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casting, still the focus of political contro-
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120 The Politics of Canadian Broadcasting

14 regulations dealt with program content. For example, programs im-
ported from foreign countries were not to exceed 40 per cent of the daily
schedule; the commission asserted its right to check advertising copy;
mention of prices was forbidden in commercials; advertising was not to
exceed 5 per cent of program time except with the permission of the
commission; spot announcements were forbidden in the evening hours;
and the broadcasting of station “editorials” was forbidden. Two or three
of these regulations became the centre of controversy during the com-
mission’s term of office; but in the main, the regulations were continued
after 1936 by the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation almost unchanged.

The imposing of higher technical standards on existing stations caused
some resentment, which was reflected in the press and in Parliament.®
When frequencies were re-allocated, the commission was blamed for the
inconvenience which listeners felt in adjusting their tuning habits, and
for the annoyance in finding that some favourite but perhaps distant
station was no longer received clearly. Such complaints got a thorough
airing in the special radio committee which met in 1934,

The commission was hardly installed in office before the question of
broadcasts by the Jehovah’s Witnesses came before it. On the basis of
statements broadcast by Judge Rutherford, leader of the sect in the
United States, the commission advised all stations that Rutherford’s
speeches were not to be broadcast until the texts had been submitted to
the commission for clearance. The Jehovah’s Witnesses retaliated by
attacking the commission, and especially Charlesworth as a liar, thief,
Judas, and polecat, and therefore fit to associate only with the clergy.s0
Certain members of parliament were provided with the text of an
editorial which Saturday Night had carried in 1927; in it, Charlesworth
had referred to “Judge” Rutherford as a “heavy-jowled flannelmouth.”
In Parliament, J. S. Woodsworth expressed his concern that Rutherford’s
speeches were being cut off the air before his statements were proved
libellous. The attacks on the commission by Liberal members brought a
spirited defence from Bennett. He said the attacks were made for the
purpose of destroying this publicly owned service. The opponents were
not very numerous, but they were very vocal, and “the opposition to our
system is not limited to Canada.” The Canadian people had made a
choice between private and public ownership. Now the public system
must be given a fair chance.3!

29 / For example, Evening Telegram, April 1 and May 2, 1933 (quoting the
Moose Jaw Times); Debates, May 11, 1933, p. 4859,

30 / Debates, April 3, 1933, p. 3631.

31/ Ibid., April 21, 1933, pp. 4151, 4168,
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This debate took place in the third week of April 1933, only three
months after the commission formally took office. The commission had
started to operate as a programming body even before this. In their
haste and inexperience, the commissioners ran into administrative and
personnel difficulties that could only cause misgiving among the friends
of a publicly owned system of broadcasting. The only person in a senior
post with experience in administering a national program system was
E. A. Weir, who at Charlesworth’s invitation had transferred from the
CNR as program director. Weir understood that he would have some
degree of operational autonomy, with the commissioners concentrating
on policy questions. To Maher and Steel, he appeared unco-operative
and slow-moving; they did not think of him as a chief executive, con-
ceiving that to be their role. Weir had started negotiations for a contract
with the wire line companies; the commissioners became impatient, and
Steel took over the negotiations himself. Next the commission complained
that Weir was not developing programs fast enough. In February he
was demoted, and given responsibility for programs originating west of
Montreal; Arthur Dupont, who had been manager of CKAc, the La
Presse station, was to arrange programs from Montreal and the East.
Weir worked under Charlesworth, and Dupont under Maher; later
Maher assumed full charge of programs. In June Weir was removed
from program work entirely, and his salary reduced by one-third. In
July, while Charlesworth was in the West, there was an administrative
mix-up involving a request for a program feed from Montreal for CBS
in New York. Although mistakes were made by several persons, includ-
ing one of the commissioners, it was decided that Weir should be the
scapegoat, and he was dismissed. The Winnipeg Free Press got wind of
the story, and while they were investigating, Charlesworth sent a rather
scurrilous letter to the editor, John Dafoe. Dafoe concluded that Weir’s
dismissal was “a very dirty job.”32 Weir appealed to the prime minister,
and left with him an account of his last meeting with the commission,
attested by a lawyer who had sat in on the meeting. Bennett received Weir
sympathetically, but no other position in government service was forth-
coming. Bennett’s correspondence at this time with Maher shows sharp
displeasure with the actions of the commission on a number of matters.33

32 / Pac, Dafoe Papers, Charlesworth to Dafoe, Aug. 24, 1933; Dafoe to Grant
Dexter, Aug. 30; Dexter to Dafoe, Sept. 2 and Oct. 6, 1933, The story of Weir’s
demotion and subsequent dismissal was fully reviewed by the 1934 Special Com-
mittee on the Operations of the Commission under the Radio Broadcasting Act,
1932 (as amended), Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence, pp. 434-58, 537-56;
hereafter cited as 1934 Proceedings.

33 / Bennett Papers, Bennett to Maher, Sept. 16 and 27, 1933,
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Weir’s story did not become public until the 1934 parliamentary
committee hearings, but because of Weir’s connections in the broad-
casting industry and in the Canadian Radio League, the shabby treatment
he received did nothing to increase confidence in the commission’s
ability. Weir’s place as director of programs from the West was taken
by Ernest Bushnell, former manager of ckNc in Toronto. Both Dupont
and Bushnell had been strong critics of a publicly operated system of
broadcasting, having appeared as spokesmen for private broadcasting
interests before the 1932 Radio Committee.34

Each commissioner continued to take an active part in daily opera-
tions. Steel was in charge of all technical matters, including the regulation
of stations, engineering development, the contract for wire lines, and
arrangements for circuits. Maher was responsible for program develop-
ment, and Charlesworth took on the regulation of advertising in addition
to his more general functions as commission chairman.

During the first week of February, the commission scheduled two
hours of national broadcasting a week. By May there was a daily service
of one hour; regional programs were added in June; and by autumn there
were two and one-half hours of national programs each evening, in
addition to a Sunday afternoon schedule and a number of regional
programs. But the relatively rapid development of programs in the early
part of 1933 did not mute the criticisms heard in Parliament and else-
where: allegations that the commission was a partisan body; that it was
inexperienced and blundering; that it was upsetting the broadcasting
patterns to which listeners were accustomed; that it was a government
stooge, or conversely, that it was not really accountable to anyone.

3 Murray's Recommendations

Gladstone Murray arrived in Canada in April and after travelling across
the country, sounding out opinion in each major centre, he wrote three
reports. The first was an interim report, incorporated in a letter dated
May § to the minister of marine. This was read to the House of Com-
mons on May 11, and resulted in a bill to amend the Canadian Radio
Broadcasting Act of 1932.% The second was a memorandum of general
observations on the problems of the commission, which went to Bennett,

34/J. A. Dupont remained with the cBc as commercial manager for the
Quebec region until 1945, when he left to head a new Montreal station, CJAD.
E. L. Bushnell was with the cBc until 1959, as director general of programs and
later as vice-president. He left to start a private television station in Ottawa,
cJoH-TV. E. A. Weir was re-hired by the cBc in January 1937, and was commercial

manager until his retirement.
35 / Bill no. 99; Debates, May 10, 1933, p- 4813.
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to Mackenzie King, and to Woodsworth on May 24 (three days before
the end of the parliamentary session). The third document was Murray’s
final report, submitted on July 25, and made public a few weeks later.
This twenty-seven-page report was entitled “National Radio in Canada.”
Only Murray’s interim report was acted upon. The bill based on his
report prompted a stormy debate in the House. The issues discussed in
this debate and in Murray’s final report were never resolved in the
commission’s lifetime, at least to the satisfaction of the Liberal opposi-
tion. The Liberal dissatisfaction finally led to the passing of a completely
new Broadcasting Act in 1936.

Murray’s first interim report suggested that the Canadian Radio
Broadcasting Act needed amending if it was to fulfill “the unanimous
will of parliament.” First, appointments by the commission should not
have to conform to the Civil Service Act. “Broadcasting, while too
important to be left to private enterprise, is nevertheless too sensitive to
be brought fully into the machinery of state. ... The authority created by
parliament should be empowered to choose ... those who are to carry
out the work.”

Second, the detailed expenditures of the commission “should not be
allowed to become the subject of debate on the floor of the House of
Commons. The essence of public service broadcasting is to keep it clear
of party political warfare. It seems to me that procedure by order in
council would surmount the objection of inadequate public control. ...
As in the case of the British House of Commons, it is highly important
to confine discussion on broadcasting to broad matters of policy, avoid-
ing detail in all directions.” Murray suggested that approval by order in
council (that is, by the government rather than by parliament as a
whole) was sufficient even in the leasing or purchase of stations. (While
Duranleau was reading this section of Murray’s report, Lapointe inter-
jected, “Send that gentleman home.”)

The third recommendation was that “the revenue accruing from the
licence fee paid by listeners should not be regarded as part of the
consolidated fund, as apparently is the case at present.” Murray said
that this only led to confusion and the incorrect charge that the com-
mission was a burden on the general taxpayer. (Lapointe: “Are we
doing anything to this gentleman for lecturing parliament?””) Murray
might have added that the government had already realized a million
dollars in general revenue from the increased licence fee, which in fact
was never made available to the commission. In the fiscal year 1932-3,
the licence fee revenue totalled over $1,290,000; but the crBc received
only $150,000.3¢

36 / Canada, Public Accounts, 1933, p. 25.
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Murray’s fourth recommendation was that “there should be no
impediment to a moderate scheme of development” in creating new
stations to extend effective coverage.

In the debate, Duranleau charged that the opposition was not con-
sistent in criticizing the commission and at the same time denying the
commission “the tools which they think they need to make a success of
their administration.” For the Liberals, Ian Mackenzie replied that
despite the minister’s attempt to defend the commission, “it is a fact
they are today a very distinctly unpopular body throughout Canada. ...
Speaking for myself, may I say that I have not sufficient confidence in
the present personnel of the radio commission to entrust them with
control over their employees, and my distrust is shared by a great
majority of the Canadian people.” Lapointe agreed with Mackenzie’s
assessment.

The opposition reviewed all the grievances it had formerly expressed:
the partisan background of one of the commissioners; the granting of a
licence to a Conservative newspaper in Montreal; the situation in
Windsor where the station was effectively an American outlet; the
unguarded public statements of the commission chairman; the attempt
to make appointments outside the regulations of the Civil Service Com-
mission. The Radio Commission was defended by a Conservative
member of the 1932 Radio Committee, Onésime Gagnon, who recalled
that Major Murray, “a distinguished Canadian,” had appeared before
the committee in 1932 at the request of members of all parties. Euler,
a leading Liberal in the 1932 committee, suggested that the commission
had not performed satisfactorily. He would not agree that all of the
commission’s employees should be removed from the Civil Service
Commission’s control, because of the danger of political patronage; and
he insisted that capital expenditure at least should be approved by
Parliament, as was done in the case of the cNR. He conceded that the
commission should make its own appointments of “technical advisers
and artists.”37

Duranleau defended the commission’s record to date, and gave the
first authoritative statement about what the commission intended to do:
“It is the intention of the commission to organize a complete wire chain
across Canada, tying in all the principal stations in each area throughout
the country. ... Canadian programs of the very highest calibre will be
transmitted. ... It is the intention of the commission to have available at
least four hours of Canadian programs each day. These programs will be
clear of all advertising matter. ... With respect to western Canada, it is

37 / Debates, May 11, 1933, pp. 4870-80.



The Canadian Radio-Broadcasting Commission 125

the intention of the commission to build two powerful stations which
will give entire satisfaction to the West ... in British Columbia and in
Saskatchewan,”38

But again it was Bennett who gave the most spirited defence of the
commission set-up: “It is folly not to recognize the fact that a very
persistent and determined effort is being made to destroy this commis-
sion. ... We know how this commission is looked upon by private
interests outside of this country. We know exactly the powers in this
country that were so disappointed because the radio committee did not
report in favour of private interests controlling broadcasting in this
dominion.” Bennett conceded “the unpopularity for the moment of this
commission,” but asked that the members of the House be fair, and
suggested that results could not be expected within the first few months.*?

Bill no. 99 was intended to carry out the first two of Murray’s
recommendations. It specified that “the Commission may employ such
technical, professional and other officers as the Commission may deem
necessary or advisable, and such persons shall receive such salaries or
remuneration as may be fixed by the Commission.”® In the committee
stage, to meet Liberal objections, it was conceded that clerks and
employees other than technical and program must still be appointed
under the Civil Service Act; and even those whom the commission
appointed directly were to be approved by the governor in council.#*

The other amendments allowed the commission to acquire existing
private stations by lease or purchase and to conmstruct new stations,
subject to the approval of the governor in council; and to spend not only
the moneys appropriated by Parliament but revenues received from any
business carried on under the act. To meet further Liberal criticism,
Bennett offered to have the amending act expire on April 30, 1934, (The
act was subsequently renewed each year.)

The discussion in committee was just as heated as in the preceding
debate. King summed up the Liberal attitude on May 16:

May I tell the Prime Minister that it was a Liberal administration that
appointed the royal commission that brought in the report on radio broad-
casting, recommending that this service be made a government owned and
operated utility. The Liberal party has taken its stand strongly behind that
proposal, and we are just as anxious as the Prime Minister and honorable
gentlemen opposite to see this government owned utility made a success and

38 / Ibid., pp. 4865-17.

39 / Ibid., p. 4887.

40 / Statutes of Canada, 1932-3, 23-24 Geo. v, parts 111, c.35, “An Act to
amend the Canadian Radio Broadcasting Act, 1932.”

41 / Debates, May 16, 1933, pp. 5104-5.
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secure the confidence of the public. ... Any criticisms we may have to make
from this side are directed not against public ownership as such but rather
is an endeavour to remove those features which may tend to create prejudice
against government ownership as it exists under the present radio broadcast-
ing commission.42

But in spite of King’s disclaimer, much of the Liberal criticism was
intended to discredit the commission itself. King charged that the com-
missioners were all “well known members of the Conservative party.”
C. G. Power said that “the so-called non-partisan member of the
commission, a military man with the air of a martinet ... is endeavouring
to dragoon the Canadian people into obedience to a commission which
should never have been set up.” An independent member of parliament,
A. W. Neill, said that the way the commission was developing it was
going to be “a curse to Canada, a curse to the people, and a curse to the
government. ... When the public are dissatisfied now they can ... switch
to another program. But now this radio commission is in force they will
sit down and write to their government or their member. ... They will
make complaints that they never would make to a private corporation.’3

Murray had recommended changes which would give the commission
much more autonomy in operating a broadcasting service; but the
amendments as passed provided little more autonomy than it had
previously, except in the recruiting of technical and program personnel.
If the commission was less dependent on Parliament in the establishing
of stations, it was henceforth more dependent on the government.

The Ottawa Citizen, reflecting Bowman’s views, felt that criticism was
likely to continue session after session unless an unsalaried board of
governors was instituted to take responsibility for the administration of
broadcasting. The commissioners were too much the “salaried officials
of the government.” An independent board of governors, national in
character, was needed to stand between the public and the salaried
officials. And a general manager, responsible to the national board of
governors, should be placed in charge of broadcasting operations. To
allow this, the Broadcasting Act should be amended at the next session.
Graham Spry was writing in similar vein in the Weekly Sun.*4

In his final report, written after his three-month tour of Canada,
Gladstone Murray said that the “constitutional problem” — the retention
of adequate public control without prejudice to the working efficiency of

42 / 1bid., p. 5102.

43 / 1bid., pp. 5087-90.

44 / Ontawa Citizen, May 13, 1933. Weekly Sun, April 26; quoted by Lapointe
in Debates, May 11, 1933, p- 4899.
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the system — still had to be solved. Murray reviewed the way in which
the BBC was constituted, adding the comment that “the distinctive
administrative machine of the BBC has become the model not only for
many public utilities and other semi-public bodies throughout the world,
but also for some commercial concerns.” While it did not follow that
Canadians should copy any other constitution, Canadian broadcasting
“must embody the reconciliation of remote State control with indepen-
dent business management.” Murray hesitated to recommend any
particular modification, but suggested that the term ‘“company” or
“corporation” should be substituted for “commission,” and that the
commissioners should be freed from executive responsibility, concerning
themselves mainly with matters of policy.

Although I discovered no foundation for the suggestion that the Commission
was biased in politics or religion, I continued to encounter the view that if
not actually, then potentially, it was an instrument of Government policy.
If this impression is not dispelled the Commission will hardly gain either
the support or the independence essential to the success of the work. ...
The idea of direct State management in addition to State control should be
eliminated with the minimum of delay. This not only is vital to the vigorous
and successful developemnt of the work but is of great potential value in
checking the present dangerous tendency to regard the machinery of national
broadcasting as belonging to the area of party political patronage.46

As the result of his conversations with the prime minister, Murray
had no strong expectation that the changes he recommended would be
instituted, and he decided to include an alternative suggestion:

If the internal development of the Commission should prove impossible for
various reasons then one would advocate a consideration of a proposal to
set up an operating company under the licence and general control of the
Commission, but enjoying an adequate degree of independence. This Com-
pany would be in some ways analagous [sic] to the original British Broad-
casting Company upon which the British broadcasting system was built. Such
a constitution would protect the Commission, would relieve it of the executive
responsibility which should not be its concern, while enabling it to act more
effectively as trustee for the public interest, and would be calculated to
acquire the confidence and support of the business community. An operating
company, in short, might be devised as the most effective means of applying
public service broadcasting.

The reorganization measures which Murray felt should be taken
included the appointment of a general manager or director general,

45 / Pac, “National Radio in Canada,” report by Major Gladstone Murray,
director of public relations, Bsc, July 25, 1933, pp. 6 and 25 (mimeo.). Murray’s
memorandum of May 24 is in the Bennett Papers.
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responsible to the commission, plus an assistant general manager and
heads of various branches; consideration to be given to moving the
commission’s headquarters elsewhere than in Ottawa; paid regional
directors in five regions of Canada, working under the general manager,
but acting in consultation with the provincial assistant commissioners
envisaged by the act; and three or four central advisory committees to
concern themselves with broadcasting matters in special fields. Murray
advised the commission to go slow in developing national programs so
that quality might be achieved. A modest construction program should
be planned, and efforts made to secure the co-operation of private
stations. He urged more attention to public relations; the first rules and
regulations had been sprung on the public without adequate preparation
or explanation. Less than half of Murray’s report dealt with public
policy toward broadcasting; the greater part contained suggestions for
the commission on how it might develop programs, handle station
relations, build staff, and arrange budgets. The report emphasized that
action should be preceded by careful planning and consultation, and the
building of public support and that the programs must, first of all, be
entertaining,

Released in the middle of summer, the report received little public
attention. Parliament was not in session for the rest of that year; and
the prime minister, in London since early June for the World Economic
Conference, did not return to Canada until the beginning of September.
During this time, newspapers that had not been actively hostile to the
creation of the commission urged that it be given a chance to prove
itself. These included Liberal newspapers such as the Winnipeg Free
Press, the Toronto Star and the Ottawa Citizen, as well as Conservative
papers such as the Winnipeg Tribune, the Calgary Herald, and the
Ottawa Journal.

4 The French-English Problem

Shortly after the commission began its national program service, a new
source of dissatisfaction appeared. In its zeal to increase the number of
program hours, the commission scheduled a substantial percentage of
its output from Montreal, where the rule was that all programs should
be announced in both languages. This caused resentment in many parts
of English Canada, where the charge was made that the commission was
itself a dark plot to further the interests of “the French.” The com-
mission programs were at first provided free of charge to every station
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that would broadcast them, and in some areas listeners felt that they
could get nothing but commission programs in the evening hours.

Charlesworth encountered strong opposition to the French language
on commission broadcasts when he made a western trip in the summer
of 1933, Maher, who was generally supervising program budgets, had
been anxious for what Charlesworth called “a judicious recognition of
the French language on the air.” Charlesworth’s opinion was that “if
there is a separatist feeling in Quebec, it has been provoked in no small
degree by the narrow-minded hostility of certain groups of English-
speaking Canadians. He recalled:

When I went to the West in 1933 I knew I must face a challenge with
regard to French on the Air. The Klu Klux Klan [sic], driven out of Ontario,
had obtained a strong foothold in Saskatchewan and had been active in
opposition. This bastard American organization boasted three members in
the House of Commons, one openly in affiliation with the Klu Klux Klan, and
two covertly. These gentry busied themselves in stirring up the Orange order
also, proclaiming the amazing legal discovery that the use of French on the
air was a breach in the British North America Act.4¢

The member of parliament who complained most about French on the
air was F. W. Tumbull, Conservative member for Regina, whom a
writer in Le Devoir described as one of the principal leaders of the Ku
Klux Klan, a group of “microcephalic fossils”; thirty seconds of French
in a national program made him “foam at the mouth.”#?

As the year went on, the commission reduced the amount of French
heard on its nation-wide programs; and gradually the commission was
able to organize separate programs for Quebec stations. (The CRBC’S
successor, the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, was more cautious in
its policy of announcing programs from Montreal. As soon as it had two
outlets in that city, announcements were as a rule heard in one language
or the other, not both.) The Financial Post, hostile to the commission,
reported that it had cut down on its French programs as the result of
political pressure:

The commissioners have proved themselves to be singularly tactless and inept
in their public relations. For example, the proportion of French programs
over the national hook-ups has been cut down but not until a political uproar
occurred (the Prime Minister is said to have intervened) and not before one
of the commissioners had vigorously defended the policy on the ground that
forty per cent of the population is French. The commission lost heavily both
in the English and French-speaking communities.*8

46 / Charlesworth, pp. 98-9.
47 / Paul Anger in Le Devoir, May 31, 1934,
48 / Financial Post, Sept. 9, 1933.
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The attacks on the commission for its programs in French were resumed
during the 1934 parliamentary committee; it was one of the factors
leading to the resignation that summer of Thomas Maher.

But in spite of criticisms of its policies and procedures implicit in the
Murray report, and the press speculation about its demise, the com-
mission was determined to press ahead, and to overcome the initial
difficulties it had encountered.

5 Building a System

The commission was aware that because it had barely begun operations
in the fiscal year ending March 1933, the government had realized a
surplus of over a million dollars from the collection of licence fees. It
determined to ask for an appropriation of $1,500,000 for the fiscal year
1933-34, which could probably be provided out of current licence fees
for that year. But the government, far from being ready to part with any
of its past surpluses, cut back the 1933-34 appropriation to $1,000,-
000.#% This was a far cry from the $2,500,000 sum which the Aird
Commission regarded as a minimum for a year’s operations; and also
less than the $1,500,000 figure which the Canadian Radio League had
suggested as a minimum during the “first stage.” In spite of Bennett’s
verbal protestations of support, the government, in withholding sums
collected even on the low figure of two dollars per licence, hardly gave
the commission a chance.

