
1t§ to.permlt CATV 11censees - in this instance Rogers Cable TV L1m1ted -
tto delete commerc1a1 meesages from 1mported Amerlcan s10nals. In order to
continue to’attract the Canadian audiences they rely on,”the‘American ;' |

- stations all along the border may persuade the networks with which they'are

*

affiliated to prevent any Canadian stations from showing U.S. programs on

'.arpreérelease basis....If ‘that happens, Canadian stations. when hey;are:

stations carrylng ‘the same programs“31multaneouslyo"Thls will be partic-

1arly tlue 1f viewers reallze there are fewel commerclal mlnutes per.hour o o

on American statlons than on Canadlan ones)

There is only one instance here of a program being shown at identical

times on a Canadian station and an American station - That's My Mama. The

-

% household ratings in that case were: Channel 8 (CHAN) 7%; Channel 4

(KOMO)-10%. No conclusion on the unequal division of the audience can be’




drawn on the basis of one example., Other factors are obviously involved;

~ for example, preceding programs. The preceding program on CHAN was

Banjo Parlor which had 3% household rating. The?preceding_program on

.. KOMO got 8% household rating.

The third item to note about Table i is that, not surpriSingly, almost -

all of the programs which get a high % household ratlno are shown in what .

$

is referred to as "

..~ +* here are two.. sports proorams. B Y e e e

In llght of the w1de varlatlons in the 7 household ratings durlng the

v1ew1ng day, it 1s clearly insufflclent to rely solely on £1gures of / TV ;'.Jc

households tuned to a partlcular program on spec1f1c station or stations to

Aprovide a measure of the popularlty of all the programs shown. "This limi- ""M

'tation seemskesbeoially unsuitable in an examination of CBC programming be4>”\

' cause of the pOlle of the CBC in fllllng ‘many of the hours of hlghest A_

‘ householdAratlngs - 8 PM-10 PM - with non—Canadlan programmlng,_ (on CBUT o

in Vancouver, there are 8 hours of non-Canadian programs oompared to 6 hours

" the measure of their popularity by using only % household Yating maﬁrhe-.

‘placed too low.

Therefore re w1ll use some of the flgures‘on / audlence share.for
programs as another measure of popularity to ass1st in g1V1ng‘a better 1n—4.
dication of the popularlty of progxams shown at tlmes other than peak {.-7
'v;ewing‘hours. ‘There has to be some limitation set on the nse of audnence(.

share figures, however, because at times when the total audience is very .

pr1me~t1me - usually 6 PM to 11 PM. The only'excéptions"_{




small - e.g., during the morning and early afternoon or after 11:30 P.M. -

a program-can often obtain 30% share of the audience yet have a household
rating of only 5%. At the opposite end of the scale, a number of the
programs receive such a small household rating that Nielsen assigns a #°

value for that time period. From this, no figure of % audience share can

be calculated and, thus, some progrgms cannot be measured at all while

To leave out those programs with immeasurable audience share and.

list only those hhich can manage to reach the minimal 2% household rating-l

is too arbitrary - and would glve an arbltrary collectlon of programs on

35, -

whlch to base conclus1ons about the popularlty of CBC programs.. Therefore,v‘"

where ¥ audience share figures are used' we w1ll 11m1t the tlme perlods-‘

g concerned to 5 PM -~ 11 30 PM Sunday to Saturday, with the addltlon of

1 PM - 5 PM on weekends.




!.A

. . 2. Which programs obtain the highe.st audience share during pri_g_ngw

- time hours? b
The Nielsen data on 7% audience»share for prograhs is provided on

the basisAof quarter~hour interval figures on the share of tha audienoe

’ tuned.toia particular statiOn‘— and, therefore, to a ;articular program

 shown at that time and on that day. -Unlike the data i'or / household

' Jratlng, averages for aAwhole program ale'not glven but only for each

quarter—hour in_ohich the program is shown. -For a ha1f~hour prograﬁ, an
ayerage»audience share can be created from the two‘Quarter'hour figures

as follows:

. 5:30f5:45 PM ﬂ. % audience'share 28%

: _.aﬁerage‘Zﬂ audience share
5:45-6:00 PM - . % audience share 22% for the half hour is 257 )

';HoﬁeVer,.the averaging is only acceptable statistically when the total

hoasehold_ratings for those time periods remains constant. ' This averaging

is relatively easy for programs of 30 minutes where total ratings generally,«

by Nielsen and use averages only where necessary and always w1th the clear.

t_:understandmng that they are to be used as a gulde only and not as a mathe“lggf'

matical measure.
Following are three samples or the % audience share data, showing thé.:
prbgramsAwhich obtained the 1argest share'through the orime time Qiewing hours.
_ Tables 2.to 4 show programs on Iuesday evening and Thursday evening and all'.

of prime time viewing on Sunday.




Hourglass is d1V1ded into two par

the program equally,

Canada.

TABLE 2 - Most Popular Programs/ thrdish Evening Viewing - November 1974 by Quarter-Hour Intervals,
- : o - jAnd "'e Share, Station and Program Tyge ‘ »
TUESDAY
Top 2 = ik Country. of .
Time Audience Share Stat Prog;am Title Origin Program Category
5:00 pm 28 ,i Bewitched i ;1 US Sitcom
i 23 fﬁ; - Ironside . : .us Police drama
5:30 25 Eh ‘ Partrldge Family "Us Sitcom
. £ 25 o it , \Us . Sitcom
6:00 © 35 i News Hour Canada News
35 i : . Canada, News
6:30 40 Hourglass I* Canada News
42 R - Canada News
7:00 29 Hourglass II#* Canada Public Affairs
' 27 v , Canada Public Affairs
7:30 28 CTV Tuesday Movie ‘gs +- Movie
: 28 " : :US Movie
8:00 22 1 " US * Movie
21 " - US Movie
8:30 22 Police Story -Xus Police drama
' 21 3 " ~*US Police drama
2:00 21 o " -Us Police drama
» 21 o " o C "uUs . Police drama
9:30 20 Front Page Challenge Cahada Panel Show
19 " : Canada’ Panel Show
10:00 26 Harry O = US Police Drama
28 L Us Police Drama
10:30 28 o " . Us Police Drama
: 29 P " , US| Police Drama
11:00 36 o National News Canada News
' 37 " " News

deals with different content and so we have treated it as two
is clear from the % household’ ratlngs, and % audience share,

tlg
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TABLE 3 Most Popular Programs it 1" oh Evening Viewing - Novembet 1974 by Quarter-Hour Intervals,
LT "_’-e Share, Station and Program Type .
5 THURSDAY P
Jgik . 2
Top % i : - ‘ _‘1 ' Country of :
Time Audlence Share 4l Program Title e -Orlgin Program Category
5:00 pm 24 Bewitched :, - :, us - Sitcom
' ! 21 Ironside . T us L Police drama
-5:30 o 26 Partridge Family -~ > '%.US Sitcom
- 27 _ b : ;. Us - - Sitcom
6:00 43 News Hour <f ' .Canada News
' L, ; L © ¥ ‘Canada News .
6:30 33 - Hourglass I v Ganada News
32 g "o Y Canada ’ News
7:00 25 - Magician - : & P us, . Drama series
24 " : e Tous Drama series
7:30 27 " = .0 US. » Drama series g 1
' 27 " : S UnUs Drama series |
8:00 33 Streets of San Francisco H-US, Police drama |
33 " , I '™ US Police drama
8:30 33 S o Police drama
32 " '- 4 ¢ US : Police drama |
1 9:00 18 Mary Tyler Moore ;YL Us’. 7 Sitcom
19 " ’ g GoUs Sitcom 4
9:30 18 ‘o - CBS Thursday Movie = US Movie
B " . ¢ Us’ Movie
10:00 23 g "o o wm, FTUS ’ Movie
23 "o ' e us', ' Movie
10:30 24 T A e Ust Movie -
: 21 uo C W% us  Movie
11:00 .32 National News ¥,  '€anada News
- 33 "o oo Canada News
- o
_ .3 L



TABLE &

% A mixture of progranuﬁin:g;ff S

o s
it B
.. ¢
s .
o
. .
o, »
\ 3
i ohe
K
’ LA
.,

week rating period; not specified.

w R ';l K :
Top % ' . P Country of B
Time Audience Share ‘Program Title'-;_ o Origin Program Category
1:00 PM ! 57 , CFL Football g Canada Sports
61 " PO Canada Sports
1:30 - 51 " . Canada Sports
, 50 " e Canada Sports
2:00 S51. " v, Canada Sports
51 oo e Canada Sports.-
2:30 49 - AN .*1_',. Canada Sports
49 i St : Canada Sports
3:00 51 Various * %, '
50 131 7'~ :.,. =
3:30 38 " Sportsweek L Canada Sports
= 38 L Canada Sports
4:00 22 Horst Koehler % - Canada .Travelogue
23 = " Sy Canada ‘Travelogue -
4330 23 Rookies Us Police Drama -
: 21 oo A Us- Police Drama
5:00 31 ' Sons & Daughters - Us. Drama Series
' 30 A S Us Drama Series
5:30 31 L v Us Drama Series
C 29 - o L . Us Drama Series -
6:00 46 - i World of Disney’ Us - Drama/Nature
47 oon o - US Drama/Nature -

: Cont’dn- LI W) a;

6€
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TABLE &4  Continued

8:30

g:00

9:30

10:00
10:30

11:00

T

“Top %
Audience Share

50°
50
30;
297
32
33
30 :

Ty
o

S eI

4
dvt
s

,4’];“

! iStation

.. SUNDAY

e

C oy

Ve

: Progrﬁﬁ-Tiiib '

.
ot

World oféDisnéy
- 5t e

Beachcombers /&

-
[

TIrish Rovers -~
1 .

Kd

"

“
It <
3

3

-
-
',

" .}‘
-~

n .
G
n T

;Nationaliﬂewsf
1w - .

[
‘-
D
:
-
-

4

R T R

L.

