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a remark made by the Honorable Robert M. Strachan, B.C. Minister of Trans- 

port and Communications, in his speech at the first (and so far only) Federal- 
. 

Provincial Conference on Communications, held in Ottawa in November 1973. 

Strachan'said: 

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

as 
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(in a letter from A.D. Cameron, dated May 9, 

• 

how can it be made relevant?" 

Telecommunications Research .Group 
Simon Fraser. University.  
March 31, 1975 	• 

RESEARCH  PROJECT ON REGIONALISATION OF CBC-TV PROGRAMMING  

• • 
FINAL REPORT 

INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF INTERIM REPORT  

The impetus for this research study was the criticism voiced by various 

people in the province about CBC television programming and was epitomised by 

1974). A research study was then designed in which we proposed to examine and 

review existing information on B.C. residents' perceptions of CBC programming - 

information in the form of letters sent to the CRTC, letters to the press and 

audience research dafà such as Nielsen ratings reports and BBM statistics. 

Based on what could be deduced from this information, suggestions would be made 

for future research studies. 



. 	 _ 
6-f -beveral (p-rdb-ably -_-„Ame'rican.) 

âtidtiÉ 

only one statibn, probably CBC. See Section I for further discussion : Of this 

point. 

Wh; en  we came to look at the Nielsen ratings data, we realized that it 

would.not provide statistical bases on which to make conclusions about the 

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

--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 the of choice  - of channel and of pro- 

igraMMingResIdetitswitiuno , choice ofchannel (or:station) have different 

_ 
perceptions of the kinds of programming which CBC should show than do those 

residents with greater choice of charnel. Clearly, the availability of choice 

between two channels, or between two program types, affects how viewers react 

to the programming provided. 

So, as we see it, irrelevance of CBC programming can be defined in terms 

of the viewers' expectations of what CBC will provide in the way of program  • 

choice. The expectations differ according to whether CBG is the sole, dominant 

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

are linked to the geographic location of the viewer - a city dweller; a .small 

relevance - or availability of choice - in CBC programming. Instead, ratings 
.000 

measure  the  preferences made.by  viewers between the choice actually provided, 

however limited that may be. Ratings do not provide any insight into the 

le 	preferences of those who left their TV set off - except that they preferred not 

to watch what was offered. To take an extreme example, if all those who found 
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for social science research. 

ËË-Crlbed 
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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 contais  the analysis of 

Nielsen ratings data with reference to viewer preferences in programming. 

To obtain a measure of viewer preferences in programming is useful to 

a limited extent but it does not measure what this project was intended to 
)9ï 

measure - i.e. the relevance or irrelevance of CBC programming. In essence, 

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-

less to this project; but it is to say that the figures have a limited value. 

Therefore, they have been used here as supportive data for particular obser-

vations we wish to mhke and we have relied more heavily on the citizen's 

letters as original data. This may seem to be the wrong,way round from the 

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

lation woUld generally be characterized as subjective while audience research 

In addition to the written comments and viewing preferences as indicators 

of the relevance of CBC programming to British Columbians, another area whiCh 

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 regionalisation of 

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

Mitaiammeremirarmam.si'we' US"rereTC.SiZaleMT.LInizweae mez.z.e • - • 
• • . 	 . 	 , ••- 
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policies and makes suggestions on changes which would assist in remedying the 

unfavourable comments of British Columbians on the English language television 

service. 

The report presented here follows the outline provided on page 3 of our 

original research proposal. It contaiàs four sections: 

BRITISH .COLUMBIANS' COMMENTS ON CBC-TV PROGRAMMING  

SECTION IV  REVIEW  OF PRESENT AND FUTURE CBC POLICIES  

'Regiorieisation-:Tolicies'-bUthe;CBC-TV English 
•Network 

b) The Balance of the CBC-TV Program Schedule 

0 '  Summary: Observations and Policy Recommendations 

_SECTION I  



SECTION I  BRITISH COLUMBIANS t  COMMENTS ON CBC-TV PROGRAMMING  

The major source of information for the opinions of B.C. residents is the 

collection of interventions sent to the CRTC prior to the Public Hearing on 

CBC Licence Renewals, held in February, 1974. Of the 305 interventions received 

by the CRTC, 95 were from B.C. Thus, 31% of the interventions came from 

approximately 10% of the population. British Columbians are either more vocal , 

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

of Canada's and our share of the interventions is, therefore, over three times 

as high as one would expect.. 

It is interesting to see that B.C. provided the greatest number of inter-

ventions from any province, with Ontario second with 75 interventions. Quite 

•a number of the Ontario interventions were from associations of nationwide 

membership whose headquarters are in that province so that the number of 

'ordinary citizen' interventions from Ontario was actually around 60, compared 

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

80% of all the interventions. The fourth province contributing sizeably . was 

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

ulit of 'Càhada''â' - hrban:and MetrOPClit -en . centre Wo'sPrbvinCes - : PrinCe-EchNiar 

.irsiand'aneMeWBrnnsWiCkcântribnted he -interventions—at all.' PerhaPS the 

. writing of interventions is primarily an urban activity... _ 
_ 

•Returning our attention now to this  province, one of the B.C. interventionà- 

was itself a rich source of information about B.C. opinion because it  was 

 based on the collection and summary of opinions from people who had written 

to a group called thè- "B.C. Committee on the CBC". The 350 letters received 

by this Committee were made available to us. 

_ • 	_ , 
-Pr.meeet,,reetee....erfrelreeNertil-1..MM7.,. 
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Thus, altogether, there were about 450 letters to be reviewed; some of 

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

married couplés. In totàl, we estimate that about 5§0 people expressed some 

opinion about the CBC in these letters and interventions. Additionally, there 

were a few letters published in Vancouver papers during the past year which' 

related to the CBC. Of course, not all the comments were,about CBC Television 

and not all comments about television had to do with programming but they do 

represent a substantial expression of opinion in this province about the subject 

of this study. What this established is that the phenomenon we are studying 

exists. Discontent with the CBC was not a figment of Mr. Strachan's imagination 

or an idiosyncratic  concerne Now, what do these interventions tell us about the 

nature of that discontent? 

What follows is a summary of the comments made about CBC programming, with 

quotations used where a particular writer has expressed well a prevalent opinion 

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

categories and extract representative comments from each.' Content analysis 

could be carried out in a full-scale study to yield precise mathematically 

maniPulable - qsalt...FPr'aur,PPnPs,qs1, 

use for such material seems to be for descriptive purposes: to capture as 

closely as possible the tone arid general attitilde of this self-selected sample 

of the B.C."population, with a few citizens of the Yukon and the North West 

Territdries also participating.  
....- 

Before proceeding to the description, however, a few words of elanation ,,tme""j-e 1  
6-- 	I 

et e  - tf) e.ç 
f
` 

are necessary about tbe procedure used by the "B.C. Committee on tfie CBC" to 

obtain responses from Th.C. residents about the CBC. The Cometlee 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 

commercial influence on.CBC and the need for a fully*public broadcasting 

service in Canada. The Committee analyzed the letters received and summarised 

the opinions expressed under the headings of 'triggered' responses - on 

commercialism, Canadian content on CBC, extension of service - and . 'untriggered' 

responses covering a variety of topics including licence fies,  re-scheduling, 

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

responses were thought to be prompted by the «Committee's lette'r to the local 

press:while other responses were considered to be the spontaneous comments of 

the writers. 

?t).  In our own review of these letters, wei  have looked for any comments on 

the programming shown on CBC and these havb included both 'triggered' and 

untriggered' responses - on the prevalence of American programming in prime 

time, the absence of the full range of American programs being imported by the 

è 

Y -1 es  

CBC, Canadian content and the lack of regional and local content on the CBC 

7eidions.asFil; 
. 	 . 

irectYtatheCRTC--fwe2havesno-, ,,information.,onwha-t -yprbMpted-Ithése...intereas-77' 

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

-:the -interVentidrià couldSe desCribed às 'untriggered l -reSPOnses hecauSe - no 

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

or disagree with. 

e 	J 	 ,t , 	 , 	ie: 	1, • . • • • 
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8. 

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 

-the full range of American programs not imported by CBC 
• 

-other non-Canadian programs unrepresented compared to American programs • 

Canadian programs on CBC  

-the need to increase and improve Canadian programs in quality and variety 

-Canadian programs should be about and for all of Canada 

-suggestions for improving Canadian programs 

-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 

c) Area-sPecific viewer problems  

. 	- 	 . 	. . 	 . 	• 	• .. .. 	. 
le.: 	• 	: : .- .. .• ,- •••..: 1. ' : : . :• - 	.• 

.. 	. 	. 
• .1- -- ,. 	- 	 • • 	•-•• --: 

• 



a) -  American programs on CBC  

One of the commonest subjects of the letters was the matter of American  

programming on the Canadian public network.  The wriUrs made a distinction 

between what could reasonably be expected of the commercial network in Canada 

and of the public network. .Most writers who commented  .on  American programming 

were concerned that US programs dominate prime-time broadcasts on CEC. Some 

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

and it was suggested that, for many people, such programs were already avail-

able on other TV stations so they were an unnecessary duplication on CBC. 

Some writers did not object to having some American programming but did not  • 

want it to be scheduled in the best viewing hours, which should be reserved 

9. 

for Canadian programs, in their opinion. 

"My wife and I heartily agree that the CBC should be a truly 

public broadcasting organization, as it is now it is a poor 

imitation of the private Canadian and U.S. networks. In most 

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

programs they need from the private networks. Why should w 
_ 

,..:.repeat , 

"If Canadians want to watch American TV, most . have a free choice 
• 

tO. :do..'.dothe'Canadiannetwork.ICBC1-Should:hé  made Canadinn. -".' 

(W.H. Wolferstan, Victoria) 	 • 

'• 	• • - 	• 	• 	e  ''•• • *: : 	. 	 : 

i'Wh• is.such à .large portion  .of "11/ tÈme.given to .the showing of 

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

and seeing our own Prime Minister? Many residents of B.C. would 

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 news." (W.J. Fidler, Comox) 



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 bn.t 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 would like to have our Canadian '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 

countries. Many writers did not accept that virtually all foreign programs on 

CBC should be US popular commercial series; this seemed to restrict the range 

of non-Canadian programming unnecessarily. 

- - z 	 

'--''----..=-r.j3:-e.errrr_tuna-Œe-leY.,.--r-4-aoniii:-i-fr.tiFe=Fe;Ï- «z-,:ttikafi:- '-o'ffe.:r;- '----Th a- 

-7.777771yegt-"Ze-ptesdut-ëd7By-UET7etuuBS'flh7thnS ; - -lee 	 th-éir 

programs on CBC." (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 • 
. 	. 	• 	. 

teèbitiëligly; 
• . 	.' • 	a 	• 	, 	• 	 :r. ‘• 	• 	 •: • 

• . . • 	' . 	

., • 
. 	. 	. • 	• • 	• 	.• 	'• 	' 

	

foreign country." *(P. 	COy,«North'Vancouver).. 



4'  

• • 
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. 	 . 

• . 

• 

"My only Other comment is that the CBC might reduce its American - 

content and increase its international Content. The U.S. content' 

ià already well represented by the private networks." (J. Mitchell, 

Vancouver) 	• • 

11. 



12. 

Canadian Programs on CBC  

A number of letter writers attended to the reverse side of the coin; 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 

talent to produce high quality programs but there was insufficient opportunity 

for this to be done at present in the CBC. However, sbme northern writers had 

doubts about CBC's ability to produce quality programming. 

"The CBC could have so much to offer as a unifying force across 

this country cutting across provincial boundaries and concerns. 

It is capable of producing interesting, informative and enter-

taining  programmes. It could be a wonderful educative tool. 

It should be using the talents of our musicians; writers, artists 

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

lïéseeV,=-15.11telUieeegi:17-,ges, 

-:-vreipc5intsï-ehy-ljother-:having-the=7CBG 

Gibsons) 

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

• shows•• • with American talent, we have Canadian talent that is every 

'bit 'as goÔd e:if they 'arevgiven ehe.:(5p .iihrtnelity to appear 	hete• 

should now Ue an all out effort made to encourage Canadian artists 

and performers to appear on our television and radio programmes." 

(0. and D. Lundgren, Penticton) 



all Canadians, especially children, a chance to learn about all of Canada. _ 

-  

-'; 
." 

: • . 

"I believe the CBC is an essential part of Canadian life. Its 

licence to be broadcast should definitely renewed but conditions 

should be placed on this licence to arrest any trends to its 

'losing its 'Canadian-ness' and to encourae quality Canadian 

programming." (D. Gerace, Kelowna) 

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

standards of behaviour and n2rmality in order to foster and encourage. 

our very survival as an independent country', you had best watch the 

show Delilah week in and week out before you pressure CBC to sponsor 

Inore sueh. shows. If Delilah,  Countrytime,  the repetitious panelists, . 
. 	. 	 . 	. 

etc., are typical of what die present. CBC executivès would 'choose," 

our best interests would hardly be serv'ed by having more of the• same." 

(E. Haffner, Faro, Y.T.) 

The  portrayal of.the Canadian Identit;.was  regarded as CÉC i s primary duty 

but people did not agree with the CBC's present interpretation of this identity. 