The commission had to decide how it would proceed with its budget
of a million dollars. From its preliminary negotiations with the railway
wire line companies, it knew it would have to spend about $300,000 on
Circuits to provide even three hours a day of national program service.
Direct program costs would run into a similar figure. Salaries and
administration costs would be probably $200,000. This meant that there
would be only about $200,000 for new construction of transmitters and
studios, or for purchase of existing facilities, or for leasing of facilities,
or for renting time on facilities owned by others. In whatever combina-
tions these claims were met, $200,000 on a cross-country basis would
not go far.

Of the practical alternatives, the first was to try to make a deal with a
few big national advertisers to distribute their programs across the
country free, or at a greatly reduced charge for network distribution.
National commercial hook-ups had practically disappeared as the

49 / 1934 Proceedings, p. 32,
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depression deepened; sponsors could not afford the cost of the lines. If
a network had to be arranged for each program series at a per-occasion
rate, the costs for the advertiser were out of line with those in competitive
media. For the commission to restore even the commercial programs
that had been available to a national audience in 1930 would require a
subsidy to the sponsors, whether hidden or not.

This was the possibility that Charlesworth and Maher had considered
and rejected in the last two months of 1932. It would have meant that
the commission was distributing commercial programs, for which it
would get little credit, and whose content it could hardly control. More
than that, such an arrangement would immediately stir up opposition on
the part of the newspapers, who would charge that their advertisers
were receiving a subsidy from the state to advertise in a rival medium.

But could not programs of good quality be devised for which the
advertiser might take only a few lines of credit at the beginning and end
of the program? This might have been possible at the time of the Aird
Commission, but was no longer so. Through a station like CFRB, To-
ronto — a 10,000-watt station in the richest and most heavily populated
area of Canada — an advertiser could reach nearly a half of the market
that a national network would bring him. Why should he put his money
into a more costly program, spending a great deal more money for
distribution, in return for a less satisfactory sales message? The calcula-
tion of the Aird Commission that revenue would be available to the
national network from “indirect advertising” was based on the assump-
tion that there would be no powerful private stations in Canada. That
was not the case in 1933.

Another alternative for the commission was to use its million dollars
primarily for wire-line costs and direct-program costs, and to persuade
or dragoon the private stations into releasing the programs over their
facilities either free of charge or at nominal rates. This was attempted in
the spring of 1933. There was not much difficulty in persuading small
stations in remote areas to take commission programs; they had a hard
time keeping their stations on the air enough hours to attract an audience,
and sources of free programming were welcome. The difficulty was in
areas where there were strong stations capable of serving a region rather
than a single locality. The test came with stations such as CFRB or CKGW
in Toronto, and ckAC (La Presse) in Montreal, stations which had led the
fight against establishment of the commission. They were, moreover, out-
lets for American networks, whose programs had a more certain attraction
for the radio audience than the programs the commission could afford to
produce. Without these stations, the commission’s programs would not
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be heard in much of Ontario and Quebec (the other Toronto stations,
for example, were now powered at only 100 watts).

The attempt to get cFrB in Toronto to carry commission programs
three hours an evening, between 6 pm and 11 pm, for $1000 a month
(about $11.00 an hour) failed. The station rejected the proposal,
indicating that it normally rented facilities in prime time for $200 an
hour.®® To pay cFRre its commercial rates would have taken most of the
$200,000 the commission had at its disposal. It had the legal power to
insist that any station clear time for its programs, but to have insisted
upon this would have lost the commission public support. In any show
of strength, the commission probably could not have counted on the
government either.

Fortunately, the commission was able to take advantage of ckew
and for the time being solved its problem in Toronto. CKGW, a 5000-
watt station, had lost its pre-eminence to CFRB when the latter station
increased its power to 10,000 watts, The station was said to be losing
money for its owners, Gooderham and Worts; and with prohibition
ending in the United States, that firm could use more direct methods of
advertising than those permitted in its radio operation. Charlesworth
found out during a trip to New York that NBc was dissatisfied with the
management of the station and wanted to arrange some alternative
affiliation in Toronto. The commission then started negotiations with
Gooderham and Worts, arriving at an agreement to lease the transmitter
and other facilities for $12,000 a year. For this amount the commission
had not only a 5000-watt AM transmitter, but a short-wave transmitter
at Bowmanville through which programs could be broadcast to the
Canadian North. Concluding that cKGw’s studios in the King Edward
Hotel were too expensive to operate and maintain, the commissioners
made a deal with ckNc, a 100-watt station, to produce their Toronto
originations for them, and to furnish office space. So the crBC productions
in Toronto originated at ckNc, were produced by ckNc staff, and were
carried by line to Bowmanville and broadcast over the CKGw transmitter.
The call letters ckGw disappeared, to be replaced by crer.

The arrangement made with cknNC was not an entirely happy one.
The commission appointed its own representative for the Toronto areca
(Stanley Maxted); but the men who produced the commission’s pro-
grams were on the Canadian National Carbon Company’s payroll, and
not finally responsible to the commission. Two years later, the Canadian
National Carbon Company decided to close its station, and there was an
awkward interval when the station personnel did not know whose

50 / Ibid., pp. 354-5.
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employees they were. This situation contributed to the political em-
barrassment caused by the “Mr. Sage” series of election broadcasts, to
which the Liberal party took such strong exception (below, pp. 165-7).

Nevertheless, the arrangement with CKGw meant that the commission
had access to NBC programs, and these were a very great asset, parti-
cularly in the Toronto area. In fact, most of the time CRCT was run as
an ordinary commercial station, and the commission considered it to be
a profitable operation. During times that crRCT was committed to take
NBC programs, the commission had to make sure that its own productions
were released on some other Toronto station, usually CkNC. In its local
operations, the commission was subject to the criticism that it was
competing with stations that it regulated: a charge which continued to
be made against the crRBC and the cBC until 1958, when the Board of
Broadcast Governors was established to remove regulatory authority
from the operating body.

To increase its coverage and modernize the equipment, the commis-
sion raised the power of its Ottawa station, crco, from 500 watts to
1000 watts. Since coverage in eastern Quebec was exceedingly poor, the
commission made arrangements with Canadian Marconi to build a 100-
watt station at Chicoutimi which the commission then leased. This
brought the number of its full-time outlets to five — Vancouver, Toronto,
Ottawa, Chicoutimi, and Moncton, although the Moncton station was so
decrepit that late in 1933 it had to be closed down.

There was still the problem of Montreal. In 1933 there were only
three Montreal stations: cKAC, a 5000-watt affiliate of cBs, broadcasting
in French and in English; cFcF, 500 watts, an affiliate of NBC broadcast-
ing in English; and cHLP, a 100-watt station broadcasting in French.
The commission tried to release its programs through CkAc, but since it
was a profitable station, La Presse was not interested in relinquishing
time. The commission did not have the money to buy the station, and
once more it was afraid to issue an order requisitioning time.5

In September 1933 the commission announced that it would build a
5000-watt station in Montreal. In justifying the commission’s action,
Charlesworth told the Radio Committee of 1934 that the city’s two
principal stations, CKAC and CFCF, were “in the hands of the Columbia
Broadcasting System and the National Broadcasting Company, so that
we found ourselves in a position where we were producing beautiful
programs in Montreal and were absolutely excluded from this populous

51 7 Interviews with R. P. Landry and E. A. Weir. The minister’s apprehension
was clear when he wrote of La Presse, “An unfriendly attitude on their part could
be most injurious to us”; Bennett Papers, Duranleau to Bennett, Sept. 8, 1933,
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industrial area in Canada.”5® At first the commission leased and re-
modelled an old transmitter but later it bought a new transmitter from
the Marconi Company which it paid for in instalments,

The announcement of the new Montreal station caused more criticism
than the leasing of ckGw in Toronto. The Financial Post reported there
was “an immediate outburst of indignation”; the commission’s aim was
obviously to “punish La Presse.” It charged that the Radio Commission
was spending riotously; and it quoted the Montreal Star’s description
of the action as an “intolerable outrage,” and a “crime so flagrant and
so stupid that we cannot believe it will be carried through.”s3

After acquiring radio stations in Ottawa and Vancouver and leasing
facilities in Toronto and Montreal, the commission had assured outlets
for its programs in four principal cities. National coverage required
further outlets, but the commission was not prepared to precipitate
further storms by forcing private stations to carry its programs. If it
were offering commercial programs as well as sustaining features, there
presumably would be little difficulty in concluding a network agreement.
But the commission had decided against this, and had even agreed to a
clause in the wire-lines contract preventing its use of the lines for
commercial purposes.”® Even without revenue-producing programs, it
was probable that stations in many cities would accept a high proportion
of the commission’s programs; in 1933 there were not enough sponsored
programs to fill the evening schedules. But the commission wanted to
make its presence felt throughout the country, and it was afraid that on
the basis of free offerings there would be awkward gaps. It decided that
it would assure outlets for its service by selecting about a dozen stations
as key or basic stations, and paying them to carry three hours of CrRBC
programs each night.58

The Canadian Radio League was later critical of the commission for
paying private stations to carry its programs. In 1934-5, the crBC paid
out for this purpose $246,000, or about 18 per cent of its total expendi-
ture. It is certainly not usual for a metwork to pay its affiliates for

52 / 1934 Proceedings, pp. 29-30.

53 / Financial Post, Sept. 30, 1933: two front-page articles, “Radio Commission
Spends Riotously,” and “Broadcast Dictators Plan New Extravagance; Invade
Private Field; Autocratic Radio Board Exceeds Powers Given It. Punish La Presse.”

54 / The wire-lines agreement specified that the commission was not to “com-
pete with the railways in the commercial broadcasting field”; quoted in Weir,
The Struggle for National Broadcasting in Canada, p. 165. Weir provides a good
analysis of the 1933 line contract, and of the modifications made in 1935 and
(by the cBC) in 1937.

55 / 1934 Proceedings, p. 268-9. There were initially 18 basic stations, of which
6 were CRBC stations. There were 23 basic stations in 1935, 28 in 1936.




The Canadian Radio-Broadcasting Commission 135

carrying unsponsored programs; but circumstances in 1933 explain the
commission’s action, even if they do not entirely justify it. There was
another source of grievance: those stations that were given permission
to carry commission programs, but which were not designated as “basic”
stations and were therefore not paid, complained that the system was
unfair to them.

Given the low power of most Canadian stations during that period,
the coverage attained was satisfactory, although Charlesworth was clearly
exaggerating when he wrote that by 1936 “Col. Steel was able to piece
together a national network ... that reached 95 per cent of the Canadian
community, and incidentally millions of listeners in the United States.”50
The cBc conducted an engineering survey after it had succeeded the
commission in November 1936, and concluded that the basic network
served 6O per cent of the Canadian population under normal conditions,
but that Mexican station interference at night reduced the effective
coverage to 49 per cent.

Before the end of 1933 the commission was having second thoughts
about its decision to exclude commercial programs from its network
service. On September 16, Colonel Steel sent the following telegram to a
number of private stations:

Commission considering entering commercial field in effort increase number
of first class programmes now available listeners across Canada. This involves
making combination rates attractive to advertisers. Propose offering this
service form of number of chains covering various parts of Canada. Wire
collect lowest net prices you can offer Commission for half hour and hour
periods during day and also during night hours. This information must be

in our hands by Tuesday noon without fail. Please co-operate by forwarding
information as season is now well advanced.

The Financial Post read this as a sign that the commission had become
desperate for money as a result of its extravagant operation. Its Ottawa
correspondent believed that the move was “a complete negation of the
principle enunciated by parliament when the broadcasting statutes were
enacted ... to nationalize broadcasting, to prevent it falling into the hands
of private interests to be used for commercial or advertising purposes.””
In the face of critical newspaper reception, the commission abandoned
its proposal two weeks after sounding out the stations.®® The CRBC basic
network was confined to non-commercial programs until the autumn of
1935.

56 / Charlesworth, p. 96.

57 / Financial Post, Sept. 30, 1933. The Ottawa Journal had published the text

of the telegram on Sept. 20.
58 / Toronto Daily Star, Sept. 30, 1933,
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The first year for the commission had not been a happy one. Its
troubles were due partly to its own mistakes, inexperience, and inepti-
tude. But more fundamentally they reflected a lack of Canadian agree-
ment on what should be the broadcasting objectives, who should have
the responsibility for carrying them out, and how a national program
service could be reconciled with the private ownership and operation of
most stations. In spite of the unanimity behind the legislation of 1932,
few Canadian leaders really wanted to follow the British example. They
hesitated to spend money for capital installations, appropriating even
less money to the commission than was collected. They were even more
reluctant to expropriate stations that had been privately developed; they
were far from certain that Canadians valued a national service sufficiently
to accept any diminution in local broadcasting, or a reduction in the
programs imported from the United States. There was an ambivalence
in their attitude: on the one hand they insisted that broadcasting should
carry out certain national objectives; on the other hand, they assumed
that the rights of station owners must be protected. This ambivalence in
large measure accounts for the lack of autonomy given to the commis-
sion, and the severely limited funds with which the commission was
expected to accomplish its miracles.

In addition to this unresolved question, another hampered the com-
mission: the disagreement on the meaning of Canadian nationhood, and
in particular, whether French language rights should be recognized out-
side the province of Quebec. Assaulted from all sides, the commission
was obviously not looking forward to the hearings of the Special
Committee on Broadcasting which got under way in March 1934,




6 A DISCREDIT TO THE GOVERNMENT?

1 The 1934 Committee

While persuading the House to pass the amendments to the Broadcasting
Act in 1933, Bennett had promised that a special committee would be
appointed in the next session to review the work of the commission.
When the membership of the committee was announced it seemed to the
commission that “the dice had been in some measure loaded against us;
at least one-third of the committee were affiliated in some degree with
private stations that had made impossible demands upon us.”

The Conservative members of the Special Committee were Dr.
Morand, who was once again named chairman; Onésime Gagnon of
Quebec, a member of the 1932 committee who was friendly to the
commission; W. A. Beynon, a lawyer from Moose Jaw, also a member
of the 1932 committee, who had represented the interests of a local
station (CHAB), then in the middle of a dispute with the commission;
D. M. Wright, the furniture manufacturer from Stratford and a 1932
committee member, who was now ready to champion openly the cause
of the private stations and to advocate what he called a “dual system”;
and Chester McLure of Charlottetown, who like Gagnon was friendly to
the commission,

The UFA member on the committee was again E. J. Garland, who was
generally favourable to the commission. The three Liberals were the
former minister of marine, P. J. A. Cardin, and two new members:
Robert McKenzie, from the Saskatchewan constituency of Assiniboia,
and T. F. Ahearn, member for Ottawa, director of a number of private
utility companies, and an ally of the private station in Ottawa, CKco.

Near the beginning of the committee hearings, the minister of marine
announced in the House that the commission had been authorized to
build a “relatively powerful” station in Quebec City. This section of
Canada had notoriously poor coverage, and the announcement may have

1 / Charlesworth, p. 113,
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been calculated to rally French-Canadian support for the commission
system.

The committee met from March 9 to June 8; its proceedings fill more
than five hundred pages, of which almost forty per cent are taken up
with the testimony of private station owners or their supporters. About
a quarter of the pages contain the testimony of the Radio Commission,
much of it in answer to the criticisms of the private broadcasters. The
remainder of the testimony can be divided into two principal categories:
first, the evidence of those who like the Canadian Manufacturers’
Association were willing to settle for the commission system with some
modifications; and second, those who (like the Canadian Radio League
and E. A. Weir) insisted that the commission’s work should be divided
between a board responsible for policy, and an operational group under
a general manager. Only two witnesses outside the commission gave a
whole-hearted endorsement of its work, and their testimony ran less
than ten pages.2 Altogether, Charlesworth was justified in writing about
his “committee ordeal.”

The private broadcasters complained about nearly every phase of the
commission’s operations. The stations owned by the commission were
competing unfairly with other stations in the same areas. Commission
regulations relating to advertising were unfair: the regulation restricting
advertising to five per cent of the program time; the regulation pro-
hibiting spot announcements in the mid-evening hours; the regulation
forbidding mention of prices. (The point seemed to be overlooked that
in 1932 the first two of these regulations had been suggested by the
private stations themselves.)® The further complaint was made that the
commission was too exacting in its demands on the smaller stations. It
was unfair in paying some stations to carry its programs, but not others.
It was wrong in insisting that no network could be formed without
special permission and in refusing to allow more stations to become
affiliated with American networks. The changes in wavelengths had
resulted in a chaotic situation and increased interference. There was too
much French on commission programs. And a Quebec station felt it had
been dealt with harshly because of Maher’s political sympathies and
former association with a rival station.

It might be noted that in addition to the three members of parliament
who Charlesworth thought were tied to private station interests, three

2/ 1934 Proceedings, Dr. Edouard Montpetit, University of Montreal, pp. 295—
9, and Frank Denton, National Council of Education, pp- 376-9.

3 / For example, evidence given by the Canadian Association of Broadcasters
(E. Grieg, secretary), 1932 Proceedings, pp. 271-2,
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other Mps appeared before the committee on behalf of stations in their
constituencies: H. J. Barber, speaking for a station at Chilliwack; Grote
Stirling, representing a station at Kelowna; and F. W. Tumnbull, who
spoke for the two stations in Regina.

The Canadian Association of Broadcasters had been dormant since
the 1932 committee; and R. W. Ashcroft, former manager of ckGw,
Toronto, attempted to form a new association, the Dominion Broad-
casters’ Association, and to speak for it before the committee. He
claimed that the association had twenty-five charter member stations,
but a number of station owners undercut his presentation by wiring the
committee that Ashcroft did not represent them. Ashcroft claimed that
their defection was the result of opposition to the association engineered
by the Radio Commission; this Charlesworth denied. The Winnipeg
Tribune charged that Ashcroft’s association was a “bastard” of the
American Association of Broadcasters, which had been propagandizing
against the British Broadcasting Corporation.* Ashcroft had tried for the
support of Edward Beatty of the cPr and of the Canadian Manufac-
turers’ Association, but (according to Charlesworth) had been refused.
His move to form a new association was, however, given generous
publicity by the Toronto Telegram.®

Ashcroft contended that when he was manager of ckGw the com-
mission had attempted to “chisel free broadcasting of their programs,”
and to drive sponsored programs away from his station. He had refused
to broadcast the commission’s programs without compensation; it was
this situation that had induced Gooderham and Worts to lease the
station to the CRBC, thereby giving the commission a Toronto outlet.
Ashcroft contended that the present system, in which the commission
competed with private stations, was indefensible; either the government
should own and operate stations, or quit the field.

Ashcroft was not given a sympathetic hearing. Apparently those
private stations that had shown interest in his association were fearful
that his all-out attack would lose them support. Ashcroft’s verbal pre-
sentation did not include the specific terms of his proposal, but he
submitted a memorandum to the committee outlining his solution. This
was not included in the printed proceedings. Ashcroft claimed that his
recommendation was “actually Major Gladstone Murray’s plan, and that
of the Canadian Radio League, modified to dovetail with the economic
conditions that confront us.” The supposed modification managed to

4 / 1934 Proceedings, p. 247. Ashcroft appeared on March 23 (pp. 51-3) and
on April 11 (pp. 75-86).
5 / Ibid., p. 247; Evening Telegram, Jan. 8, 1934,
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eliminate the publicly owned system in favour of privately owned and
operated stations; although under his plan a public corporation would
exist to provide transmission lines and a national program service which
the private stations could use when they were not engaged in broad-
casting local features or sponsored programs.®

A great deal of the committee’s time was taken in listening to the
grievances of a station in Beynon’s constituency — CHAB, Moose Jaw.
These representations took up sixty pages of the proceedings, and the
commission’s reply another fifteen.” At the beginning of 1933, CHAB was
an amateur broadcasting station, licensed at 25 watts, but actually
employing a power of 200 watts. The commission agreed to recommend
that the station receive a commercial licence for a 100-watt station,
effective November 1933. Beynon had acted for the station in these
negotiations. CHAB was now complaining that the commission’s programs
had not been made available to it, but had gone instead to a rival 1000-
watt station, CIRM, situated midway between Regina and Moose Jaw.
CHAB’s representative launched into a general attack on the commis-
sion’s operation of stations; on its shuffling of frequencies in Saskatche-
wan; and on its programs, especially those which incorporated any
French.

When the Conservative member for Regina, F. W. Turnbull, appeared
before the committee, he expressed the view that national ownership of
radio was not desirable, that “governments are better out of business
whenever they can stay out of it.” Had public money been used merely
to bonus transmission between stations, Canada could have had all the
advantages of the commission system without raising the licence fee to
two dollars. Turnbull referred to a poll conducted by the Regina Star
which showed that out of 700 ballots, 400 wanted the commission done
away with. Forty per cent of the poll listed the use of the French
language as their only objection, but fully 87 per cent of the poll made
some objection to the use of French. Turnbull said the opinion in
Saskatchewan was that: “... the French language is not an official
language of the whole of Canada, and is confined in its application to
the terms of the British North America Act. ... When the radio com-
mission does anything at all which appears to be forcing what I may
call the Quebec view ... on the rest of the country, these people resent it,
and instead of building up unity ... it is building up a wall of hostility
against it.” Turnbull then quoted a resolution passed by the Sons of

6 / Ashcroft published a later draft of his proposal in a pamphlet entitled,
“Canadian Broadcasting: The Ashcroft Plan” (Toronto, March 1936).
7 / 1934 Proceedings, pp. 87-132, 403-13; commission’s reply, pp. 264-78.
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England in Prince Albert, stating that the use of French outside Quebec
was a “concerted effort by the people of French origin to make Canada
a bilingual country.”®

Harry Sedgwick, the manager of cFrB, Toronto, made the most
detailed criticism of the commission’s regulations as they affected private
stations. He maintained that radio business in Canada is “just as much
dependent on the radio business of the United States as our stock markets
are guided by the stock market conditions in New York.” It was an
untenable position for the CRBC to be “a broadcaster and operator of
radio stations for revenue in competition with private station operators,
and at the same time ... the governing body of radio, controlling its
competition by regulating its competitor’s interior economy.” Sedgwick
insisted that if parliament wanted radio to be completely nationalized,
it should be “done promptly and all of the privately owned stations taken
over by the commission rather than have them feel they are going to be
gradually forced out of business by rules and regulations under which
they will not be able to profitably operate.” Sedgwick advocated that
the Radio Commission become merely a regulating and controlling body,
that its purpose be to co-operate with and assist private stations through-
out Canada, “purchasing, as far as their funds will allow, desirable
programs, free of any advertising matter, and assisting by the purchase
of lines to broadcast these programs in the more remote sections of
Canada.”®

None of the private stations offered any concrete evidence that the
commission’s regulations were jeopardizing their existence, and the com-
mission itself had no way of knowing the financial position of the stations.
In limiting advertising, the commission was carrying out the instruc-
tion of the previous parliamentary committee and of the Broadcasting
Act. On the whole, the commission’s attempts to limit the amount
of advertising and to prevent false or exaggerated claims, for example
in patent medicine advertising, had received acclaim. When some of the
committee members showed concern about the effects of advertising
regulations on the private stations, Charlesworth suggested that a reaffir-
mation of the policy of two years ago would help the commission to
enforce the law.1° (The reaffirmation was not forthcoming.)