LI s *
PR AR T S
. -

. -

Kojak :. 4
1] . ":Z,
o : M

3
»*
"

-

-

.
“n

W'

L3

"?Sunday N%éht.ﬂpvié‘

' Cbuntfy of

“Origin’

TN TR A AR

Program Category.f

t

Us
Us
Canada
Canada
Canada
Canada
Us
Us
Us
Us
Us
Us

Us
Us .
Us
Us
Us

us -
Canada
Canada

.Drama/Nature

Drama/Nature

Drama Series

Drama Series

Light Entertainment
Light Entertainment
Police Drama
Police Drama

Police Drama
Police Drama

Movie

Movie

Movie’

Movie

Movie

Movie

Movie

Movie

News

News




“'~n'of holding thefaadience»through the~rest of the eVenlng. The audience... >n‘.:}-f.b~?xé

41,

Three different day's viewing is provided here because, as we seé,-'
. the patterns of viewing vary from day—to~day, depending on the programs

available on the various channels. The first item of note in these tables

is that American programs dominate prime-time viewing to a considerable

. ! ' i .
extent. Whether it is an American or a Canadian station which is showing
_the programs really does not matter; the only content which might vary would
Y . . _ :

be the‘commercials - though even they are often the same.

w7 'fhe éecond'item'is that CBC's praotioé'of"schédulihg ﬁopdié%‘Aﬁe§1céh{f'ﬂ'= R

“'Proérans to“leadfin the Canadian'Prograné'does not have the desireéd result'ﬁ-

'preference sw1tches back and forth between the various channels at Will and

... no channel dominates the whole evening s Vlerng.

The third 1tem is that the Canadian programming which does achieve - hf o

.the top audience share is almost entirely news, public affairs and. sports. (

'-The only exceptions shown here are Front Page Challenge Horst Koehler,

Beachcombers and_Irish Rovers. It is interesting that three of rhese four

-and Ceilidh do the same on their particular days and that;is‘the sum total
 of the Canadian programming with top audience share). = .
The fourth item is that the type of programs most popular are
f:'repeatedlyvthe same ones. Movies, drama series and police dramas provide the

" bulk of this programming. The attraction of this kind of programming to the

comnercial networks is obvious because, once viewers are tuned to the be-




o ’ ~ ginning of the program, they tend to stay with it till it is finished.
Essentially, drama series, police drama and movies are all concerned with

_ presenting a story which, onee a viewer has seen th: start of it, is‘hard
to switch off. Movies, particulariy, ensure that an audience remains
tuned to a specific staﬁion for a long period of'time - generally 11/2

‘hours to 2 1/2 hours. The fact that ghese series and movies also succeed

in attracting large audience shares, further convinces the commercial

AT e, T R S L S R Y ar.

...-‘ . . . . . . . . .
. .. Y . . .

"y ‘e . L]
o - N M . . - :

1og1c of - 1t ‘is 1rre31st1ble° o . S
ffﬁib“h'”"ffi "of course, show1ng onfy e highest aﬁdxence ‘shard- ﬁ@r=each)t1me
,:.period doeeAnot provide-a complete explanetion of how the audience varies
'“'for ény‘individual station but it does provide a partial explenation of

and helps also to show that Canadian progrémming makes\relafiVely‘littleA‘

impression on much of the audience.

: s Co WOt ST S L ORI L TPt
,networks to provide so much of these typés of programs.® The'commercidl ” -

- how the trend of audience preference develops through an eveningfs viewing

42,

“into Catego

' range of programming, we atﬁempted to divide programmin

»whlch Were so designed to cover all avallable programs, oth from U. S

stations and Canadlan statiOns. The following categories were’ determlned

: with brief explanations for those categories not self-explanatory and
divided into two broad classifications, taken from the Broadcasting Act

~ 1) Information and Enlightenment; 2) Entertainment.




~43.

} 1) Information and Enlightenment

-‘l' News .

Public Affairs (includes current affailrs, political discussions)
Special Interest Information (programming for special interest groups)
Documentary (includes documentary-style information programs)A
Instruction (“"how to'" programs) C '
Interview (includes talk shows) _

Schools (programmlng specifically intended for classroom use)
Travelogue

.. -t "es . P “en Selt e e et T 2t e L e e . -

* Nat:ure‘ e, e cest R L e ":."' L T e e R N I Y ‘r.--:q..'-.."-_.‘_‘

.

2) . Entertainment

RIS I s, '.' ot em® "o ‘-. !"‘.;“ el .\- M : < '.-‘-n - " ' o < . . cS
R B N VALY - » . d e Cae e Aae] . .. .u [URATIEIE - JS L BN S cwferd oA

o ‘nght Entertainment (1ncludes llght Tmusic or folk mus1c shows)
Game Show (panel shows or contests involving prizes of money or goods)
Panel Show (quiz or contest show using panel no prlzes)

Sitcom - Situation comedy shows

. Lo Mus:.c (other ‘than. llght mus1c)

Pollce Drama (actlon drama 1nvolV1ng pollce or detectlves)

Drama Series (drama other than police drama)

e . .

Movie

received by each available program category through an evening's viewing -~

'lfThursday, 1n the example used in Table Ss. followmng..‘We heyejalsoﬁindigateﬁ,_a~i

in each instance when more than one program of a program category is belng
shown at the same time.
Several points are of interest here. Firstly, only twelve of the

possible nineteen categories are provided through the evening's viewing.

LU TP A AN £ Tt b o 5y 2. A A o e o T B N . . - . . . .



. Even within the available categories, the programs are clustered within
: - o

only a few categoriesy except for the news, the vast majority of the

programs are on the entertainment side of the range. Also, as indicated

by the numbers in brackets, the commonest types of programs tend to re-

ceive -a larger share of the audienc% than would any one program of that
. . ) ¢ . .

’ or'any other type. When arranged in'this'way,;the audience share data

B

S i, onye .ehous very c;earlywthat'the‘rangeuof;bhoigeigevén fok peopleWWhQ:pavg-:ﬁw

8 .channels to choose from as we do in Vancouver, is very limited. At no

[~
2 ~

R
ot LI SR

. .and virtually, the same choices are continuously offered throughout . the

evening.

hrough the evenipg are there more than, 5.program; caregory choices - .

Al
-
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TABLE 5 Distribution of Audi_e’
THURSDAY
El | l.' =
%2} = K A =1
SE - & - g S g A . & 2
72} =1 <t = e K= Q = = = =44 =
=] S E = =y 52 o S % ; g = 3 = =
TIME z A< = NE s o » &t aw = ) S
{ .
5:00 PM 5. 28(2) 21- % | 17 13- #
, 6 24(2) 210 | 15 12 3
5:30 15(4) 26 - 257 | 19
15(4) 27 - 267 5 | 17
© 6:00 68(5) Lol 14 13
' 68(5) o 14 14
6:30 91(6) 7 Pl
88(6) ‘ 7 | 4 .
7:00 22 9 25(2) | 19(2) . ;T 25
22 8. 24(2) | 20(2) . W 24
7:30 24 19(2) 9 = i 34(2)
23 18(2) | 10 - - 11¢))
'8:00 246(2) | s s2¢2y | 18(2) N
24(2) - 12 . 42(2) 17(2)
8:30 " 28(2) 9 42(2) | 18(2)
. 28(2) 9 - 423y | 18(2)
1 9:00 9 .- 18 - 53(4) 17
| 8 19 | 52(4) 18
9:30 6 15 # 45(3) 32(2)
‘ 6 14 < 46(3) | - 32(2)
10:00 9 : 36(3) | 15 40(2)
10 34(3) | 16 41(2)
-10:30 - 6 : 36(3Y | 18 42(2)
. 7 . 36(3) | 19 39(2)
11:00 74(6) L 23
o 75(6) 2 " 23




) . 3. “Which of the most popular programs are shown on the CBC stations‘.

available in the Area: CBUT and CHEK? >

Turning now to the programmn.ng on CBC Spec1f1cally, rather than the
' programs provided on all stations, we compiled a table to show the most popu—-'
~ lar programs’ prov1ded by CBC to Vancouver audlences, by % household rat:mgs. :

One factor 1n Vancouver lS the rather unusual 51tuatlon of both a CBC Owned-'

e . . ® - . :
. . . . N . N . . . LI . - - o e, ‘.
. LT e

' and Operated statJ.on “ahd a CBC afflllate be:l.ng wn.thln range of Vancouver

o e
vete £, tee,

-"'.vie’t\ic‘-zrs‘° This reans tl’xat “when 4 ‘program'is 'shotm'ohv-.hettaork service ,"i~7é~cari-f‘

.:": ¥ e o wateh ’it’-e’:i;ther-..on '€BUT,; Vancouver . or. CHEK',LV-iet‘ori'a-i-i- If -a.program.is not : "._;. e

in t'he reserved network times, however, the-Victoria station.'probably‘ does

not carry it (as many afflllates do in the prov1nce) and :Lf the program is

.a 1oca1 product:.on of CBUT it Wlll certalnly not be carrled on CHEK. As we -
‘ o have already seen, the avallablllty of the ‘same program caLegory (or even
the same. program, we surmlse) tends to 1ncrease the audience fo]. that :

v

(':ategory..» Therefore, we found it necessary to allow for the fact that some

‘which lists in order of popularity the 25 most popular programs

It also prov1des a breakdown of those programs between those which are

-.American and thus available fon US”statJ.ons to 'Vancom‘rerVJ.ewers, “on tho'se<>'::i.m:-
programs on both 'CBC stations and of those programs available: only on CBUT."_‘
Of the 25 -top rated programs listed here,. almost half - 12 - are .
American and ‘one is British. Of the 12 Canadian programs,‘ 9 are network .
programs and A.are programs shown only on CBUT. Since, as we have already..

' . observed, the American programs are scheduled in prime-time while many

Canadian programs are not, it is necessary again to look at audlence share
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" Program Title

{

NHL Hockey

All in the Family
World of Disney
MASH _

Irish Rovers
Mary Tyler Moore
Happy Days

‘Police Story

Beachcombers
Cannon

This is the Law
Waltons

Carol Burnett.
Ceilidh
Hourglass
Sportsweek
Maude

 Football

Rhoda

Front Page Challenge

Klahanie
Market Place
Tommy Hunter

Man About the House

Nature of Things

TOTAL PROGRAMS:'

' TABLE 6 Most Popular Program:

CBC Stations;.Vancéuver He@ré ﬁféaz.ﬁovember 1974

] R . .
:% Household Ratings of 13 or above .