People were concerned that CBC should reflect Canadian siandards of behaviour 

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

-14-te - 	 Rump:arc-a-no 

When we stayed with a nice French family in Montreal in '67, they 

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

•We•do not know enough aboutieach other as Canadians and TV could bè 

a tremendous help in this direction with modern programs about how 

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

"Canadlan content does not necessarily mean barn music, political 

speeches or the excessive profanity issuing from Toronto. Whatever 

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



• 
• 

. 	• 	 .. 	• 	e- 
• • •. 

14. 

the excellent travel films of George MacLean or the world acclaimed 

work of the National Film Board?" (W.J. Fidler, Comox) 

"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 dhdings. Last week, Take 30 presented 

a two-part show with two doctors taking part - surely it was . 

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

• Three main suggestions were made on how programs about Canada could be  

imp.ro-y_es1.2 Firstly_2  the ethnic groups  which make up the mosaic of Canadian 

society should be able to express their identity as part of the Canadian 

identity. The multicultural character of Canada is not reflected in CBC 

programs, it was thought. 

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

the.yorontonians.  see.  the  Hungarians,. or - what have you, but. the  

7t1 ey'a'reUthéniselVes- .-."(C-:: Van DriMM-elari,Ëittfleade 

• 

•"MuCh could he 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 

the many - ethnic minorit iee ..who  make up the bulk of the population 

of this country? Do the countries we all came from do nothing to 

promote their culture and preserve their rich cultural heritage?" 

(H. Harzog, Campbell River) . . 

• • 	• 

The second suggestion for the improvement of Canadian programming was to 

have the various regions contribute more egually to the production of programs. 

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



t 

• •si ; › 

..%. 1-1Th'ere.are . some:areas. .in,.which,Canadian contentshows 

appointing. For instance, TV shows emanating from Toronto at 

mid-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 lives 

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

• 
language television network. This concern of B.C. residents with increased 

production outside Toronto is certainly an expected one but should not be seen 

purely as a parochial cdncern - the wish to have more programs made about 

ourselves. It is more a concern that Toronto-based production staff are 

incapable of reflecting the interests and standpoints of all Canadians from 
. • 	• . 	. 

coast to• coast nny more than Vancouver-based staff could do it. The diversity 

of the Canadian culture is not amenable to a homogenous description. 

, 

"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 filming local, the East is the subject of most shows 

and documentaries, etc. Frankly, I am - bored with Toronto. It is 

S,over-exposed  on  Canadian screens as Los Angeles and California 

iii : t1  WeSthàVe . been lông:neglectëd'.• 

(R.G. Palmer, Courtenay) 

"We would like to see some happy, relaxing, beautiful Canadian 

shows. Not Eastern Canada either; Western Canada is just as 

.b«eutiful as-the 'east.àn&thel;edà jdst:a's duch mndutryhere  

The land and'areas UP north of Manitdba., Saàkatchewan, Albe.rta'and 

B.C. would  b  interesting to see on TV." (Fair family, Hendrix Lake) 



: . 	 • 	. 

"We have not reached the ultimate in stimulating an 'imaginative 

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 regional exchanges of locally put together material than 

* by travelling factotums from 'Toronto' telling the Maritimes 

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

vice Versa. There' is alo the question of stimulating local 

talent from which to draw national talent." (R. Ford, Vancouver) 

The third suggestion for the improvement of Canadian programming was 

:Conc'erh'ed'Witiisthè:riéëefihéï'dëce:ntralin  oÈ-pi.ograM content  so .  * 

, that people 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 
• 

provision of local information for people in Prince George, for example, is 

not adequately catered to by producing material in Vancouver, 400 miles away. 

"Why çan't we have programmes -that are developed in Canada and, 

,in a signing off, declare the town - or City it was aztually produced' 

In instead of just 'CBÇ 1973', etc. Why can't we have more 

arïcou „ 

ThereTis-talentrin'.-évery7unicipaIity -in:Canadabar - none r 	- 	m. 

Clarke, Fort St. John) 

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

the national network tends to ignore us. Centres now of consider- 
. 	., 	 . •• 	• 	.• 	•• • 
ablè-size and p.opuiation, sùch aÈ Kamloops, Prince Gebrge, Princé* 

Rupert and Uelowna are seldom mentioned on our regional 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) 	• 



e. 
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"In summary, our government supported communications system serves 

almost exclusively the lower mainland, Victoria and the Island, 

and ignores the fact that many thousands o; citizens in the 

Interior must get no news or weather coverage. With no competi-

tion in much of the Interior, we must rely on h station which 

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

Nelson) 

e 	.. • 	• :.e.• 	%.•• 	• 	" • e. 	• .• 	, 	- 	• • 	 . • 
Aj 



c) 	Area - Specific Problems  

Two special problems for viewers in particulas areas require some 

attention. Firstly, people in the far North of the province, and the 

Yukon and N.W.T., who receive service via satellite made complaints about 

the CBC which are peculiar to their situation. A great many of the com-

plaints were about the duplication ot programs being repeated during the 

same day - even sometimes the same hour. We understand that the CBC is 

wej.1 on the way to ssolving.this difficulty, which.was caused by laek of 	.. 
• • $ 	 ••• 	 •••• 	 • .1.  ••••T 	'1 7 

adequate . transmission.facilities on its satellite 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 programming. It would not, . 

- of course; be local or even regional - for them in content but•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 

affiliate of . the CBC network.  (This  means anyone in B.C. who does ink 

• e-Ive..e—ri`iiCe-Tf 
r.••••=4.-"Z-E: 

• 

.. _— 
till network service and viewers expresse-cl dissatisfaction about either 

missing some of the CBC programs they wanted to see or else about the quality 

of programs provided by the affiliate in their place. Actually; many people 

are not aware of which programs are provided by CBC and which by the affil-, 

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

poor programs over which 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 

- 	;.• 
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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 unlikely the Corporation will ever be able to super-

sede the use of affiliates to carry at least a  minimal amount of the CBC net- 

work schedule. However, the full CBC program of Canadian production is not 

ffg.i.te.ed_this.do.es. mean that . incomplete ,service 

is provided to many people outside the major cities. 

4i 

Already, from a study of the letters, it becomes important to distinguish 

geographically among the groups in the province. Differences are discernible 

in the kinds of observations made by people in the different areas of the 

province. • The differentiation is tied generally to the range of station choice 

which people have. People in rural areas or remote areas who receive only CBC 

service are gend'rally critical of the range of programming .on that one channel. 

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

Canadian networks here - generally thonght that CBC shotild provide prograM 

which was a real alternative  to American programs.  Ali  comments aboUt CBC 

programming were concerned in some way with the range of programs shown and, 

since people's needs for choice are different in different areas, the specific 

criticisms and solutions tended to be different. However, these solutions 

are not inherently contradictory. 

The basic solution proposed was that the quality of Canadian programming 

must be improved and that the subject matter and type of the programs must be 

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

•• . 	• • • 

reduced, even in areàs-xahich are•no• 
• . 	• 

able to get Ameritan Staticins .or 	•"- 

the  Canadian commercial network statioins. Freeing the prime time hours 

for CBC progràmming would then 'allow the .CBC to develop Canadian programs 

• whichyould be entertaining or informative for the majority of Canadians. 
. 	. 	. 	• 	• 	• 	. 	• 	. 

..1 
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SECTION II  .VANCOUVER VIEWER PREFERENCES IN CBC-TV PROGRAMMING  • 

In an attempt to obtain a measure of the relative popularity of CBC 

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

thedatein the.Nielsen Broadcast-Index-Television.report-for - ,November, 

1974, Vancouver market area, this being the most up-to-date information 

available. 

' In the interim report on this research study (submitted in December, 	, 

; 	 e... 	 • 	 ":.;• 	';* 	 ..— 	 . 

.1974), we referred to à system of viewer eiassiffcâtiori as f(illorks: 	e 	• 

1. Cable 	choice of channels) 	i) Lower Mainland, 
Victoria, Georgia 
Straits area 

ii) Small towns outside' 
• the above 

2. Eon-Cable a) No channel choice 	i) Small towns 

ii) Rural areas 

h) Channel choice 	 • 	i) Lower Mainland, 
Victoria, Georgia - 

• 
Straits area 

- 	 	 _   
 - 

_ 

• 

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

: -:- : pcilitan-VancoUVer:areaHwhUsubscriheIto a 7,cable:TV service, The  .lowest„ 

. viewer category is for people living in rural areas who receive only one . 

channel. The other categories provide a range of channel choice somewhere  • 

between these two extremes, the exact number of channels varying due to local 

circumstances, such as closeness to the U.S. border and closeness to major 

urban centres. • 



: 
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• 

«.• 
s  It is our intention to provide an analysis of viewers' program 

preferences in the top .category - where maximum channel choice prevails 

ànd where, presumal;ly, peopie are most aiile to viewe Progràk -theY'prefer'; 

Of course, it is evident that channel choice does not necessarily mean 

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

is at its highest. 



CHAN --..1:72C-TV---station--in-VailÈàUyer (Channel . 8) 
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. 	. .. 
C -Saffiliàle-station'inVic-tori e....• . 	 - 

KCTS - PBS affiliated station in Seattle (Channel 9) 

a) 	Background Information on Metro Vancouver' 

23. 

Apreliminary study of the data supplied by  thè Nielsen Broadcast 

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

,proyides . data on . t.v19 different_suryey”areas: ..the Metro .Area and  the  , 

Designated Market Area. The Metro Area encompasses metropolitan Vancouver 

plus communities as far north as Squamish, as far east as Chilliwack The 

Designated Market Area (EYJMA) comprises population centres as far north as 

Powal)...River.and Pembèrton.,.east as far as Hope and.all of.Yancouver Island . 	. 

to the West. The Metro Area is included in the DMA. Since all people in 

the DMA cannot get the same choice of channels, this area seems inapprop-

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

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

people in this area have a choice of at least 3 and up to 8 channels and 
••• 

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

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

•: • 

:•. 

affiliated station in Seattle (Channel 5) 

KIRO - CBS affiliated station in Seattle (Channel 7) 

KOMO - ABC affiliated station in Seattle (Channel 4) 

KVOS CBC affiliated station in Bellingham (Channel 12) 

From the Nielsen data on Metro Area viewing, two sets .of figures, 

are available on each'quarter-hour program viewing: % household rating and 

KING - NBC 
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, Household 

	

- 	. 	

. . 	. 

	

. . 	. 	•- 	Rating - Share • 
. 	. 

.• 	.`,... . 	% . 

	

:-..Thursda. ,-9-:-.0.0. P.M 	• - 	 61, 	100  

24. 

% share. The first figure represents the percentage of all TV households 

which are tuned to a given station; the second represents the percentage 

of TV hàuseholds tuned to a given station as a percentage of the area's . 

„V.bo4sebo14ith . a et turned on. E.G., in the November 1974 figures, 
• e • 	•• 

Wednesday, 8:00 P.M.-8:15 P.M., 63% of all TV households have a TV set 

turned on. At that time, the program *Nature of Things receives 12% house-

hold rating, 18% share. 

to ,tb.e ne?a, the 

% of households with a TV set on goes up and down. Thus, it becomes mis- 

leading to compare the % household ratings of programs which are shown at 

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

for example, in the following table, the program shown on.CBUT 

in each listing gets the same 6% household rating, but the audience share 

is•different because the total household rating changes. 

Household •• 
Rating Share 

'àfifpin 

CHER 	NeWs Hour 	4 	9 

ugnereffl.min 

CHK 	Pole WôMan, - 	-** ;10' - 	16 	- 	* - 

'KING ' Newservice 	3 	KING Ironside 	9" 	14 

KOMO 	ABC Evening News 4 , 	.10 	KOMO :Streets of.S.F. 	10 . 	15 . . 
_ 

KVOS 	,Circle of Fear 	6 	14 	KVOS Mary Tyler Moore 	11 * 18. 

When the total % household.rating varies so much, it is not sufficient 

to compare the two programs on CBUT on the basis of % household rating only; 

the audience share also is . relevant information. . 
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Monday - Friday, 7 PM - 11 PM 	# Household rating 	2% 

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

Monday - Sunday, 6 PM - 8 PM 	: 1% Household rating 2%* 

25* • • e 	 • 

In the booklets for Vancouver, Nielsen lists separately, seven of 

the eight generally available TV stations (listed on Page 23) but does 

not treat the eighth - KCTS - in this manner. KCTS is presumably in- 	- 

eluded under "Others" in the average daily and weekly summaries and is 

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

4: 

- 	The ratings for these stations are obviously extremely small,  when  

'trie**.a.'s.tired* . ageïrist-therifiein.-. C'efafbitt'tliÊe -leèkOedate.:on%KOTS.e&r , .Vencouver.s. ; 

area residentb.is unforturiate 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 give a 

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

others rate e% of households in the Metro Area -- # being a percentage tOo 

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

do appear, and we show figures for 1972 and 1974, for coMparative purposes: - 

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 generally for "Others" 

• 
In the 1974 figures, "Others" registers a 2% household rating throughoùt the 

dey 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. 

isumnimraini.> rurenemennuecate lz.. 



are: 
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: 	 . 

ce %•'CBUT:;:... 

CHAN 

CHEK 

KING 

KIRO 

KOMO 

KVOS 

eTe;,.ï 

- . • 

—  

- 	 e:x.-rt-L,%n"7"  

17% 

15%. 