During the time the committee met, a significant development was the
formation of the Canadian Newspaper Radio Association. This associa-
tion included stations which were owned by Southam and Sifton news-

8 / Ibid., pp. 494-505.
9 / Ibid., pp. 333-64,
10 / 1bid., p. 260.
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papers, which in 1932 had generally supported the Radio League. Now
these newspapers were recognizing the profit potential of their radio
station subsidiaries, and they were beginning to make common cause
with the owners of other stations. The new association objected parti-
cularly to crBC Regulations 99 and 100 — regulations limiting advertising
content, limiting the length of spot commercials, and prohibiting spot
announcements in the hours between 7:30 and 11:00 pm.** The forming
of the association marked the end of an era when the preponderant
majority of Canadian newspapers supported a national, non-commercial
system of broadcasting.

The Canadian Radio League did not send an official delegation to the
1934 committee. Graham Spry had left the association of Canadian
Clubs in 1932, and by 1934 had decided to go into political life on
behalf of the newly founded ccF party. He remained interested in
broadcasting and continued to write on the subject, first in the Farmers’
Sun, and later in the Canadian Forum, of which he became editor in
1935. The members of the Canadian Radio League executive — Spry,
Plaunt, Corbett, and Blake — met together from time to time, but the
organization was not really active between 1932 and 1935. However,
as reference was made to the Radio League during the 1934 committee
hearings, it was decided that Plaunt as secretary should submit a state-
ment on what the league had advocated in 1932, with a short section
added on the present situation.

Tom Moore, president of the Trades and Labor Congress, who was
consulted about the Radio League submission, appeared before the
committee to present the views of his organization. He regretted that
“ownership of stations by private interests had been allowed to develop
since the Commission was established.” He thought the commission
would be more effective if transformed into a larger body, and if the
actual management were left to a general manager. All licence revenue
should go to the commission without a vote of Parliament. New stations
should be built and owned by the commission, and it should absorb
present stations as quickly as possible.!?

A rather similar view was expressed by a rival labour organization,
the All-Canadian Congress of Labour, through its secretary, W. T.
Burford. He felt that the amount of money placed at the disposal of the
Radjo Commission was far too small; and that through failure to close
down the private stations the commission had to contend with “an
opposition which steadily became more aggressive. ... They present

11 / Ibid., pp. 421-2.
12/ Ibid., pp. 239-43.
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themselves today as a peculiarly arrogant vested interest, presuming
to criticize the Radio Broadcasting Commission and gratuitously offering
suggestions for the further limitation of the Commission’s field of
action. ... The same dependence upon the United States as prevailed in
1929 is admitted by the private broadcasting services today.”'?

Plaunt’s letter on behalf of the Canadian Radio League set out to
correct the impression that “the actual set-up with its unfortunate results
was based on the League’s proposals.” The league felt that the principle
of a public system was imperilled so long as the “present constitution”
remained unchanged. The commission had “obviously not been suffi-
ciently removed from the political arena to develop public confidence in
its independence.” And it should not have been charged with the double
function of operation and policy direction. The league urged the
government to reorganize the system “along the lines originally laid
down,”14

Plaunt sent a copy of the submission to R. K. Finlayson, who had
been a member of the league’s executive before joining Prime Minister
Bennett’s staff. He asked Finlayson to bring to the prime minister’s
attention any sections that seemed relevant, and suggested that the
prime minister could greatly enhance his popularity by undertaking a
re-organization of broadcasting. Several weeks later he sent copies of
the submission to Liberal leaders, including King, Lapointe, and Vincent
Massey.

Finally, the 1934 committee heard in some detail the story of the
demotion and dismissal of E. A. Weir, who himself appeared before the
committee and made a far-reaching criticism of the commission’s
activities and of the commission system.!® He criticized the allocation
of wavelengths; the decision to set up a new station in Montreal rather
than to expropriate one of the existing stations; the administrative
arrangement in the Toronto studios; the lack of station construction in
the “very parts of the country most needing improvement” (western
Canada); the ineffectual attempts to secure commercial revenue; the
mediocrity of the programs, and the failure to develop talent. Weir, like
his friends in the Canadian Radio League, declared that the commission
set-up was fundamentally wrong, and that the essentially executive
functions should be divorced from the direction of broad general policy.
Weir advocated that a board of at least five members be substituted for

13 / Ibid., pp. 385-91.

14 / Ibid., pp. 426-1.

15 / Ibid., pp. 434-71; the commission’s reply, pp. 537-59. Weir filed a re-
joinder, pp. 570-8.
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the present commission; that a general manager, responsible to the
board, should conduct all executive and administrative functions; that
local advisory councils and a general council should be formed, as
provided in the act; and that the headquarters of the commission should
be moved either to Montreal or Toronto.

One of the specific matters mentioned by Weir suggested a sensitivity
on the part of the commission to political pressure, and also a hesitation
to damage a private station’s profit-making potential even if one of its
own stations suffered. Weir charged that the commission had deprived
its own station, cRCT (Toronto) of one of the best channels in order to
make the channel available to ckLw, the Windsor station that was
primarily an American outlet. For the commission, Steel explained that
as a result of the international agreement, Windsor’s channel had to be
changed. “At first we suggested using 960 kc. but the Detroit station,
WJR, on 920 kc. appealed to us through the Prime Minister’s office and
we then had no option except to allot 840 kc. to Windsor.” To make this
channel available, crRcT was moved from 840 kc to 960 kc, where
it suffered from Mexican interference. Steel explained: “I submit that as a
matter of fact it was far better for the Commission station to have this
trouble than that the commercial station in Windsor, which is forced
to make its living by means of its operations, should have been subject to
this interference during the past season.”'® As Weir wrote to the com-
mittee, “Such an admission from the Radio Commission is appalling
evidence of its incapacity to grasp the prime functions for which it was
created.” (After the committee hearings, the 840 kc frequency was
restored to crcT, Toronto.)

The committee took an unusually long time to draw up and present
its report - its last public meeting was on June 8, and the report was
brought down on June 29. From the proceedings of the committee, one
can infer that there were roughly three attitudes among the committee
members. First, there was a group of three members (two Conservatives
and one Liberal) who wanted to revert to something like the former
system, when private stations were largely unregulated. Second, Cardin,
Garland, and possibly McKenzie, who were impatient with the progress
made by the commission in extending public ownership, and who felt
that a mistake had been made in not divorcing policy and administra-
tion.'” Third, two or three Conservative members who supported the

16 / Ibid., pp. 556-17.

17 / Garland had expressed the view a year earlier that the 1932 committee,
of which he was a member, had made a mistake in “combining the administrative
and policy-creating powers in one commission.” (Debates, May 11, 1933, p. 4911.)
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commission and who felt that the system agreed upon in 1932 should
be given a longer and fairer trial period: Gagnon, McLure, and possibly
Morand, the committee chairman. F. W. Turnbull, the commission’s
implacable critic from Regina, sought an assurance from the prime
minister that no more French would be heard on English-language
broadcasts, and said this about Morand: “He finds it hard to withdraw
from the position taken last year with respect to nationalization but in
my view anything that involves Government ownership or operation will
raise the language question and arising out of the language question the
radio has done a good deal more to prevent national unity than it has
done to promote it.”’*8 Probably Morand was held to his former position
out of respect to Bennett’s wishes. Writing the prime minister early in
1935, he recalled the discussions they had had prior to the committee’s
report, in which he had proposed some changes in the system. He
enclosed a brief drawn up by a reconstituted Canadian Association of
Broadcasters, and said he agreed with most of it.”® By 1935, Morand
believed there should be a division between the regulatory power and
the business of broadcasting, and that a “Broadcasting Commission,
subsidized by the State, should not be a competitor to private business.”
By the “business of broadcasting” he meant “the providing of proper
interprovincial programmes and the providing of trans-Canada lines,”
and (“where absolutely necessary”) the ownership and management of
non-commercial stations. This should be handled by a broadcasting
corporation, under one general manager and an advisory board. The
allocation of frequencies and the regulation of all stations should revert
to a department of government. Whether these were already Morand’s
views in June 1934 or whether they had later moved in this direction
is hard to say.

There was no doubt at all about another Conservative member of the
committee, D. M. Wright. On June 11 he wrote Bennett that with the
completion of the public hearings, “we have been anxious to discuss
with you some of the findings in order that the form of the report ... may
be such as to meet with your approval.” It is not clear whether he was
speaking for the committee as a whole, for the Conservative members
of the committee, or for those who agreed with him. The memorandum
attached was a pretty thorough-going bill of indictment. Complete
nationalization of radio would result in a capital expenditure of at least

18 / Bennett Papers, Turnbull to Bennett, May 2, 1934, Replying to a similar
letter a year later, Bennett wrote (June 11, 1935) that to “transfer the radio
facilities of the country to private interest” would be “a most retrograde step.”

19 / Ibid., Morand to Bennett, Feb. 1, 1935,

20 / Ibid., Wright to Bennett, June 11, 1934, with enclosures.
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$12,000,000. Without complete nationalization, no commission could
properly function both as a broadcasting and a regulatory body. The
United States networks had a revenue of $80,000,000, and a Canadian
commission could not compete with them in the production of programs.
The crBC had caused a great deal of dissatisfaction in its allocation of
channels. Private station operators, and members of parliament as well,
had complained of discourtesies. The operations of the commission had
been detrimental to the government, which was blamed for the com-
mission’s mistakes. The bilingual program announcements had brought
about dissension rather than unity. People had received the impression
that “there was an attempt to force upon them a recognition of the
French language beyond what was agreed upon at Confederation.”
Regulations for private stations had not been prepared carefully, and
had been dogmatically and harshly enforced. What program accomplish-
ments there had been could have been provided under private ownership
at much less expense. Wright suggested that the government should not
engage “either directly or through a commission” in any business activity
which is ordinarily the subject of private enterprise. Any dangers to
Canadian broadcasting such as Americanization could be warded off by
government licensing and regulation. If programming were left to private
owners, the licence fee could again be reduced to $1.00.

But even in the spring of 1934, the commission was finding some
support for its national program service. From Winnipeg J. W. Dafoe
wrote Gladstone Murray in London that the knives were out for the
commissioners, but “here in the West the national broadcasts have
improved the station performances, and upon the whole this is regarded
as an off-set to other defects.”?!

Besides, there was Bennett. He persuaded Turnbull and Earl Lawson,
member for the Toronto riding of York South, not to speak in the House
for government control rather than government ownership, and to allow
the Commission one more year to “adjust its affairs.”22 No doubt he
was similarly persuasive with the Conservative members of the com-
mittee.

The report that the committee finally brought in was extremely short.
Its only general observation was that “the establishing of national broad-
casting in Canada presents many difficulties, for the correction of which
time, experience and large expenditure of public money will be neces-
sary.” Its principal recommendation was the following: “The Govern-
ment should, during the recess, consider the advisability of amending the

21 / Dafoe Papers, Dafoe to Murray, Feb. 20, 1934,
22 / Bennett Papers, Lawson to Bennett, Oct. 23, 1934.




A Discredit to the Government? 147

Act, with a view to securing better broadcasting facilities throughout the
Dominion. In the opinion of your committee, radio broadcasting could
best be conducted by a general manager.”

There were only four other recommendations that had to do with the
broadcasting system or with the commission. Three of these were
designed to make things easier for private stations: “that the provision
of the Act dealing with advertising should be more liberally interpreted”;
that a greater use of electrical transcriptions be permitted; and that
“pending nationalization of all stations, greater co-operation should be
established between privately-owned stations and the Commission.” The
final recommendation was that the amending act of 1933 should be
extended for another year.2® This last recommendation was immediately
proceeded with in the House (June 30), but the rest of the report was
not discussed. With the House rushing toward prorogation, the Liberals
used the few minutes available to urge free network time for recognized
political parties during election campaigns. Conservative speakers op-
posed the suggestion.

2 The Commission’s Response

Writing three years later, Charlesworth suggested that the 1934 Radio
Committee report had made no very fundamental criticism of the
commission. The recommendation for a general manager he explained
as having come from a suggestion “thrown out” by “a very decent man,
whose knowledge of radio problems was practically nil.” This was
presumably Tom Moore, president of the Trades and Labor Congress.
Charlesworth thought he had been put up to it by “a newspaper editor
who had his own axe to grind and thought he should have been included
in the original Commission” (Charles Bowman).24 In fact, the recom-
mendation for a general manager had been made also by Weir, by the
Radio League, and by one other witness. It was also in Murray’s 1933
report, which (curiously) was left unexamined by the committee.
Charlesworth’s reaction in 1937 was not quite the same as it had
been in 1934. Then he was indeed worried by the report, and thought
that some drastic action must be taken. He was no doubt aware of the
rumour, printed in the Toronto Telegram, that three or four of the
committee had favoured dismissing the commission.2* On the same day

23 / Debates, June 29, 1934, pp. 4436-7.

24 / Charlesworth, pp. 114-15.

25 / Evening Telegram, June 29, 1934, The reporter named Beynon, Wright,
Ahearn, and McKenzie.
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the report was presented to Parliament, Charlesworth rushed a statement
to the newspapers. It said that for some time the commission had been
concerned about its dual responsibility, and that it had “found it
advisable this year to recommend that regulation and operation should
be separated.” The commission should be left in charge of regulation,
but a corporation should be formed, owned by the commission, to
prepare and distribute programs throughout the country.26

The course of action now recommended by Charlesworth was that
which Gladstone Murray had suggested a year earlier as an alternative
to a general manager and a more representative board: “If the internal
development of the Commission should prove impossible for various
reasons then one would advocate consideration of a proposal to set up
an operating company under the licence and general control of the
Commission, but enjoying an adequate degree of independence.”

Why did Charlesworth and Steel propose such a fundamental change?
It is true that the committee report placed the commission in an awkward
situation, It had not suggested any diminution in the responsibilities of
the commission, each member of which had been active in operational
matters (with one having been chosen especially for his technical com-
petence). Possibly it would have been difficult to recruit a general
manager who would work under a commission that was itself accustomed
to managing. Still, the excuse that the commission did not act for
reasons of economy was obviously just that-—an excuse. Two years
later, Charlesworth was more explicit in discussing the reason that no
action was taken, He told the 1936 Radio Committee: “Well, we could
not appoint a general manager, Mr. Slaght. We had no powers of
appointment. That was for the Government to decide. To get an
efficient general manager at that time, or any time, they would probably
have had to go and pay a larger salary than any of the commissioners
were getting. ... It might be a wise act, but we were quite helpless in
the matter.”27

The appointment of a general manager indeed required the con-
currence of the government, as it did any other appointment; but
Charlesworth admitted to the 1936 committee that the commission had
not made such a recommendation to the government, or even discussed
the matter with it. He explained that the government was busy with
many other things; and he also maintained that the evidence before the
1934 committee had not really established that such a move was
desirable.

26 / Ottawa Journal, June 29, 1934,
27/ 1936 Special Committee on the Canadian Radio Commission, Minutes of
Proceedings and Evidence, p. 8; hereafter cited as 1936 Proceedings.
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Testimony in 1936 about whether or not the commission discussed its
press release of June 29, 1934, with the government is somewhat con-
fused, but it seems probable that it did not.28 The 1936 committee found
out instead that the commissioners had disagreed among themselves
during the 1934 hearings about what their recommendation to the
government should be. Even before the 1934 committee met, Maher
had gone to the government with his own proposals for a change in the
system, Although Charleswortl’s evidence on this point is not clear,
Maher seems to have proposed a new operating body, a broadcasting
corporation to be owned jointly by the Radio Commission and large
interests outside government. Such a corporation, he thought, would be
able to provide commercial and non-commercial programs, without run-
ning into government interference or red tape. In 1936 Charlesworth
said of Maher’s proposal: “It was rejected holus bolus by me. I looked
at it and said, ‘no, if you attempt to bring this to the public, I will shoot
it full of holes.” So it did not get any farther. ... It was taken to the
government without my knowledge before I had ever seen it.”

In place of Maher’s plan, Charlesworth and Steel agreed to recom-
mend amendments to the act, and placed their recommendation in a
minute of the commission dated May 1, 1934.29 The government
received a copy but took no action on this recommendation, or on that
of Maher.

The Charlesworth-Steel statement to the government conceded that
the commission was in competition with private stations “in so far as
the use of stations and time is concerned” and also “to a very moderate
extent in connection with commercial programs over its own stations.”
Nevertheless, the two commissioners recommended continuation of the
system, but asked for changes to allow more flexibility and autonomy to
the commission. For example, the commission should be able to appoint
its own officers and employees, without reference to the cabinet or the
Civil Service Commission; it should be able to construct or purchase
stations without cabinet approval; it should not have to submit estimates
of expenditures to the government in order to receive moneys appro-
priated by Parliament for its use; and subject to a government-arranged
audit, it should be able to authorize its own expenditures and issue its
own cheques. (Most of these changes were effected when the cBC was
created in 1936.)

In May 1934, rumours were published that Maher intended to retire
from the commission; and in July it was confirmed that he would leave
on August 15. The reasons given were those of health, and his desire to

28 / Ibid., pp. 9-12, 33, 38-9.
29 / Ibid., pp. 34-T.
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return to his profession of forestry cngineer.”® His disagrecment with
Charlesworth and Steel may have been a factor; at any rate, he regarded
the commission as a failure, and told the government he no longer wished
to be associated with it." The wrangle over programs using the French
language distressed him in particular.3? Complaints were now heard not
only from the English-speaking provinces, but from Quebec where it
was said (with some justice) that most of the commission’s programs
were basically English programs with bilingual announcements.33

The Charlesworth press statement of June 1934, advocating that the
commission become primarily a regulatory board, alarmed the Ottawa
Citizen. The Citizen wrote (June 30) that the proposal represented a
betrayal of the principle of public ownership in broadcasting. “The
function of the commissioners under this reorganization would be some-
thing like the United States radio commission. ... The Radio Commission
apparently is assuming that private exploitation is to continue, with the
consequent need for a permanent commission to regulate the operation
of private stations.”

Little more was heard of the idea to separate the regulating and
operating functions during the life of the commission. Toward the end
of August 1934, the Financial Post tried to revive the suggestion, but
few seemed interested, and no further editorials pursued the matter.34

3 Protection by Bennett

In the summer of 1934, the Radio Commission had two years of life
before it, and its stormiest times were past. The commission, as Charles-

30/ Financial Post, May 12; Le Devoir, May 28 and July 7, 1934; 1936
Proceedings, p. 688.

31 / According to R. P. Landry, who was with Maher during his interview
with Bennett.

32 / Saturday Night, July 14, 1934. The government in June of that year was
involved in a controversy about bilingual banknotes, and reportedly had stiffened
its attitude on the matter of “equality” to be accorded the French language
(Evening Telegram, June 20, 1934).

33/E. L. Bushnell told the 1934 Radio Committee on April 20 (p. 283,
Proceedings), “It must be remembered that with the exception of an opening and
closing announcement of ten words, 75 to 80 per cent of all programs broadcast
in the province of Quebec are entirely in English.” At the end of 1934, Le Devoir
complained that the La Presse station was broadcasting 80 per cent of the time in
English, and that national radio must come to the rescue of French listeners
(Dec. 11, 1934).

34 / Financial Post, Aug. 25, 1934, The Post did not quote the commission’s
own recommendation but referred to a proposal advanced by the Western Canada
Radio News. The argument was that private stations would not be treated fairly
by a body in competition with them,



A Discredit to the Government? 151

worth indicated, had trouble getting the ear of government; and until the
election in 1935, there were no initiatives for reforming or changing
the system. The prime minister was absorbed by other matters, including
his split with H. H. Stevens, his own New Deal of 1935, and prepara-
tions for the election that could no longer be delayed.

During 1934 the commission was able to improve coverage somewhat,
building two new stations. In Quebec, a 1000-watt station was opened
at the end of September. Although Maher had resigned from the com-
mission, he spoke during the ceremonies marking the station opening,
and said that the commission hoped to provide stations in Three Rivers
and Sherbrooke, to increase the power of the station at Chicoutimi from
100 watts to 500 watts, and that of the Montreal station from 5000 to
20,000 watts.3® In fact, the commission was not able to accomplish any
of these things. Three weeks later the Financial Post (October 20)
reported that the commission had recommended building a 25,000-watt
station in Saskatchewan. This did not go ahead either. The only other
station opened in 1934 or 1935 was one in Windsor —a rather odd
choice. Windsor already had a 5000-watt station, licensed three years
previously; but the station was given over principally to the broadcasting
of American programs. Rather than insisting that the private station
CKLW carry commission programs, the CRBC erected its own transmitter
on CKLW property, and arranged for the private station to operate the
commission’s transmitter.2%

In November 1934, Jacques N. Cartier was appointed vice-chairman
of the commission to replace Thomas Maher. Cartier had a considerable
background in radio: he had been on the original staff of the Marconi
company in New York, and during the 1920s had been manager of
station CKAc in Montreal. His appointment to the commission was
welcomed by both Le Devoir and La Presse. Like Maher, Cartier was a
figure of some prominence in the Conservative party in the province; he
had been a party organizer in Montreal during the election of 1930. The
federal government was still ready to appoint active party men to the non-
partisan commission.®” As it turned out, Cartier defected from the
Conservative party in July 1935, to become Quebec organizer for the
new Reconstruction party of H. H. Stevens. He at once resigned his post
with the commission; and the government, in one of its last acts before
the election campaign, appointed in his place Col. C. A. Chauveau-a

35 / Le Devoir, Oct. 3, 1934.

36 /1936 Proceedings, p. 713,

37 / The Canadian Forum felt that the result of Cartier's appointment would
be to “riddle more with politics a body that is already badly riddled” (Dec. 1934,
p. 84).
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grandson of the first premier of Quebec, and a one-time federal Con-
servative candidate (election of 1925).