N,
US Program (also - ProgrémAP;bducéd ". Program shown here
on US station) for CBC Network ~ only on CBUT
x
X. :
b4 i .
5 X ’ .': * A
i x L,
; X "'. o
x :
¥ X .
: x t ¥
N » ;
‘ %
i x : #
: X A
o . x 2
x, oL
oS 3 b .
¥ oo
2 - x
L 30 . .
e
T N X
- — ._’2-{_‘— . —
125 12 9 m oL 4
: % . ’”
'R . ¢ . R

.1.’7



| . to obtain_a'measur'e of the preferences of viewers outside the peak prime-
time hours. Befofe doing so, however, we will look. at all CBC—produced
programs, instead of Just the few top-rated ones, to see what preferences

viewers have 1nd1cated among the variety of CBC programs.
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_ . 4, Which CBC-produced programs are mqst_popular in Metro Area Vancouver?

In answer to this question, we used ¥ househhld.ratrngs for‘all.CBC
prograhs which received 2% or over. Since a fair number of CBC programs do
.not ratevanything close to 15%, the typical figure for popular programs, it
became necessary.to list programs’all the way down to:the onreportahle_#%.

The follow1ng Table 7 lists the programs in order of highest to |

lowest / household ratlngs dnd 1ndicates whether the programs ape. shown .an twp

“tlon of ther prograﬁ‘category.l.Withnreferénce to.the program categories,‘a‘
reading of the llst will show that 1nformatlonal programmlng predomlnates
',f’.over entertalnment programmlng‘
11 programs, two are reglonal productlons for the network and two more are

local productlons for CBUT. That is, more than-one—thlrd:of the most popular.

*

‘CBC programs in Vancouver,have some regional or local element. Considering

. 'h::~h?'Stat10ﬁs ot one."Also,'the tlme of day-is glven,vtogether.w1thuour determlna:.”

One jtem of interest from the Table for our purposes 1s that of the top’

| regional programs over other CBC programs°

2 S I e T s e e s e a ey

e Because there are relatively few programs to tse for comparatlve -

. purposes, no strong conclusions can be drawn but'we do note ‘that Irish‘

Roverspis more popular in Vancouver than Tommy Hunter and Hourglass is

- more popular than National News.
- To make a better comparison of the relative popularity of CBC program35
. ' we separated out the ratings for CBUT from those of CHEK and produced a

_list of the .21 top-rated programs on CBC, American and Canadian. To obtain

Nt C
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Music Machine

TABLE 7

i
!

T

TRETRYE

Programs in Vancouver Metro Area: chember 1974

73230 -

. .
o
. - * T,

E % Houéev Ratings of 2 or. above, CBUT and CHEK
i = s

0 Broadcasting - = e

Program Title 4 Station - :  Time and Day -

NHL Hockey : CBUT, CHEK Sat, 5:00 - 7:3

" Irish Rovers ., i CBUT, CHEK Sun 7:30 8:0

Beachcombers 8 CBUT, CHEK Sun © 7:00 7:3

This is the Law S CBUT, CHEK Mon 8:30 9:0

Ceilidh - el CBUT, CHEK Sat 7:30 8:0

Hourglass ~ ' ' i CBUT - "M-F  6:30 7:3

Sportsweek : CBUT ; Sun 3230 4:0
Front Page Challenge - CBUT, CHEK Tue 9:30 - 10:00
Xlahanie ' i CBUT Mon . 6:00 6:30
Market Place a 'CBUT, CHEK = Sun 10:00 - 10:30
Tommy Hunter !  CBUT, CHEK Fri 9:00 - 10:00
Nature of Things ¥ CBUT, CHEK . Wed &:00 8:30
CBC Natiomnal News (weekdays) CBUT, CHEK M-F 11:00 - 11315
Collaborators : i CBUT, CHEK - = Sun 9:00 - 10200
Reach for the Top g CBUT .. . °: Mom 7%:30 8:00
CBC National News (weekends) CBUT, CHEK -~~~ §-5 1%:00 - 11:15
CBC Wational News & Vlewp01nt CBUT 0 M-F 11:15 - 11:30
Ombudsman 'CBUT, CHEK * -° Sun 10:30 - 11:00
Hymnsxng : - CBUT . - ' Sun 5:30 6:00
" Nation's Business & Night Final , CBUT . Sun 11:15 -~ 11:30
Provincial Affairs & Night Flnaltl; . CBUT' Sat 11:15 ~ 11:30
Mr. Chips i | cBUT Fri 7:45 &:00
Mr. Dressup ' '55 . CBUT, CHEK™ M-F 10:30 - 11300
Sportscene - 3 - CBUT ‘  Thu -5:00 6:30
Stompin' Tom's Canada k . CBUT - Thu 9:00 9:30
Adrienne at Large K . CBUT . Thu 10;00 - 10:30
Howie Meeker - : CBUT - Fri 7:30 - 7:45
Life After Youth P CBUT, CHEK . - Mon 10:00 - 10:30

’ CBUT *~ . . Wed

3:00

DO0OHO00

PM
™
PM
M
™

PM

PM
M
PM
PM
PM
R
PM
PM
PM
M
M
M
PM
PM
PM
PM
AM
M
PM

PM

M-

M

PM

Program Category

_Sports

Light
Drama
Panel
Light
News,

entertainment
series
show

entertalnment

Public Affelrs'
Sports |

Panel show ' ' }i

Nature

Special interest informationf'

Light entertainment
Documentary

News

Drama series

Panel show

News

News, Public affairs . , -

Special interest 1nformation
Music " '

 Public affairs, news
7 Public affairs, news

Instruction

‘Children , ,
Interview : . -

Light entertainment
Public affairs '
Instruction
Documentary

Light entertainment

cont....

g e




Table 7 (cong.)

) Prqgfém Title

Country Canada
House of Pride
Musicamera

Night Final

Payday

Adrienne at Large
Bob Switzer

CBC Saturday GSports
‘Honorable Members
Music .to See

Pecple of OQur Time

B.C. Schools _
Canadian Schools
Western Schools

3roadéastiﬁg'

I S T VO Fo0 VT N st T o

.

Station : . -Time and Day
CBUT, CHEK =~ ."Sun 4:30 - 5:00:PM
CBUT ~ °  Thu 7:30 - 8:00 PM-
CBUT, CHEK . ' Wed 8:30 - 10:30 PM -
CBUT .+ 8-8 11:30 - '12:00. PM
CBUT : ;. Sun 4:00 - 4:30 PM
CBUT, CHEK® ' " Monm -3:30 - - 4:00. PM
CBUT .- 7 Wed 6:00 < 6:30"PM
CBUT Sat 1:00~ 3:00 PM
~ CBUT Thu 10:3Q - 11:00 PM
~ CBUT, CHEK Sun. 5:00 - 5:30 PM
CBUT, CHEK Mon 10:30 -~ 11:0Q PM-
CBUT ' Thu 10:00 - 10:30 AM
CBUT Tue & Fri 10:00 -~ 10:30 AM
CBUT Wed 10:00 - 10:30 AM

Program Catezo:y'

v “or o

X
21

-

‘.Sﬁecial interest information

Drama series , Lo
Music ' .
News '

Special interest informition .

~Public affairs

" Interview , %
Sports - .
Public affairs F
Music . :
Documentary :
Schools A o
Schools :
Schools N

¥

TS
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a measure of whether Vancouver ratings for certain prograns were parallel to ratings
across Canada, we looked at CBC Audience Panel ratings data for the period com— -
'parable to the Nielsen-NovemberV197e data. Using the CBC's weekly ratings'on
4 Audience size for urban areas which receive-both CBC 0&0 and CTV, we produced‘the~"

folloWing Table 8. ~While we recognize the figures are not directly comparable, we
¥

believe that the re1ative ordering of popular programs should be approx1mate1y the

. et

same, and.in most cases this 13 so. There are some exceptions where ratings 1n

* . . v
. . . T oeve
LI . .. .- ..y P

Vancouver are noticeably higher than in the urban Canada average prov1ded by the

e CBC World of Disnev, NHL Hockey, Irlsh Rovers and Beachcombers,. The first two

- o (X} LI . o

. . . . K . -
. . . .-
. . - - JRE Y .

J,are not reliable comparlsons because, in the first case, figures for the. appLopriate
. week were not available' in the second case, NHL Hockey is shown in prlme-time in’

" the East and shown in the early evening in Vancouver so the ratlngs would not . be

.:he same. That leaves the two reglonal productions for Vancouver, Beachcombers

‘and Irish Rovers, which do undoubtedly get better ratings here than elsewhere in i"

<

nrban Canada. The difference is probably significant enough.

programs — although not all U.S. progiams are Less pDOpPULAT here.

One program whlch has a good rating in Vancouver and for which there is no

- - e =T e e et a1 -

connarlson pOint is Klahanie which rates 16/ This is all the more amaZing PSR
cause it is shown at 6 PM, competing with the CIV News Hour,-a popular choice. ;
Klahanie is not easily categorized but could be described as outdodrs;oriented T"
with mainly B.C. content:' It operates on an extremely small budget from the regional
production centre in Vancouver. There will be further comment on.this program in>

.Section IIT of the report.
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TABLE 8 Comparlson of Vancouver hntlngs to C{ﬁadjan Ulban Averagp Ratlngs.“'..bd"

e ETR RN e R A RLAN sa b oaiens

R A

' .

World of Disney
NHL Hockey
| All in the Family
* MASH
,,_' Irlsh Rovers e
‘ Mary Tyler Moore
| Beachcombers
Spprtsyggk'
. Football
- Maude ..
V-Waltons
Rhoda =

Klahanie

" Happy Days

Police Story

Cannon , -
_.Thls is the Law

Nielsen Ratings, November 1974
% Household Ratings,

Metro Vancouver

CBUT only

33
32

28

23 3.
n |
SRt

17

16

15

15

15

15

14

14

14

13

13

"CBC Audience Ratings, Nov. 8-14
% Viewing Audience Size,

UrBan Areas

CBC O & O Stations

26%
242
26
26
16

ot et 3 Tn T e Ce et Tet

'19 N . « - R

11

. fe e .
oo, Y }-15‘ R S R
, . .

14

19

- 19

18

12 o

not.given (local. program)

S+ 19 o
14

age Challenge-

Tommy Hunter

_.Carol,Burnett .

12
b

.1Not given in Nov. 8 week; 26 given in Nov. 29 week

-

2NHL Hockey and Ceilidh are shown at different times in Vancouver and in the Fast

v
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S.h On _the CBC O&ned*and—Operated Station CBUT; which CBCFProduced

programs do best in terms of audience share?