17% 

6% .  

•18% 

18% 

7% 

14% 

11% 

13% 

13% 

•, 26: 

'in the two years from 1972 to 1974. However, no conclusion on the popularity 

of KCTS can be drawn from such fragments, especially'since Nielsen does not 

provide data on KeTS in the quarter-hour program ratinga. 

• • •.• t • . .... , 1•:« 	• 
- 	. 	 • 
With  .regard 	TV'àtatiàris'recevable -irirtheVancouv.e,r:Metro.Area,. . 

the averages for prime-time viewing (7 4PM - 11 PM) through the whole week 

Household Rating Share Household Rating•Share 

top spot in the Metro Area with CHAN (CTV), followed by KING, the'NBC 

which_has taken over third place from KVOS in Bellingham. . 

The 1974 division between Canadian and American stations gives Canadian 

stations a 43% share of viewing households, with 57% for the U.S. stations. 
... 	_ 	, . 	 • •• 

Data  for  different Itime, àpan.§, cit.hr•th'an.:tlie 7.-PM '-- 11 PX perioused.above ›  
- • 	e .. _ 
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• 
give a similar division except for one notable difference - for 6:00 PM - 

8:00 PM Monday to Sunday Average: 

November 1972 	November 1974  

Household Rating Share 	Household Rating Share 

CBUT • 	33% 	 29%

• CHAN 	• 22% 	 . 20% 

CHEK 	4,  8% 	 10%. 	\ 
• • 
• • 

KING 	6% 	 7% 

	

••KIR ] 	6% 	 6% 

KOMO 	6% 	 8% • 
. 	. 	. 	. •

• 

KVOS 	16% 	••14%•

• 	• 
• 

Others  • 	2% 	 3% 
• • 

; 

: - These figures give a breakdown of 59% household rating share for • 

Canadian stations and 31% for American stations. The greater popularity of 

. Canadian stations at this time of day is due to the fact that most viewers 

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

• • . 

television and this is clearly a pattern well established by now in people's 

lives. - The . fellowing figure illustrates how the percentage of households - 

tuned in varies through the day in a cyclical pattern (See Figure 1, following) 

t i  • 	Iter QM ..tiiiS f 	it. is, .çlear 	14.nk viewing. t•ime .  froni. Monday _to 	. 

Sunday is between 8 PM and 10 PM, with the peak being slightly earlier on 

Saturday nights. Of course, it depends on the percentage level used but it . 

.2 

f 
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• - A].1 States, Metro Vancouver Area November 1974 FIGURE  1  % Household. 
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urpr5;einey;.,perhape„Saturday night's percentage is_lower than 
=r.7,  

flj 

29.' 

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 is 

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 t±me - the drop is from 50% to 32% 

household rating on weekdays,.less drastic but nonetheless significant on 

Saturday and Sunday. 	 • 

'Another item which is interesting in the.diagram is the variations 

between Saturday, Sunday and weekday viewing. We would expect, as is the 

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

mornings are popular with children for watching cartoons; sports programming 

ià provided on.Sunday mornings from 10 AM onwards. Between 5 . PM and 7 PM, 

appreciably more households have the TV set turned on at weekends. A higher 

percentage of households watch television on Sunday night than any Other 

other nights. 



. 	. 	. 
concerned with the former,  although the analysis will be measuring the . 

popularity of both kinds of programming. 

- We will try to answer.the following questions: 

1. Which programs are most popular in Metro Area 

, Vancouver; in terms of highest housàold ratings? 

. Which programs obtain the highest audience share 

during prime-time hours? 

3; .Which of the most popular .programs are shown on 

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

„.-- 	 , 	  

On the CBC Owned-and-Operated Station CBUT, which CBC- • 

nproduced programs.do  best'in-terms-of-audience•share?-- 

30. 

• Vancouver Viewing Patterns and Preferences  

Turning now to an analysis of programming preferences, several 

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

programming versus that on other stations. A distinction must be made 

at once between CBC-produced programs4and programs shown on CBC stations 

but made by someone else. It is our assumption that we are primarily 



ern-,caunrg 

2 were regular news.progtams and the remaining 4 were 

of varying kinds.. 

note. is that all of the popular U.S. programs are also 

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

. highest household ratings? 

Many of the same popular programs are broadcast by two or three of the 

stations available in the Vancouver Metro Area so that accurate measurement 

of popularity is difficult to achieve when one program is shown only once 
4 

while another is shown two or three times in a week. Additionally, unless  • 

• 'the Program is Shown on two stations at exactly the same time, we must 

assume that the audience could contain some people who watched the program 

twice. So, for example, all household ratings for "MASH" in a week of 

November 1974 cannot be added together because it was shown at three different 

times in the week. 

. In November 1974, the most popular programs in the Vancouver Metro 

Area, as measured in % household ratings, are listed in_Table 1, following. 

31. 

There are several 

whether one expected it 

items worth noting about this list. Firstly, 

or not, the majority of the programs were produced 

major sports programs, 

entertainment-programs 

A second item to 

shown on American stations available in Vancouver although the better rating 

is generally obtained by the Canadian stations. It seems reasonable to con- 

clude that, 11 those programs were .to be removed from the Canadian-stations - 

particularly the CBC stations - people would 'still. be'able to watch the pro- 

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



TABLE i  Most Popular Programs in Vancouver  Metro Area: Household Ratings 16 or over - November  1974 (Nielsen)  

Program Title 
-1 . % Household 

Station(s.), 	Rating•  
Country of 	 • 

Production 	Program Category* 	Day & Time Shdwn  

37 
35 
•33 
30 
23 
22 
•20 
20 
20 
19 
19 
19 
18 
18 
18 
17 
17 
17 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16 

NHL HOCKEY 
All in the Family 
World of Disney 	. 
Mash 
IRISH ROVERS 
Mary Tyler Moore 
Happy Days 
*Kojak 
Streets of San Francisco 
Sunday Night Movie 
NEWS HOUR 
Police Story 
BEACHCOMBERS 
Cannon 
THIS IS  THE  .LAW 
CFL FOOTBALL 
That's My Mama 

• Waltons 
• Academy Performance 

Carol Burnett 	• 
•CEILIDH 
HOURGLASS 
Nash  
•SPORTSWEEK 
Wednesday Movie of the 

Week 

Total Programs: 

CBUT 
. CBUT,CHE 
CBUT 
CBUT,.CHEK 
CBUT, CHE,1 

- CBUT, CHEK 
CBUT, :CHEK"; 
CHAN 7  
CHAN 

' KOMO 
CHAN, _CHEK- 

: CBUT,:.C14 
• CBUT, gme. 
CBUT, £HEK' 
CBUT, CHEK 
CHAN 

: CHAN, •KO110' 
- CBUT, CHE. 
CHAN • 
CBUT, CHEK: 
CBUT, • 

 CBUT 
KVOS ' 
CBUT 

,KOMO 

CANADA 
US 
US 
US 

CANADA 
US 

• US 
US 
US 
US 

CANADA 
US 

CANADA 
US 

_CANADA 
CANADA 

US 
US 
US 	• 
US 

CANADA 
CANADA 

US 
CANADA 

US 

Sports . 
Sitcom' 
Drama/nature 
Sitcom 
Light entertainment 
Sitcom 
Sitcom 
Police.  drama 
.Police  draina 

 Movie 	• 
News • 
Police.  drama 
Drama.series 
Policé dramà 
Panel Show 
Sports . 
Sitcom 
Drama •series 
Movie 
Light entertainment 
Light éntertainment 
News . 
Sitcom 
Sports 
Movie : 

Sat '5:00 - 7:30 pm 
Fri 8:00 - 8:30  pin  
Sun 6:00 - 7:00 pm 
Fri 8:30 - 9:00 pm 
Sun 7:30 - 8:00 pm 
Mon .8:00 - 8:30 pm 
Tue 8:00 - • 8:30 pm 
Sun 8:00 - 9:00 pm 
Thu 8:00 - 9:00 pm 
Sun 9:00 - 10:45  pin 

 M-F 6:00 - 7:00 pm 
Tue 8:30 - 9:30 pm 
Sun 7:00 - 7:30 pm 
Mon 9:00 - 10:00 pm 
Mon 8:30 - 9:00 pm 
Sun 1:00 - 3:00 pm 
Wed 8:00 - 8:30 pm 
Sun 8:00 - 9:00 pm 
Sat 9:00 - 11:00 pm 
Thur 8:00 - 9:00 pm 
Sat 7:30 - 8:00 pm 
M-F 6:30 - 7:30 pm 
Wed 8:30 - 9:00 pm 
Sun 3:30 - 4:00 pm 
Wed 10:00 - 11:30 pm 

Program categories are thcise we haye:lOeloped; . an explanation is . provided latex in the text. 



33. 

U.S., the Canadian station carries the program ahead of the time when the 

American station shows it. This practice ensuresythat the Canadian station 

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

(With reference to the pre-release of American programs on Canadian 

TV stations, this practice may not be permitted in the 1975-76 season if 
4,  

the American networks decide to be uncooperative. The recent decision of 

. the Federal . C.ourt.of Appeal regarding'the section.28 application.b,y Capital 

Cities Communications Inc., Taft Broadcasting Company and WBEN Inc., all of 

Buffalo, N.Y., against CRTC Decisions 74-100 and 74-101, is interesting in 

this regard. The court in effect recognized that the CRTC had the author-

ity to permit CATV licensees - in this instance Rogers Cable TV Limited - 

to delete commercial messages from imported American signals. In order to 

continue to . attract the Çanadian 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 

s. 

fi that happens,:Canadian'stations_when theys.are 

showing American pkograms,_ will undoubtedly lose :_viewers -to American.: 

stations carrying the saine  programs simultaneously. This will be partic-

ularly true if viewers realize there are fewer commercial minutes per hàur 

on Americanstations than on Canadian 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 



r-ograms:ln:that:.2hour:_time'periodfor_the wholg-week) 
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drawn on the basis of one example. Other factors are obviously involved; 

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

Beni° Parlor  which had 3% household rating. The preceding program on 

KOMO got 8% household rating. 

The third item to note about Table 1 is that, not surprisingly, almost 

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

is referred to as "prime-time" - usually 6 PM to 11 PM. The only exceptions 

• 	• ' 	bere are two,spotts programs. , 

In light of the wide variations in the % household ratings during the 

viewing day, it ià clearly insufficient to rely solely on figures of % TV 
. 	 • 	• 	• 	- 	• 	' 	'..- 

householdstuned to a particular program on specific station or stations to 

provide a measure of the popularity of all the programs shown. This limi-

tation seems especially unsuitable in an examination of CBC programming be- 

cause of the policy of the CBC in filling many of the hours of highest % - 

household ratings - 8 PM-10 PM - with non-Canadian programming. (On CBUT 

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

placed too low. 

'Therefore, we - will use Some of the figures on % audience - Share  for 

programs as another measure of popularity to assist in giving a better in- 

dication of the popularity of programs shown at times other than peak 

viewing hours. 'Th-ere has to be some limitation set on the use of audience .  

share figures, however, because at times when the total audience is very 
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small - e.g., during the morning and early afternoon or after 11:30 P.M. - 

a program-can often obtain 30% share of the audiGnce yet have a household 

ratine 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 progrAms cannot be measured at all while 

To leave out those programs with immeasurable audience share and 

list only those which can manage to reach  the minimal 2% household rating 

is too arbitrary - and would give an arbitrary collection of programs on 

which to base conclusions about the popûlarity of CBC programs. Therefore, 

where % audience share figures are used', we will limit the time periods 

concerned to 5 PM - 11:30 PM Sunday to Saturday, with the àddition of 

1 PM - 5 PM on weekends. 	• 



5:30-5:45 PM 

5:45-6:00 PM 
average  %.audience share 

% audience share 22%  for  the half hour is 25% . 

% audience share 28% 

However, the averaging is only acceptable statistically when the total 

household ratings for those time periods remains constant.:' This.averaging 

2. 	Which program's obtain the highest audience share during prime- 

36. 

time hours? 

The Nielsen data on % audience share for prograins is provided on 

the basis of quarter-hour interyal figures on the share of the audience 

tuned to a particular station - and, therefore, to a particular ,  program 
4$ 

shown at that time and on that day. Unlike the data for % household 

rating, averages fin.  a .,fhole program are not given but only for each 

quarter-hour in which the program is shown. For a half-hour program, an 

average audience share can be created from the two quarter hour figures 

as follows: 

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

reliabe'for:prOgraMs::of.-lcinger-thah - 

érefereherepoSsibleewilr,Aise:thequatterhourï.data_proided _ 

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

:understanding_that theyare to be used as a guide only and mot as a mathe- .  

matical measure. 

. Following are three samples of the % audience share data, showing the 

programs which obtained the largest share through the prime time viewing hours. - 

Tables 2 to 4 show programs on Tuesday evening and Thursday evening and all 

of prime time viewing on Sunday. 



TABLE 2'  
- 	- 	..'.J . .: .J. 

Most Popular P.rogrametni-bitigh Evening Viewing - November 1974 by Quarter-Hour Intervals,  

	

111ïdlede  Share, Station and PrOgram  Type ' 	• , 
-7.771. 	 , 	• 	. 