The last session of Parliament under the Conservatives opened in
January 1935, when the speech from the throne was broadcast for the
first time. Earlier in the month, Bennett had startled the country with a
series of six broadcasts announcing a new reform policy which the
government was going to initiate. These broadcasts were carried on a
nation-wide network, arranged by the commission (as the controller of all
network broadcasting) but paid for by the Conservative party. Before
Parliament was well into the session, Bennett took ill, and in mid-March
left for England to complete his recovery and attend the celebration of
the silver jubilee of George V’s accession. Charlesworth tells of a plot by
private interests during Bennett’s absence to change the broadcasting
system:

Early in 1935 ... during his absence, the lobbyists were very busy against
us. A big coup was planned whereby three private stations in Central Canada
which were the outlets of a great United States network, were to be licensed
to increase their power to 50,000 watts each, and allotted three of the six
clear channels Canada owns. ... The object was increased American coverage.
This meant the complete Americanization of radio in the most populous
section of Canada. I had always held that any licenses for high-powered
stations in Canada ... should be for the use of the Commission itself. ... The
lobbyists also sought an arrangement whereby commercial programmes, both
American and Canadian, should have right of way on the national network
over sustaining programmes, and whereby a part of our revenues should be
diverted toward lowering the costs of network distribution for advertising.38

The three stations Charlesworth talks about were presumably the cBs
network affiliates in Canada: cFrB Toronto, CKAC Montreal, and ckLw
Windsor.

Charlesworth’s account goes on to say that a Conservative member
from western Canada was enlisted as “chief agent of these plans,” and
that twenty-seven other Conservatives joined with him in trying to “jam
through” the scheme before the prime minister’s return. Le Devoir
identified the leader of this “small group of fanatics” as the member for
Regina, F. W. Turnbull. It was, said Le Devoir, the same group that a
year earlier had opposed bilingual banknotes, that insisted the French
language was for the province of Quebec only, that wanted to apply to
French-Canadians the principle of the “réserve indienne.” The govern-
ment, threatened by this group, moved to extend the life of the commis-
sion only two months, and not a year as had been originally intended.
An editorial writer for Le Devoir asked how, after seventy years of

38 / Charlesworth, p. 117.
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confederation, the Quebec minority, which should be aware of its
strength in the national parliament, could be represented by such
“Nicodemuses.” The writer concluded with a sentence in English: They
turn cow ... while they should Turnbull.®®

Some hint of what happened is found in a note recorded by Sir George
Perley, the acting prime minister, on April 15, 1935. He had been visited
by two Conservative stalwarts, Arthur Ford, of the London Free Press,
and M. G. Campbell, president of the company operating ckLw, Wind-
sor. They were after a better wavelength. Perley’s memorandum con-
tinued:

This morning Earl Lawson came in to see me on the same subject, and also
in a general way regarding the Bill which has been brought down for
extending the authority of the Radio Commission. ... We had thought of
giving them an extension for another year, but it seems that some of our
best supporters are definitely against this. ...

I then talked it over in Council and it was thought best to have this Bill
provide for only two months extension until June 30th next. Therefore, I
introduced the Bill this afternoon in this way. Later on in the afternoon,
Lawson arranged for those members who had been very decided in their
opinion ... to meet me in the Prime Minister's room, 301. ... Most of them
were of the opinion that the Radio Commission should be done away with
altogether. ...40

When the government introduced the bill to extend the 1933 amend-
ment to the Broadcasting Act, W. D. Euler for the Liberals made a
fundamental assault on the commission. He had been briefed by Alan
Plaunt, who (at the request of Vincent Massey and with the assistance
of E. A. Weir) had drawn up memoranda criticizing the commission
mode of operation and the results achieved to date, and offering sug-
gestions for the reorganization of broadcasting.*!

Euler reminded the House that the 1934 committee’s recommendation
for a general manager had been ignored, and that assistant commis-
sioners (envisaged by the act) had not been appointed. He said that
little had been done to further public ownership of broadcasting. The
five powerful broadcasting stations contemplated had not been estab-
lished. Private stations had been given increased power, and their num-
bers increased. The Windsor station was still serving the city of Detroit.
To compensate for the lack of service to “the good people of Windsor,”
the commission had spent money erecting a second station. As for the

39 / Le Devoir, April 22 and 23, 1935.

40 / Bennett Papers, unsigned memorandum, April 15, 1935.

41 / O'Brien, pp. 325-9. Plaunt’s letters to Massey, Euler, and Ilsley were
dated Jan. 21 and Feb. 22, 1935,
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commission’s programs, Euler charged that they were generally
mediocre. 12

Euler was justified in criticizing the slow pace in extending the
publicly owned system; but he left the impression that this resulted from
lack of zeal on the part of the commission. It would be more accurate to
charge that the commission had been starved financially by the govern-
ment. As previously mentioned, in 1932-3 over a million dollars in
excess of the amount transferred to the cRBc had been collected from
licence fees. In 19334 the government, after voting a million dollars to
the commission, still had a surplus. It had another surplus in 1934--5,
after voting one and one-quarter million dollars to the commission. Only
in the last full year of the commission’s existence, 1935-6, did the
commission receive its share of the licence revenue, with a vote of one
and one-half million dollars.

Before the debate resumed in June, Bennett had returned, in Charles-
worth’s words, “restored to vigour, and the iron heel came down quickly
on this ‘sinister conspiracy’ as he called it.”** Duranleau, having to
explain the government’s change of face, told the Commons that the
government had decided to extend the life of the commission to the end
of the fiscal year (in 1936) to “let another parliament decide whether
it should be abolished or its powers modified.” Answering complaints
about inadequate coverage, he said that the commission could not pro-
vide first-class programs and build powerful stations all over Canada in
one year: “It was our view that in these years of depression we should
not have been justified in asking this house to vote large amounts to
build powerful stations throughout the country.”

Bennett followed with a more impassioned defence:

Always insidiously is the attack made against the publicly owned facility and
the effort made to destroy it. ... I am convinced that at the present time only
one of two things can be done. Whoever is on the treasury benches will have
to ask parliament for a grant of money to enable these facilities to be
provided, if they think the conditions of the country will stand it, or to
utilize the revenues to the extent that may be possible, gradually, to build the
stations necessary — gradually. ... I do not know how the committee may
feel about the matter, but the more I see of it and know of it, the more
determined I would be, if I were here, that I should not yield this facility to
any private enterprise.?4

Garland (a UFA member who had joined the ccF) rose immediately
after this speech to congratulate the prime minister, and to commend the

42 / Debates, April 16, 1935, pp. 2776-17.
43 / Charlesworth, p. 117.
44 / Debates, June 6, 1935, Duranleau, pp. 3345-6 and Bennett, p. 3347.
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commission for what it had succeeded in doing with the meagre funds
at its disposal. But he still thought that the recommmendations of the
1934 Radio Committee should be carried out.

Euler reasserted his belicf in public ownership of broadcasting, and
said he hoped his earlier criticisms of the commission would lead to
some of the complaints being heeded. He criticized the government for
pleading lack of funds when the commission had not received all the
money collected from the licences. Bennett conceded that at this time
all the licence revenues should go to the commission. Two members (a
Conservative and an Independent) agreed with Sam Factor, a Liberal
from Toronto, that something should be done to “return to parliament
the right to control its own public bodies.”

Two weeks later, Duranleau gave a fair and much-needed defence of
the commission, which had too often suffered from an inadequate
presentation of its case. Duranleau said he felt that the great majority of
members in the House, as well as public opinion, supported public
ownership of radio. Too much had been expected of the commission in
a short time. In spite of its financial handicaps, the commission had
managed to establish a network with seven stations of its own, and
through agreements with twenty private stations, its programs were being
heard all over Canada. In line with the recommendations of the 1934
committee, restrictions on the private stations had been eased; they were
now allowed to carry advertising “for as much as fifteen per cent of their
time.” And the commission had provided distinctively Canadian pro-
grams of a higher quality and wider variety than could have been
expected from private stations with their limited resources.*¢ In answer
to Euler’s question, Duranleau held that the recommendation for a
general manager was one that could not be carried out without an
amendment to the act.

The House was within a few days of dissolution, and the opposition
did not try to block the extension (until March 31, 1936) of the
amendments to the 1932 act. But opposition criticisms again brought an
intervention from the prime minister, with another condemnation of the
“insidious campaign” to destroy public broadcasting: “Many of the
privately owned stations were bitter in their denunciation of the publicly
owned facilities, feeling that what would have been a profitable field in
the future had been taken from them. ... There has been an insidious
campaign going on for the purpose of endeavouring to destroy the public
facility from the standpoint of public approval of its operation.”

45 / Ibid., Garland, p. 3349 and Euler, p. 3356.
46 / Ibid., June 20, 1935, pp. 3844-5.
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Bennett said that members of the House could have no idea how much
pressure had been brought on the government to turn over broadcasting
to private enterprise. The record of the commission was one that
Canadians should be proud of. They were too often tempted to make
comparisons with the facilities that could be provided by very rich and
powerful peoples. Although powerful stations had not been built,
gradually and steadily the situation would be improved.*?

The parties were now wholly preoccupied with the coming October
election. Elsewhere in the country, the commission system was being
assessed; and a few persons with a highly developed interest in broad-
casting were pondering the changes that they would urge on the new
government.

From the debates in public and in Parliament, and from press com-
ment, it appears that by the end of the Bennett administration there was
growing determination in the opposition parties that a substantial change
would have to be made in the commission system. At the same time, the
country as a whole was unwilling to give up a national radio network,
and there scemed fairly general agreement that public ownership in some
form should be continued.

4 cRrBC Balance Sheet

To estimate the effect of the commission experiment on the long-term
development of Canadian broadcasting policy, we must review the
commission’s strengths and weaknesses to see how valid were the
principal charges made against it.

What about the program service it provided? Undoubtedly, many
programs were undistinguished. The commission did not have enough
money, and the program staff did not have enough experience, to offer
more than a few good programs each week. But most felt that the level
of programs was higher than in the years when stations depended on
their own resources or on a few commercially sponsored network pro-
grams, and that as time went by, CRBC programs were getting better.
Through a service provided frec of charge by the Canadian Press, daily
news bulletins in English were broadcast on the national network, and
bulletins in French on a Quebec network. For the first time Canadians
could receive the news selected and edited from a national point of
view — an important development when so many newspapers had an
excessive preoccupation with local affairs. Radio news broadcasts were

47 / Ibid., pp. 3851-2.
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valued especially in homes not receiving a daily newspaper. They formed
a large proportion of homes in the 1930s, when over half the population
lived outside the cities. Listeners depended on the crBC for coverage of
such special events as the Moose River Mine disaster and the birth of
the Dionne quintuplets, as well as more ceremonial occasions (for
example, the opening of Parliament, the installation of Lord Tweedsmuir
as governor general, and the commemoration of Jacques Cartier’s landing
in Canada.) Through the commission’s exchange arrangements with the
BBC and the American networks, Canadians in all parts of the country
could receive direct broadcast coverage of international events, of
sporting events such as World Series baseball and the Baer-Braddock
fight, and of such occasions as the Silver Jubilee of George v, the
accession of Edward vii, and the Empire Christmas Day broadcasts.
From the American networks came some outstanding musical programs
including the New York Philharmonic and Metropolitan Opera broad-
casts. Listeners in some parts of the country, especially around Montreal
and Toronto, could secure many of these programs direct from American
stations or from the few Canadian stations affiliated with American
networks; but in other parts of the country, it was the commission that
made these programs available. It is easy to understand why opposition
to the commission was strongest in the large cities near the United States
border. Among its own productions, the commission had some notable
successes: a dramatized informational series, “Forgotten Footsteps”;
light musical programs such as “Ici Paris”; weekly talks by such speakers
as H. L. Stewart of Halifax; and a regular service broadcast to the North,
“Northern Messenger.”

Until late in 1935 the commission’s wire lines contract prevented it
from carrying commercial programs on its network, and this limited the
popular appeal of CRBC programs. It is hard to say whether this was
fully understood by the commissioners or by the parliamentarians who
influenced broadcasting policy. They knew certainly of the mass follow-
ing, in Canada as well as in the United States, of such sponsored
programs as “Amos 'n’ Andy.” “Showboat,” “Seth Parker,” and those
of Kate Smith and Fred Allen. The commission’s Toronto station carried
some of these programs, but the CRBC network could not. Even if
Parliament had provided enough money for the commission to extend
its hours of broadcast and provide a better and more complete program
service, it could not have won the majority of listeners for Canadian
programs. American advertisers were not only appealing to popular
tastes but creating a popular culture which was continental in scope. With
more money the commission could improve its service as a conveyor of
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public information; it could develop talent and provide programs of
greater artistic merit; but it could not really compete in popular enter-
tainment, unless it had a policy of accepting commercial programs. The
British situation did not provide a real parallel. The British had made
their choice much earlier of what the prime objective of broadcasting
should be - service to the public rather than to the advertiser. They had
reinforced this objective by establishing a national monopoly; the pro-
grams broadcast outside the country were not a serious threat. Canada
had not made an early decision or conscious choice, and its geographical
position next to the United States limited its freedom of action. For a
few hours cach evening a Canadian program service was now being
provided but it was not of a character to win the support of a majority,
at least in English Canada. Sooner or later the people would demand a
greater infusion of programs that were American or that followed the
American pattern. If the private stations were left to meet this demand,
they would form the dominant segment of Canadian broadcasting, and
the intention of Parliament as expressed in 1932 would be defeated.
Members of the House of Commons on the average turned their attention
to other broadcasting issues more easily handled in partisan terms, and
the commissioners themselves provided little leadership in educating
opinion. In 1935 the commission made a cautious move by revising the
wire lines contract so that its network could carry commercial programs,
but it did not really resolve the question as to whether it should remain
essentially a non-commercial system or become a mixed commercial and
non-commercial system. That was left for the cBc.

The non-commercial nature of the commission’s network programs
had another consequence. In the limited number of hours that the
network operated, a listener could hardly be unaware that many of the
programs were planned consciously to further national unity or some
other national purpose. Understandably, some listeners were repelled by
this. At the end of 1934 Merrill Denison wrote: “From the point of view
of the majority of listeners, uninterested in patriotic or nationalistic
considerations and concerned only with the entertainment value of
programs, the efforts of the Commission remain a disappointment and an
essential anticlimax to the fireworks which preceded the creation of the
Commission.”® On the other hand, many Canadians wanted to have an
cxpression of their national aspirations through radio; and there is no
doubt that the CRBC was appreciated for this reason. This was becoming
especially true among French-speaking Canadians, who were in no

48 / M. Denison, “Radio in Canada,” The Annals of the American Academy
of Political and Social Science, cLxxv1I (Jan. 1935), 53; hereafter cited as Denisor.
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doubt that programs originating in the United States, or arranged by
companies with English-speaking directors, were not intended primarily
for them. It was natural for the writer in the nationalist organ, Le Devoir,
to identify opposition to the Radio Commission with opposition to the
use of the French language in Canada.

For in many quarters in English Canada, the commission was looked
upon as an instrument of French domination, or at least as a French-
dominated organization. These views were more often spoken than
written, but one can detect the sentiment behind the Financial Post’s
use of the tag, “Commission de Radio-Confusion.” Such slurs were
common in the radio column of the Toronto Telegram. National radio
was one of the most direct ways of reminding English Canadians that they
shared their country with French-speaking citizens, and the reminder
was not always welcome.

From one point of view, the commission represented the grafting of a
device borrowed and adapted from the British broadcasting system on
to a pattern which was essentially American. The natural forces, with the
exception of the desire to maintain a Canadian identity, worked in
favour of the American element in the system —the penetration of
American programs, the ownership of many large companies, the system
of advertising, the basis of financial support for the individual stations
(even in part of the commission stations), the alliance of radio with
other entertainment businesses and means of mass publicity, and the
pronounced regionalism so characteristic of Canada. It seemed doubtful
that the commission, unless given additional resources and additional
support, could survive.

But to what extent was the commission foundering because of its own
mistakes and internal weaknesses? We have already noted that it did not
effectively press its case for needed funds or the necessary amount of
autonomy; it never secured enough allies inside or outside Parliament;
and we have seen the main reasons for this. But in addition to this
central weakness, it was charged with wasteful extravagance and in-
efficient management, and it was suspected of being partisan.

So far as wastefulness is concerned, none of the parliamentary com-
mittee found any real evidence of this —not even the 1936 committee
which was appointed to preside over the commission’s dissolution. The
commission had such a small budget to work with, and so many expecta-
tions to fulfil, that it would be surprising if the commissioners were not
conscious of the need for extreme economy. It was under-staffed, having
at the end of its term only 135 employees. Its most doubtful expenditure
was the payment to the privately owned stations of the basic network
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($246,000 in 1935, $229,000 in 1936) in order to ensure full national
coverage. But this was not what was meant by those who charged
extravagance; ordinarily, these critics were friendly to the private
stations. Oddly enough, the commission’s policy of paying sums to
private stations was hardly ever denounced in House of Commons
debates or in parliamentary committees. A different criticism of the
commission’s financial operations was that more revenue would have
been realized if the commission had immediately entered the business
of network commercial programs. But so long as the commission did not
own high-power stations in the morc populous centres, it is doubtful
whether this source of revenue could have been very great; most of the
receipts from sponsors would have had to be paid out to private stations
and to agencies. The commission might have benefited, however, from
renting the wire lines for a larger number of hours each day, thereby
cutting down on the transmission costs for its own sustaining programs.

There was more justification for the charge that the commission’s
operations were not business-like. Its inefficiencies were due to inexperi-
ence, haste, too much pressure on a small staff, and the division of
authority among the three commissioners. Mistakes were made in the
negotiations for wire lines, in the contracts for the rental of studios and
transmitter in Toronto,*® and in the supervision of payroll in Toronto
and Vancouver (although in neither case does there seem to have been
a real misuse of funds). Part of the commission’s difficulties lay in the
shackles imposed by the Broadcasting Act itsclf. As a result of the
government’s effort to keep the commission accountable, the commis-
sioners were not given enough autonomy so that they could establish
procedures better suited to a broadcasting operation.

The small amount of station construction that the commission could
undertake from its revenues led to a dependence on private stations for
securing national coverage, thus increasing private station influence on
Parliament and on the commission itself. In the press and Parliament
complaints were made that the commission was throttling the private
stations by threats and unnecessary regulation; when examined, these
complaints do not stand up. It is true that there were limited increases
of power granted to private stations; but the limitations were the result of
a policy decided by Parliament, not a whim of the commission. Although
Col. Steel had insisted that the private stations must raise their technical

49 / When it camc time for the cac to build its own Toronto station, the old
cReC contract with Gooderham and Worts for the leasing of the cCkGw transmitter
led to lengthy litigation. Eventually the cec had to pay a substantial sum.
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standards of broadcasting and transmission, these improvements were
long overduc. The commission undertook to cut down on the amount of
advertising, and to remove the more glaring abuses; but this had also
been prescribed by Parliament. In 1932 the broadcasters themselves had
urged the limitations on advertising which the commission attempted to
enforce. This did not prevent them from appearing at the 1934 com-
mittee to complain that these restrictions were putting them out of
business; their complaints then led to a speedy relaxation of the regula-
tions. Throughout the history of broadcasting it has often been shown
that private stations have only to lose money (or imply that they are
losing money) for standards to go out the window.

The reverse charge was made that the commission was too solicitous
of the welfare of the private stations, and that its policy had resulted in
a greatly increased number of stations and in greatly increased power.
This complaint was heard from the Canadian Radio League, the Ottawa
Citizen, and W. D. Euler. More recently, Margaret Prang has written:
“Local private stations ... were allowed to proliferate to an extent un-
foreseen either by the Aird Commission or the Radio League.”®® The
Aird Commission had not foresecen any private stations; the Radio
League had contemplated a number of local stations to serve their
community and to provide alternative programming.

The record shows, of course, that the commission was unable to build
high-powered regional stations, and thus it did not have reason to ask
for the closing down of many private stations. On the other hand, it did
not allow private stations to proliferate, and it did not grant large
increases in power except to CKY, the Manitoba Government Telephones
station in Winnipeg. This station was regarded as an essential part of
the national system, and was later taken over by the cBc. The commis-
sion authorized its power to be increased from 5000 to 15,000 watts.

During the commission’s four years, ten new private stations were
licensed — one (ckso, Sudbury) a station of 1000 watts, and nine others
not exceeding 100 watts, They were in such towns as New Carlisle,
Kirkland Lake, Yarmouth, Hull, Timmins, Sault Ste. Marie and Prince
Rupert — places where a public corporation, unless it had abundant
revenues, was unlikely to establish stations. A private station replaced
the old cNR station in Moncton, which the commission could not afford
to rebuild. The only new station which duplicated the service of other
private stations was CFRN, Edmonton. During these four years, three
private stations in Toronto and one in Regina closed down. The net

50 / Prang, p. 30.
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increase was therefore six stations. And with the exception of cKy, no
private station had its power increased beyond 1000 watts.5* It would
seem that there is little basis for the charge that the commission “sold
the pass.” The most that can be said is that the commission did not take
steps to reduce the number of stations in a few cities like Vancouver where
too many licences were held, or to reduce the power of stations like
CFRB that were not essential to the national system. But it was difficult
to do this when the government would not allow any significant amount
of new construction.

Finally, what can be said about the allegation that the commission
was a creature of the government, and that it served not only the govern-
ment but Conservative party interests? We have noted that the com-
missioners were dependent on the government for their appointment and
their salaries; on the other hand, they were appointed for an unusually
long term (eight to ten years). The commissioners were told that they
were to have a free hand and that they were to be non-partisan. Yet
they were dependent upon the government for their budget each year,
and they depended also upon the minister of marine for approval of
appointments and expenditures. They had little more autonomy than a
department of government. In spite of this, they were not accountable
to the minister or even to the government for their policy decisions,
except those which had to be implemented by order in council. It was
expected that such general supervision would be exercised by Parliament
through a committee, rather than by the minister.

In fact, it seems probable that the government did not offer many
actual instructions to the commission. Partly this was due to the under-
standing between the parties before the commission was appointed, and
the fear that the opposition would use any evidence of interference as a
stick with which to beat the government. Partly it was due to the public
nature of the commission’s operations, and the detailed attention which
was paid to broadcasting matters in the press. Partly it was due to the
seeming unpopularity of the commission, most pronounced in the first
year, with the result that the government hesitated to get too close to
the commission in case some of its unpopularity rubbed off.