The.final question we eaaminelby use of the Niélsen data concerns the
.highest % audience share achieved by CBC produced programs in Vancouver. We -
hhave'limited this'listing to ahdience share on CBUT for the same reason as we .
limited it'in_the'previousAtables - beiause not- all CBCihroérams are shown_oh

the two CBC outlets we receive and so programs on only one of the stations

(LS . .
PRI RS . .
s ST L S, . . .
- . Tt el ae e

‘f'aﬁbe’a‘r lover on 'the list than they should.™ 7" 7+ "l M Tl
The follow1ng Table 9 prov1des estimates for audlence share ratlngs for

;3CBC programs ‘on CBUT. We'say'estimates.beeausé-theynare based on‘the‘quarterw‘»'aﬁ-ltg

.

*-hour ratlngs and, for programs of more than one quarter_hoﬁr, they have to_bea R

composites of the available data. We have limited the programs-selected’toi"'“

' those in the prlme—tlme as shown because % household ratlngs out31de those

hours ¢an be extremely small and the audlence shares are not very reljable or PG

g signlflcant..

E

The following table shows the programs llsted in order of hlghest A

are generally at the top end of the scale and we’ regard this result as not ff?“fhl~~

: acc1dental but a reflectlon of the preference whlch Vancouvel resldents haVe

RSV i~ —i




Estimates of  Audience i8%

Ratings for CBC Programs on CBUT Metro Vancouver

TABLE 9
November 1974éData; 6 }f? midnlght weekdays, from 5 M Saturday and 1 PW Sunday
'€ : % Avdience Share

NHL Hockey . ‘f | Sportséene* : 14

. Spor tsweek ;f Collaborators 14

| Hourghass I* gt Mr. Chips :‘: L 11
Irish Rovers® X Life After Youth ;_ 10
Beachcombers® f- Music Machine :“ 10
National News 3 Adrienne ét Large . 10
Klahanie® - ~ Stompin Tdﬁ’s Canaéa 9
Ceilidh ' Howie Meeker 9
Hourglass II* Pay Day v 9
Market Place ‘ - -« Country Canada 8-
Front Page Challenge House of Eride 7
‘This is the Law _5 Hoﬁorablngemberafi 7
Reach for the Top* Take Time 7
Nature of Thiﬁgs %_ N Music to Pee 7 &

' Toﬁmy Hunter ;g' . PeoPle of -Our Tlme 6"

Ombudsman Hé' Bob Switzer® -;: ’6
Night Final® %; Musicamera .: 6
Hymﬁsing f - First Pe{éoﬁ Singﬁlaf 6

GG



,Spontaneous as p0581ble. Another type of audience survey study was comm1551on—’"’

56.

SECTION III  SUMMARY OF RESEARCH METHODOLOGIES

a) Review of Available Audience Research Datfa

‘The existing data sets on television viewing in Canada are, of
course, the audience research statistics produced by A.C. Nielsen Company of
Canada Limited and the Bureau of Broadcast Measurement. The CBC Toronto Research

. 'R
Department also engages in audience research work, most of which appears to be

~conducted by out51de companles so as to -maintain the neutrallty of the

-questloner; Audience panels deemed to be representatlve ‘of Canadlan homes'

which have telev151on sets are asked to keep a weekly viewing dlary. On it

l they record their reactions to CBC programs, indicating the enjoyment 1evel

for each program watched. :"Dut viewing" is discouraged and aisection'of
p g y g

»lthe panel is changed each week to keep audlence reaction to programs as

ed'by the CBC, and carried out by an out51de survey reeearch company in *

1 1973; the study surveyed attitudes towards the CBC in more gemeral terms,

we understand, PrOV1de reglonal or Provinc1a1 breakdown “of the data and '?f*“*?f“ﬂjg

As far as we“could\dlsCOVer,

yet available to people outside the CBC.% In any case, the study does not,

~so it would be difficult to drav inferences about reglonal relevance from

.thisAreport. Access to the raw data used for this CBC study would be

necessary for it to be useful to us. Actually, all of the CBC audience

'research is authorised or controlled by'the Toronto Research Department

We tried to get a copy of this report through the B.C. reglonal offices
of the CBC; our requcst was referred to Toronto. ~




‘  so that the sorts of studies undertaken dnd the.sorts of questions asﬁed
I~ are geared .to the Toronto perspective of the network and its programming.
No research is undertaken in Vancouver for the B.C.*region and CBC staff
‘hefe have no knowledgé of the viewing preferences or interests of the
peopleAinAtheir region.
So, we return to the Nielsen and BBM data as thé‘baéic statistdcal
_ .

material available. 'BBM data which we obtained did not provide a detailed

breakdown of viewers for indiv1dual programs in B. Cg, although it d1d pro-

THEe s et . '.‘.~." N ey ' L
H . v . * . A St «;: - ",...

the province. The Nielsén.data does provide statisticg on v@gwing of
individdal progtams ahd.doés this for the five market areas iﬁiwhich moét
jof B.C. is covered (some parts of the provdnce are dot assigned to any
'mafkqt.érea);

. - _ The ‘data prddgced by Nielsen 1is intended to measure 'a)'the'numbelg of

-

TV households which have a TV set turned on for any given quarter hour )

-period throughout the broadcast day, from 8 AM on one ddy’to 2 AM the

thls data calculations can be made of the percentage of the audience wﬁich

'is tuned to a partic;lar °tat10n and by matchlng “the time of day ‘with' Lhe %w;rﬁﬁ%;
program schedu;e, a measure can be achieved of the audience size and audience | |

share fdt any program broadcast. | .

The sample §hrVey'method of obtaining data on large numbers of d
people by using a mailed questionnaire has certain unévoidable Jdisadvantages. [
.‘ Firstly, no matter how carefully such a samphle techdique is applied, the | S '
| mathematical randomness of the samplé tesponses cannot be guarantéed -

indced, Nieélsen carefully expldins_all the limitations implicit in their



method in each.of its reports. In addition, in filling out a TV Viewing

diary.such as used by Nielsen, there is always a temptation for respondents

to‘provide ansvers which may not be strictly accurate'but are how they

-would like them to be — or how they think Nielsen might like it to be.

Truthfulness in answering'questions is a perennial prohiem in social science
N .

research -~ and this applies as much to filling out written repiies as it

does to g1v1ng verbal replles. It~might be-argued that it may actualiy be

& P - .

ea31er for a respondent to prov1de 1ncorrect 1nformatlon in: wrltlng than e

R ..diref:tly,:m,p%r.spnal A o

Another problem with a sample survey is that the purpose for which

it is conducted has a strong influence on-the way the survey is designed.
Such a survey is never value-free in its purpose and in the case of audience
research surveys; the purpose is clearly that of the advertlser - to. find

out what size type of audlence is avallable to the reach of commercial

'messages at any time, on any statiom, for any program. Advertlslng rates

audience size and-accurate.

‘to predlct what the audlences would be for programs “in"the. future. }Sog

the surveys measure what people actually watched on TV and do not.attempt
to find out which programs-they liked to watch, which programs they might.
like‘to watch if they were available or how much they enjoyed watching a
'particular proéram. | |

. B The CBC audienee research data on an "enjoyment index" of each

program is based on viewer responses to a standard scale questionj the
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: l index range is from 0 to 100, with virtually all responses in.the 65-85

range. It is doubtful if these indices have any inherent validity as a

measure of the enjoyability of a program because, by watchiﬁg the program,

the viewer will feel bound to give it at least a 50 score. Otherwise, if H-i

he doesn’t ¢ enJoy it at all, he will switch off. The féét that almost
. " :

all éeores are in the 65-85.range suggests that the figures have limited
~:r B ﬁsefulness as a means of comparlng programs w1th each other or as a yard‘ "e"-- -

(Y LI . . . T, e e
. . e ey ..:' R .. - et . -t ._-.. ._.‘.._‘._' I A

‘stick of enJoyment‘on any one”program. 'Program enjoyment is not an ea31ly

31.5;,r\ .quantifiable. critérion, .must vary qualitatively and quantitatively,bebween' "

: prograﬁ types end is, therefore, not-amenable td'eimple Statistical
measurement.e".. l | |
| 'If it:eogld.be obteined, informatiériee>tﬁe ertent.te &riéﬁj§ié§érs -
‘enjoyed é'ééféaiﬁ7pr§gfam would Be ﬁseful toAthe CB& eeteléﬁﬁiictﬁroed-cj

castlng body ‘established for the purpose of produC1ng and dlstrlbutlng

3

programs of interest to all Canadians. However, .such 1nformaL10n would

required for programmlng p011c1es to reflect adequately thelr primary A

purpose.A It is mot at all clear that the CBC does in fact acqulre 5ud1eﬁ¢é
data whichAis relevant to its own special purpose inACanada.A‘ |
Like programwenjoiment, relevance is net a readily quantifiables
criterion. It can obviouely mean different_thiegs to different ﬁeOpie,
. - or to people in different enrironments and circumstances. It can never be | _ o

a standard yardstick for measuring a program or a program schedule. The
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’ . best we can do with the available audience s'urvey daté is to assume that
Qiéwing a program indicates some perception of 'reIévancé'. We cénnbt,-
however, coﬁclude the obverse. In those terms, the test cannot be done
because audience research data provides no information on relevance.

However, the Nielsen Aata can provide some sort of measure of viever
preferences for‘certain progréms.or p;ogram categories over others. -

. This cannot. be strictly called viewer choiceiofqprograqs hecauseg fhét :~'.é }

:Aimplieé théAPASsiﬁiIifj of"di%féééntigtigé géﬁwééﬁ”whétnis.o%féfed, énd:

L . tpatvairegl ghoigé is ayailable;_ I?{_gs prgp haHReng;.in;the,byﬁme—timg';

| hou?s, the choiée in Vancouver ié between two police~drémas, oﬁe hospital

_ dfama,.two movies and a situation comedy, Qhat reai choice is thaﬁ}if none

of>the four pfogrém‘categofieéAoffered is wanted? The viewer willf—niiiy

-'indicaées a preféréﬁée for one or another pfogfam but cannot bé éaid to:

have, made a program. choice.