•. 

6:00 

6:30 

7:00 

7:30 

8:00 

. 8:30 

9:00 

9:30 

10:00 

10:30 

11:00 

Time 

5:00  pin  

5:30 

Colinty. of 
Origin  

.':US 	• 
.US • 

Ca:nad• 
Canada 
Canada 

 C#ada 
Canada 
Canada 
•"1.1S " 
:US ' 
'US 
•US 

ZS 

Canada 
Canada' 

US ' 

Ceada 
Canada. 

Top % 
Audience Share 

28 
23 
25 
25 
35 
35 
40 
42 
29 
27 
28 
28 
22 
21 
22 
21 
21 
21 
20 
19 
26 
28 
28 
29 
36 
37 

TUESDAY 

Program Title  

Bewitched 
Ironside 
Partridge Family 

It 

News Hour 
11 

Hourglass I* 
It 

Hourglass II* 
It 	• 

CTV Tuesday Movie 
! I 

11 

P t 

Police Story 
t7 

Front Page Challenge 
14 

Harry 0 
» It 

It 

National News 
It  

Program Category  

Sitcom 
Police drama 
Sitcom 
Sitcom 
News 	 • 

News 
News 
News 
Public Affairs 
Public Affairs 
Movie 
Movie 
Movie 
Movie 
Police drama 
Police drama 
Police drama 
Police drama 
Panel Show 
Panel Show 
Police Drama 
Police Drama 
Police Drama 
Police Drama 
News 
News 

Hourglass is divided into two pa±itS41, 
separate sections whenever possiba''' 
that viewers do not watchboth pà; 

• 

• 
4ea1s with different content and sà we have treated it'as two 
is clear from the % householeratings, and % audience share, 

the program equally. • 



••• 
• • 

Time 

5:00 pm 

5:30 

6:00 

6:30 

7:00 

7:30 

• 8:00 

8:30 

9:00 

9:30 

10:00 

10:30 

11:00 

t. 
C6•Untry of 
ûrigin  

TABLE 3 	Most Popular Programs  là'dgh'Evening VieWing - Novembdt 1974 by:Quarter-Hour Intervals; 
ede Share, Station and ProgAm_T1Pe • 

- 	 US 
US.. 
US  

• US • 
.Canada 
' Canada  
banacra 
Canada 

:•:"" US. 
.• -US.' , 	. 

. US. 
US. 

t.

•  e US 
US " 

US ;•.
• US- 

US 

US: .  

::Canada 
::Canada  

: 

..• 

: 

.S. i 

••• 

of Sin  Ftanciseo 

• • 

Top % 
Audience Share  

24 
21 
26 
27 
43 
44 
33 
32 
25 
24 
27 
27 

• 33 
33 
33 
•32 
18 
19 
18 
18 
23 
23 
24 

• 21 
32 
•33  

THURSDAY  

Program Title  

Bewitched 
Ironside 
Partridge Family 

News Hour 
St 

Hourglass I 
it 

Magician 
TV 

TV 

TV 

Streets 
-u 
TV  

• u 

Mary Tyler Moore 
TV ,  

CBS Thursday Movie 
TV 	.t 

9T 

Tt 
. 	. 

TV 

II 

National News 
TV  

Program Category  

Sitcom 
Police drama 
Sitcom 
Sitcom 
News 
News 
News 
News 
Drama series 
Drama series 
Drama series 
Drama series 
Police drama 
Police drama 
Police draina  
Police drama 

• Sitcom 
Sitcom 
Movie 
Movie .  
Movie 
Movie 
Movie 
Movie 
News 
News 

, 

,• 
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TABLE 4  
. 	 . 	 . , 	 . •-,ii- 	

_ :.• 	•• 
Most Popular Prâgrams throue•Afternoon and Evening*Viewl:ng  -Tomber  1974 by Quarter-Hour  

• Intervalidiance 	Share, Station and Proram  Type.  . . 	 . 	. . 	 . 

SUNDAY  

Time 

1:00 PM 

1:30 

2:00 

2:30 

3:00 

3:30 

4:00 

4:30 

5:00 

5:30 

6:00 

Top % 
Audience Share 

57 
61 
51 
50 
51- 
51 
49 
49 
51 
50 
38 
38 
22 
23 
23 
21 
31 
30 
31 
29 
46 
47 

•Sportsweek 

CFL Football 

Various * 
tr 

- 
..-. . 	_ 

Horst Koehler !,- 	- • - - 

Rookies 
e: 
-.• , 

 Sons 	
. 

& Daughter:à 	• 
IT 	 .t, 

World of Disney:: 

• •.• 
	••

n•••• 

It 	' 	 .e 

*Program  

• 

TI  

• • 

• ; 

Country of 
Origin 	Program Category  

Canada 	• 	Sports 
Canada 	Sports 

- Canada 	Sports 	* 
Canada 	Sports 
Canada 	• . Sports 
Canada 	Sports 
Canada 	Sports 
Canada 	Sport S 

Canada 	Sports 
Canada * 	Sports 
Canada 	Travelogue 
Canada • • 	Travelogue - 
US 	Police Drama 
US 	Police Drama 
US, 	Drama Series 
US 	Drama Series 
*US 	• 	 Drama Series 
US 	Drama Series 
US • 	Drama/Nature 
US 	Drama/Nature 

Cont l d 	 • 

'* A mixture of programmingover tÉi 
• P. 	 • 

week rating period; not speciged.. 



• 

,•CBUT 

TABLE 4  

II  

r s 

• 

Continuèd  

.., 	 • 	 . 	. 
	

. 	. 	 -e. 	 • 	 - • . 	. 	 . 	, 	, : 	 . 	. 
•

. 
• • 	 . 

: 	, 	... 	 . , 	, . 	 . 	. • 

	

.• : - 	 . ii, . • :. 	. 	. , 	 • 	. 	. . 	. . 	 . • . 	 .• 
• 
• 

! 
' 

PP 
,011, 

• 

• Top % 
Time Audience Share • 

6:30 PM 	50 
50 

7:00 	30 
29 

7:30 	32 
33 

8:00 	30 
30 

.8:30 	29 
29 

9:00 	27 
27 

9:30 	31; 
31 

10:00 	33 ;  
33 

10:30 	40 
40 

11:00 	28 
28 

, SUNDAY 	.... • 

- 

- 	.:. 	 . 
.: 	Country of 

Progratil -Title : ' 	Origin 	Program Category. ' 
:..:-. 	. 	:... 	 . . 	. 

. 	 ... 	• 	 . ... 	., 
:. 	 • . 	. 	. 	.• 	 . 

World of :Disny ,..: 	• 	US 	prama/Nature 	« 

-.. 	US 	Drama/Nature 	. . 
Beachcoreèrs::: 	.... 

_ 
Canada 	Drama Series , 
Canada 	Drama Series :. 

Irish Rol:Tars .,... - ., 	Canada 	Light Entertainment 
• . • 	 Canada 	Light Entertainment 

- 	. 
CHAN 	Kojak 	'. 	4 	US 	Police Drama 

It 	 /1 	
!%. 	.e ': 	% 	 US 	Police Drama . 	.- ts 	11 	

Us 	 Police Drama 
  - Police Drama f. 	. 	 . 

.-Sunday NWit.Movié .  , 	US 	
. 

Movie 	. 
u : 	US 	Movie e 	... 	. 	. 

US 	Movie 	- . 	. 
. 	_ . 	US 	Movie ... 	• 	. 

1! 	u 4 _ 
...: 	.-, 	... 	US 	Movie 

î I 	 II *:. • 	 US 	Movie 	. -, 	 . 
11 	 IS • 	 US 	Movie 
u 	It 	•- 	- _ 	.:.. 	US 	• 	Movie _ 	. 

CBUT' 	Nationarpews:-.  :.. 	Canada 	News 
12 	 11 	:. 	,•. 	.* 

-1 

, 

.Station  

KOMO 
u. 

• If 	' 

•
rnylnAm 	MPWC 

• 
... 	Canada 	News 
,• 	s'... • 	. 	... 

• 
•t. 	.: 	. 	. 

.. 	• 	. . 	. 	. . 	. 	-: 	- 	;.-• 	• 	. . 	 . .. 	 . 
.. 

... e • 	 . 	. 	 . 
.1.• 	 .. 	

. 	
. 	

. 
.. 

• :., 	
.e. 	• 	 . 

	

. 	 . 
... 

•• 	: 	, 	. 	 . 
,.. 	.. . 

. 	p• 	..:. 	
. . 
	

. 

• : • ...e 	: - 	 . . 	 . ••
. . 

• .;.! 	.. • 	 . 	 , 	, 

. 	 . 	. 
. 	 . 

• .L. . 	 . 
d 	• . 	• 	

. 	 . 	
• n:-.D , 	. 

,

• 90 . 



::•. 0 ther,-,7-evehings-:-.not.,:tabulated:_here - 	- 

-a-udience-  share r.ànè'.‘civarter 
,  

and Ceilidh  do the same on their particular days and that is the sum total 

of the Canadianprogramming with top audience share). 
. 	. 

Three different day's viewing is provided here because, as we See, 

•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 primetime viewing to a considerable 

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 

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

. 	•. 
• The Second item is that CBC's practice of sehàdulihg popular ..Airieric.ari-;  

programS t'o read7in iheCanadian'proeaMs. 'doe's not haiie the desii.èd rèSuIt': 

' 	preference switches back and forth between the various channels at*will and 

. 	. 
no channel dominates the whole evening's viewing. 

The third item is that the Canadian programming which does achieve 

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 these four 

The fourth item is that the type of programs most popular are 

repeatedly the saine  ones. Movies, drama series and police dramas provide the 

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

comMercial networks is obvious because, once viewvrs are tuned to the be- 



• : 

r'1 4# enegrïÇX 

which were so designed to cover all available programs, both from U.S. 

42.  

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 
fe› 

presenting a story which, once a viewer has seen the start of it, is hard 

to switch off. Movies, particularly, ensure that an audience remains 

• tuned to a specific station for a long period of time - generally 1 1/2 

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

• in attracting large audience shares, further convinces the commercial 

networks to provide so much of these types *of 'proktaMs.' The'cdffimefcià1 . ' 
•.. • 

. • 	. 
logic of it . is irresistible. 	. • 

. 	 . 	 . 	 - 	. 
e' 	 N-tirae. 

period does not provide.a complete explanation of how the audience varies 

for any individual station but it does provide a partial explanation of 

how the trend of audience preference develops through an evening's viewing 

and helps also to show that Canadian programming makes-relatively little 

impression on much of the audience. 

range of programming ., we attempted to ivi e programming intip categories-. 

divided into two broad classifications, taken from the Broadcasting Act 

- 
- 1) Information and Enlightenment; 2) Entertainment. 



Movie 

Sports 

_ 

. 	 . 

1) 	Information .  and Enlightenment  

News 

Public Affairs (includes current affairs, po14.tica1 discussions) 

, Special Interest Information (programming for special intetest groups) 

Documentary (includes documentary-style  informatibn programs) 

Instruction ("how to" programs) 

Interview (includes talk shows) 

Schools (programming specifically intended for classroom use) 

Travelogue 

-.43. 

. 

	

2) : Entertainment 	- 	. 

	

. 	 • 	. • 	• 

	

...e...... ,..........:.•. -..: •-~.. ' ,..1 	*., -....0 	•......•....••.....te.......• ..... : e .... .. .. :.''';'. i. e•e••• 	..,.. • .: .,t. :.*. ..`: ...:-., : t• 

' Ligh Entertainment a
..
nciudes light Music b±  'folk mus'i& shows)  ' • 

Game  Show  (panel shows or contests involving prizes of money or goods) 

Panel Show (quiz or contest show using panel; no prizes) 

Sitcom - Situation comedy shows 

Music (other than light music) 

Police Drama (action drama involving police or detectives) 

Drama Series (drama other than police drama) 

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

'Thursday, in the_example used in Table 5, following. We have also indicated 
: - 

in each instance when more than one program of a program category is being 

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. 



Even.within the available categories, the programs are clustered within 

• - 	 4‘4, 

oniy a few categories; 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 audience, than would any one program of that 

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

.•:. .shows. .very cl.early,tbat the .range..of. .2c4oieeeven for. peolae-xiffio : have 

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

, 	time.through 	evning.are.tbera more than 5..program.category ghQicea - 

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

evening. 

44. 

• . 
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' - 

TIME 

5:00 PM 

5:30 

6:00 

6:30 

7;00 

7:30 

8:00 

8:30 

9:00 

9:30 

10:00 

10:30 

11:00 

THURSDAY  

• 

- m 
1-1 

5 
6 

15(4) 

15(4) 

68(5) 

68(5) 

91(6) 

88(6) 

74(6) 
75(6) 

26 
27 

24(2) ., 	13 
24(2)-- 	12 

28(2) 	9 
28(2).• 	9 
9 	18 
8 	19 

15 
14 

13 
12 

17 
18 
32(2) 
32(2) 
40(2) 
41(2) 
42(2) 
39(2) 
23 

- 23 	• 

22 
22 

10 
6 
7 

6 

9 
6 

7 
7 

8. 
9 

. 42(2) 
 42(2) . 

 53(4) 
52(45- 
45(3). 
46(3) 
36(3). 
34(3} 
36(31 
36(3) .  