There is little evidence from the commission’s programs that the
Conservatives were favoured unduly. The fact that each party had to
pay for its political broadcasts saved the commission from having to
make certain kinds of difficult decisions — for example, allocation of time
among the parties. Even in the 1935 election broadcasts (“Mr. Sage”)

51 /It will be recalled that two increases of power to 10,000 watts went to
CFCN and cFRB before the commission took office.
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which so angered the Liberals, the commission could be blamed only
for acts omitted rather than committed. Merrill Denison, who was not
impressed with the accomplishments of the commission, wrote: “There
is no evidence that the party in power has taken advantage of its position
to influence public opinion.”®? Still, one could only agree with Graham
Spry that had the government chosen to exert pressure, the commission,
constituted as it was, and lacking a governing board not dependent on
public funds for their salaries, would have been in a very difficult
position. One of the reasons that some members of parliament so disliked
the commission was that it refused to allow power increases beyond
established limits to private stations whose owners were party supporters,
and for this Col. Steel especially was blamed.?3

In retrospect, it appears that the commission’s record was creditable,
if allowances can be made for the difficulties placed in its way. But those
difficulties were great, and the commission’s accomplishments therefore
limited. It was successful in providing a reasonably effective national
broadcast service, on which the cBc could build; and it did so in a spirit
which should give it an honoured place in the history of the 1930s. But
because most of its difficulties could be traced to government policy as
expressed in the Canadian Radio Broadcasting Act, 1932, that act had
to be changed. Moreover, as Merrill Denison said, the government had
been unwilling to “back up its faith in its own radio experiment by
providing adequate funds” for the commission it had set up.* Some
extra provision for capital expenditure in particular would have to be
made if the national system was not to be abandoned. It was to this end
that Alan Plaunt and his associates had already started work.

52 / Denison, p. 53.

53 / Interview with R. K. Finlayson, chief secretary to Prime Minister Bennett.
Among the Conservative party supporters who wanted power increases were the
London Free Press and James A, Richardson of Winnipeg.

54 / Denison, p. 51.



7 A NEW GOVERNMENT AND A NEW ACT

1 Plaunt’s Campaign among the Liberals

As the months went by following the 1934 radio committee, and the
government showed no disposition to change the broadcasting structure,
Plaunt became convinced that any hope for reform in radio rested with
the Liberal party. He was not himself a political partisan, preferring to
work for social justice through a non-party agrarian group, the Young
Canada Movement, of which he was founder.! Indeed, most of the
others active on the executive of the Canadian Radio League were not
identified with a political party. Graham Spry (the exception) was now
CCF organizer in Ontario. Brooke Claxton, who was to become associated
with the Liberals, was not yet politically active. But as a result of Plaunt’s
activities with the Radio League and with other organizations such as
the Canadian Institute for International Affairs, he became friendly with
a number of prominent Liberals — editors such as J, W. Dafoe and
Charles Bowman;? Norman Lambert, at one time secretary of the
Canadian Council of Agriculture, now general secretary of the National
Liberal Federation; and, most important, Vincent Massey, the president
of the Liberal Federation. Rather than promoting another public cam-
paign, which would be sure to get the league into party dispute, Plaunt
decided to work quietly toward getting the Liberal leaders to commit
themselves to the kind of system the league had espoused. As Plaunt
wrote Bowman in January, 1935:

I don’t see any reason why, should Mr. Massey and his colleagues be
interested, they should not be privately supplied with the basic material for
a vigorous and devastating condemnation of the radio set-up and administra-
tion, together with details and specifications for a reorganization based on the
proposals of the Aird Commission and the Canadian Radio League. Then

1/E. A. Corbett, We Have With Us Tonight (Toronto, 1957), p- 57.

2 / Bowman at this time had a strong interest in Social Credit, and before long
the Citizen, showing a distrust of “old-line party politics,” ceased supporting the
Liberals.
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after the election, when the proposals are being incorporated into legislation,
we can, if necessary rally public support as a counterpoise to the lobby which
will undoubtedly be carried on both within and without Parliament.?

Massey discussed Plaunt’s proposal with Mackenzie King, and en-
couraged Plaunt to prepare confidential memoranda for the use of
W. D. Euler and others. Plaunt did this, with the aid of E. A. Weir; the
memorandum was sent to Euler, Ilsley, and Massey. It formed the basis
for Euler’s attack on the Radio Commission in the House of Commons
on April 16, 1935.% During the summer of 1935, Plaunt received com-
ments and suggestions from Gladstone Murray, E. A. Corbett, and
Brooke Claxton. He was ready to revise his memorandum if the outcome
of the election promised that it would be advantageous to do so.

2 The Election Campaign and “Mr. Sage”

During the 1935 election campaign all political broadcasting was
arranged on a straight commercial basis. Each party decided what
stations it wished to relay its national or regional broadcasts; the party
then sought permission from the Canadian Radio Broadcasting Com-
mission for the necessary hook-ups. The party might ask for the inclusion
of one or more of the commission’s own stations; if a desired commission
station was available, its time would be rented commercially in the
usual way. The crBC network as such did not figure in political broad-
casting.

The broadcasts by party leaders did not occasion any special comment,
but a series of dramatized broadcasts arranged by the Conservative party
organizer, the Hon. Earl Lawson, involved the commission in a bitter
political controversy. The broadcasts were conceived and written by a
Toronto advertising agency, J. J. Gibbons Limited. On September 7
newspaper advertisements were placed which read: “Introducing Mister
Sage. A shrewd observer who sees through the pretences, knows the
facts, and understands the true issues of the present political campaign,
discusses the election with his friends” — followed by details of station
and time. The first two advertisements made no mention of the organiza-
tion sponsoring the broadcasts, nor was there any mention in the text
of the first program. As Charlesworth tells the story:

There was an absurd clamour over a broadcast produced by the Conservative
organization at Toronto entitled “Mr. Sage,” a piffling affair in which a

3 / Plaunt to Bowman, Jan. 24, 1935; quoted in O’Brien, p. 323.
4 / See above, p. 153.



166 The Politics of Canadian Broadcasting

village philosopher was presented as converting life-long Liberals to opposite
views in ten minutes’ conversation. The first broadcast contained offensive
allusions to Mr. King, though not more so than what was being said of all
party leaders on platforms everywhere. By what I thought a rather shabby
trick, the name of the sponsor of this broadcast ... was withheld on the first
occasion.b

On hearing complaints from the Liberals, Charlesworth told the adver-
tising agency that a sponsor had to be announced for the broadcasts,
and that “objectionable personalities had to be removed.”8 In the second
broadcast there were allusions to King’s not having served in the first
war; and in the first broadcast, the following bits of dialogue angered
the Liberals:

SAGE: In 1930 ... I happened to be staying with my brother-in-law in Quebec.
.. Mr. King’s henchmen used to call up the farmers and their wives in the
early hours of the morning and tell them their sons would be conscripted for
war if they voted against King. ...

saGE: He led his party down into a valley not so long ago—he himself
called it the Valley of Humiliation. ...

BiLL: Slush fund from Beauharnois, wasn’t it?

SAGE: Yes, Bill — over $700,000 — and that’s the man who wants to be prime
minister of Canada. Can you beat it? ... In the Old Country, Beauharnois
would have finished him. In Canada —well, I guess people don’t like that
sort of thing any more than they do over there. Canadians are pretty honest
folk, Bill.7

On Charlesworth’s insistence, the last four broadcasts announced a
sponsor; but the name given was R. L. Wright (an employee of the
Gibbons agency), not the Conservative party itself.

The Liberals were not appeased. Frank Ahearn, the member for
Ottawa, said the program made Liberals angry and most Conservatives
ashamed. The Ottawa Citizen complained that by selling politics like
patent medicines, the national system was being degraded. It recom-
mended that radio time on the network should be divided among the
political parties at election time as was done in Great Britain. But, it
added, nothing of this kind could be expected until radio was “freed
from political interference.”® The Winnipeg Free Press believed this was
the first time that publicly owned radio had been subjected directly or
indirectly to government pressure; the use made of radio during the
campaign was bound to affect what Parliament would do with the

5 / Charlesworth, p. 122,

6 / 1936 Proccedings, p. 247.

7/ Manuscript of “Mr. Sage” broadcast in the files of the House of Commons

Committees and Private Legislation Branch, Ottawa.
8 / Ottawa Citizen, Sept. 25, Oct. 12, Oct. 14, 1935,
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broadcasting system at its next session.? After the election, a Free Press
columnist, J. B. McGeachy, wrote: “There must be no more frauds like
the sapient Mr. Sage and his interlocutor, unlabelled party propagandists
performing as earnest seckers after truth.”*0

In his final campaign address before a public meeting in Ottawa,
Mackenzie King referred to the “Mr. Sage” broadcasts and indicated
that any government he headed would take steps to prevent a repetition:
“I will do all in my power to see to it that no man in future generations
has to put up with that sort of thing through a medium over which a
Prime Minister and his government has full control.”**

After the defeat of the Conservative government and the return of
Mackenzie King, Charlesworth made a report on the “Mr. Sage” matter
to the new minister of Marine, C. D. Howe, forwarding a copy to King.2
But still the Liberals were not to be assuaged. When the new Parliament
met in February 1936, King scolded Bennett for “Mr. Sage” and his
“scurrilous and libellous misrepresentations over the government-owned
radio,” and repeated his campaign statement that similar broadcasts
would not be allowed “under either the present or any other radio
commission in Canada.” Earl Lawson, who had been returned as
member for one of the Toronto constituencies, took full responsibility
for the “Mr. Sage” broadcasts. He had not seen all the scripts in advance,
and regretted two statements that were made, but he insisted that “every
statement made in the Sage broadcasts was true,””13

Everyone knew that the Liberals would not leave the Radio Com-
mission as it was, and the “Mr. Sage” broadcasts provided a convenient
focus for their complaints.

3 The Drafting of Legislation

A week after the election, Plaunt wrote Gladstone Murray that the
atmosphere in Ottawa was very favourable to the kind of reorganization
plan he had put forward. Three supporters of his plan were in the new
cabinet —- Euler, Ilsley, and Lapointe; Vincent Massey was to be named
high commissioner to London; and the prime minister was said to be
in favour of the reorganization plan and of appointing Murray as
general manager. Toward the end of October Plaunt saw Massey, who

9 / Winnipeg Free Press, Sept. 11, 1935,

10 / Ibid., Oct. 16, 1935.

11 / Ortawa Citizen, Oct. 14, 1935.

12 / King Papers, Charlesworth to Howe, Nov. 20, 1935.
13 / Debates, Feb. 11, 1936, pp. 81, 120.
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relayed the message to C. D. Howe that Plaunt was preparing a detailed
memorandum as a basis for discussion.!* With the assistance and advice
of Brooke Claxton, Plaunt revised his “Memorandum re Canadian
Broadcasting Reorganization” in December 1935; and Howe invited him
to discuss it with him in Ottawa on December 27.

Plaunt’s memorandum,'s twenty-four typed pages, outlined events
leading to the establishment of the CRBC (eleven pages) ; made a criticism
of the Radio Commission (five pages); and advanced specific proposals
for reorganization (eight pages). The principal criticisms made of the
commission system were these:

1. Partisan appointments: “Of the three original commissioners two
were palpable partisans.” Four of the principal officials “had either been
party workers or active opponents of a public system.”

2. “A set-up which, combining policy with executive functions, makes
businesslike administration impossible, has resulted in a highly inadequate
performance in all departments — business, station relations, programmes,
and technical.” The commission’s record in all these aspects was
excoriated.

In his reorganization proposals, Plaunt called for a public corporation
“which combines the greatest possible degree of flexibility and indepen-
dence parliament will concede with Parliamentary control of major
policy.” There must be a board as a “buffer” to protect the executive of
the corporation from community or partisan pressure; and a single chief
executive in charge of operation. Parliament must pass a new act to
establish the public corporation, whose board should be “chosen by the
Prime Minister of the day after consultation with the leaders of the
other parties recognized by the Speaker.” A nine-member board was
suggested, to serve without remuneration other than honoraria. The
corporation should be made responsible to Parliament through a com-
mittee of three cabinet ministers rather than through a single minister.

The general manager should be appointed by the board, not by the
government; and his salary should be fixed by the board, to whom
parliament had delegated that responsibility. The best available broad-
casting executive must be found, a man with a “vision of the potentialities
of Canadian broadcasting as an instrument of entertainment, education,
and national unity.”

The corporation should institute an immediate survey of coverage and

14 / Plaunt to Murray, Oct. 20; Plaunt to Claxton, Oct. 29, 1935. O’Brien,
pp. 336-7.
15 / University of British Columbia Library, Alan Plaunt Papers, box 17,
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facilities, and establish “at least the recognizable nucleus so that the
corporation could schedule “first-rate sponsored network programmes”
which would incidentally provide an additional source of revenue, New
construction would require more money than was available from the
$2.00 licence fee; additional funds should come either from a loan or a
public works appropriation. In any case, licence fees should be paid
over directly to the corporation, and should not be placed in the Con-
solidated Revenue Fund. After a sufficient time had elapsed “to prove
to the public that satisfactory service was being provided,” the licence
fee might be raised to $3.00. It must remain “the primary method of
financing Canadian broadcasting.”

Plaunt emphasized that “a national chain of high power stations
covering the whole settled area of Canada ... would be ... as important
to the continued existence of Canada as a nation as transcontinental
railways to its inception.” Such facilities would enable Canadian com-
mercial sponsors “to put on programmes competing in interest and
quality with those of United States national advertisers.” Through this
broadcasting system “Canada would have a wonderful instrument of
nation-building and a medium through which whatever she has of unique
value might be interpreted to the rest of the world.” Any alternative
system, whether a return to private ownership or competing systems,
would mean in the long run the domination of Canadian public opinion
by United States commercial interests.

The final passage in Plaunt’s memorandum was in quotation marks,
but its source was not given. In fact, the statements were from Spry’s
presentation in 1932 on behalf of the Canadian Radio League:® “For
a nation, so widespread in its range and so varied in its racial origin,
radio broadcasting, intelligently directed, may give us what provincial
school systems, local newspapers, and the political system have yet to
give us, a single, glowing spirit of nationality making its contribution to
the world. ... Here is a great and happy opportunity for expressing, for
achieving that which is Canada. It is here and now; it may never come
again,”

Howe met with Plaunt December 27 and again on December 29. He
seemed very pleased with the memorandum, told Plaunt that it would
form the basis of the government’s reorganization, and asked that
Claxton be requested to proceed with a draft act. Moreover, he welcomed
Plaunt’s suggestions for board membership, and he suggested that
Plaunt himself should have a place on the board. He indicated that he

16 / 1932 Proceedings, p. 546.
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would have Vincent Massey sound out Gladstone Murray in regard to
the post of general manager.’?

Claxton prepared a draft bill, which he revised after receiving Plaunt’s
comments. At Howe's request the draft was sent to C. P. Edwards,
director of radio in the Department of Marine. Howe saw Plaunt again
on January 24 and expressed some reservations; the Plaunt-Claxton plan
would give “the public company a virtual monopoly.” He wanted the
powers of regulation to revert to the Department of Marine, and he
thought that the directors of the Corporation should be appointed “at
pleasure” rather than having appointments for a fixed term of years.
Finally, Howe announced to Plaunt’s consternation that the government
had decided that the whole matter must be re-examined by a select
parliamentary committee. Plaunt felt that a committee would be “more
likely to confuse than to improve the issue.”8

It was obvious that Howe was backing away from any outright
endorsement of the proposals submitted by Plaunt. For some time other
interests had been active in advancing counter proposals. Gladstone
Murray had heard in London (admittedly from the rival network, cBs)
that the National Broadcasting Company was making representations
that it should “take over Canadian broadcasting.” Their agent was
Reginald Brophy, NBC director of station relations, and a former sales
manager for Canadian Marconi in Montreal. In Toronto, Plaunt heard
that there was a campaign among private broadcasters to have Harry
Sedgwick, president of the Canadian Association of Broadcasters, ap-
pointed as general manager of the commission or its successor, and an
Ontario Liberal, Arthur Slaght, kc, (a supporter of Premier Hepburn)
appointed as chairman. During the early part of January, 1936, Howe
received delegations from the Bell Telephone system, the Canadian
National Railways, the Canadian Pacific Railway, the Canadian Daily
Newspapers Association, the Canadian Press, and the Canadian Associa-
tion of Broadcasters.!® The Financial Post reported on February 29 that
the government was considering representations by private broadcasters
that if the government contented itself only with regulation, and aban-
doned the ownership of stations, the quality of program service would im-
prove. The Post article made particular reference to a plan advanced by
R. W. Ashcroft, former manager of ckGw, Toronto.2?

17 / Plaunt to Claxton, Dec. 29, 1935; Plaunt to Massey, Jan. 4, 1936; O’Brien,
pp. 343-6.

18 / Plaunt to Claxton, Jan. 24, 1936; ibid., p. 349,

19 / 1bid., pp. 339-46.

20 / “Return to Private Management Seen Canadian Radio Solution,” by
Wellington Jeffers, Financial Post, Feb. 29, 1936. After this article appeared,
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Several features in the Plaunt-Claxton proposals were meeting resis-
tance also within the department of Marine. C. P. Edwards, director of
radio, after seeing Claxton and discussing his draft bill, wrote Plaunt:

It has not been felt that the Corporation should have any administrative
control outside its own broadcasting function, and to this end it is proposed
that all private stations should be placed under the control of the Minister
and not under the control of the Corporation.

One —and I think the main complaint of the private stations before the
last committee —~ was that they were regulated by, and at the same time
competed with the Radio Commission.2!

Edwards then proceeded with his own draft bill, and Howe invited
Claxton to submit his criticisms of it. Claxton did so in a letter to Howe
dated January 30. Claxton objected that a corporation with powers so
limited as in the departmental draft would not attract to its board the
quality of men hoped for. Moreover, they should not hold office “during
pleasure”; such a clause would remove any suggestion that the board
was to be independent of the government of the day. He objected also
to section 8 which required the corporation to get the minister’s consent
to any transaction involving more than $25,000. This figure was much
too low for a corporation supposedly independent of the government.
The corporation should be able to borrow with cabinet approval, and it
should be able to modify existing wire-line contracts. But Claxton’s
strongest objection was to section 7, which placed the regulation of
private stations under the minister and not under the corporation.
Claxton wrote:

Section 7 raises the very fundamental question as to the main purpose and
powers of the Corporation. The bill you have sent me puts the Corporation
on an equal footing with any private person operating stations. Both are
completely under the control of the Minister. It seems to me that this
completely ignores the proposed aim of such a Corporation which is not
only to broadcast a few programmes over a few stations but immediately to
influence and control and ultimately operate and own all broadcasting in
Canada. Broadcasting is either a national monopoly and a national service,
or it is not. Here, by reason of the fact that private stations have been
established and further by reason of the incompetence of the present Com-
mission, there is a compromise system where there are more private stations
than there are public, but that was regarded by the Aird Commission and, I
think, by everyone else who has seriously considered the question as being
a state of compromise which might last a longer or shorter time but which
ultimately would be resolved in favour of a really first-class system. I quite

Ashcroft published the fifteen-page pamphlet, “Canadian Broadcasting — The Ash-
croft Plan.”
21 / Edwards to Plaunt, Jan. 20, 1936; O'Brien, p. 348.
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see that the day of bringing that about is relatively far off but I do not think
that we should give up the principle of ultimate public ownership and
immediate public control now.

Claxton argued further that so many powers in the hands of the minister
would only become a source of annoyance to him, and would lead to
attempts at pressure which “some future Minister” might not successfully
resist.22

Three months later, Plaunt was told “on extraordinarily good
authority” that cFrs, Toronto, had “suggested the divided control pro-
position to Edwards.”?3 Whatever the reasons for Edwards’ preference,
there was obviously going to be a struggle as to which concept should
prevail, not only with the minister but with the government as a whole.
Plaunt had a personal interview with Prime Minister King in mid-
February, and discussed the radio issue with him. King invited Plaunt to
become his private secretary, but Plaunt regretfully declined, believing
it his “duty and obligation to see that the public point of view was
adequately presented at the forthcoming Parliamentary Committee.”24

Meanwhile, Massey (now Canadian high commissioner) had been
conferring in London with Gladstone Murray. The result was the dis-
patch of a long cablegram to Howe, supporting Claxton’s objections to
the departmental draft. Howe then requested Claxton to revise the
Edwards draft, and to forward it to Howe personally; if it met with his
approval, he would use it as the basis of the parliamentary committee’s
discussions.

4 Preparations for the Parliamentary Committee

The resolution to appoint a parliamentary committee to inquire into
radio broadcasting was introduced in the House of Commons on March
19, and the first public session was held on March 31, 1936. Meanwhile,
there was considerable skirmishing behind the scenes. The Canadian
Radio League prepared to go into action once more, and Plaunt wrote
members of the league executive and also the newspapers, summarizing
the league’s proposals to the 1932 committee, giving a resumé of current
issues in Canadian broadcasting, and requesting their comments “so that
any representations which are made to the Parliamentary Committee may
accord with your views.” He suggested to Howe a number of organiza-

22 / Plaunt Papers, box 5, Claxton to Howe, Jan. 30, 1936.
23 / Ibid., box 6, Plaunt to Claxton, April 21, 1936.
24 / Plaunt to Murray, Feb. 25, 1936; O’Brien, p. 352.
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tions and individuals who should be invited to appear before the com-
mittee, such as the Canadian Legion, the Trades and Labor Congress,
the National Council of Women, and the Universities’ Conference.26

Howe decided that the original draft bill prepared by the Department
of Marine should provide a basis for discussion in the meetings of the
Agenda Sub-Committee, of which he was chairman. Plaunt had urged
him to use instead a “compromise draft,” telling him that “we would be
obliged to oppose him” on the matter of divided control of the broad-
casting system.26

News of Howe’s submission of the draft legislation was broken by
Grant Dexter, writing in the Winnipeg Free Press for March 28, 1936.
Dexter had received his information from J. S. Woodsworth, who was a
member of the Radio Committee.?” The Free Press summarized the
changes in the system which the draft bill brought about as: the abolition
of the present Radio Commission; and the creation of a new broadcast-
ing corporation, with seven directors and a general manager, to be
concerned almost exclusively with program production. “Control of
private stations, of wave lengths, of hours of broadcasting, of advertising
on radio programmes, of censorship of radio matter — the entire admini-
stration of radio development and operation now vested in the radio
commission, will be returned to the minister. He is obligated by the
draft bill to do no more than consult with the proposed corporation and
in all matters of dispute between the corporation and private stations,
he will be the referee.” Dexter noted that “internal evidence strongly
indicates it to be the production of the officials of the marine department.
The only indication that Mr. Howe favors the policy it contains is the
fact that he is circulating it.” His report also indicated that two of the
seven directors would represent the Dominion and the other five would
represent geographical regions. All corporation expenditures above
$25,000 must be approved by the government. Dexter’s use of quotations
made it plain that he had seen the actual document.

When Howe was asked by the press about this draft, he explained,
“The bill in question was drafted some time ago to bring into concrete
form certain representations that had been made to the Marine Depart-
ment; a copy was handed to the small sub-committee of the special

25 / Ibid., pp. 3534, letters from Plaunt to Radio League executive members,
March 4; to newspapers, March 6; to Howe, March 21, 1936.