Without intending to carry the possibility of real choice tcd an iﬁbféttical'f‘

extreme of offering everybody a choice of every program all the time;‘it_ "

TRy - T - e o e e e

is suggested that a minimal level of choice implies the availability of
practical alternatives in viewing. If all available programs at 9 PM are

_dramas of one type or another, this is not a real choice for any person

who wishes or might wish to watch any other category of program. In

prime time, the choice is often limited to dramas, movies, situation:

‘ . comedies and variety shows on the major networks. Anyone interested in

watching a nature program, a travel program or even a sports program is




'foperational choice, then, is narrowed down to a choice between the available

-~ programs. As already mentioned, -the range-of choice 'is very narrow, even =~
community channel).

. indqétry genefally ~ CBC and PBS being the exéeptions;‘with limifations'

- be that, if viewers prefer a new police drama over other types.of programs.

out of luck. (Sports has its own monopoly time when nonsports lovers are
equally out of luck.) Often, all the viewer realdy selects is the 1éast

objectionable program.

Of course, there is the initial choice between turning the TV set

on and leaving it off but this is not a considered choice for regulari

_viewers. The set will be on regardless, in a sense, of what is shown. The

~

with the eight channels received in Vancouver (nine, if one counfs the

.
. v vty - PP ot
KR . . . ., . . .

 The'commercia1 nature and purpose of the North American television

plaéed‘on‘them by the weight of the pervading éommercialism;— requires that

-

' populér programs (those which viewers prefer over others available.at the

"~ time) should be duplicated, triplicated and so om. 'Thehassumption seems to

o rdmnn

~where 'law - ‘and order' series constitutes one=third of thé éntire weeKly = = =7 7~
. 1aw al A \ : - y

.wouldn't be so many". (Quoted in an Associated Press article in the -

over-other availabl

‘preferred program type goes on until we- reach the situation we have now,

prime time schedule on the three commercial'télevisionlnetworks in the U.S.
This extraordinary situation is justified by network officials by
reéference to popular preference for these programs. To quote an official

of ABC, "If the public was not interested in viewing police shows, there

Vancouver Province "TV Times"section, March 14,21975.)‘ Again, this seems
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‘ . _ to reflect the assumption that, if preference is shown for one type of
program over others, then offering more of the preferred type is giving the
public.what it wants. ‘ . |
The habit éf providing duplicate prégramming is really.é reflectib#
of the 'safg bet' behaviour of the marketplace. Riskétaking is limited by
introducing "new" programs (as contigually required to fill the TV séhedﬁle

when other program series die) -that are as close, as:possible to existimg. - »~ 1. " i n-

..

successful programs.

b i sabe per il




.statlon as well as a CTV statlon.' If the raw data for these tables can be

b) Observations on Future Research

. . -~ . .
These observations are collected under headings on recommenda-

[y

tions for possible future research studies. o

1. Statistical analyses of available data

The CBC Audience Panelkreports include comparative viewing

K

figures for all communities in Canada hav1ng a CBC owned~and—operated

. . v .
o o <. -

L .
LA "o :
. R L N

obtained from the CBC research division, it.would be possible to make com-"

- - -

parisons between selected dreas and dthdr major conmuhities in Canada.” The e

objective here would be to provide statistical evidence of the apparent

'relationship between regional origination of a program and higher viewer

: preference for that program w1th1n that reglon.

One approprlate statlstlcal measure would be the ch1 square QXf);
It would answer the question: given -the number of people in the target E

community‘watching either a (CBC) or to (CTV), are they watching.in‘the

-;gmwatching Canadlan channels. More SOphlSthated or complex manners of

'carrying out the same sort of analy51s could 1nvolve des1gnatlon of

programming were to be undertaken, this might be one component in such a

- study.

to 2 ian St. Johns, and deals only with the numbers of people in fact“

" expected values to compensate for the varying degrees- in choice in the &

towns concerned. FEach town could be measured against all the other towns

——

on given programs. If a large scale, nation-wide analysis of regional

K2

The greatest usefulness of results may well be in providing "proof"
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g ’ " to the data-minded of the rele regionalizatien plays in influencing viewer -
choiee. It is not a méthod‘which we highly recommend or consider necessary.
It may~only be bragmaticvwithin the scope of a given study. Regiqﬁalisa—
tion of programming to increase regional censumption deals with only half"
of tHe issue.

A

. . |
i

. e e . . -
. '\ PRI TEOAF SR LU
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Content analv31s pf programmlqg

RELRCINCRE SR .f.?v:}'t,.',\ “-7,-.-;»7 6 - s e
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’ Equally, if not more, important is the question of reglonal

_;;npqtsipto national programming: Hete‘we are‘inte suttler but perheps far
-fit't” - moxre 1mportant issues than scheduling of programmlno, place of prodection- }
and settlng. We are dealing with attitudes and v1ewpoints which are con-
veyed to the rest of the nation in natlonal information progtammlng;‘ As -‘1" Lo ',_
uf already p01nted out, public affalrs and 1nformat10nal programmlng constltute

a large proportlon of the production of CBC English telev1s1on. jIn the..-‘

months we have been studylng this question, we have become sensltlzed to

the number of times that an eastern VLEWpOlnt or attitude dominates the

news reporting of the Federal-Provincial controversies over resource

m;;pelicya‘~Tofthe.Westerner,"the_stanee,ofHPremiet:Lpugheed;pf:AlbetteAisSQ,W,5;;;¢f,.;f

- not S0 easily dismissable as it seems to be to Toronto mews commentators.

Marketplace's reporting on the bacterial count of hamburgef:in Toronto:and

Montteal.alerts Vaqfouverites, bpt'at the same time leaves them‘uncertainv
' as to how the findings'affect them; if. at all#> A discussion of day care

centre problehs in Teronto does not strike the Vencouver.listenef:es

. . relevant no matter how much the program host may insist that the discussion

1s of interest because the problem is a national one. We have kept some




beginning infermalclogs on this sort of content analysis.:
We would highly tecommend that any research pursuing the role of
the CBC in its mandate to promote national unity and national identity .
scrutinize the content of national programs from this point of view. It
is precisely this kind of data which yill illustrateAhew national hnity can-

not be equated with a centralized source of programming for the whole country

reglon.prov1de programming content for the entire nation. In fact what
has‘happened,.and,this can be demenattated:on:a World{yidegbasis,_is that
this procedure brings people up against awarenees of hew different'they~"
are from the peeple of the programming sohrce; how their interests are netv
only not cateted to, but>not even noted. ' We ﬁill have more to eay éﬁ

this subject in the section on policy recommendations, _section IV.

3. Field research in the regions

gt
éter o

-~3w-$tﬁ~;&ﬂand ‘that natiehal: ideatlty is*not.ﬁostereﬂ by sletbing- the~peop1e of " pIe “ls A et

Consequently, Toronto provides the quéstions and the framework that dictate

A

the scope of the data gathered and conclu31ons reached

We reCOmmend that extensive flEld research en‘audlenceilattithAesﬂ&
to televieion, regional interests and S0 on,.shoqldvbe undertaken in.each
region ef the CBC and that such research projects should be'designed'by
regional staff and not carbon cOpiee of a.centralised Toronte'model for
regienal studies. This field research should be more extensive thaﬁ4just

‘ measurements of audience and the); could be made even more useful.if an |

opportunity were to be provided by CBC for the regional director to vary
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- . the programming shown on' the television'sgr‘\_r-ice. The regionai staff should
be able -to cﬁangé.thewtiming of thé programs; accéﬁt‘or rejéct thé‘ﬁétwork |
feed progfams, adquthef program@ing in vacant slots - the other prdgramsb
could be made in ﬁhe region, in other regions or from buféide>danada
(prévidéd-minimal Canadian coﬁten£ requireménté were ﬁet)f' In fhié way,

. . ' . PO oo ) . E .
- the field research could begin to measure the B.C. viewers' preferences in .

vy e
LS ) ..

T . . -
STeel . .. . P Y =%

BN S e N

' programming and to ‘start to.adapt the'program schedule-in line Wiﬁﬁ”théée
L N A S L T i I A R T IR

by e et T,
o N A A N -

preferences.

C - I L LI R P

" 4, Financial analysis of CBC Revenues and Expenditures'

~  As we have noted in Section IV, the definition of:fegionali~'

"sétidn by‘CBC*ménagement usually meéné regional programming for:regibnélfﬁ:;%k

. . consumption.. They maintain that different areas of the country are not - o

interested in the other areas.. But one CBC spokesman has.said, "Everyone

knows that what we need are regional production centres so that eventﬁally

_ their way-.into national programming.

TR

We suggest as a hypothesis that the present centraliZatioﬁ policies

ofthe ¢BC” ‘Si“afésiis‘éﬁ‘s:ix}é; “wasteful “of "f’é"s‘ﬁ‘iif‘é‘é‘é:i*e'.fﬁd'\"-" fﬁ1t3i'rﬁa'té‘1_3?":'21‘é§'§tﬁcfﬁi%‘ré*frﬂs; -
' Sf the pﬁblic sgctioﬁ of tﬁe national broadcasﬁihg'syéfem. We knqﬁ;yfo? |
.example, that Vancouver for the last severallyears‘has been'in'é sellér‘s

T o market with regafd.toAadvertiéing. Five miliipn doilgrs annﬁaily goés

over the bqrdér}to the American station KVOS in Buollingham, Washingtoﬁ,

whose éudience ana adver#ising target is almost exclusively thé.Greater

‘Vancouver area. Recognizing this situatidn, the CRIC has called for
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) . applications for .a new commercial broadcasting station in Vancouver.

Now, what might have happened if the CBC Eng&ish'teievision ser&ice,
British Columbia region, had had some degree of autonomy? What if Vancouver
could have made its q&n programming decisions for at least pért of prime.
‘time which is not occupied by Américan programming and had been able to

2 ,
dispose of the advertising revenues thus generated? It is not impossible

S bthat, those 8. Gy tevenues, could have been tapped: £or BiCr. programaing £0, i
build up the regional production expertise ﬁhich, as our CBC 3pokeémaﬁ:

says, "everyone knows we need".

.

_What we recommend for further‘future research is perhaps_aﬁ impossiblé

~one short of a Royal Commission: a thorough—going analysis of the iﬁternal'
' ‘financia1 érrangements of the Canadian Broadcasﬁing Cofporation."A full
"aﬁalysis is needed of theisoufces'of>CBC advertising revenues, of which

~

programs they sponsor, the cost of centralised Toronto production including.