21:  .• 

26 ?  

42(2r 
42(2) .  

17 

15 

14 
14 

19 

17 

25 

34(2) 
34(2) 

18(2) 
17(2) 

24 

18(2) 
18(2) 

15 
16 
18 
19 

28(i) 
24(2j 

25(2) 	19(2) 
24(2) 	20(2) 

24 	19(2) 	9 
23 	18(2) 	10 t- 

-; 

II  
3 

13 
14 

TABLE 5  • Distribntion:of Audâ'âi- Share by Program Category - Nd;.rember 1974, Metro Vancouver  
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3. 	Which of the most popular pràgrams are shown on the CBC stations  

availablein thé Area: CBUT and CHEK?  

Turning now to the programming on CBC specifically, rather than the 

programs provided on all stations, we compiled a table to show the most popu- 

lar programs -  provided  by CBC to Vancouver audiences, by % household ratings. 

• One factor in Vancouver is the rather unusual situation of both a CBC Owned- 
•

- • 	• 	•-• - . 	- 	 • • 	 . 	 • ."." 	 ". 	 • • • 	• 
• and-bPer.a...ted Statiori "and a . bBd' afflliate bell% ïaithin. 	e)faneoti-ief• • - 

. , 	• • 	• 	. - . 
This'iliehtis . triat .,/wlièfi à W'gram"ià Sliv.wraUhetorik. erricécarL 

watch-it . .e'lther:.oh'CBUT .Vailcouvér,o.CHEKYITieterlial-f-a2:prograilv..is . not! - 

in the reserved network times, however, the Victoria station probably does 

' not carry it (as many affiliates do in the province) and, if the program is 

As we • a local production of CBUT, it will certainly not be carried on CHEK. 

have alreadY seen, the availability of the same prograt category (or even 

- .the same.program, we surmise) tendsto increase the audience for that  •. 

Category.. Therefore, we found it necessary to allow for the fact that some 

tebereen ra -_ 
eaffielZi-iiéYÉtattied bhtedava.I.Izabe7e_Zat,Tenaw  

_ 

nn•.. 

which lists in order of'popularity the 25. Maat-Popilfai Prd-dramS7Cin- CBC: 
. 	 _ 

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

Amer jean  and thus available on US stations to Vancouver viewers, of those 

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 4 are programs shown only on CBUT, 

observed, the American Programs are scheduled in 

Canadian programs are not, it is necessary again 

Since, as we have already 

prime-time while many 

to look at audience share 
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TABLE 6  
. 	_ 

Most Popular Prog TbiCBC Stations,.Vancouver Metro Area: tovember 1974  
. 	_ 

. 	BaséeânS Household Ratings of 13  o  aboye  

Program Title • % House 
Ratin 

US Program (also 
on US station)  

Progr4m.Pr.oducéd ". Program shown here 
for CC  igëwork 	only on CBUT  

NHL Hockey 	37 
All in the Family 	, 	35 
World of Disney 	33 
MASH 	 30 
Irish Rovers 	' 	23 
Mary Tyler Moore 	22 
Happy Days 	, 	20 
Police Story 	19 
Beachcombers 	18 
Cannon 	18 
This is the Law 	. 	18 
Waltons 	. 	17 
Carol Burnett 	16 
Ceilidh 	, 	16 
Hourglass 	16 , 
Sportsweek 	16 
Maude 	15 
Football 	15 
Rhoda 	15 
Front Page Challenge 	14 
Klahanie 	14 
Market Place 	14 
Tommy Hunter 	14 
Man About the House 	13 
Nature of Things 	13 

TOTAL PROGRAMS:725 



. ' 

48. 

to obtain a . measure of the preferences of viewers outside the peak prime-

tiMè hours. Before doing so, however, we will 1oo4,at all CBC-produced 

programs, instead of just the few top-rated ones, to see what preferences 

viewers have indicated among the variety of CBC programs. 

'• • : 



One item of interest from the Table for our purposes is that of the top 

. 11 programs, two are regional productions fôr the network end two more are 

local productions for CBUT. That is, more than one-third of the most popular 

'OBC 'programs in Vancouver.have some regional  or  local element. Considering 

_ 

that there i - a -ritéesiirable-tendency'for -Vandouver vieWerat -o-i;refer lodal  or  

49. 

4. 	Which CBC-produced programs are most popular  in Metro Area Vancouver?  

In answer to this question, we used % houseald ratings for all CBC 

programs which received 2% or over. Since a fair number of CBC programs do 

not rate anything close to 15%, the typical figure for popular programs, it 

became necessary to list programs all the way down to the unreportable #%. 

The fcllowing Table 7 lists the programs in order of highest to 	• 

loWebt . 'i'houàehold -edtingà and 'inciicateà Whether thÉ:programs are.shown_on twp 

aiiii 	orie: .- À1So, the titire -of  • day is given,...together.with ,: our .determina7. 

-Lion of' thef,program'category. .With,refeeegge . to,the program categories, a 

reading of the list will show that informational programming predominates 

.,over entertainment programming. 

regional programs over other CBC programs. 

- 
Because there are relatively few programs to use for comparative 

purpOses, no strong conclusions can be drawn but - we do note that Irish  • 

RoverS  is more popular in Vancouver than Tommy Hunter  and Hourlass is 

more popular than National News. 

To make a better comparison of the relative popularity of CBC programs, 

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 
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TABLE 7  

Program Title  

,J 

• 

Klahanie 
Market Place 
Tommy Hunter 
Nature of Things 
CBC National News (weekdays) 
Collaborators 
Reach for the Top 	i  
CEC National News (weekend's) 
CEC National "News & Viewpoint 
Ombudsman 
Hymnsing 
Nations  Business & Night Final 
Provincial Affairs & Night Final 
Mr. Chips 
Mr. Dressup 
Sportscene 
Stompin l  Toms Canada 
Adrienne at Large 
Howie Meeker 
Life After Youth 
Music Machine 

• Broadcasting 
Station 	Time and Day. 

CBUT, CHEK . 1 	Sat 500 - 	PM 
CBUT, CHEK 	Sun 730 - 8:.00 PM 
CBUT, CHEK 	•Sun 700 - 7:30 PM 
CBUT, CHEK 	Mon 8.430 - 9:00 PM 
CBUT, CHEK 	Sat 7::30 - 8r00 PM 
CBUT 	M-F 	- 7:30 PM 
CBUT 	Sun j.e:30 	4;.00 PM 
CBUT,  CHER 	Tue 9:30 - 1000 PM 

Mon 6,.:00 - 6;30 PM 
. Sun 10:00 - 10:30 PM 
Fri 9:00 - 10:.00 PM 
Wed 8.:00 - 8 .30 PM, 
M-F 11:00 - 11i15 PMF 
Sun 9.:00 - 101.00 PM 

CBUT 	 ' Mon 7:30 - 8:00 PM 
CBUT, CHEK. 	.S-S 11:00 - 11:15 PM 
CBUT 	 M-F  11 :15 - 11:30 PM 
CBUT, CHEIY,' ,.  Sun 1à:30 - 1100 PM 
CBUT. • 	Sun :5:30 - 6::00 PM 

Sun 11:15 - 11.:30 PM 
Sat 11::15 •- 11:30 PM 
Fri 7:45 - 8:00 PM 
11-F 10:30 - 11.:00 AM 
Thu .6:00 - 6.30 PM 
Thu  a:00-  9:30 PM 
Thu 1Ô:00 10.:30 PM 
Fri 7:30 - 7:45 PM 
Mon 10:00 - 10:30 PM 
Wed 7:30 - 8:00 PM 

• 

Program Category  

•Sports 	• 
Light entertainment 	• 
Draina  series 	•• . - 
Panel show 	• 
Light . entertainment 
News, Public Affairs 
Sports 	• 
Panel show  
Nature 	• 
Special interest information. 
Light entertainment 
Documentary 
News 
Drama series 
Panel show 
News 
News, Public affairs 	• 

Special interest information 
Music 
Public affairs, news 
Public affairs, news 
Instruction 
Children 
Interview 	• 
Light entertainment 
Public affairs 
Instruction 
Documentary 
Light entertainment 

UHL Hockey 
Irish Rovers 
Beachcombers 
This is the Law 
Ceilidh 
Hourglass 
Sportsweek 
Front Page Challenge 

1 CBUT 
CBUT,  CHER  . 
CBUT,  CHER 

 CBUT, CHEK 
CBUT, CHER 

 CBÙT, CHEK 

CBUT 
.CBUT' ..-  
CBUT 
CBUT,:CHEK,' - 
CBUT - 
CBUT 
CBUT 
CBUT 
CBUT,  CHER  - 
CBUT 

• 
_. 
" - 

Most Popular CBC-Peoey:d.éd-A?rograms in Vancouver  Metrd Area: NOvember 1974  
. 	Apertgir; 	' 	> 
, 	 ., • 

, %  HoteeneeiRatings of 2 - or  above CBUT.  and  CHEK. 	. 

• 
• 
. • 



-Time  and  bay  

.• Sun - 4:30 - 5:00•PM, 

• 
inform4tion 

inform.5tion 

8:00 PM 
10:30 PM 
12:00. PM 
4:30 PM 
4:0à. PM 
6:3OPM 
3:0() PM 
11:00PM 
5:30 PM 
11:00 PM 
10:30 AM 
10:30 AM 
10:30 AM 

• 
Table 7 (cont.) 

Program Title  

Country Canada 
House of Pride 
Musicamera 
Night Final 
Payday 
Adrienne at Large 
Bob Switzer  • 
CBC Saturday  Sports  
Honorable Members 
Music.to See 	• - 
People of Our Time 
B.C. Schools 
Canadian Schools 
Western Schools 

Broadcasting •  

Station , 

Thu 7:30 - 
Wed 8:30 - 
S-S 11:30 - 
Sun 4:00 - 
Mon • 3;30 - 
Wed 6:00 . - 
Sat 1100 - 
Thu 10:30 - 
Sun 5:08 _ 
Mon 10:30 - 
Thu 10:00 - 

Tue & Fri 10:90 - 
Wed 10:00 - 

Program Category  

Special interest 
Drama series 
Music 
News 
Special interest 
Public affairs 
Interview 
Sports 
Public affairs 
Music 
Documentary 
Schools 
Schools 
Schools 

CBUT,-  CHEK.. 
CBUT • 

CBUT,'CHEK 
CBUT 
CBUT 
CBUT, CHEK 
CBUT.. 
CBUT 
CBUT 
CBUT, CHEK 
CBUT, CHEK 
CBUT 
CBUT 
CBUT. 

' 

' 

:•• 	• 

• • 

:: • 

• 

•• 
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e 
a measure of whether Vancouver ratings for certain programs were parallel to ratings 

across Canada, we looked at CBC Audience Panel ratings data for the period com-

parable to the Nielsen November 1974 data. Using the CBC's weekly ratings on 

% Audience size for urban areas which receive both CBC O&O and CTV, we produced the  • 

following Table 8. While we recognize the figures are not directly comparable, we 
4? 

believe that the relative ordering of popular programs should be approximately the 

same„and. 4 most cases this 1..s so. There are some exceptions where ratings in 

Vancouver are noticeably higher than in the urban Canada average provided by the . 

CBC: World of Disney,  NHL Hockey, Irish Rovers  and Beadhcombers. The first two . 

are not reliable comparisons because, in the first case, figures for the appropriate 

week were not available; in the second case, NHL Hockey  is shown in prime-time in • 

the East and shown in the early evening in Vancouver so the ratings would not be 

- Whe s ame. That leaves the two regional productions for Vancouver; Beachcombera  

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

urban Canada. The difference is probably significant enough. 

Klahanie  is not easily categorized but could be described as outdoors:Loriented 

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 

4Ippection  111 of the report. 

•• • 
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TABLE 8 Comparison,of Vancouver Ratinm_19 Canadian Urban AVerage Ratings  

Nielsen Ratings, November 1974 
% Household Ratings, 

• Metro Vancouver 
CBUT only  	 

CBC Audience Ratings, Nov. 8-14 
% Viewing Audience Size, 
Urb.an Areas 
CBC 0 & 0 Stations 

• • 

33 

32 

28 

23 

21 

26 

17 

16 

15. 

 15 

15 

15 

14 

14 

14 

13 

13 

• 

4 

. • 	• 

World of Disney 

NHL Hockey 

All in the Family - 

MASH . 	• 

Irph Rover's 

Mary Tyler Moore 

Beachcombers 	. 

Sportsweek -

Football 

Maude  • 

Waltons 

Rhoda 

AlleaPP9n 
•  

IMPThis  is the Law' 

Klahanie 

Happy Days 

Police Story 

261 

 242 

 26 

26 

16 
• 

19. 

11 

14 

19 

19 

18 

12 

not given (local program) 

19 

14 	•  

0 : 

UifePaeCh 

Tommy Hunter 

'Carol Burnett 

12 13 

18 11 

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

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



. . 	 . 	. 

5. 	On the CBC Owned-and-Operated Station CBUT which CBC-produced 

, programs do best in terms of  audience - share?  

The final question we examine by use of the Nielsen data concerns the 

highest % audience share achieved by CBC produced progràms in Vancouver. We- 

have limited this listing to audience share on CBUT for the same reason as we 

limited it in the previous tables - because not all CBC programs are shown on 
4 

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

. 
appear ldwer on the list thah fhey bhould."' 