26 / Plaunt Papers, box 16, undated memo from Plaunt to Gladstone Murray
on events leading up to the creation of the cBc, written probably in October 1936,

27 / Dafoe Papers, Dafoe to Howe, April 17, 1936. Howe had protested the
newspaper’s use of a document “that must have reached you with all the authority
of an anonymous letter” (Howe to Dafoe, April 3, 1936).
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committee on radio for its confidential information, but the document in
question has no status whatever.”?8

The newspapers that commented on the report were almost unani-
mously opposed to the proposed division of authority between the
minister and the public corporation. The Winnipeg Free Press said the
plan in effect would encourage private enterprise to “go ahead and
capture the field if it can.” It did not take into account that radio was a
natural monopoly, especially in Canada where the high-powered stations
and network links necessary for complete coverage could not be main-
tained by advertising revenue alone. The commission system had not
been an entire success, partly because of divided and inexpert control,
but it was sufficiently successful to argue for the necessity of radio as a
public utility, “not for the exploitation of the few, but for the national
pride and upbuilding of all.”2?

Among other newspapers opposing the draft bill were the Vancouver
Sun (Liberal), the Vancouver Province (Conservative), the Victoria
Colonist (Conservative), the Ottawa Citizen (Liberal), and the Toronto
Mail and Empire (Conservative).

Plaunt himself wrote an article for Saturday Night in which he called
the proposed set-up a departure from the basic principle established in
1932. It was based on the false premise that two national systems, one
based on advertising and one based on licence fees, were possible. A
government department, attempting to act as arbiter between the two
systems, was inevitably subject to political pressure, and “the odds
would appear to be against the survival of the public system.” Plaunt
argued that radio cannot be controlled in the public interest by two
authorities with divergent aims and functions: “The deductions which
every impartial investigation, official or otherwise, has drawn from [the]
facts are first, that license fees must in Canada provide the primary basis
of finance; second, that radio is too vital a means of national communica-
tion to be allowed to become the prerogative of private commercial
interests in another country; and third, that being a natural monopoly it
can only effectively be controlled by a single national authority.” He
recommended that a public corporation be established to regulate and
control all broadcasting in Canada, to be managed by a single executive
officer and supervised on matters of immediate policy by an honorary
board of representative citizens appointed by the governor in council,
preferably after consultation with all party leaders.30

28 / Ottawa Citizen, March 28, 1936.
29 / Winnipeg Free Press, March 30, 1936.
30/ Alan Plaunt, “Canadian Radio,” Safurday Night, April 4, 1936.
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Probably as a result of the attention given in the press, the depart-
mental draft act was withdrawn from the sub-committee, and a “Synopsis
of a Draft Broadcasting Act” (prepared by Edwards) was substituted.
Howe assured Plaunt that whatever draft bill was placed before the
committee, the amendments suggested by Plaunt and Claxton would be
brought to the committee’s attention.

5 The Committee Proceedings

The Special Committee appointed on March 19, 1936, was to inquire
into operations of the Canadian Radio Commission and its administra-
tion of the Canadian Radio Broadcasting Act of 1932, to advise what
changes should be effected in the system, and to investigate the extent
to which there had been “any abuse of broadcasting privileges, either for
political or advertising purposes.”3?

Larger than the previous radio committees (twenty-three members
instead of nine), it differed also in having among its members three
cabinet ministers: Cardin, Ian Mackenzie, and Howe. The chairman
was A. L. Beaubien, Liberal member for Provencher, Manitoba. Only a
few members took an active part in the discussions. For the Liberals,
Arthur Slaght was the chief questioner during the first four meetings,
but illness sent him to hospital and Paul Martin, newly elected member
for Essex East, took over his role. The most important Liberal committee
members were Beaubien, Martin, Georges Bouchard (Kamouraska, PQ),
and Howe. They formed the sub-committee to draft the report, together
with a fifth member from the Conservative party, Denton Massey from
Toronto. Other prominent Conservatives on the committee itself were
the Hon. C. H. Cahan and the Rt. Hon. Sir George Perley. The two
minor parties each had one representative: Woodsworth, the ccF leader,
and C. E. Johnston (Bow River, Alberta) for the new Social Credit group.

Charlesworth was the first witness. He was questioned on the reasons
that a general manager had not been appointed, as had been recom-
mended in 1934.%3 The committee then turned its attention to the “Mr.
Sage” broadcasts, and learned that the commission did not have any
standing regulation which would force the sponsors of political broad-
casts to identify themselves, though Charlesworth had acted to assure
the naming of a sponsor in the election campaign broadcasts after

31 / Howe to Plaunt, April 20, 1936; O'Brien, pp. 355-6.
32 / Debates, March 19, 1936, p. 1235.
33 / See above, pp. 147-8.
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complaints had been received. It also established the fact that certain
employees of the commission (although until that time they had been
employees of Toronto station CKNC) had taken acting roles in the “Mr.
Sage” broadcasts. The Liberals prolonged this inquiry to milk from it
all possible political advantage, questioning in addition to the com-
missioners themselves employees in the Toronto studios, the head of the
Gibbons agency which had arranged the broadcasts, the freelance pro-
ducer under contract to the agency, and the script writer, who was the
alleged “sponsor” (R. L. Wright, a member of the advertising agency
staff). The handling of the “Mr. Sage” broadcast was not to the credit
of the commission, but neither did it reveal any desire on its part to
favour the government party. Most newspapers did not give the inquiry
the prominence the Liberals hoped for, and a number of newspapers
indicated that it was a great fuss about very little. The Ottawa Citizen
thought that two lessons should be learned: free time should be provided
for political broadcasts to save politics from being sold “like peanuts”;
and the system was wrong in which the commissioners were sometimes
acting as a national board of directors, and at other times concerning
themselves with program arrangements and technical details.34

The committce got down to fundamentals on May 7, when the Radio
League joined the enquiry, represented by Plaunt, Claxton, and Father
St. Denis. Plaunt advanced the same genera] arguments as before, holding
that “unless deliberate steps are taken aggressively to establish public
ownership of a trans-Canadian network, it will only be a matter of time
before the Canadian air will be but the advertising satellite of the great
American chains.”¥ He criticized the commission system as providing
“divided, inexpert management ... three general managers instead of
one.” He made it clear that the Radio League, while insisting that the
high-powered stations must be publicly owned, did not see the need for
the public ownership of all stations in Canada. But the private stations
should be supplementary to the national system.

The board of governors of the public corporation should be non-
partisan, and appointed after the government had consulted with the
leaders of the other principal parties. All the members of the board
(nine were suggested) should be appointed for their character and
general abilities, rather than for their technical qualifications. They
should be broadly representative of the five main regions of Canada,
and three should be from French-speaking Canada. Their remuneration
should be $25 or $50 for each meeting, although the chairman might be

34 / Ottawa Citizen, April 28, 1936.
35 / Plaunt’s formal submission, 1936 Proceedings, pp. 350-5 (May 7, 1936).
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paid an honorarium of $1500 per year, and the other members of the
executive committee $1000 per year.

The league on this occasion did not suggest that the corporation report
to Parliament through a cabinet committee, but suggested instead that
the reporting be through the minister of marine who would be their
spokesman in the House. Emphasis was placed on the securing of the
best available broadcasting executive to act as general manager. He
should be appointed (and dismissed) by the board, subject to the
approval of the governor in council. “As in the British Broadcasting
Corporation, he should not be subject to the provisions of the Civil
Service Act, for obvious reasons of flexibility.”

The league made specific proposals in regard to program policy,
political broadcasting, and the construction of high-powered stations.
The corporation should encourage commercial network programs of
suitable quality, and the contract for wire lines should be renegotiated.
Funds in addition to the revenue from the $2.00 licence fee should be
made available either through a loan or from a public works appropria-
tion. The licence fee might later be raised to $3.00. In any case, all
receipts should be paid over directly to the corporation.

Plaunt ended his formal submission with a national appeal: “With a
national chain and national control, Canada’s destiny is in her own
hands, the integrity of her twin cultures can be preserved and sustained,
and whatever she has of distinctive value contributed to the world.
Without it, our dream of a united nation ‘from the sea even unto the
sea,” is meaningless and cannot be realized.” Mr. Cahan did not think
that the problem of the “dual use of the two languages” was so easily
handled: “Nothing gave the late government more embarrassment and
anxiety.” He also thought that members of parliament were unwilling to
have broadcasting placed “outside the authority of Parliament and
beyond the supervision and direction of some department of the Govern-
ment.”

Brooke Claxton replied:

There is no intention ... that the broadcasting authority should in any sense
be ultimately independent of parliament or the government. .. What is
suggested is that the board be constituted not as the servant of the govern-
ment, not as permanent employees of the government and responsible to a
government department for day-to-day operation, but that they be constituted
as trustees for a great national activity, in the same sense as, say, the trustees
of the National Gallery or, in the commercial sphere, the Canadian National
Railways. ... They would not only have to furnish an annual report, which
would be subject to annual examination, but also I should think that any
broadcasting authority would have to come before some committee of
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parliament and give an account of itself each year. ... This general scheme ...
is a scheme that has been operating with such very great success from the
constitutional point of view in Great Britain.

Howe did not agree with Claxton. He felt that there must be a clear
division of responsibility between the broadcasting commission and the
minister, but the implication of his remarks was that the minister should
retain overriding authority: “As the minister responsible, I say [to the
Commission], go and run your own show ... but keep within the limits
of your responsibility. ... You have an anomalous situation, where the
government is turning over money and has no responsibility for the
spending of it, and is in the position of having to accept all the grief for
everything that goes wrong.” Woodsworth interjected: “You said the
Commission has got mixed up in political matters, but do you think it
would be less mixed up if it were under the control of the Minister?”
Howe (who really regarded himself as a company president or manager
rather than as a politician) answered: “Yes, because a Minister is careful
to see that he does not allow himsclf to get mixed up in politics.” (The
record does not show whether the committee laughed.) Paul Martin
observed that the system seemed to work in England. Howe replied, “It
works because Sir John Reith is willing to make himself so unpopular
that the government does not talk to him, and no one else talks to him,
but there are few men who are willing to do that.”

Claxton listed some of the responsibilities and powers that the govern-
ment would retain. The board would be unable to act without the
approval of the governor in council on such matters as expropriation of
property, capital expenditures, contracts for a term of over five years, the
appointment of the general manager, bylaws of the organization, and
regulations “affecting broadcasting in general.”

Olof Hanson, Liberal member for the British Columbia constituency
of Skeena, commented, “I have followed broadcasting ever since it
started in Canada, and I find that we had a commission setup which was
responsible to no one. It should clearly be understood that they are
responsible to a minister and the minister is responsible to parliament
and the people.” The Chairman, Mr. Beaubien, added: “I think the
view of the members is that there should be some government control. ...
Can you tell the committee in a brief way how you can bring that
about?” Claxton answered, “If a question arose where a member reccives
from his constituency a complaint ... the only proper way for that question
to be answered ... would be for the Minister to say that that is a question
which should be directed to the broadcasting authority. ... Parliament of
course is supreme, and Parliament will control the ultimate policy ...
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but ... the corporation, if it is to operate properly, should be given power
to carry on its business as a business.”30

It seemed Howe was determined that the minister should be respon-
sible for broadcasting policy in its main outlines and in actual operation
as well, and that the Liberal members of the committee would support
him. Although the Radio League’s presentation was the most expertly
worked out submission that came before the committee, it did not seem
to have carried the day.®

E. A. Weir presented a brief generally compatible with that of the
Radio League, but he gave more detailed attention to operational
matters such as wire-line contracts, hours of network operation, and
commercial policies.®® His view was that for a period of at least five
years a strengthened Radio Commission, operating a network service
for perhaps sixteen hours a day, could arrange free national distribution
for its programs through agreements with private stations. The com-
mission would continue to operate stations in the larger centres, but its
private affiliates would also be expected to originate programs to the
network. The affiliation of private stations could be secured providing
that the commission would establish a network service of sponsored pro-
grams in addition to its sustaining service.

The Radio League filed statements of support from the Trades and
Labour Congress, the Universities Conference, the United Farmers of
Alberta, the United Farmers of Canada (Saskatchewan) and the Cana-
dian Legion.

The principal alternative to the league’s proposals was offered in a
joint submission by three organizations — the Association of Canadian
Adbvertisers, the Canadian Association of Advertising Agencies, and the
Canadian Association of Broadcasters.?® Their plan went much further in
the direction of government participation in broadcasting than private
interests had ever suggested previously. The plan was perhaps conceived
in the spirit, “If you can’t lick ’em, join ’em.” Government participation,
they said, should be continued for these purposes: 1. supplementing
commercial broadcasting to provide more continuous entertainment for

36 / Ibid., pp. 356-67, for discussion following the Radio League’s presentation.

37/ The brief prepared by the Canadian Radio League was printed as an
appendix at the end of the day’s proceedings, “Proposals of the Canadian Radio
League for the Organization of Broadcasting in Canada,” pp. 398-416. The brief
listed a number of organizations supporting the league's stand and criticized
alternative proposals, including the departmental draft bill and the “Ashcroft
Plan.”

38 / 1936 Proceedings, pp. 502-15.

39/ Ibid., testimony of C. M. Pasmore, pp. 551-68; of G. Bannerman, pp.
569-87; of J. A. MacLaren, pp. 588-93; of Harry Sedgwick, pp. 655-75.
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listeners than would be possible under a purely commercial system; 2.
organizing more widespread distribution of programs than would be
likely to obtain under a purely commercial system; 3. ensuring nation-
wide broadcast of events of national and international importance.

Having accepted these purposes, the three associations advocated that
the public functions be split into two parts — regulatory and operative.
The regulative function, not only with respect to licences and frequencies
but also affecting programs and advertising, should be assigned to a
government department (the brief suggested a department of com-
munications). The operative function — production and distribution of
sustaining entertainment, and “engagement of line and station time for
this purpose,” should be assigned to a public body especially created for
this purpose, which “shall neither own nor operate any commercial
stations in Canada.” This body, a successor to the Canadian Radio
Commission, should have a board of governors and a general manager.
The board should have ten members, two (the chairman and vice-
chairman) selected by the minister, and eight others nominally appointed
by him, but nominated by and representing various organized interests:
the Canadian Association of Broadcasters, the advertisers, the wire
companies, the National Council of Education, the National Council of
Women, the conservatories and faculties of music, the Trades and Labor
Council, and agricultural interests. The board should see that sustaining
programs were produced in sufficient volume, and ensure precedence on
the network for national events and events of international importance.
For other programs, “the sole judge of the acceptability ... shall be the
listener himself, as indicated through surveys. ... For this purpose a
perpetual survey shall be kept in operation in representative points
throughout Canada,"0

This meant that the private broadcasters had accepted a regulatory
agency similar to the Federal Communications Commission in the United
States, and a body supported by public funds to see that sustaining
programs were produced and network facilities made available at rates
less than could be obtained for commercial programs only. The spokes-
men insisted that there was “hardly a single point of similarity” between
conditions in Canada and conditions in Britain; the principle of national
ownership and control of stations was “entirely unsuitable for Canada.”
On the other hand, “a purely commercial system of broadcasting such
as prevails in the United States” would be just as unsuitable. This, they

40 / Quotations from the formal brief filed by the three organizations, “A Plan
for the Reorganization of Broadcasting in Canada”; on file with the House of
Commons Committees and Private Legislation Branch, Ottawa.
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admitted, would lead to a concentration “on a few of the more densely
populated markets.” They advocated a single broadcasting system for
Canada: “It will require all our resources, both public and private, to
produce the desired standard of quality, even within a single network
system. ... Some duplication of programs is already compulsory in
Canada, due to the two principal language elements of the population. ...
It would be wasteful to attempt to provide still further duplication of
programs and networks within either of those languages. ... It appears
to us, therefore, that while the Australian dual system quite properly
provides for competition between state broadcasting and commercial
broadcasting, Canada should provide for complete co-operation between
these two, within the limits of a single nation-wide network system.”#!

The advertisers and the private stations were then in accord with the
Radio League that there should be a single system in Canada, and that
public money was required to provide the necessary program service and
reasonably full coverage. Where they disagreed was in the ownership of
stations. The Radio League, assuming that the non-commercial programs
formed the primary service, believed that the public authority must own
production facilities and at least the nucleus of a distribution system.
The private broadcasters, believing commercially sponsored light enter-
tainment programs to be the primary service, felt that the government
should use its funds to supplement the commercial service and provide
a distribution system. But to eliminate any element of competition
between public and private interests, all stations should be privately
owned.

The Canadian Association of Advertising Agencies emphasized that
Canadian manufacturers and producers must have access to network
broadcasting; otherwise the availability of broadcasts from the United
States would constitute unfair competition.*? Harry Sedgwick, president
of the Canadian Association of Broadcasters, told the committee that
“network broadcasting in Canada has practically disappeared commer-
cially on complete networks, that is trans-Canada networks, because of
the high cost. The only network broadcast that constantly went out
across Canada last year was the General Motors hockey broadcast on
Saturday nights.”* He contrasted the total power of Canadian and
American stations: for the 70-odd Canadian stations, the total power
was about 65,000 watts, and for the 700-odd American stations, approxi-
mately 2,500,000 watts.

41 / 1936 Proceedings, pp. 577-81, evidence of Glen Bannerman.
42 / Ibid., p. 589, evidence of J. A. MacLaren.
43 / Ibid., p. 664.
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Most of the remaining hearings were given over to a vain attempt to
convict the Radio Commission of wastefulness, extravagance, and
dubious financial practices. The commission filed a reply to the
memorandum of the Canadian Radio League, in which they defended
their administrative set-up, the wire-lines contract, their public relations,
the technical work accomplished, and their program service.**

When the sub-committee was appointed to prepare a report, there was
little real indication of the particular form that the broadcasting re-
organization would take, except in the clues offered by Howe’s remarks.
The sub-committee had four Liberal members (Howe, Martin, Bou-
chard, and Beaubien, ex officio) and one Conservative (Denton
Massey). It looked as if it would be Howe’s decision.

6 The Committee Report

Although Liberal party policy on broadcasting had not recently been
stated, and a minister new to politics seemed persuaded to restore power
to his department, there were other factors which might still be brought
into play to influence the committee’s report. The Radio League felt that
it could count on a measure of support from other ministers with whom
it had influence; on the committee itself, Paul Martin who had been a
league supporter was a member of the drafting sub-committee; and a
number of important newspapers, including the Winnipeg Free Press,
the Ottawa Citizen, and the Toronto Daily Star were still supporters of
the concept fostered by the league. The publisher of the Star, Joseph
Atkinson, was a friend of the prime minister; and even more influential
were the editors of the Free Press and the Citizen, John Dafoe and
Charles Bowman. The question was, could the prime minister be induced
to intervene personally?

On the other side, cFrB, Toronto, had a certain influence inside
Howe’s department, and the manager of CFRB, who was also the
president of the Canadian Association of Broadcasters, was rumoured
to be a candidate for the chief executive position in the new public
authority. Other private interests, including one of the American net-
works, were supporting Reginald Brophy for this position. If regulatory
authority returned to the department and one of these men selected for
the program production agency, it would be interpreted as a victory for
the private broadcasters, some of whom would get the power increases
they had long wanted.

44 / Ibid., pp. 777-82.
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As we have seen, Plaunt was well regarded by the prime minister,
and he became a friend of one of King’s principal secretaries, Edward
Pickering, who himself took an interest in broadcasting developments.
On May 13 Plaunt sent a letter to Mr. King, enclosing the committee
minutes for May 7, the day on which the Radio League made its
presentation. King was impressed. As Plaunt wrote Murray two weeks
later, “King is very keen on the whole proposition, and I think I may
claim personal credit for having sold him.”#5 Several months later, in a
memorandum of background information for Murray, Plaunt supplied
more details of King’s intervention: “The effect [of the Committee
proceedings] on Mr. King was undoubtedly the crucial factor. After
reading our stuff he sent word to the Committee that it was to be
implemented which resulted in a first draft of the Committee’s report
being completely revamped. We want, he said, the Aird Report, and this
is the Aird Report brought up to date. So I had represented it to him.”40
(Plaunt next makes reference to a letter he had written King on February
22, and a reply King had sent him later that month; then continued):
“Despite his unequivocal support there was nevertheless quite a back-
stage row over certain aspects of the proposed report, particularly over
the divided control proposition and over the matter of including a
definite restatement of the principle of public ownership.”

The committee’s unanimous report was presented to the House on
May 26, and it represented what Claxton termed a “ninety per cent
victory” for the Radio League.*” First, a quietus was given the CRBC:
“It has been amply demonstrated that a commission of three cannot be
moulded into a unit that can formulate and execute policies successfully.
Evidence adduced before this committee has made it apparent that under
the existing organization there has been lack of co-ordination in dealing
with some major questions.”*8 The committee repeated the 1934 recom-
mendation that “broadcasting could best be conducted by a general
manager.” It recommended that the Broadcasting Act of 1932 be

45 / Plaunt Papers, box 6, Plaunt to Murray, May 29, 1936.

46 / Ibid., box 16, undated memo from Plaunt to Murray, written probably in
October 1936. Plaunt’s statements are verified by a memorandum in the King
Papers, Pickering to King, May 18, 1939. The Plaunt Papers (box 13) also
include a note made by Pickering on March 22, 1938, in which he records an
inquiry made by the chairman of the 1938 Radio Committee, A. L. Beaubien.
Beaubien wanted to get the prime minister’s views on the kinds of information
which it was proper to make available to committee members. He recalled that in
1936 Mr. King’s views were ascertained so late that the committee report had to
be redrafted.

47 / O’Brien, p. 364, quoting telegram from Claxton to Plaunt, May 26, 1936.

48 / Debates, May 26, 1936, p. 3077.
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repealed, and that a ncw act place the dircction of broadcasting in the
hands of a corporation with an honorary board of nine governors, “this
board to operate through a general manager and an assistant general
manager, who will be responsible to the board for the conduct of all
business of the corporation.” The general manager was to be appointed
by governor in council, upon recommendation of the board of governors.
The corporation should have the powers “now enjoyed by the British
Broadcasting Corporation” and, in addition, control over all networks
and the character of all programs broadcast by private stations. The
corporation should enjoy the fullest possible freedom in its internal
activities, including full authority to engage and dismiss all members of
staff. The report accepted the views of the Aird Commission about the
method of technical control of stations, namely that such powers as
licensing and allocation of wavelengths should remain with the Marine
department; but that the minister, before authorizing new stations or
increases in power, should first secure the recommendation of the
corporation.

The committee reaffirmed “the principle of complete nationalization
of radio broadcasting in Canada”; pending this, the fullest co-operation
should be maintained between the corporation and the private stations.
The corporation should immediately set about increasing coverage, either
by adding existing private stations to its network or by establishing new
stations, To further this aim, the corporation should be authorized to
borrow from the government sums not exceeding $500,000.