~administrative overheads and the expensive disasters such as House of Pride.

(This is an example. of .t "regional" programming . -

he futile attempt to produce

st year-knew it was-ill-conceived and predicted ‘its failure.)
. The difficulty of getting the financial data to make this kind of

- study is, of course, well known. ~Such an analysis, however, seems indicatéd. =~ 77

It would require a body with sufficient authority to demand the figures _ ’ -;
from the CBC, and economists with enough imagination to provide~mggels for

alternative distribution'of the available revenues.

- A similar sort of analysis was undertaken under the auspices of the

. 1965 Fowler Committee. We think this analysis should now be expanded upén . o
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' and alternative budgetary systems proposed for greater regionalisation of
) . e
the CBC. One Fowler Committee comment is worth noting here:

v

"Our unqualified conclusion based on these studies is that there
are ample opportunities for improved efficiency and savings in.
program production. The consultants reported to us that, within
- present facilities, it should e possible to save $1.2 million
" a’'year in Montreal, and $2.4 million a year in Toronto, by improve-
ment in the productlon procedures, some of which would need the
. Gooperation .of. the. unfons.cancerned. i In.: Vaneouyeru“th£y~{ound - R Y
‘cost-conscious environment in which thé regional management seeks )
every opportunity to reduce production costs so as to expand its
local programmlng base." (page 297) ~

b Heer. PR Ol

4 .t . t. o . . . . .o . P

The studies undertaken for the Fowler Committee are now. ten years old
. ' . N . ' :
. and another such project, with regional objectives, is - overdue. .

4




. SECTION IV

This section is concerned with the polic1es and practices of the

REVIEW OF PRESENT AND FUTURE CBC POLICIES

-

CBC English Television network which are of particular 1mportance to those
" B.C. residents concerned with the changes needed in CBC programming to
make it more‘acceptable to them. Tho,first part of the section discusses

the 1mp11cations of ‘the present policy on regionalisation of production"
' Aveas s R AU WS SRS

the second part 1s about the balance of programmlng on thehnetwork and

v .
. <. ook ¥iey Te
w T P el

the third part provides some observations about future policies which could
* be implemented to improve' the ‘Gpinion.of CBC mow held by the more vocal ‘_"_ff~ o

residents of B.C.
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a)‘ Regionalisation Policies of the CBC TV English Network

. 4

Part of the CBC's mandate, under the Broadcasting Act, is to provide:'

<.
. "a service in English and French, serving the special needs of
geographic regions, and actively contributing to the. flow and
exchange of cultural and regional information and entertainment",
section 3, subsection g(iii).
and o m
"a contribution to the development of national unity and provide .
et U eadiets o lé forvd  contihuing  expression of ‘Canadian -identity™yrsection: 3y s tanyr sk
subsection g(iv). ' '

. .-Since both these requirements are in the Broadcasting- Act, .we should assume
that they are not mutually contradictory although CBC seems to think they are, .
in its organizational structure and procedures for developing programs.

- 'Canadian identity' is not the composite of viewpoints and cultures from all

- of Canada and does not imply an anonymous melding of these differences into
‘a homogenous "identikit'" picture of Canada. Unity and diversity can co-exist

<

and this is especially true for the expression of Canadian culture which, in

-its nature, -and:-decentrali

only " theé engineéring decisions but aisa tha proglamming:dec1316ns.

budgetary control exercised by Toronto over all program production in the

Aﬁnéiisﬂ:iéﬁguaéé TV>netﬁ6;kpié?gktréﬁéi&Tétfbﬁgfégé}tégﬁéyéégﬁif

ment of regional production has not followed from the establisﬁment of what
are called regional broduction centres across the country.
Actually, the CBE doeé ndt categorize any of its prOgramming aé "regional
) produc;ions". There are only two Bﬁsic categories of production: network

. and local. Budgets are allocated to each regional production centre for local -




0 formiate - Klahanie,  foi-exdnplé; has®to rely ex¥ténsiVvely on'’a Formatrof  thet = ¥ ¥

"who can watch CBUT.
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¢

production to £ill the time allowed for local progfamming -~ generally 6 PM to

7:30 PM weekdays. Most of the local production money is assigned to local

news frogramming (Hourgiﬁsé—type programs) and locdl sports programming. In

Vancouver, there is also a nature program Klahanie and an interview program.

Decisions on the content of these programs are left with the regional production -

staff but the degrees of freedom enjoyed are not greattbecadse the budgetary
' . i o _ o
allotment does not permit elaborate or expemsive variations from a standard

el Ty e
.« Hpeoo .

program host introducing a guest each week who will then comment on a film or =

stills which. he has-brought" along: Very dittle out-of-studio. programming is R

possible on the budget allotted. Even so, the prdgram'is popular with those

In the network production side, the decisions on Which series or individual

-

* programs will be produced and where, are all made in Toronto. ‘A series such

as_fhe'Irish Rovers is produced in a regional productiom centre bui: the

%

 regional content is relatively slight. The Irish Rovers are associated with -

he=contents - Therstudio: Format "of “the  program” §eries ﬁééﬁﬁo be
approved by Toronto and each ﬁrogram has to be acceptable for network broadcast.

'?ﬁfThéwagggx6fwtﬂé.ﬁéééﬂhgﬁﬁefgwié"father'diffeieﬁt beéause the csntent'of g

the programs deals with an enviromment illustrative of the B.C. southern coast.
Even here, however, the regional control over production is not strong and
budgetary control remains in Toronto. Program series produced at regional

production centres are made not because of regional priorities for those

SRR RIS ==
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series But'to fit in with an overall network set.of priorities which are
established by the Toronto network.ataff. |

The centralised decision—making of the‘network,on programming is in
opposition to the CBC's declared intentions over the last four years to
strengthen regional participation°. Builoing a new régional production centre
in Vancouver looks well for the‘ghysical well—being'of thejregion but 1f all

. 4 . . T
the decisions on program content and program production are still made in

.Toroqto, then we have made no progress at all in the reglonallsatlon of CBC

FSERON YN "‘n"' ERATH S PN R ARRE Y R R N R RY R At st ‘- IR SRR '.-‘~--'.‘. -3

programmlng. The series Pac1f1canada presently being shown on CBC - too late.

.

for many people, at 10:30 pm - is the kind of programming which could be well

produced by regional proéuction staff; the films were made.by'the National
Film Board. |

The extant to which the regions play a negligible role in CBC oetwork
production was fully discussed at the CRTC Public Hearing in.February 1974,

-

The Committee on Television from Toronto expressed our concerns well:

L3

"We recognize that at various times the CBC has taken tentative

&

fepin
S

'desired effect° On the contrary, reglonal programmlng in prime
time continues to be inconsequential. We have the sense that at

~CBC headquarters the non-=Torontd tegions are barely“tolerated.'

It is not too surprising that CBC staff in the regional centres often
rafer to the Corporation as the TBC - the Toronto Broadcasting Corporation.
The assumpéion.appar;ntly made by the Toronto management that programming
representing the Canadian identity can be.achieoed by centralising the control

of the programming 'in one place is at best misguided and at worst patrohising
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to the cultural values of all Canadians outside the network centre. Cultural
". values of southern Ontario urban dwellers are not those of all Engliéh |
Canadians and ohe may not even be conscious of any differenée unless-one
lives elsewhere. Iﬁ a centralised structure such as the English TV network of
‘the CBC, tﬁe bias is in.favour of the centre and the non-centre areas tend to
be viéwéd as deviations from the accepted norm. This is the wrong way to
ook at ﬁelevision progfamming for Canaﬁa. The structure shduld be set up
. to favour the regions, vith natianal programying being blt up from these.:
decentraliséd fbints.

» . PO

The regional exchange of progfams, which is néw a token attempt to provide'
- » coe s . e .. .. ) e _ :
“exchange of information and enterﬁainment between the regions, should be.aA
vitél and exciting,part‘of the program schedule.’ The. CBC documents which
iprovide details of programmiﬁgjhoﬁfs are written in a spéciél language of
. "their .own so_that it is exf_remely difficult to keep straight what the figures
.pfovided éctually:mean. 'Local production' and 'communi£§ prégramming'.might.

be taken to mean the same thing but not so. Local production refers to the..j.:

'Community -

production of programs by a regional production for showing locally.’

“operated..station. —-1t..encompassesa)’local production, b) regichal- exchange

programs (received from other regional production centres) and c) procured

3tff?*'f”*Pfogféms;(brégfémé frémfény”ddﬁﬁtffibroéufé&'b& fﬁe‘sféfioﬁ”fo-éhéﬁing”iﬁ:
lqcal time slots such as afﬁer midnight or certain times during the morning
and afternoon). ‘The deéignations of ‘localf,-'regiﬁnal' and 'community'
prégrams have now became s§ confused that we understand the CBC will drop‘the
categories altoéether‘inAfuture. In the 1973/74 year,‘yancouver is reported

as having planned to show 380 hours of regionai exchange programs. This :’. SRR

« . . :
s .

e R L
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| . works out at slightly more than one hour per day; ASome. other regional produc—-;
tion centres-planned_to show none.and the second greatest use ofhregional
- exchange‘uas by Goose‘Baﬁ, with 172 hours - less than’30 minutes per day.
h Regional exchange has been neglected by the CBC because its priorities
have been in developing a national centralised program schedule and reglonal

- interests seem to. interfere with this. There need be no conflict betwaen
. W .

"*.regional and national interests in programming proVided the assumption is not

-;-~ﬁmade*thaﬁlnatlonalvmeans centralised;, The centralising tendencies of Lhe

echnology must be made to conform to the decentralised needs for regional

- LI

programming, not, the other way.around, . '

Obviously, all ‘program production-at a central point should not_bevstOpped.