The following Table 9 provides estimates for audience share ratings for 

. :CBC iirOàèâms .on'CBUT." We'say'estimàtbÈ.leeausé they. ere based on the quarter- 

hour ratings and, for programs of more than one quarter hour, they have to be 

composites of the available data. We have limited the programs selected to 

those in the prime-time as shown because % household ratings outside those 

hours can be extremely small and the audience shares are not very reliable or 

significant. 

The following table shows the programs listed in order of highest % 

. 	. 
,areeg,:a.bÉe 

a/ é.2Zegi-J.5.tte 
. 	 

are generally at the top end . oÈ the scale and we:regard this -restilt às -n6è 

accidental but a reflection of the preference which Vancouver residents have 

for . prograns which have at least some local  or  regional.  content. 
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• 
TABLE .9 	Estimates of Audience  

November 1974 Data; 

âeeRatings for CC  programs  on'CBUT, Metro Vancouver  

'..nlichlight weekdays, from 5.PM Saturday and 1 PM Sunday 

• • 

NHL Hockey 	 • 

Sportsweek 

Hourgiass I* 

Irish Rovers* 

Beachcombers* 

National News 

Klahanie* 

Ceilidh 

Hourglass II* 

Market Place 	, 

Front Page Challenge 

This is the Law 

Reach for the Top* 

Nature of Things 

Tommy Hunter 

Ombudsman 

Night Final* 

Hymnsing 

Sportscene* 

Collab6rators 

Mr. Chips . 

Life After Youth 

Music Machine 

Adrienne at Large - 

Stompin Tom's Canada 

Howie Meeker • 

Pay Day - 

-Country Canada 

House of Pride 

Honorable,Members-

Take Time 

Music to '5ee 

People of Our  Tim 

Bob Switzer* 

Musicamera 

• First Peràon Singular 

% Audience Share  

14 

14 

11 

10.  

10 

10 

9 

9 

9 

8 - 

7 

7 

7 

7 

6 ' 

6 

6 

6 

Lt  

Programs of regional'and local 
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SECTION III SUMMARY OF RESEARCH METHODOLOGIES 

a) Review of Available Audience Research Data 

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 

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

conducted, by outside companies so as to.maintain the neutrality of the 

• — 	 • •• 
questioner: Audience panels deemed to f)e representative of Canadian horiles 

which have television sets are asked to keep a weekly viewing diary. On it, 

they record their reactions to CBC programs, indicating the enjoyment level 

for each program watched. "Duty viewing" is discouraged and a section of 

the panel is changed each week to keep audience reaction to programs as 

..• 
.spOntaneous as poSsible. Another type of audience survey study  was  commission- 

, 

ed by the CBC, and carried out by an outside survey research company in 

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

• • 

.L,„:,-rather;,:,:than--solUitlng-speCific - programcomments and...was called "What , 

er7.7iées 

CBC".• As far as we could disca;.rer, copies of this stûdy— report - arè not 

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

we understand,  • provide regional or provincial breakdown of the data and 

so it would be difficult to draw inferences about regional relevance from 

this report. 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. regional offices 
of the CBC; our request:was referred to Toronto. • . 
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so that the sorts of studies undertaken and the sorts of questions asked 

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 

here have no knowledge of the viewing preferences or interests of the 

people in their region. 

. 	So, we return to the Nielsen and BBM data as the basic  statistical 

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

breakdokt of viewers for individual programs in B.C., akthough it did pro-

vide information on audience size for the variouS ISJIDuration'tèhtrs - ri 

the province. The Nielsen data does provide statistics on viewing of • .. 	 • 	•• 

individual programs and does this for the five market areas in which most 

of B.C. is covered (some parts of the province are not assigned to any 

market area). 

The data produced by Nielsen is intended to measure a) . the number 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 day to 2 AM the 

- e.et.f.,,T‘Lhou -sehold s.:•-,tuned___to.:eaei_stat 	 - - 

.-a 

'  ere,-ma-Ékearte 

who are viewing ierevision-- ifk - thos-e 

this data, calculations can be made of the percentage of the audience which 

is tuned tô- à - particular station and, by matchin-g the time - of day-with -the - 

program schedule, a measure can be achieved of the audience size and audience 

share for any program broadcast. 

The sample Atrvey method of obtaining data on large numbers of 

people by using a mailed questionnaire has certain unavoidable disadvantages. 

Firstly, no matter how carefully such a sample technique is applied, the 
• 

mathematical randomness of the sample responses cannot be guaranteed - 

indeed, Nielsen carefully explains . all the limitations implicit in their 



eiréCtly .  in 1 perspn.. 
, 	• 	.› 

seariy.  
• 

Ve•Tere. 

• 

size,and accurate 

_ 
controller of the medium. -AddiEnC-e-rebearch:;-is-inanCfee 

measure of the audience for all programs shown and, from this, to attempt 

- 	 _ 
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method in each of its reports. In addition, in filling out a TV viewing 

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

to provide answers 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 problem in social science 

research - and this aPplies as much to filling out written replies as it 

. does'to giiring'verbal replips. I„t might be•argued that it may actually be 

--èààiér forà respOndentta provide.indorrect infOrmatioà in-Writing - .'th4n 

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 advertiser - to find 

out what size type of audience is available to the reach of commercial 

messages at any time, on any station, for any program. Advertising rates 

to predict what the audiences would be for programs in .-the fliture. : So, 

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 aley were available or how much they enjoyed watching a 

particular program. 

The CBC audience research data on an "enjoyment index" of each 

program is based on viewer responses to a standard scale question; the 



Ifertrsexs—wh9---ma 

à TV program. Thè differences between the role of the CBC and of the 

59. 

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 watching the program, 

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

he doesn't enjoy it at all, he will switch off. The fact that almost 
4i 

all scores are in the 65-85 range suggests that the figures have limited 

• UsefulnsS aS a mean's of  comparing Programs Wièh each other . oruS a yard- : 

•
, 	. 

fstICk of enjoyriient'on àny oneProgràm.' 424rOgram enjoment is not  an  easily 

, .quantifiable.cri.trion,.must'vàry.qualitatively.and quantitatively rbetwpen. 

program types and is, therefore, not amenable to simple Statistical 

measurement. 

If it could be obtained, information on the extent to which viewers 

enjoyed a certain program would be useful to the CBC asa public broad-

casting body established for the purpose of producing and distributing 

programS of interest to  ail  Canadians. However,.such information would 

commercial broadcasters mean that different kinds of  audience researchare 

required for programming policies to reflect adequately their primary 

purpose. It is not at all clear that the CC  does in fact acquire audience 

data which is relevant to its own special purpose in Canada. 

Like program enjoyment, relevance is not a readily quantifiable 

criterion. It can obviously mean different things to different people, 

or to people in different environments and circumstances. It can never be 

a standard yardstick for measuring a program or a program schedule. The 



• 
gl, 	best we can do-with the . available audience survey data is to assume that 
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viewing à program indicates some perception of I reràvance'. We cannot, 

however, conclude the obverse. In those terms, the test cannot be done 

because audience research data provides no information on relevance. 

However, the Nielsen data can provide some sort of measure of viewer 
4 

preferences  for certain programs or program categories over others.  •  

This cannot be strictly 	yiewer choice  of_programs lqecaus that . 

implies the possibility: oi'differentiating beween what'is offered, and. 

that a real choice is available. If, as often happens, in the prime—time . 	.., 	- 

hours, the choice in Vancouver is between two police dramas, one hospital 

drama, two movies and a situation comedy, what real choice is that if none 

of the four program categories offered is wanted? The viewer willy—nilly 

indicates a preference for one or another program but cannot be said to 

have.made a program choice. 

"" a. 

ThaJdea7:_-ol,Viewer,Choice,of.Trogramming_ 

_ 

Without intending to carry the possibility of real choice to an impractical 

extreme of offering everybody a choice of every program all the time, it 

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 
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out of luck. (Sports has its own monopoly time when nonsports lovers are 

equally out of luck.) Often, all the viewer really selects is the least  

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 regular 

4 
viewers. The set will be on regardless, in a sense, of what is shown. The 

.operational choice, then, is narrowed down to a choice between . the availahle, 
- 	• 	• 	- 	• 

programs, As already menfibned,.the rane . of . chof.ce»is ve.ry n'arrow, 

with the eight channels received in Vancouver (nine, if one counts the 
". 	e% 	• 

cimmunity channel). 

The commercial nature and purpose of the North American television 

industry generally - CBC and PBS being the exceptions, with limitations 

placed on them by the weight of the pervading commercialism - requires that 

popular programs (those which viewers prefer over others available at the 

time) should be duplicated, triplicated and so on. The'assumption seems to 

e that, if viewers prefer a new police drama over other types of programs 

_ 10 	_ . 

{ve  police 	

= 	„ 	, 

dramas=over -  other aVailable PtO'grama- -:-=-This-proiii-e-;;;ÏJJ-i]ï-J7  

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

where 'law and order' series constitutes one-third oi the - éntire weekly 

prime time schedule on the three commercial television networks in the U.S. 

This extraordinary situation is justified by network officials by 

reference to popular preference for these programs. To quote an official 

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

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

Vancouver  Province'  "TV  Timesu section, March 14, 1975.) 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 prdferred type is giving the 

public.what it wants. 

The habit of providing duplicate programming is really a reflection 

of the 'safe bet' behaviour of the marketplace. Risk-taking is limited by 

• 

introducing "new" programs (as continually required to fill the TV schedule 

when other program series die) -that .  are as •  c1Qse.,as•possiible. to e.xisting. . 	. 	. 	. 	•..• 	•, 	•• 	• 

successful programs. 

••nn• 
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F:7.7.:7-22.-jt:7=7:7,eagleeeçtp 

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

One appropriate statistical measure would be  the chi square 
..• 	 • 

' 

- 

b). Observations on Future Research 

. These Observations are collected under il.eadings on recommenda- 

• tions for possible future research studies. 

1. Statistical analyses of available data  

The CBC Audience Panelk reports include comparative viewing 	, 

figures for all communities in Canada having a CBC owned-and-operated 

' .qta;tion as well as a CTV «station. If the raw data for thesa tables can be 

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

• liàrisons betWeen belected'àreàs alià«.oth:dr  major cOmilluhItiés isn'Cânada/The 

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 within that region. 

watching Canadian channels.  • More sophisticated or complex manners of 

Carrying out the same sort of analysis could involve designation of 

' 	expected values to compensate for the varying degrees-in choice in the  
; 

• • towns concerned.  • Each town could be measured against all the other towns 

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

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

-study. 	 • 	 • 

The greatest usefulness of results may well be in proViding "proof" 
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to the data-minded of the role regionalization plays in influencing viewer 

choice. It'is not a method which we highly recommend or consider necessary. 

It may.only be pragmatic within the scope of a given study. Regionalisa-

tion of programming to increase regional consumption deals with only half' 

of the issue. 

• 
. 2.-..p.pi»„Atn.sisje 	ra ,eloram  

. 	 . 	 1 

	

. 	 . . 	 1 . 	. 

•C,  . .-. 	• . 	' • • 	': '1 	. '' 	- . • .: • -•'....- ' . e ..:e . 	.q. 	 è. :•••••:;• -.7_•'• :--' 

	

'e,..., .e......, 	-.':.;,. .. h..•;1-f ,!,...:e.'.••..:#... -. n'› ?.:•.^.::::..:•.... • t, e. .. erv .".%-.." , ..1-..-..{ .  .r.  -;:',. 

• Equally, if not more, important is the question of regional 

input into national proramming. Here we are into subtler but perhaps far . 
• • 	• 	• 	. 	 . 	. 	•.. 

more important issues than scheduling of programming, place of production 

and setting. We are dealing with attitudes and viewpoints which are con-

veyed to the rest of the nation in national information programming. As 

already pointed out, public affairs and informational programming constitute 

a large proportion of the production of CBC English television. In the 

months we have been studying this question, we have become sensitized to 

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

:-:- .--)3e.VV,--15..een-izeLiftnrq-cfz.,•-i-revs--.7-o-r-:-431.tbne.ciffa-Irs-.L 777 
. 	 . 

- 	 re-}h 	 e entiterzjfeL -UM.-1-.- 

news reporting of the Federal-Provincial controversies over resource 

-- policy.. To the westerner, the stance of Premier Lougheed of_Alberta is 

not so easily dismissable as it seems to be to Toronto news commentators. 

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

Montreal alerts Vancouverites, but at the same time leaves them uncertain 
- 

as to how the findings affect them, if at all. A discussion of day care 

centre problems in Toronto does not strike the Vancouver listener as 

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

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

sen7en'rt, 
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beginning informal logs on this sort of content analysis. •  

We would highly recommend that any researdi 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 will illustrate how national unity can- 

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

...and .;thàt:pUtioriàa. .1d'étltitY 	0stexed.%.y' ..:lett.ilg.the:-:peoïde of 	- 

region provide programming content for the entire nation. In fact what 

. 	has'happened,.and.this can.be  demonstrated.on a ;:orld.:-.wide.bas4.s, is that . 	. 

this procedure brings people up against awareness of how different they  •  

are from the people of the programming source, how their interests are not 

only not catered to, but not even noted. We will have more to sày on - 

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

3. Field research in the regions  

i-..the_presentandienceresearchproducedbythe:: :.CBC„,isdone_ 

ice;-..none:isproduce 

ConàeqUently, TOronto provides the questiàns and the framework that  date  

the scope of the data gathered and conclusions reached. 