The report said that during the last election there had been serious
abuse of broadcasting and lack of proper control by the commission. It
recommended that dramatized political broadcasts be prohibited; that
full sponsorship of all political broadcasts be required; that the corpora-
tion ensure that time be allocated on an equitable basis between all
parties; and that no political broadcasts be allowed on election day or
during the two days immediately preceding.

7 Debate on the Report

The government started drafting a new bill almost immediately. Plaunt
wrote Murray at this time, “I am sticking around here: Dafoe has been
here all this week.”*® The report was debated in the House on June 15,
with Bennett leading off. Bennett felt that the committee had not realized
fully the differences between conditions in Great Britain and in Canada;

49 / Plaunt Papers, box 6, Plaunt to Murray, May 29, 1936.
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the government would find there were difficulties in the way when it came
time to appoint a general manager. It was wrong to have someone in the
“political department” (the Department of Marine) dealing with appli-
cations for new stations. During his years as prime minister “there was a
constant endeavour on the part of private interests to secure licenses for
new stations. ... All you have to do is grant enough licenses and you
destroy the public character of Canadian broadcasting. At the moment
we have secured the ownership of this facility ... in the people of Canada,
and we have ensured it against destruction by private interests, but the
private interests have been very vigilant. ... They have determined ... to
destroy this publicly owned facility. ... The two or three great enterprises
across the line have watched with increasing anxiety the operations of
this publicly owned facility.”50

Bennett argued that if the issuing of licences was to be determined by
a political body, by any department of government rather than by the
corporation itself, “then the corporation is destined to be supplanted in
its public operations by private enterprises,” because Parliament had
shown an unwillingness to provide the necessary amounts of money. Both
he and Cahan (a member of the former Conservative government)
defended the work the commission had done in difficult circumstances.
Cahan did not agree with the criticism of the commission for the “Mr.
Sage” broadcasts; and as for reorganization, he thought “all that was
desirable could have been attained by a few slight amendments to the
present statute and by the appointment of a business manager.”5

As evidence that the commission system was not effective, Beaubien
replied that whereas in 1932 there had been 69 private broadcasting
stations, in 1936 there were 73 private stations and only 8 publicly
owned stations, “so I do not think the radio commission has made a
great deal of headway in nationalizing radio broadcasting.” He defended
the licensing powers granted to the minister of marine by arguing that
the Aird Commission had recommended this; and he reminded the leader
of the opposition that the minister could not grant licences without first
obtaining the consent of the corporation.52

Howe summed up the purpose of the bill that he was introducing:

Radio broadcasting in Canada has been studied by one royal commission
and three parliamentary committees, and these four reports agree on the
broad principles that must govern us. That is to say, the aim of broadcasting
should be a complete coverage by government facilities and the present

50 / Debates, June 15, 1936, pp. 3710-11.
51/ Ibid., pp. 3713-14.
52 / Ibid., pp. 3716-17.
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situation demands complete control over all forms of broadcasting whether
public or private. ...

This bill follows very closely the report of the committee, and I believe
that had the carlier legislation conformed more nearly to the reports of the
royal commission and of the parliamentary committee that preceded the
introduction of that legislation, perhaps we should not have wandered afield
in our attempt to reach the ultimate goal.

Howe took notice of an opposition criticism that the bill placed
licensing powers in the hands of the minister rather than with the
corporation. He pointed out that the minister had that power under the
existing legislation, on the advice of the Radio Commission: “But after
the minister receives the advice of the commission he has the power to
issue the licence or not, and he has been known in my time to exercise
that power. The only action I have taken in that regard is to refuse
recommendations of the commission in the direction of issuing two
additional broadcasting licences.” 3 He said there were too many stations
of small power in Canada, and that the new corporation would have to
deal with that problem. Control of licensing was “inherent in the govern-
ment everywhere,” even in Great Britain, where it was vested in the Post
Office.’* Howe spoke of the serious restriction on the work of the
commission caused by their shortage of funds. He did not think, how-
ever, that a fee higher than two dollars could be contemplated at the
present time. He concluded, “Considering the amount of the expenditure
for programs, I think we have very little to be ashamed of at the
moment. My feeling is that we have done extraordinarily well with the
funds that have been made available.”

Four days later, June 19, the bill was given second and third readings.
Claxton wrote Plaunt that “the Bill seems to be better than anything we
could have hoped for. In fact, they have given us practically everything
covered in my draft.”5"

53 / Howe did not say whether he influenced the commission to recommend
increases in power for private stations. For example, the James Richardson
company for some time had been seeking an increase in power for their 100-watt
station in Winnipeg, cJRc. In spite of Richardson’s Conservative connections, and
frequent appeals to the prime minister’s office, the commission had refused to grant
an increase. The station went up to 1000 watts in March 1936, and the Con-
servatives believed that this was a decision of the new administration. (Interview
with R. K. Finlayson, May 25, 1965) In 1936 Richardson was often in touch
with his friend, Norman Lambert, secretary of the National Liberal Federation,
and with C. D. Howe. Though mainly concerned about the airline his company
owned, he also discussed radio. Douglas Library, Queen’s University, Lambert
Diary, Feb. 28, 1936)

54 / Debates, June 15, 1936, p. 3712.

55 / Plaunt Papers, box 6, Claxton to Plaunt, June 19, 1936.
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8 The Canadian Broadcasting Act, 1936

The bill introduced by Howe followed the recommendations of the
committee in establishing a public corporation modelled on the BBC, but
invested with regulatory powers as well. In this important respect, the
system created differed not only from that in Britain, where there were
no private broadcasters to regulate, but from the Australian system
established in 1932 in which private and publicly-owned stations co-
existed. The Australian pattern was one which Howe, presumably, would
have preferred: an operative agency financed by licences (the Australian
Broadcasting Commission), and a system of private stations regulated
by a department of government.’ Instead, the Canadian Broadcasting
Act provided a combination of functions that was unique among public
corporations at that time.*?

The Canadian Broadcasting Corporation was to be a board of nine
governors appointed by the governor in council, chosen to give repre-
sentation to the principal geographical regions (section 3). The chairman
and other members of the board were to hold office for three years, and
might be reappointed. An honorarium of $1500 per annum was desig-
nated for the chairman, and $1000 for each member of the executive
committee (if established). Other governors were to receive $50.00 for
each meeting, plus travelling expenses. The governor in council could at
any time remove a governor of the corporation from office for cause.
The act provided also for a general manager and an assistant general
manager (sections 6 and 7), who were to be appointed by the cabinet
on recommendation of the board of governors.

As a regulating authority, the corporation had very nearly the same
powers as the preceding commission. It had complete authority over the
formation and operations of networks (sections 21 and 22). It could
prescribe the periods to be reserved by private stations for CBC programs,
although provision was made for appeal to the minister if a private
station did not agree with the amount of compensation the cBc might
pay for such reserved periods (section 22). The corporation had power
to control the character of all programs and advertising, to prescribe the
proportion of time to be devoted to political broadcasts, and to assign
time on an equitable basis to all parties and rival candidates (section
22).

5)6 / See W. H. N. Hull, “A Comparative Study of the Problems of Ministerial
Responsibility in Australian and Canadian Broadcasting” (doctoral dissertation for

Duke University, 1959. University Microfilms Inc., Ann Arbor, Michigan).
57 / Canada, Statutes, Canadian Broadcasting Act, 1936, 1 Edward v, c.24.
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In an advisory role, the corporation was to make recommendations to
the minister of transport® on all applications for licences, or for changes
in location of stations, frequency, or power (section 24). The minister
was required to refer such applications to the corporation before he
dealt with them; and any recommendation for a new private station
licence required approval of the full cabinet (a new precaution). The
minister had the power of renewing licences annually, again with the
recommendation of the corporation.

As a national broadcasting service, the corporation was granted more
power and more autonomy in its day to day operations than the Radio
Commission had enjoyed. Section 8 of the act assigned the corporation
powers to maintain, operate, establish, and equip stations; make operat-
ing agreements with private stations; originate programs and secure
programs from within or outside Canada; employ staff and performers;
publish and distribute papers and periodicals; collect news; acquire
copyrights and patents; establish a pension fund; acquire or lease
property; and “do all such other things as the Corporation may deem
incidental or conducive to the attainment of any of the objects or the
exercise of any of the powers of the Corporation.” This last clause added
to the powers which the commission had; but even more important was
the power newly granted to employ staff without reference either to the
government or the Civil Service Commission.

In the exercise of certain powers the approval of the governor in
council was requircd. Approval was needed to establish a cBc station or
purchase a private station (section 8); to acquire or sell real property
(section 11); to make an agreement or lease for a period exceeding three
years, or to enter into any agreement involving expenditure in excess of
$10,000 (section 10). The $10,000 figure was a much smaller sum than
Claxton had suggested. The corporation’s by-laws were subject to
cabinet approval, as those of the commission had been; but general
broadcasting regulations (applying to all stations) no longer required
cabinet approval.

The financial provisions were much more satisfactory. Net revenues
from licence fees were to be paid over to the corporation without the
necessity of a parliamentary appropriation, and the corporation had
autonomy in the spending of its funds within the limits already mentioned
(sections 14 and 15). Equally important, the corporation was given the
power to borrow from the government — advances on working capital up
to $100,000 and, for capital construction, sums up to $500,000 (section

58 / Before the act was proclaimed, a dept. of Transport had been set up to
replace the former dept. of Marine.
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17). This meant that, if the government were so disposed, construction
of high-powered transmitters could be undertaken without delay. The
minister of transport could demand financial information at any time,
and the corporation’s accounts were to be audited by the auditor general.

The corporation’s annual report was to be submitted to Parliament
through the minister. There was no provision for a parliamentary stand-
ing committee, as Claxton had suggested. Nor was there any undertaking
that the government would consult with opposition leaders before
appointing the governors of the corporation. But other safeguards of the
corporation’s autonomy were there: a fixed term of office for members
of the board; the unsalaried board itself to act as a “buffer” between the
government and CBC management; considerable financial autonomy and
independence; freedom of management to hire its own staff; and strict
limitations on the power of the individual minister. In sum, this was the
act that the Radio League wanted, and that Howe had resisted.

9 Attitude of Parties and Press

Despite the mild reservations expressed by Bennett and Cahan, all parties
in the House were generally agreed on the principle of the act establish-
ing the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation. The committee had pro-
duced a unanimous report, and the opposition did not press its criticisms
of particular points contained in the bill. Bennett objected to the section
which required the corporation to secure the government’s consent for
any expenditure over $10,000: “That means that the government of this
country is running the broadcast.” Howe pointed out that the commis-
sion, under the previous act, could not enter into a contract for more
than $5000 without the consent of the government. He also reminded
the House that the corporation would receive its funds without having to
wait for a parliamentary appropriation, and that it was allowed the
privilege of borrowing up to $500,000 for capital projects.”® With a
minimum of debate the bill was passed.

Most newspapers and journals of opinion were similarly in accord.
The Ottawa Citizen was of course enthusiastic; the new corporation was
almost exactly what Editor Bowman had been advocating for nine years.
The paper was not even concerned about the possibility of increased
revenue from advertising: “Unlike the plan of the British Broadcasting
Corporation, it is proposed to raise some revenue for national broad-
casting in Canada by selling radio advertising. So long as the major

59 / Debates, June 19, 1936, pp. 3941-3.
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portion of the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation’s revenue is contri-
buted by the listeners in the form of annual license fees, there is no
great danger in allowing national advertisers to engage the broadcasting
service for good entertainment.” The Citizen added that the battle to
save Canada’s radio heritage for the Canadian people could not be won
by simply passing legislation, and it again warned that the system must
not become part of the New York sphere of influence.5

The Winnipeg Free Press recalled that one of the submissions before
the parliamentary committee had suggested that the corporation con-
centrate on providing high-quality national programs, leaving the ficld
of commercial broadcasting cntirely to private stations. Its comment: “A
splendid idea that - for the private stations. ... True there is no general
wish that the national broadcasts should be broken in on by advertising
talks but there are the claims of Canadian advertisers to be considered
and the claims of the national radio to sources of revenue.” By bringing
in the new legislation, the government has “given ample evidence of its
intention to insist upon the public control of radio.”®!

Some Conservative papers that had been friendly to the Radio Com-
mission cheered the new act also. The Toronto Mail and Empire (June
11) found the proposals “reasonably satisfactory.” The Ottawa Journal
confessed, “The new set-up to take the place of the Canadian Radio Com-
mission makes a strong appeal to the Journal.” It added: “Highly
commendable are the wide powers to be given to the Corporation ‘to
regulate all forms of broadcasting within Canada and the use of the air
for advertising purposes.” Some of the commercial stations have been
running wild in several directions and it is decidedly in the public interest
that there should be an authority to which they shall be reasonably
subject,”02

Among the newspapers that had opposed public broadcasting, the
Toronto Telegram printed not a single editorial on broadcasting in May
or June 1936; and the Financial Post (June 6) headed its principal
story, “Radio Report is Acceptable Compromise.” The Post quoted
private broadcasting as welcoming the provision for a general manager,
and hoping for improved co-operation between the public authority and
themselves, with the lifting of “onerous restrictions on time and revenue-
earning possibilities.”

While the Radio Committee was drafting its report, Le Devoir reported
that its principal recommendation would be for an entirely French net-

60 / Ottawa Citizen, May 27 and June 9, 1936,
61 / Winnipeg Free Press, May 28 and June 20, 1936.
62 / Ottawa Evening Journal, June 17, 1936.
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work to serve French Canada. Howe was “well disposed,” and the three
French-speaking members of the sub-committee drafting the report had
worked hard to convince their colleagues of the necessity of coming to a
double-network system. “That is, during about a dozen hours of the day,
if not more, French will be heard on the air over nearly all the country.”
Later, Le Devoir concluded that the Aird-Frigon report had been
approved in substance.%

In July 1936, it looked almost as if there was a consensus on what
the Canadian broadcasting system should be. But of course the appear-
ance was illusory. The system proposed was itself a compromise, and
each of the opposing interests hoped that as it changed and developed,
the system would come closer to that which each preferred. Not content
to sit back waiting for this to happen, each would try to bend the system
in the desired direction. The first contest, the selection of the general
manager for the new corporation, started even before the act was passed.

63 / Le Devoir, May 19 and 27, 1936.
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1 Selecting a General Manager

From the time he first submitted proposals to the Liberals for broad-
casting reorganization (February 1935), Plaunt assumed that Gladstone
Murray of the BBC was the Canadian best qualified to become general
manager of the broadcasting corporation. Murray was put in touch with
Vincent Massey in March of that year, and Plaunt kept Murray con-
stantly informed of each major development until the new broadcasting
act had been passed. At the end of December 1935, Plaunt received
verbal assurance from C. D. Howe that he regarded Murray as the man
for the post.* Under the proposed legislation, the general manager would
be nominated by the board of governors of the corporation, but since the
assent of the government was required, its wishes would obviously
influence the choice.

While the Radio Committee’s hearings were in progress, Plaunt wrote
Murray that there was little doubt he would be invited. He said there
were only two possible alternatives, Harry Sedgwick and Reginald
Brophy, neither of whom was being seriously considered. A few days
later, Plaunt reported that Howe was still in favour of Murray, though
Brophy was “putting on quite a lobby.”? Reginald Brophy was manager
of the Station Relations Department of NBCc in New York. He was a
former manager of the Canadian Marconi station in Montreal, CFCF,
an NBc affiliate. At the age of thirty-six, he was a man whose executive
ability was recognized; even such a supporter of the Canadian Radio
League as E. A. Corbett thought that he might be the best choice as
general manager of the new corporation.?

1 / Plaunt Papers, box S, Plaunt to Massey, Jan. 4, 1936.

2 / Ibid., box 6, Plaunt to Murray, April 22 and 29, 1936.

3 / Brophy returned to Canada in 1937 to become general manager of the
Canadian Marconi Co. In 1945 he became president of Rogers Majestic Ltd.; in
1951 a co-ordinator of defence production and in 1952 deputy minister of defence
production. In 1955 he returned to private industry to become president of

Philips Canadian Industrial Development Co., and then of Canadian Motorola
Electronics Ltd.
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After his appearance before the Radio Committee, Plaunt concen-
trated his efforts on lining up support for Murray — through cabinet
ministers such as Euler, Ilsley, and Lapointe, members of the committee,
leaders of organizations such as the Canadian Legion, and prominent
persons who had taken a special interest in broadcasting (Dafoe, Rowell,
Frigon, and Aird). The Winnipeg Free Press and the Ottawa Citizen
supported Murray editorially. The Free Press (May 16, 1936) admitted
there might be other qualified contenders, but said their claims were
“shadowed in that their fealties have so far been claimed by the big
American companies.”

On June 12 Plaunt wrote Claxton that the private stations, led by
cFrRB Toronto and CKAC Montreal, were writing members of parliament
on Brophy’s behalf. They were “trying to round up the French bloc” on
the grounds that Brophy as a former Montrealer would be more sympa-
thetic to the needs and problems of French Canada than would Murray.
“The worst of it is, this lobby is having a considerable measure of success.
Howe appears to be ‘sold’ on Brophy (largely Edwards’ influence), and
he in turn sold Dunning.”

On June 25, Plaunt wrote Massey to suggest that a number of cabinet
ministers who were to visit England that summer should have a chance
to meet Murray. He described the private stations’ lobby on behalf of
Brophy, pointing out the cBs affiliations of cCFRB and cKAC, and added
Canadian Marconi and the CPR to his list of those working for Brophy.
He reported that both Howe and King realized that Murray had “all the
qualifications.” But Howe had told him that King feared Murray might
prove to be “unreliable.”

For his part, Claxton undertook to write his friend Norman Rogers,
the minister of labour, in whom King had particular confidence: “Brophy
is a Marconi production who has always opposed national radio in
Canada, having worked tooth and nail against it at the time when Murray
was out here before. He has the commercial point of view. He could not
help unconsciously representing and taking the side of the private
interests. He would come as the immediate ex-employee of the N.B.C.”
Claxton thought that Brophy, unlike Murray, would not see the broad-
casting corporation as an instrument to strengthen national unity and
heal “the rapidly widening gap between the races and sections of
Canada.” Claxton could only regard Brophy’s appointment as making
possible a “sell-out to the private and predominantly American
interests.”

To the Winnipeg Free Press (June 17), the efforts of the large broad-
casting companies on behalf of Brophy were “a sort of last charge.” The

4 / Plaunt Papers, box 6, Claxton to Rogers, June 16, 1936.
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Ottawa Citizen, in an editorial headed “Canadian Radio for Canada,”
charged that these broadcasting stations were exposing their relationship
of satellite to the larger corporation interests of the United States. Unless
the board of directors and the general manager had a vision of public
service, broadcasting would “certainly pass into the United States orbit
as the motjon picture entertainment has passed into American control.”®
The Financial Post reported that private broadcasters feared that Glad-
stone Murray was “too close to the BBC to realize all the Canadian
requirements.” Brophy was clearly their choice.®

With the report that Howe was now backing the candidacy of Brophy,
Plaunt decided that the only thing to do was to try to meet the rumours
of Murray’s weaknesses head on. It was being said that Murray’s ex-
penses during his survey of Canadian broadcasting in 1933 had been
excessive —a figure of eight thousand dollars was mentioned.” Plaunt
found out from the auditor general’s department that the sum was
$7,250, and that it covered not only travelling expenses but “loss of
income entailed by trip to Canada.” Then there was the rumour that
Murray had at times been immoderate in his drinking. Murray wrote
Plaunt assuring him that he had not had a drink or a smoke for two
years. Bob Bowman, son of the editor of the Citizen, had been working
with the BBC in London and confirmed this report.® On July 3, Plaunt
wrote King, denying each of the rumours, and giving his evidence. At
the same time, Donald Manson reported that Sir John Aird had sent
letters to Howe and King supporting Gladstone Murray for the position.®

From Winnipeg, Dafoe wrote Plaunt (July 15) reporting talks he had
had with Howe and with Norman Lambert. “While Mr. King is in favour
of Gladstone Murray the majority of his colleagues are not.” Dafoe
mentioned also that Crerar (the minister of mines and resources), acting
on behalf of King, had invited him to serve on the board of the broad-
casting corporation. Dafoe had declined. In London, Charles Dunning,
the minister of finance, arranged a meeting with Murray, and apparently
sent back a favourable report. But in the interview he told Murray that
the maximum amount the government was willing to pay the general
manager was $10,000, a figure which both Plaunt and Murray considered
too low.? King cabled Massey on August 1 to get fullest particulars on

5 / Ottawa Citizen, June 16, 1936. Editorials to similar effect appeared in the
Vancouver Daily Province, July 14, and in the Lethbridge Herald, July 7, 1936.

6 / Financial Post, June 6 and July 4, 1936.

7 / Plaunt Papers, box 6, Plaunt to Harry Baldwin, June 22, 1936.

8 / Ibid., Plaunt to Howe, June 11, 1936, quoting cable from Bob Bowman.

9 / Ibid., Manson to Plaunt, June 29, 1936.

10 / Ibid., Plaunt to Claxton, Aug. 7, 1936.
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Murray. He said it was most imperative that prejudices if unwarranted
should be overcome, and the best possible appointment made.™

The government seemed to be making up its mind, but the nomination
had to be initiated by the governors of the corporation, and they had yet
to be named.

2 Appointment of the Board of Governors

On September 10, 1936, the government announced the membership of
the Board of Governors of the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation:
Leonard W. Brockington, Xc, Winnipeg (chairman); René Morin,
Montreal (vice-chairman); Col. Wilfrid Bovey, Montreal; J. W. Godfrey,
Halifax; Mrs. Nellie McClung, Victoria; N. L. Nathanson, Toronto;
Gen. Victor Odlum, Vancouver; Alan B. Plaunt, Ottawa; Rev. Alexandre
Vachon, Quebec.

Brockington, born in Wales, had come to Canada in 1912. After
articling with the firm in which R. B. Bennett was a law partner, he
became city solicitor for Calgary, where he remained until 1935. In that
year he moved to Winnipeg to become counsel for the North West Grain
Dealers’ Association. As the Financial Post mentioned, Brockington had
become known as Canada’s best after-dinner speaker, a man of wit and
culture. With his appointment, said the Ottawa Citizen, the public could
feel assured of vision and enterprise at the helm of the new corporation.
The Winnipeg Tribune, a Conservative newspaper, wrote that “it would
be difficult to find in all Canada a man better qualified for the post.” The
Winnipeg Free Press paid tribute both to Brockington and Alan Plaunt,
and felt that the governors were well qualified to give to the corporation
and to the general manager “the feel” of various sections of the popula-
tion. Parliament was not as well qualified to do this:

Obviously members of Parliament have not time nor opportunity to study
the whole of Canada in relation to radio, nor the whole of radio in relation
to Canada. The members are peculiarly open to parish pump influences from
their own constituencies as well as to the hundred and one other sectional
interests which can and do bear upon Parliament Hill. There is, further, the
constant temptation for any government with so potent an instrument as
radio to lean away from non-partisan and toward partisan use, an action
fatal ... to any national conception of broadcasting.12

The reasons for Parliament’s delegation of authority to a board had
seldom been stated more frankly.