The production of natlonal news services 1s of necessity a centralised process -

' although even there the prov1s10n of news$ material from the regions must be f

-l" a lot stronger than it is at plesent. The budgeting of regional news staff

in the CBC 1s not adequate for the prov1s1on of more than occaSional items to

.

the Toronto news office. (The recent libel case heard in the Vancouver..

provided"to regions'for Tniews ‘coverage.) The”coverage-ofsParIiam

‘not an area to be dealt Wlth at a regional level because this is also of

"interest and value to all Canadians.“ Again, though care.must be taken.to'Jw
ensure that attitudes of one centre are not emphasized at the expense.of‘
attitudes of other,Canadiansk— the reporting of the federal~provincial

- dispute on resource taxation is a caselin point, uhere Ontario's;interests in
“the dispute have been overexposed and, to many vieuers in_the_West;lother ;

: . provincial concerns inadequately explained or described.
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Anotuer kind of program which is generally uruduced best in najor metro-
politan centres is the cultural programming which neceseitates the use~qu
large orchestras or other musical ensembles, professional theatrical companies
and so on. These productiuns would be difficult to achieve in smaller centres

because the facilities and artistic resources would probably not be there.

_‘However, such cultural programs are a rarity on television and cannot be
_ . A | .
- regarded as a staple item which would preclude any artistically creative

‘programming being-done outside the.major c¢ities. - The prdduction'oﬁ'playa Tetr

.

and.various musical entertainments should not be limited to one or two centres

.by the mlstaken idea that all the- good Canadlan artlsts are 11v1ng in- Toronto

.of

or Montreale One' CBC offrcial remarked to us:

"Now ‘as I.look at history it seems clear that creative
achlevement has always resulted from artists being
together in a major centre. It doesn't seem to make,_-"
‘sense then to develop production centres ln St. John's
and Halifai and Edmonton to force artists to move out

of Toronto."

iy ling!

’4the~Wayne- nd-shuster-Conedy—-sp

there might be a case for limiting'production to a few metropolitan centres

:ff(e g., Montreal Toronto and Vancouver) However, ‘as already p01nted out,,»

cultural (high or low culture) programming is not a.major part of the.program_
Schedule. The bulk of programming reflects Canadian culture in the sodial'd
culture sense and, as~we have argued here, the social culture of Canada is
not ceutralised and cannot be represeated satisfactorily by a centralised

program production system.
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b) The Balance of the CBC Program Schedule

The regu;ar program schedule .of the CBC Engliéh‘language television net-’
work is an indicator of how ;he Corporation -fulfils ;ts mandate to provide a
national broadcastipg service, ﬁndér the Broadcasting Act. The CBC is.sﬁpposed
to provide:‘ |

, : . A :
"a balanced service of information, enlightenment, and entertain-
ment for)pe0ple of different ages, interests and tastes covering
" £he' whole range of pibgraﬁmihg'in*fait proportion', section"3,

subsection g(i) of the Act,

0f course, the balance of the service will'inevitébly‘vary thféugh time

‘and the balance desired by any particular person will differ from that of other

people so that noiprecise description of how the proportions of inforﬁation,,_f“

.enlightenmenﬁ-and\gptertainment should be balanced can be given. Often, a
letter-writer to newspapers, to his M.P. or to the CRIC tends to take the

stance of the righteous taxpayer and demand that theACBC‘é'prograﬁming should-

A strong proprietary interest by -

conform exactly to that taxpayer's wishes.

the CBC is doing.

"5"-“Membets7oftPé:liament’aré*also not immune from the temptation of asking:w_~v5 R

that the CBC p;ovide better service in their home area, without giving much
considgratidn to ‘the question of how the Corporétion can fulfii all requests 
and yet not have to agk for increased Parliamentary grants.. ﬁuch of the
criticism éf the CBC both in Parliament and in the pressAdeals with smali
details of CBC'é performance, with little attention - aﬁd even less intelligent

.

'comment ~ given to the enormous responsibilities and duties of the Corporation,




laid on it by statute, by Cabinet order, b§~CRTC.regulation or reduirement and '
' . --‘by public demand. | | | | |
o A great deal of the;time, the standard of CBC ngrformance is‘measnred only
bj the extension of the broadcast network, the huilding|of.repeater'stations
and all‘the attendant 'hardwarel of broadcasting. This is a very innortant~
reqUirement for the CBC to reach as many Canadians as poss1ble and progress in
:1 this extenSion of serVice is fairly eas§ to measure in expenditures and audience
“*i}coveraée and so on. - Howevera the programs to be broadcast are the other half L
w*ofathé BEEvice and- “pYogress “and imprUVement in" programming 4% hard.. to neaSure.
Increased expenditures on nrogramming are harder to JUStlfy to those outSide

-:the CBC and the increased quality may be imperceptible to many - and dispuLed

s by others.‘ Innovative programs on CBC tend to be treated as controverSial"

"-and the corporation has been hit over the head by MPs S0’ often through Lhe

'Vtyears'that it‘has.almost ceased attempting<anything evenAslightly«adventurous,~

~

The program This Hour has Seven Davs was the last maJor controversy over CBC :i

programming and since then, very little innovdtion has been tried ' It is

easy-to. _understand the‘QBC s

originally established is all too often forgotten or denied. The necessity

A;iorésﬁgndinﬁfﬁublic7mone§£on“broadcaSting~at5all“istraised\all'toofoften’gSféfﬁ-"
dehatahle question; In these sorts of discussions, the ChC seems nnable-tovl;*
'defend itself - perhaps because it is.unsure itself? |
| On the other hand in other discussions, CBC is well able to defend itself.
by reference to all sorts of reports and policies and studies being undeitaken
.within the‘Corporation. However, requests by Parliamentary CommiLLees or .li’ l__ .

. ' individual M.P.s for information on'many broadcasting matters‘of"legitimate'

Y - S o I
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‘of overwhelmlng commerc1al broadcastlng in North America as a whole. It ;s

78.

concern are not responded to. properly. The intetnal security of.the_CBC:often
becomes more important than the adequate inforning of Parliament and, while
this secrecy may'be in the shert term interest of CBE employees,- it is not in .
the long term interests of the Corporation for its standing with noliticians
or ﬁith its nominal OWners,.the Canadian public. Lack of information about

what. the CBC is d01ng and how it 1s spepding its substantlal annual grants

tends to lead to lack of understanding of CBC problems and to lack of sympathy

1for 1ts dlfflcultles. It appears llkely that some of the host&lxty WhlGh the,.;;rhd;gq{%

CBC encounters in the House of Commons is caused by the CBC's own secretlve

behaviour.

The public broadcasting nature of the CBC, which was given to it at birth

in the early 19303, has gradually been dlluted and adapted to the c1rcumstances»x

interesting (if_somewhat saddening) to see how, over_the past forty'years; the

, noriginel framework of the CBC, which was modeled.so"closely on the BRC, has

changed so 'much that its own mother wouldn't recognize it. The difference is

presence of advert1s1ng causes different programmlng pollcies) The &ifferent_

h:programmlng pollc1es are reflectlons of how dlfferently the senlor management S

i"in each corporatlon V1ew thelr Job Whlle the BBC does not 1gnore the size of

‘its viewing audience, it does not feel called upon to justify why every person

in the.country is not watching all‘the time. The BBC's annual revennes de

not depend dlrectly on the goodwill of the maJorlty party in Lhe House of
Commons . In general, the Parliament, and the public at large, belleve that
publ;c breadcasting is in the public interest and not something for which there

is a perfectly adequate commercial substitute. The CBC, on the other hand,




seems to be continually on the defensive for using pnblic‘money for providing

s

o

R
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something which. commercial television provides “free"

What is frequently forgotten in the comparing.og'commercial and pnhlic~
broadoasting‘in Canada is that, nithout the CBC, there would be virtually no
Canadian programning.- Commercial broadcasters in Canada haye usuailyhbeen f

quite content to import American programs, which cost little, rather than make..
, P , ‘

their own."'The minimal "Canadian content" requirements imposed hy the.CRTC

caused the commerCial .broadcasters conSiderable anguish and, even now, Lhey

B tend to fulfil the ietter of the requirements, rather than the Splrlt. The
:%;ﬂ,_ CBC takes lel respon51bility to proVide programmlng by and for Canadians

and does. so as far as its budget permits. The‘CBC ‘has no trouble in exceeding -

its’minimum "Canadian content" programming requirements - even though it is"

required to have a higher percentage of Canad1an programming than are commerc1a1

‘broadcasters. R STy S e

However» and this is a big however s the actual content and mix of

<

programs in the CBC broadcast schedule as the manifestation of CBGC programming

Corporation must exist in a sea of commercial broadcasting, the'fact is that

CBC senior management has adopted some of the assumptions of commerc1al broadm

.oasters about plogramming For 1nstance, the view that a good audience Lating
for a program means the program is good; the way'in which popular American shows
are scheduled in.peak prime~time to compete with similar shows on American
stations atvthe sanegtime; the use of popular (again American) programs to

'lead in' to Canadian programs (which viewers apparently have to be lured to

‘ watch).
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The CBC, in its presentation to the CRTC Public Hearing in February 1974,

did admit that television programming on its English language network could

be improved and Laufent Picard, in his remarks to the Commission and in the
1973-74 Annual Report of the CBC, has stated that priority is to be given to
improvement of programming quality. No one, it seems, disputes the need for
program'improvément.. |
Therevis certainly some question é%out the way in which progfam improve—

. mgnﬁs can b?'implggegtqq y;phinfthe CBC.. It.iésiétgrgsting fq see‘ﬁﬁat theﬁtwon__ e

heads of programming for English IV -~ for inférma£ion programm&ng and entefe
'.tainmént programming - are sixth iﬁ the‘hierarghy‘of CBC managemenﬁ, and<stili

only fburth in the hie?archy of Toronto headquarters management. This does ﬁqf’H

augﬁr well for the programming chiefs' abilities to make radical changes in

programming or to get increased budgetary allocations if the top levels of

‘ ' management do not agree with the reallocations. , T

-

Ce ‘1’ -Mr..Picard has indicated that he is reluctant to remove American programs

" from the schedule because he believes that the CBC would lose most of its

for presentACBC programs are anything to go by, they may have a point there. o

fOE;ioﬁéiy;mfého%ihg'Aﬁéricaﬁ programs and substituting CBC programsbsimilér”'fjJT?i’ff;ﬁ

. to existing:ones is not the ultimate answer in improving Canadian programﬁiﬁg.
-Tge answer lies-in'increasing the range of programming produced~by the CBé 50

- that all sorts and varieties of programs are available to viewers through any
week, month or season of vieﬁing. The degree of cloice of froérams is at

‘ ‘least as important'aé the quality of the productions. o : . -

[ e — — - _ — N LAy . S e . . UL
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Looking at the 1974-75 schedule of programs on CBC, it is clear that the
choice on that network is limited. In prime—timé, when most of the time is

reserved for network programs transmitted from Toroifto to the rest of the

‘country, there are two general types of programs: a) American imports of

Apopular_shows from commercial networks; b) CBC network productions, almost

all produced in Toronto as network headquarters.
: _ N
Wlth regard to the American imports, for most people in Canada now,

"these programs, or almost 1dent1cal programs, are already avallable e1ther from

‘the CTV'network br from American stations avallable off air near the U.S.

border or on cable television services. For Canadians not so well-placed to
receive American television, the American programs provided by CBC are very
limited in range and they are all scheduled at times when most people are able

to‘match' thus pushing Canadian programs intd less'convenient times; A

comment often made by rural viewers is that programs shown after lO pm are too

Dol

a 1ate for them; th1s makes the p1e~empt10n of the 8 pm to 10 pm. perlod by non-

Canadian programs particularly unfair to those viewers who usually do not have_

-

eﬁ%%%éﬁ%ﬁﬁéﬁ%EPLOgréﬁm o ituatio:

comedy shows; 2 hours of police dramaé 1 hour of variety shows. An additional

carried on CBC's own stations.