We recommend that extensive field research on audience, attitudes 

to television, regional interests and so on, should.be  undertaken in each 

region of the CBC and that such research projects should be designed* by 

- 
regional staff and not carbon copies of a centralised Torontà'model for 

regional studies. This field research should be more extensive than just 

measurements of audience and they 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 service. The regional staff should 

be able.to change the,timing of the programs, accept or reject the network 

feed programs, add other programming in vacant slots - the other programs 

could be made in the region, in other regions or from outside Canada . 

(provided minimal Canadian content requirements were met). In this way, 

the field research .could begin to  mesure the B.C. viewers' preferences in 

•programming.and .tostart to.adapt tbe'programbdttedu4'in line with-thâSe . 	„ 	, 	. 	. 	•• 	_ 	. 	•• • 	• 	•.• 	. 

pref erences. 

4 1 Filiancial analysis of CBC Revenues and Expenditures  

As we have noted in Section IV, the definition of regionali- 

. 
sation by CBC management usually means regional programming for regional 

consumption- They maintain that different areas of the country aTe not 

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

. 	 . 

• 

We suggest as a hypothesis that the present centralization policies 

"of 'the' CBC'.âfé-ékpen-SU-e',.:Wâ teful -of febb'ùtc-eS - --and 	truc tive 

of the public section of the national broadcasting system. We know, for 

example, that Vancouver for the last several years has been in 'a seller's 

market with regard .to advertising. Five million dollars annually goes 

over the border.to  the American station KVOS in BUlingham, Washington, 

whose audience and advertising target is almost exclusively the Greater 

'Vancouver area. Recognizing this situation, the CRTC has called for, 
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éntraliSe VerYPrOduCer-.in.V .ancOUVer:7that: We talke 

o last year knew it was ill-conceived and prediCt-ed its failure. 

The difficulty of getting the financial data to make this kind of 

Study la, of .course; well known. -  Such an..ànalysis;IOwever, - SéeM.S'indiCated. 
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applications. for a new commercial broadcasting station in Vancouver. 

• Now, what might have happened if the CBC Eneish television service, 

British Columbia region, had had some degree of autonomy? What if Vancouver 

could have made its own programming decisions for at least part of prime

-'time which is not occupied by American programming and had been able to 

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

. 	
. 	. 

build up the regional production expertise which, as our CBC spokesman 

•ays, "everyone knows we need". 	. 	. 	• . 	• 	. 

What we recommend for further future research is perhaps an impossible 

one short of a Royal Commission: a thorough-going analysis of the internal 

financial arrangements of the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation. A full 

analysis is needed of the sources of CBC advertising revenues, of'which 

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

administrative overheads and the expensive disasters sucil as House  of Pride. 

It would require a body with sufficient authority to demand the figures 

from the CBC, and economists with enough imagination to provide models  for  

alternative distribction of the available revenues. 

A similar sort of analysis was undertaken under the auspit.:es of the 

1965 Fowler Committee. We think this analysis should now be expanded upon 

• 
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and alternative budgetary systems proposed for greater regionalisation of 

the CBC. One Fowler Committee comment is worth noting. here: 

"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  4e possible to save $1.2 million 
. a'year in Montreal, and $2.4 million a year in Toronto, by improve- 
•ent in the production procedures, some of which would need- the 

'Cost:-consciouS environmeni in which the" regional management seeks 
• every opportunity to reduce production costs so as to expand its 

local programming base." (page 297) 	 • 

• 

• 

. , 	 . 	 . 

- 
. 	 . 

• • 
, 

• .• 	 • 	
• 

•• .  The studies undertaken for the Fowler Committee are now.ten years old 

. and another Such project, with regional objectives, is-overdue.. . 

. 	 . 

. 	 . 	 „ . . 	 . 
. 	 . 	 .. 	. 	 . 	 . .. 	 - . . . 	_ ._ .. . • 	.. 	 . 	. 	. .. 	 .. 	.. 	. 	. 	_ 	_ 	. .. 	 . 	 . . . 

• 



SECTION IV  REVIEW OF PRESENT AND FUTURE CBC POLICIES  

This section is concerned with the policies and practices of the 

CBC English Television network which are of particular importance to those 

B.C. residents concerned with the changes needed in CBC programming to 

make it more  .acceptable to them. Tluit  first part of the section discusses 
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the implications of the present policy on regionalisation of production; . 	. 	 • 
• •• • ' the sëcOnd- part —is bdue the . balancè of .iirOgramMing on the'net'Work: and 	" 

the third part provides some observations about future policies which could 

• be implemented tb improv'e'the'diDinion.of CBC now held by  the .mor 

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

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

H
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). 

"a contribution to the development of national unity and provide 

• :for 'W. c.àrit.filuing.. eXPr es sion .of. ''Garraelati %Icktistitr;-»s.  •ëct:idn 

subsection g(iv). 

..Since . both these requirements are in the Broadcasting.Act,.we should assume 

that they are not mutually contradictory although  CEC  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 Hidentikit" picture of Canada. Unity and diversity can co-exist 

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

'Only- the'efiginéeringdeCiSiensIutalso the progtamming-dedisions,;--- The -7 

budgetary control exercised by Toronto over all program production in the 

Éngiish language TV network  is extreMely strong and, -aa -a result, the develop-- 

ment of regional production has not followed from the establishment of what 

are called regional production centres across the country. 

Actually, the cm does not categorize any of its programming as "regional 

productions". There are only two basic categories of production: network 

and local. Budgets are allocated to each regional production centre for local. 
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production to fill the time allowed for local programming - generally 6 PM to 

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

news programming (Hourgfass-type  programs) and loci sports programming. In 

Vancouver, there is also a nature programUlahanie 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 great because the budgetary 

allotment does not permit elaborate or expensive variations from a standard 

Rfàhanié:;:f 6-t• .e)àlligé 'has .'iô 

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

. stills which. he has.brought«along.. Very .little.ont-of-studio.prograMming is 

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

who can watch CBUT. 

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 the  Irish Rovers  is produced in a regional production centre but the 

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

..f:x • 

approved by Toronto and each program has to be acceptable for network broadcast. 

'Thé• Case -of the Beachcombers  is rather different because the content -  of 

the programs deals with an environment 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 



• 
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series but to fit in with an overall network set of priorities which are 

established by the Toronto network staff. 

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. Building a new regional production centre 

in Vancouver looks well for the physical  well-being'of the region but if all 

the decisions on program content and program production are still made in 

Toronto, then we have made n9 progress at all in the regionalisation of CBC 
•••• 

programming. The series Pacificanada  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 production staff',-the films were made by the National 

Film Board. 

The extent to which the regions play a negligible role in CBC network 

production was fully discussed at the CRTC Public Hearing in.February 1974. 

The Committee on Television from Toronto expreSsed. our concerns well: 

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

..._..—stepstowardencouraging:more..participation_from the,nonorontCy 

desired effect. On the contrary, regional programming in prime 

time continues to be inconsequential. We have the sense that at 

' CBC headquarters the non-Toronto..... gions are barely tolerated." 

It is not too surprising that CBC staff in the regional centres ofteh 

refer to the Corporation as the TBC - the Toronto Broadcasting Corporation. 

The assumption apparently made by the Toronto management that programming 

representing the Canadian identity can be achieved by centralising the control 

411> 	
of the programming In one place is at best misguided and at worst patronising 
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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 English 

Canadians and one may not even be conscious of any dgference unless one , 

lives elsewhere. In a centralised structure such as the English TV network of 

.the CBC, the bias is in favour of the centre and the non-centre areas tend to 

be viewed as deviations from the accepted norm. This is . the wrong way to 

n • 

look at television programming for Canada. The structure should be set up 

to favour the regions, with national prAgramming being built up from.these. 	. 

decentralised points. 

The regional exchange of programs, which is now a token attempt to provide 

exchange of information and entertainment between the regions, should be a 

vital and exciting part of the program schedule. The CBC documents which 

provide details of programming • hours are written in a special language of  • 

'their own so that it is extremely difficult to keep straight what the figures 
- 

.provided actually mean. 'Local production' and 'community programming' might 

be taken to mean the same thing but not so. Local producAon refers to the 

prOduction of programs by a regional production for showing locally. 'Community_ 

rogramming...:me,a..ns' a 
, 
..owned -an =2,7 

operated station --it encompasses a) local  production, b)  regional exchange 

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

PÉograms --(1)rogramS frOmàny-dOUtitry'-proCilteà .  by the -Station -fàf ShOwing - in 

local time slots such as after midnight or certain times during the morning 

and afternoon). The designations of 'local', 'regional' and 'community' 

programs have now became so confused that we understand the CBC will drop the 

categories altogether in future. In the 1973/74 yer, Vancouver is reported 

as having planned to show 380 hours of regional exchange programs. This 	. 
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works out at slightly more than one hour per day. Some other regional produc-

tion centres - planned to show none and the second greatest use of regional . 

exchange was by Goose BaY, with 172 hours - less than'30 minutes per day. 

Regional exchange has been neglected by the CBC because its priorities 

have been in developing a national centralised program schedule and regional 

interests seem to interfere with this. There need be no conflict between 
4i 

regional_and national interests in programming provided the assumption is not 

:•••••.* 	M; aehatnàtional*.ans. cett.raiis:ed'...*: .  The central•sing• tendencies - of. 

• technology must be made to conform to the decentralised needs for regional 

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

Obviously, all program production at a central point should not be stopped. 

The production of national news services is of necessity a centralised process 

although, even there, the provision of newà material from the regions must be 

a lot stronger than it is at present. The budgeting of regional news staff 
- 

in the'CBC is not adequate for the provision of more than occasional items to 

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

• 

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

interest and value to all Canadians. Again,-  though, care  must  be taken to 

enSure that attitudes of one centre are not emphasized at the expense.of 

attitudes of other Canadians - the reporting of the federal-provincial 

- 
dispute on resource taxation is a case in point, where Ontario's interests in 

• • 
the dispute have been overexposed and, to many viewers in ,the West other 

11› 	provincial concerns inadequately explained  or  • described. 
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"Now as I look at history it seems clear that creative 

achievement has always resulted from artists being 

together in a major centre. It doesn't seem to make 

sense then to develop production centres in St. John's  

and Halifax and Edmonton to force artists to move out 

of Toronto." 

reat 
7:727 

:77 	égiàn=a--17-7i 

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

(e 	 _ 
. ., on real,  Toronto  and - Vandoilver) 	HowèVer , 'as alreadypointed 

• 

Another kind of program which is generally produced best in major metro-

politan centres is the cultural programming which necessitates the use of 

large orchestras or other musical ensembles, professonal theatrical companies 

and so on. These productions 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 

xegarded as a staple item which would preclude any artistically creative 

:programming being:done outside the•major dities. The production, -of' plays - -e 

and.various musical entèrtainments should not be limited to One  or  two centres 

• .by.thé . mistaken idea that all the-good•Canadian•artists  are living in Toronto 
 • 

or Montreal. One•CBC official remarked to us: 

cultural (high or low culture) programming is not a major part of the program 

schedule. The bulk of programming reflects Canadian culture in the social 

culture sense and, as-we have argued here, the social culture of Canada is • 

not centralised and cannot be represeated satisfactorily by a centralised 

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

The regular program schedule of the CBC English language television net- 
. 

work is an indicator of how the Corporation fulfils its mandate to provide a 

national broadcasting service, under the Broadcasting Act. The CBC is supposed 

to provide: 

"a balanced service of information, enlightenment, and entertain-

ment for people of different ages, interests and tastes covering 

'-* éilje:whiple range of pi'élàaMming'in. .fai 

subsection g(i) of the Act. 

Of course, the balance of the service will'inevitably vary through time 

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

people so that no precise description of how the proportions of information, 

enlightenment and entertainment should be balanced . can be given. Often, a • 

letter-writer to newspapers, to his M.P. or to the CRTC tends to take the 

stance of the righteous taxPayer and demand that the CBC'd programming should 

conform exactly to that taxpayer's wishes. A strong proprietary interest by 

, 	 •; 

-- takes a more constructive turn than merely_ deffianding a.fair share Of whatever 

the CBC is doing. 

Members of Parliament are also not immune from the temptation of asking 

that the CBC provide better service in their home area, without giving much 

consideration to the question of how the Corporation can fulfil all requests 

and yet not have to ask for increased Parliamentary grants. Much of the 

criticism of the CBC both in Parliament and in the press deals with small 

details of CBC's performance; with little attention - and even less intelligent 

• comment - given to the enormous responsibilities and duties of the Corporation, 
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originally established is all too often forgotien or denied. The necessity 

or spending publiC money-  on broadcasting at all is raised all too often as 

laid on it by statute, by Cabinet order, by CRTC regulation or requirement and 

go 	by public demand. 

• A great deal of the - time, the standard of CBC performance is measured only 

by the extension of the broadcast network, the building of repeater stations 

and all the attendant 'hardware' of broadcasting. This is a very importan t . 

requirement for the CBC to reach as many Canadians as possible and progress in 

this extension.of service is fairly easy to measure in expenditures and audience 

- . -coverage and so on. However., the programs to be broadcast are the other half - 

	

. 	• 	
- 	 •• 

	• 	•  

	

iC4 	 ±.1d* 	 in ,  Pfd .e.a‘ifiliridr4's. 	àr• 	 7... 

Increased expenditures on programming are harder to justify to those outside 

.the.CBC:and. the increased qualitY may be imperceptible to many-- and disputed 	. 	• 

by others. Innovative programs on CBC tend to be treated as 'controversial' 	' 

and the corpOration has.been hit over the'head by MPs so'Often through .the 

years that it :has _almost ceased attempting anything even.slightly.adventurous. 

_ 

The'program This Hour has Seven Days was the,last major controversy over CBC 	• ' 

• 
programming and, since then, very little innovation has  ben  tried.. It is ., 

easyltounderstandTthCBC's -_timidity-„fin_programmingwhen one reads_the-successive 

e:7.-plirpose- 7-forhIE .16,-.broâ&dastingAm-Cana 
_ 

pu 

debatable question. In these sorts of discussions, the CBC seems unable to 

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 undertaken 

within the Corporation. However, requests by Parliamentary Committees or 

individual M.P.s for information on many broadcasting matters of legitimate 
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concern are not responded to properly. The internal security of the CBC often 

becomes more important than the adequate informing of Parliament and, while 

this secrecy may be in the short term interest of CBC employees, it is not in 

the long term interests of the Corporation for its standing with politicians 

or with its nominal owners, the Canadian public. Lack of information about 

what.  the  CBC is doing and how it is spending its substantial annual grants 

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

fôr .  its difficulties. 1.t.app.ears 	of-the.hostility,whiPh 

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

behaviour. 

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

in the early 1930s, has gradually been diluted and adapted to the circumstances 

of overwhelming commercial broadcasting in North America as a whole. It is 

interesting (if somewhat saddening) to see how, over the past forty years, the 

original framework vf the CBC, which was modeled so closely on the BBC, has 

s.  

changed so'much.that its oWn mother wouldn't recognize it. 

ïaeririlME 

The difference is 

preaënée 'of adVertising causes different prOgramming policies). The different. 

programming policies are reflections of how differently the senior management - 

• 

— , 

in each corporation view their job. While the BBC does not ignore the size o 

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 revenues do 

not depend directly on the goodwill of the majority party in the House of 

Commons. In general, the Parliament, and the public at large, believe that 

public broadcasting is in the public interest and not something for which there 

is a perfectly adequate commercial substitute. The CBC, on the other hand, 
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, 	er-questi.ôsx,,..jka.e.,-,, 	to, :_haVin to _.s 
- 	 = 	_ 

Corporation must eXié't.in a éea of commercial broadcaéting, the fact is that 

CBC senior management has adopted some of the assumptions of commercial broad- 

casters about programming.  For  instance,' the view that-a good audience'rating 

seems to be continually on the defensive for using public money for providing 

something which commercial television provides "free". 

What is frequently forgotten in the comparing of commercial and public. 

broadcasting in Canada is that, without the CBC, there would be virtually no 

Canadian programming. Commercial broadcasters in Canada have usually been 

quite content to_import American programs, which cost little, rather than make_ 
4 	• 

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

caused .the commercial_broadcasters considerable anguish and .eyen now, they 

tend to fUlfii the letter of the requirements, rather than the spirit. The 

..,CBC.takes full responsibility to provide programming 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 tequirements - even though it is 

reciuired -to have a higher percentage of Canadian programming than are commercial 

broadcasters.' 

However, and this is a big "however", thé actual  content  and. miX of 

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 at.the same ame; the use of popular (again American) programs to 

'lead in' to Canadian programs (which viewers apparently have to be lured to 

s watch). 
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The CBC, in its presentation to the CRTC Public Bearing in February,1974, 

did admit that television programming on its English language network could 

be improved and Laurent 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 improvement. 

• 
There is certainly some question about the way in which program improve- 

, ments can ba . implemented within the CBC. Itis . interesting to see ehat the two 

hèads of programming for English TV - for information programming and enter- 

eainment programming - are sixth in the.hierarehy of CBC management, and still 

only fourth in the hierarchy of Toronto headquarters management. This  does not 

augur 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. 
•n••• 

.Mr. Picard has indicated that he is reluctant to remove American programs 

from the schedule because he believes that the CBC would iose most of its 

••..•, 	•• 	• 	• 	• 	• 	 • 	. 	. 	• 

for present CBC programs are anything to go by, they may have a point there. 

_ 
Obviously, reMoving . American programS'and subatituting - CBC programa'similar - 

to existing ones is not the ultimate answer in improving Canadian programming. 

The answer lies in increasing the range of programming produced by the CBC so 

that all sorts and varieties of programs are available to viewers through any 

week, month or seàson of viewing. The degree of cLoice of programs is at 

least as important as the quality of the productions. 
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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-time, when most of the time is 

reserved for network programs transmitted from Torodlo to the rest of the 

country, there are two general types of programs: a) American imports of 

popular shows from commercial networks; b) CBC network productions, almost 

all produced in Toronto as network headquarters. 

With regard to the American imports, for most people in Canada now, 

these programs, or almost identical programs, are already available either from 

the  CTV'network'br froM American stations a-\iailable 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 watch, thus pushing Canadian programs into less convenient times. A 

. 	 . 	. . 	. 
comment  ofterumade.by rural viewers is that programs shown after 10, pm,are too 

.:. 	. 	. 

late for them; this makes the pre-emption of the 8 pm to 10 pm period by non- 

Canadian programs particularly unfair to those viewers who usually do not have 

comedy shows; 2 hours of police drama; 1 hour of variety shows. An additional 
_ 

hàur of:Situation "comedy  shows'  ià provided  as'  aVailable .  to affiliates and ià 

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 time zones between here and Toronto 

1 1/2 hours of light entertainment music show;  1 hour of drama; 6 hours of 

information programs; 1 hour of serious music. Available network programs 
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. 	 •••• 	 . 

provide an additional 1 hour of light - entertainment music; 1 hour of informa- 

11, 	tion; 1/2 hour of drama and 1/4 hour of sports. In summary, aside from Wockey  

Night in Canada, the vast majority of CBC programmieg is either information 

proeamming 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 entertainment programs from Great 

Britain), the CBC program schedule would be hopelessly unbalanced. The lack 

. of entertainment programs produced .by CBC is a serious one and, until it is 

remedied, it is hard to argue for the removal of non-Canadian programs. . 

Without them, the CBC service would be unbearably sombre. 

This is not to say that the informational programs produced by  the  CBC are, 

individually, poor programs. The documentary style of program has long been a 

strong suit of the CBC - but it is disastrous to rely almost entirely on this 

specialised kind of program as the mainstay of production. Even those viewers 

who enjoy informational programs cannot reasonably be expected to choose quite 

sO many of them: Market Place, Ombudsman,  Naked Mind,  dfe After Youth, 

••• •••.. 

. 	,teaïent--- 	n 	r-so-nel=n  s 

-have-a-I-1-- be-en,  shown- , tor-par7t ortI  

Of course, these programs could be grouped in categories 

hic1 WOuld . reduce - the oVerai1 - totà1 -cif- informationand -giVe'the apPearende - : 

of greater variety of programming but it would not change the basic character 

of the programs as intended to inform, rather than . entertain. 

Even the CBC's .own grOuping of program content shows that there is 

imbalance in CBC 'program schedules and in CBC's own programming between infor-

mation and entertainment. The CBC Annual Report of 1973-74 provides the 

following interesting comparison between the CBC English Television network 

of the 1974-75 season. 
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If the non-Canadian programs are excluded, we can derive these percentages 

for Canadian programming only: 

.News  and Information 

Light Entertainment 

Arts„Letters &  Scienc es 

100.0% 

• 

100.0% 100.0% 

English Network 

60.4% 

17.3 

10.9 

French Network  

41.1% 

37.5 

4.7 

and the French Television network regarding program content. 

An analysis of a typical week on each TV network is given as folloWs: 

News and Information • 

Light Entertainment 

Arts,. Letters & Sciences 

Sports and Outdoors 

English Network  

51.1% 

32.8 

4 	7.9 

8.2  

French Netwerk  

27.8% 

56.6 

5.5 

10.1 ' 

- - 
- Can we really believe that the interests of French speaking Canadians 

are so different from thase of English speaking Canadians that such different 

program content mixes are appropriate for each? For the English language 

television network,  he  balance between information  and. entertainment is . 

definitely out, of line. 
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The question of 'relevance' of the CBC to the 13-.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.second component.in  'relevance.' from the B.C. viewers'. point of view 	.• 

seems also to be place of production and degree to which  the  program reflects•

. local culture and setting.  The disproportionally high ratings for-Beachcombers 

and Irish Rovers indicate these are factors in viewer choice. Most convincing 

are the high ratings of Klahanie,  a non-prime-time, low-budget production that 

focuses on the B.C. outdoors - a significant part of life to a British 

Columbian and a strong factor in determining his desire to live here. Indica- 

tions are that better quality programs of this kind scheduled in prime-time 

would be successful in the ratings game (At  least one o.f the current 

• 	 • cornmerci -aL_applicants_f or. TV -licen.ce -has .s sett - thi.s:po.tential and primg-7tiine _ 	_ : 	- 	„ 	- 

 	* 	 
rglyÉriTIMM=eierLeareitree '  

But 'relevance' in programming goes beyond regional production for 

, _ 
- regional 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 programming.- Differences in viewpoint and perceptions are thus 

highlighted; one section has access  o  the 'national' system; the other does 

not. The dynamics are basic: conflict, not unity, is fostered. Resentment 

and factionalism are fostered, not Canadian identity. 
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It is recognized, however, that the most definitive research will not 

compel change. The problem of relevance-irrelevance of the CBC to regional 

viewers can only be resolved by drastic internal reorganization of the foci 

of power within the CBC. It is hard to conceive of the,Toronto mandarins 

voluntarily stepping down from their supreme position for the good of the 

country. They are no doubt convinced that all they do is for the good of 

. the country. Another perhaps of those*glaring differences of viewpoint, 

between East. and West...: 
. 	 . 

. • 	. 	- . 	. 	 . 	. 
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 

their population. Only a Royal Commission could 

recommended in 	A-clUe to Preeent imbalance - can be got from a 

look at the talent payment table in the CBC Annual Report 1973-74, although 

this combines *payments for both radio and television. The combined figure 

for Ontario is more than ten times the amount made available to B.C. writers, 

performers and actors. Changes in this direction will help ultimately to 

correct the restricted choice in current programming schedules and lead to 

greater reflection of regional diversity in the national broadcasting system. 

• 

f 	-• 	' , 	 . 	 . 	 .• . 	_ 	 • 	 . 
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2. A second recommendation js that the production format of national 

programming be changed to allow for production  dialogue and for input from 

the regions so that biased eastern viewpoints do not dominate public affairs 

commentary and analysis. This is a critical factor if the mandate for 

Canadian unity and Canadian identity is to be taken seriously. To this end, 

a content analysis of national progralming might be undertaken by any authority 

concerned to demonstrate the existence of the phenomenon we are describing. 

. 	- 	. 	• 	-- 

3. A third recommendation related to financial autonomy but deserving 

a comment on its own: regional authorities should have decision making 

authority. Final decisions about regional'program production, purchase of 

scripts should rest with local production staffs. They should have complete 

artistic control over a specified proportion of their activities. Because of 

7- 
the expense of television and the problem. of limited financial resources, it 

would be wise to look at the model of the BBC. Varying Yegional.centres are 

specific types of programming. Bristol, for example, 

rama-- 	 in gham---in 

orthereneWSréP'cirtin - In4Odertp::deïeroadreOU-eXPerierké . 	. 	- 	. 	_ 

talented people in one location. This type of  policy may have to be part and 

increaSed-regional autonomy_if resources are  not  to  be  spread too - 

thin. • • 

In conclusion,_we wish to reiterate that what we are dealing with within 

the CBC is the nebulous area of attitudes, viewpoints, and limited human 

perceptions. In this respect the CBC mirrors a larger problem on the level 

of federal and provincial tensions, the chronic problem we have had of coming 



Decentralization of resources and authority will take place. Indications 
4 

are that it will come .too late and that the waste in financial and talent 

programming. 

to grips with regional diversity and the centralizing federal government ,  

the regions and the proyinces have grown in population, 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. 

resources of the country will be great. It is clear noW that, for example, 
. 	• 	. 	•• 	• 

	

. 	. . 	• • 	. 	•• 	• 	.• • 	.. 	• 	•••• 	.• 	••• • 
•,y'-W7e.'arë-tee:fleinôther 

marketthat 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 

commercial station, almost predictably organized along the lines of all • 

other private commercial television stations in North America. A regional 

CBC centre with more autonomy might well have harnessed these revenues-to 

. Canadian purposes -, but could not do so because directives from  Toronto and 

Ott awa 	rout those-respon3-1.h.leLf-.9._r‘_-.the,.p.p.ar,o.otj...on.,9£. 
	. 	_ 

. , 

primetimeandthe- nationel - consciousness to - - erican: • 