With regard to CBC-produced programs in prime time, the full network

service consists of:~2 1/2 hours of sports (shown prior to prime~time in

Vancouver because of the wide difference in timeé zones between here and Toronto);

1 l/2.hours of iight entertainment music shows; 1 hour of drama; 6 hours of

information programs; 1 hour of serious music. Available network programs

:nonr.ofksitﬁaﬁion”comedywshoWs:is’provided as available to affiliates and is "
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provide an‘additional 1 hour of light entertainment music; 1 hour of informa-

tion; 1/2 hour of drama and 1/4 hour of sports. In summary, aside from Hockey

Night in Canada, the vast majority of CBC programmirg is either information
programming or light entertainment music shows. This cannot be described as

balanced programming. Indeed,'without the introduction of the American enter-

tainment programs (and one hour of available entertalnment programs from Great
- :Brltaln), the CBC program schedule would be hopelessly unbalanced The lack

‘.;of entertalnment programs produced by CBC is| a serlous one and, untll it is ,;

-

'remedled, it is harq to argue for the removal of non—Canadlan programs,'

‘Without them, the CBC'service‘would'be unbearably sombre}

This*is.notrto’say that' the informatiomal programs producedjby‘therCBC are,

1nd1v1dually, poor proarams The documentary style of program has long been a

N

xzstrong suit of the CBC - but it is disastrous to rely almost ent1rely on th1s RS TR

N

”i [fspec1a11sed klnd of program as the ma1nstay of productlon. Even those V1ewers

-

- who enJoy 1nformatlonal programs cannot reasonably be expected to choose qulte '

®

" g0 many of them: Market Place, Ombudsman, Naked M1nd Life After Youth

~ManrAlive News Maga21ne The Nature-of Thlngs1

T Metivers T Pay=Dayy CountryCanada =~

ffiwhlch would reduce the overall total of “information- and g1ve the appearance

. of the 1974—75 season.  Of course, these programs could be grouped in categories

of greater variety of programmlng but it would not change the basic character

- of the programs as intended to inform, rather than entertain.

Even the CBC's ewn grouping of program content shows that there is-

jmbalance in CBC ‘program schedules and in CBC's own programming between infor-

mation and entertainment. The CBC Amnual Report of 1973-74 provides the

following interesting comparison between the CBC English Television network
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¢ . and the TFrench Television network regarding program content.

An analysis of a typical week on each TV network is given as follows:

English Network French Netwerk
News and Information - 51.1% ‘ 27.8%
Light'Enterﬁainment | - 32.8 . 56.6
Ai;s,'Lettérs.& SciencesA v 7.9 _ ’ .5.5 _ B “
_Sportsuand Qutdoors. _ . - ;8.2 - 10.1 ’
| o 100.0% C100.0% )

If the non-Canadian programs are excluded, we can derive these percentages

for Canadian programming only:

English Network AFrenchANetWOrk
. News éhd_Information B 60.4% o 41.17
Light Entertainment \ ‘ - 17.3 T 37.5

Letters & Sciences .

“100.0%

" Can

%eléé;ii§wﬁéliévé’ﬁﬂét'fhewintefeéﬁgubf Fréﬁéhiépeékiﬁg-Cahadiéﬁs

are so different from those of English speaking Canadians that such different
program content mixes are appropriate for each? Tor the English language
television network, the balance between information and. entertainment is

'definitcly out. of line.




* . c¢) Summary: Obs'crva_tions and Policy Recommendations

The question of 'relevance' of the CBC to the B.C. viewer includes at

least three components. The first component may be valid nationwide,

particularly in rural areas where channel choice is restricted. This component

is lack of ‘variety in CBC programming. Most broadcast hours are filled either

.. with American entertainment productions or with CBC serious information shows.

A]secohd component. in 'relevance' from.the B.C. viewers' point.of view . . .. .

seems also to be place of production and degree to which the prdgram reflecté

local culture and setting. The disproportionally high ratings for- Beachcombers

- a9q>irish'Rovers indicate.these are factors in viewer choice. Most convincing
'age’the high fatiﬁgs of Klahanie, a_non—prime-time, low—Budget production that -
,"fbéaéesméh the B.C. outdoors -~ a sighificént-pért of life to a Bfitish |
"§706i£ﬁbian and a strong factor in determining his desire to liﬁe(hgre,' Indica—~-

“  tions are that better quality programs of this kind scheduled in prime-time »

would be successful in the ratings game. (At least omne of the current

licence has seen.this.:

.commercial ap

Sopanneds) T

. -But 'relevance' in programming goes beyond regional production for

“Fepional consumption. - It comprises-as well a third component:  regional

input into national programming. The attitudes and preoccupations of

Toronto — broadcasters inevitably colour 'national' news reports and public

affairs procgramming.- Differences in viewpoint and perceptions are thus
highlighted; one section has access :o the 'nmational' system; the other does
not. The dynamics are basic: conflict, not unity, is fostered.i<Resentment : -

and factionalism are fostered, not Canadian identity.




..85;,:...

VIt iéirecdénized, howe?er, that the moét‘definitiQé researéh ﬁiil not;

. compel change.. The problem of reie\lrance—irrel.evance of the CBC to regional -
viewers caﬁ oﬁly'be resolved by drastic ihternai reg;ganization of the foci
of power within the CBC. It is hard to conceive of the Toronto méhdariﬁs
voluntarily stepping déwn from their supreme position for the good~of‘;He
country. They are no doubt convinced that all they do is for the good of

- the country. ,Anoﬁher'perhaps of those*glaring differences of viewpoinﬁ,

’ between East. dand West. :

. . - ‘e . L - - . >
L ..t . . . .o . Loe

" In any case, since we are charged with making recommendations, however
futile, to a government body no .doubt riddled with the same eastern and-

therefore imperceptible attitudes, and recognizing the integral relationship.

between power and pocketbook, we plunge ahead. .

- Policy Recommendations

~-

1. The primary recommendation is for a massive reallocation of the
revenues of the CBC to give autonomy to the regions and to provide‘programming

. Yesources proportionate. to thei

“A-clue to present -imbalance can-be got from a .

" look at the talent payment table in the CBC Annual_Réport 1973-74, although .-

415" conbines ayments for both radib and telévision. ® The combined Figure ~ T
for Ontario is more than ten times the amount ﬁade_avéilable to B.C. writers;

performers and actors. Changes in this‘diréction will help uitimately té . o g
correct the ;estficteﬁ choice in current programming séhédules and lead to

greater reflection of regional diversity in the national broadcaéting system.
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,' ; 2. | A second recommendation is that the production format of hationai
programmiﬁg be changed to allow for production dia%pgué and for input from

the regigns so that biased eastern viewpoints do not dominate public affairs
commentary and analysis. This is a criti;al factor if éhe mandate for
Can;dian unity and Canadian identity is to be taken seriously. To this end,

a content analysis of national progra%ming might be undertaken by any authority

concerned to demonstrate the existence of the phenomenon we are describing.

: A : N K . T C .

3. A third rgcomﬁendation related to financial autdnomy but deserving
a comment bn'ité own: regional authoritieé should have ‘decision maﬁing
authqrity.. Final decisibns about fegional‘program productién, purphaée of
scfipts shoﬁld rest with local production staffs. "They should have complete
artistic.cqn?:ol_qvef a specified proportion of their agtiﬁities. Because of

the expense of television and the problem of limited financial resources, it

would be wise to look at the model of the BBC. Varying regional. centres are

__chosen. to specialize ipﬁspecifigAtypgs_of programming. Bristol, for example o

talented people in one location. This type of policy may have to be part and

R e 1A

=< -parcel -of increased-regional autonomy if resources are not to-be’spread'too;;i 

3

thin.

In>conc1ﬁsion,~ﬁe wish to reiterate that what we are dealing with within
the CBC is the nébulnus arca of attitudes, viewpoints, and 1imited hﬁman
pérceppioné; 'In this feSpedt the CBC mirrors a larger problem on.§he level  .
’ of federaxl and provi11cial tensions, the chronic problem we have ha.dA of coming

.
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i, _ . .
xi . © to grips with regional diversity and the centralizing federal government, As
the regions and the proyinces have grown in populatfon, .sophistication and

talent, the tensions have predictably become more noticeable. This will be

true for the nation as a whole and the CBC in particular over the next decade.

Decentralization of resources and authority will take piace, Indications

. : - 'Y ) :
are that it will come too late and that the waste in financial and talent

resources of the country"will be great. It is clear now that, for example,
L #inaiey e dYe-to haveancther coumrciil” s¥HLion. in Vantouver[ thus'ile dellerts = ™
. ety e s S o e ) . )

market that existed in the situation of dammed-up advertising revenues. looking

" for a place to go will no longer pertain, at least not again perhaps for
_another five to ten years. - These revenues will now go to another private

_cdmmerciéi'station, almost predictably organized along'the lines of all

t

other private commercial television stations in North America. . A regional

CBC centfe with more autonomy might well have harnessed these revenues.io

&

. . ° ’ ) .
. Canadian purposes, but could not do so because directives from Toronte and

-Epby- saerificing prime time and-tire’national consciousress” to Amefican” "7

‘ programmingeh'