The vice-chairman, René Morin, was director general of the Trust

11 / King Papers, cable from King to Massey, Aug. 1, 1936.
12 / Winnipeg Free Press, Sept. 14, 1936.
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General du Canada, and a former Liberal member of the House of
Commons for St. Hyacinthe-Rouville (he had been elected in 1921 and
re-elected for the short Parliament of 1925-6). Mgr. Vachon was head
of the school of chemistry at Laval University, and president of the
Canadian Institute of Chemistry. Le Devoir regretted that there were
only two French-Canadian members of the board, and suggested that
another should be appointed to represent the minorities living in the
other provinces. It added that although Mr. Bovey was not “of our race,”
everyone knew of the admiration he had for French culture.!®

Col. Bovey was director of extramural relations for McGill University,
and had interested himself in the interpretation of French Canada to
English-speaking Canadians. He resigned after being on the board for
only a few months; his place was taken by Canon Wilfred Fuller, an
Anglican clergyman from Campbellton, New Brunswick.

J. W. Godfrey of Halifax was a lawyer; N. L. Nathanson of Toronto
was president of Famous Players Canadian Corporation and managing
director of Canada Paramount Corporation. Brig.-Gen. Victor Odlum
was a bond and insurance broker in Vancouver, a former newspaper
editor, and an early supporter of the Canadian Radio League. He had
been in the South African War and had a distinguished career in the
Great War. From 1924 to 1928 he was a Liberal member of the British
Columbia legislature. The other member from the west coast, Mrs.
Nellie McClung, was a well-known writer of fiction, a leader in the
movement for political rights for women, a former Liberal member of
the legislature in Alberta, and a temperance worker.

Several members of the board had been active in the Liberal party,
and none was known to be associated with any other party. The Liberal
criticism of the former government for appointing partisans to the Radio
Commission seems to have been the usual criticism of the “ins” by the
“outs” rather than a reflection of any deeply held principle.

The governors were in general unacquainted with one another.
Brockington had been associated with the Radio League when he lived
in Calgary, and his name had been on a list of persons recommended
for governor by the Radio League; but he and Plaunt had not met. The
board was not to take office until November 2 (the date the new Depart-
ment of Transport came into being), but arrangements were made for a
preliminary meeting on September 21. If the board were to be welded
into an effective unit, much would depend on the skill of the chairman
and on the policy of the government, particularly of the minister of
transport, Mr. Howe.

13 / Le Devoir, Sept. 12, 1936.
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3 The Governors’ First Decisions

The new board of governors met in Ottawa on September 21 and 22,
1936, to begin organizing its work and to make recommendations to the
government for the general manager and the assistant general manager.
Howe met the governors briefly, assuring them that there would be no
interference, and that the general manager would have complete juris-
diction, subject to the direction of the board. As spokesman for the
corporation in Parliament, Howe hoped to be kept fully informed at all
times. Welcoming these assurances, the chairman said it was his under-
standing that the corporation was to function as an independent, non-
partisan, public corporation, free from interference in all matters of
internal policy, and subject only to the controls specifically provided for
in the Broadcasting Act.'* As Brockington said in his first broadcast five
weeks later, “Your directors ... have pledged themselves ... that they will
act as a unit, non-political, non-personal and non-sectional.””15

The board decided unanimously to recommend Gladstone Murray as
general manager, and Dr. Augustin Frigon as assistant general manager.
After consulting with Howe, they recommended salaries of $13,000 and
$12,000. The recommendations received general approval in the press:
“the ablest available men for Canada” (Ottawa Citizen) ; “Mr. Murray’s
qualifications for the principal position seem to be excellent” (Ottawa
Journal) — although the Toronto Telegram (September 24) suggested
that Frigon was “the bilingual echo which seems inevitable whenever an
English-speaking Canadian is appointed to a Federal post.”

Plaunt was delighted with the initial meeting. He wrote Murray that
the board would be to his complete satisfaction, and that no better man
than Brockington could be found in all Canada. He was “incredibly
humorous,” knew how to handle the board with tact and firmness, and
above all, would “stand for no government or community interference.”
And Plaunt believed: “We are going to have all the right people in the
right places. I am going to be Honorary Secretary of the Board and I
am reasonably sure of getting Manson as secretary. He will also be the
right link with the Department of Marine. Unless something goes astray,
Brooke Claxton will be Corporation counsel.”’® A few months later,
Manson joined the staff as an executive assistant and secretary to the
board. Claxton was not employed as full-time counsel, but was engaged

14 / Plaunt Papers, draft Minutes of Preliminary Meeting of cac Board of
Governors.

15 / Text of Brockington’s cec broadcast, Nov. 4, 1936, printed in Ottawa
Citizen, Nov. 5 and in Saturday Night, Nov. 14.

16 / Plaunt Papers, box 7, Plaunt to Murray, Sept. 25, 1936.
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as legal adviser from time to time: he drew up the corporation by-laws,
for example. His legal work for the corporation was discontinued after
his election to the House of Commons in 1940.

When Murray arrived in Canada in mid-October, Plaunt reviewed for
him the discussion which took place at the board’s preliminary meeting,
and set out the principal matters requiring attention.’” These included:

(1) Reorganization and staff, including “bilingual considerations.”

(2) Technical and power considerations; necessity of a survey.

(3) Financial: although new revenue would be available to the
corporation because the department was now bearing the costs of the
interference service, additional funds would be needed to finance station
construction.,

(4) Business policies: the Board wished to revise the wire line con-
tracts, thus allowing network service for twelve or sixteen hours. It
wanted also to sublet time for high-grade commercial sponsors, and to
pursue a more aggressive commercial policy on Commission stations.

(5) Program policies: the objective was “competition in programs.”
Production should probably be concentrated in Toronto, Montreal,
Winnipeg, Vancouver, and possibly Halifax.

(6) A more effective public relations program.

Murray was interviewed by the press on November 2, the day he
assumed his new position. According to the Ottawa Journal, he said he
would recommend that there be more security for private stations and
closer co-operation between them and the public service, although the
csc would continue to compete with them for advertising and sponsored
programs. More United States programs of high quality would be
brought into Canada, so that listeners would get the habit of listening to
Canadian stations. To a similar report, the Financial Post (November 7)
added this interpretation: “The new Ottawa body is acutely aware ...
that Canadian listeners must continue to rely very largely on private
enterprise for its entertainment and instruction over the ether. Indeed,
it is doubtful if private stations will ever be completely superseded.”
Le Devoir (November 5) reported that Murray considered the establish-
ment of a double network (French and English) “an excellent thing,”
and also reported his saying that French-Canadian programs would not
be confined to Quebec.

The cBc governors had their first official meeting on November 2.
The objectives they agreed upon and their proposed course of action
were described in broadcasts by Brockington and Morin on the evening
of November 4. After paying tribute to the accomplishments of the

17 / Ibid., box 16. Undated memorandum prepared for information of W. E. G.
Murray.
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retiring Radio Commission and pledging the board to a non-partisan
course, Brockington indicated the need for more clear channels and
regional stations of higher power:

There are in North America 96 radio channels. Of these six are exclusively
allotted to Canada and 28 are shared. Of the six ... five are subject to serious
interference from Mexican stations.

There are in the United States of America some six hundred broadcasting
stations, 69 of 5000 watts or over and 32 of 50,000 watts or over. There
are 74 stations in Canada; three are over 5000 watts, the largest being in
Winnipeg which has 15,000 watts. Of these 74 stations, the Canadian Broad-
casting Corporation owns three and leases four.

He promised that the corporation would also try to increase the existing
six-hour a day schedule. He said the board had instructed management
to make two immediate surveys, a coverage survey and a survey directed
towards a greater variety and improvement in both public and private
programs. And he articulated this national objective for the corporation:
“If the radio is not a healing and reconciling force in our national life it
will have failed of its high purpose. If Canadian radio makes no lasting
contribution to a better understanding between the so-called French-
Canadian and the so-called English-Canadian, between the East and the
West ... then we shall have faltered our stewardship.”

Brockington’s address was well received throughout the country; to
many it must have seemed that the cBc was getting off to a much happier
start than the unfortunate commission four years earlier. The Winnipeg
Free Press wrote of Brockington’s talk as “a golden worded framework
for such an enterprise ... to indicate that the keys of a mighty instrument
were being handed over, an instrument of powerful possibility in the
enterprise of developing a nation.”18

The vice-chairman, René Morin, addressed himself more specifically
to the future relationship between the private stations and the national
service. The existing stations would be allowed to carry on broadcasting
subject to a control over their programs by the cBC. A network of
stations would be operated not for profits but in the national interest. A
survey was being made with a view to “establishing either by construc-
tion or purchase a network of high-powered stations to be erected in the
center of the main geographical divisions of the country.” In addition to
the high-power stations, the cBC would build smaller stations so that
eventually its programs would reach the population of the more sparsely
inhabited districts.’®

The cBC governors met again in Ottawa from December 17 to 19,

18 / Winnipeg Free Press, Dec. 6, 1936.
19 / cBc broadcast of Nov, 4, quoted in Ottawa Citizen, Nov. 5, 1936.
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and this time it was Gladstone Murray who broadcast a progress report.
Radio in Canada, he said, was a new kind of experiment in co-operation
between public service and private enterprise. Broadcasting in Canada
must evolve in the Canadian way: “it will not be a copy of any other
kind of broadcasting.” It should not become too centralized. The board
of governors had decided to meet in different cities to “get the feel of the
whole country.” Production centres would be established right across
Canada. Ideally, each province should have its own organization, but
this was too expensive, certainly at the beginning. “So, we shall do the
next best thing, which is to work through five regions.” Murray said that
the engineering survey and the program survey were both proceeding;
that a new wire lines contract was being investigated; that a national
program conference had been held in Ottawa; and that the cBC was
going to set up program advisory committees in each province or
region.??

In fact, engineering plans for improved national coverage had already
been drawn up; but for their realization, the government’s co-operation
was needed. And behind the scenes, things were not going well between
the board of governors and the minister of transport,

4 The Program of Regional Transmitters

The plan to build regional transmitters depended necessarily upon the
corporation’s financial position and the willingness of the government to
authorize capital construction projects. But it was related also to the
policy governing the application of private stations for increases in power,
and to a revision of the international agreement allocating wavelengths.

By the 1932 agreement with the United States, Canada had six “clear”
channels which were intended to accommodate high-powered regional
transmitters, but this agreement was not recognized by other North
American countries such as Mexico, and many Canadian stations suffered
from foreign interference. The CBC requested the minister of transport
to initiate the necessary diplomatic conversations to bring about a North
American regional conference. A preliminary meeting of experts from
Canada, the United States, Mexico, and Cuba was held in Havana in
March 1937, and a conference was organized to meet in Havana in
November. The resulting agreement promised a much improved situation
in the future.

20 / cBC broadcast of Dec. 22, 1936; text in cac Library, Toronto. Frigon gave
a similar talk on the French Network.
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The senior engineer for the cac, Gordon Olive, formerly an employee
of the cNR, had been with the commission since its inception, and when
the board of governors requested a technical survey, he was ready. His
report was presented at the second meeting of the board, held in
December 1936, by the assistant general manager, Dr. Frigon. The
report showed that only about 50 per cent of the Canadian population
received good service from the CBc basic network during evening hours,
although about 75 per cent received good service from one or more
Canadian stations.?* The reason for this large discrepancy was that in
several important areas the stations with the greatest coverage were not
on the cBC basic network (ckac, Montreal; cFrB, Toronto; and CFCN,
Calgary). ckAc had the same power as the corporation’s basic outlet in
Montreal, crRcM, but a more favourable frequency. CFrRB had twice the
power of the corporation’s station in Toronto, CRCT, and also a better
frequency. Both of these stations broadcast cBS programs from the
United States in the evening hours. Crcn, Calgary, had ten times the
power of any Alberta station carrying cBC programs, and also a good
frequency.

Two plans to improve the situation were presented. The first would
provide service for about 87 per cent of the population, at a capital cost
of $3,000,000; the second for 84 per cent of the population at a capital
cost of $2,200,000. The board chose the second plan, provided that it
could be financed. The plan entailed a construction program over a
period of three years, by the end of which time there would be thirteen
cec-owned stations capable of originating network programs, plus a
number of relay stations in British Columbia, northern Ontario, and
northern Quebec. In addition there would be two short-wave trans-
mitters, one to send French programs to western Canada, and the other
to transmit Canadian programs overseas. The plan suggested the pur-
chase of five existing private stations, and the construction of four new
stations — two stations of 50 kilowatts in Ontario and Quebec, and two
of 15 kilowatts in Saskatchewan and the Maritimes.

The plan was practical if the government was willing to make sub-
stantial loans and to consider a future increase in the licence fee. But
the purchase or expropriation of the larger private stations, by this time
highly profitable, was politically very hazardous. The board decided to
test the government’s intentions by acquainting it with the corporation’s
long-term plan and finding out what measure of support would be
forthcoming.

21 / Plaunt Papers, box 16, “Report to Board of Governors, Canadian Broad-
casting Corporation™ (undated).
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Meanwhile, the private stations were renewing their applications for
increased power; applications for new stations were also being made.
Applicants in Toronto were especially competitive. CFRB applied to
increase its power from 10,000 to 25,000 watts; and the Toronto Star,
the Globe, and Gooderham and Worts all wished to establish high-
powered stations. A procedure was established by which applications
were first considered by a joint technical committee, with members from
both the Department of Transport and the cBc, meeting under the chair-
manship of Alan Plaunt. The committee advised denial of all applications
for stations of high power. The board, in making this recommendation
formally to the minister, indicated that it wished to keep such frequencies
for its own stations. But if the government did not concur, the policy
with regard to private stations might have to be reconsidered.

Indeed, the board and the minister were at loggerheads. Brockington
suggested that Plaunt might find out informally what the prime minister’s
attitude was. In a letter dated December 24, 1936, Plaunt reported to
Brockington: “The opinion I have got is that if in the final analysis you
and T are prepared to resign on the ownership issue we can get what we
want if we play our cards carefully. It was also suggested to me that
after you have written to Mr, Howe you would, in a personal and
informal way, discuss matters of high policy with Mr. King.” One of
King’s staff told Plaunt that the prime minister was “most enthusiastic
about the work of the Corporation and in particular about the magnifi-
cent way in which the constitutional crisis and the accession ceremonies
were handled.”

The exchange of correspondence between the chairman of the cBc
and the minister, C. D. Howe, was so crucial to the future of the broad-
casting system that it must be described in some detail.

5 The Exchange between the cBC and the Minister

On December 19, the final day of their second meeting, the cBc gover-
nors met Mr. Howe in his office. Brockington later recapitulated Howe’s
statements as following:

(1) That the Governors of the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation
should consider themselves only as a programme-building organization.

(2) That the improvement of broadcasting facilities should be left to
private capital, initiative and enterprise.

(3) That in your opinion [Howe’s] there was not any appreciable amount
of public opinion in favour of the public ownership of broadcasting facilities.

(4) That no attention need be paid to complaints from Saskatchewan or
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the Maritimes, because in your opinion, residents of those parts were
receiving all the Canadian Broadcasting service which their geographical and
economic position warranted.

(Howe denied making the four statements “in the form stated,” suggest-
ing that if they had been made in that form they would “severely reflect
on my position in public life.”)2?

On January 4, 1937, Brockington formally submitted the plan which
Frigon had outlined, and which the board had conditionally approved.??
He added supplementary information, to indicate a “preliminary
scheme” of construction that might be undertaken with an advance of
$500,000:

1. The present subsidy obtained from the two dollar license fee would
have to be supplemented by a further subsidy of nine hundred and fifty
thousand dollars to permit the c.B.c. to provide a twelve-hour service of
good national programmes.?4

2. With a total revenue of $5,620,000 obtained from licence fees, subsidy
and commercial revenue, the c.B.c. system would be self-supporting with
adequate reserve for amortization and obsolescence.

3. With $500,000, the c.B.c. could initiate its building programme by
providing one 50 kw. station for Ontario and one 50 kw. station for Quebec,
and certain additional facilities for districts presently suffering from lack of
coverage as for, e.g., Maritimes and Saskatchewan.

4. This preliminary scheme would provide seventy-five per cent of the
population with “good service™ from the c.B.C. network.

5. The 50 kw. stations have to be located in the densely populated districts
to make future development possible from an economic point of view.

6. The preliminary system would be self-sustaining, providing the present
six hour service is maintained and general operating conditions remain as
they are presently.

7. Considerably more commercial broadcasts than at present would have
to be obtained.

Brockington informed Howe that the board was unanimous in its
opinion that a three-year development program along the lines suggested
was essential if the national policy as outlined by the government was to
be implemented. Two immediate steps were imperative: the acquisition by
private interests of high-power facilities should be restricted; and the

22 / Ibid., box 12, Brockington to Howe, Jan. 18; Howe to Brockington, Jan.
21, 1937.

23 / Ibid., Brockington to Howe, Jan. 4, 1937, The seven paragraphs that are
quoted were actually numbered 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11.

24 / The use of the word “subsidy” in describing the revenue from licence fees
suggests that Brockington may have intended that the “further subsidy” should
come from an increase in the licence fee. With the number of licences being sold
in 1937, a dollar increase would have yielded approximately $950,000.
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corporation itself should begin constructing high-power stations. He
reminded Howe that the board had previously recommended that no
increase in power be granted to any station whose present power was
one kilowatt or more. “The proposed policy of course does not prejudice
either existing stations or the erection of new stations within the indicated
limit of power.”

He concluded by making formal application for a loan of $500,000 to
allow construction of two 50-kilowatt stations near Toronto and Mont-
real, and in addition certain facilities to improve coverage in Saskatche-
wan and the Maritimes. To reinforce his interpretation of “declared
policy on the subject of Canadian broadcasting,” Brockington enclosed
extracts from the official records of the Aird Committee, House of
Commons committees, and House of Commons debates.

Howe replied in what he himself described as strong terms. His letter,
dated January 8, was written en route to Port Arthur. He regretted
that his discussions with the board “left no visible impression on your
plans.” He took exception to a statement contained in the technical
report that Brockington had sent him: “Believing that it is the desire of
the Government of Canada that the more effective use of broadcasting
channels presently available to the Dominion be undertaken by the
Broadcasting Corporation. ...” Howe said that he was the responsible
minister and that he could not believe he had given “any reasonable
foundation for the belief so expressed.” He emphasized that the intention
of Parliament must be found in the legislation passed. Both broadcasting
acts had provided for a corporation wholly dependent on revenues from
the sale of licences, plus the earnings of the corporation, except that the
act of 1936 made it possible for the corporation to borrow $500,000 for
capital expenditures on projects approved by council. The board there-
fore should not base its plans on a proposal involving a capital expendi-
ture, over three years, of $2,200,000 on works, “the operation of which
will involve a new operating expenditure approaching $2,500,00 per
annum.”

He said the chief criticism of the old Radio Commission was that too
little of its revenues went into programs,

The Government believes that the most important function of your Board
lies in the direction of building more suitable and satisfactory programmes.
I regret to say that it now appears that your chief interest is in the mech-
anical operation of broadcasting stations. ... May I suggest that the ideal of
public ownership seems to stand between your Board and a cold-blooded
analysis of the present Broadcasting Act and its possibilities. To date you

have presented a statement of what could be done if the Board had another
$2,000,000 for capital, and another $3,000,000 for current revenue. Not
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having either, may I suggest that it might be worthwhile to see what can be
done to improve the present situation within the resources of the present
Broadcasting Act.

He reiterated his suggestion that more attention should be given to
the building of programs and suggested that coverage could be improved
by revising the basic network and the contractual relations with the
private stations. To protect Canadian channels, “an examination should
proceed to discover the possibilities of ... granting increases in power
under suitable contracts for Corporation as well as for private use.” After
improvement of coverage had been explored, the government would
consider lending the corporation up to $500,000 for well-conceived
projects. Then he added:

There is no doubt that public ownership of stations is the ultimate aim that
should govern all developments. .. The present Broadcasting Act was
conceived in high hope that it might bring about a considerable improvement
in national broadcasting. The selection of your Board met with the whole-
hearted approval of the Canadian people. The record of the Government
depends in part on the successful working out of its Broadcasting Act. I
sincerely hope that your Board will face realities and so act that the greatest
possible improvement that the Present Act will permit can be effected at the
earliest possible moment. You have capable technical officers, but to date
it scems to me that their efforts are not being directed along practical lines.

While public ownership is an ideal to be achieved ultimately, private
ownership and operation under Government control and regulation is also a
sound policy. I trust that your Corporation can make use of the latter, while
moving in the direction of the former as rapidly as improvement in operating
revenues will permit.

Brockington replied on January 18. He said Howe was mistaken in
thinking that his remarks had been disregarded by the board. “I was
instructed to write to you not because your remarks were unheeded, but
because they were received with attention and astonishment. ... Any
general policy based upon such a foundation would constitute a sur-
render in which we would not wish to participate.”

He dealt first with the applications by private stations for increases in
power. He recalled that at the preliminary meeting of the board of
governors, Cdr. Edwards, representing the department, had agreed that
“it was the intention of the Department in all cases to act in accordance
with the Corporation’s recommendation.” Brockington asked whether
this still represented the department’s views. The question was important
because of the “practical impossibility of remedying any situation where
invested interests can and do so quickly become vested interests.”

The reason he had outlined the long-term program was so that the
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proposed expenditure of $500,000 could be seen as part of a truly
national scheme. High-power stations had to be built either by national
effort or by private capital. “If the erection of high-power stations is left
to private capital, the accomplishment of what you describe as the
ultimate aim of the public ownership of stations, becomes at once
remote, difficult and doubtful. ... Our suggestion leaves a reasonable field
for private enterprise. ... We do not know of any wiser solution than the
progressive development which the Governors have done their best to
place clearly before you.”

Where might additional revenue come from? Brockington had several
suggestions: a favourable revision of the wire-lines agreement; the
“application of the surplusage of licence fees already collected”; a tax
on radio tubes; a share of the sales tax levied on radio sets; a small
increase in licence fees at a later date; a sliding scale of fees for broad-
casting station licences. “We realize with you, of course, that progress
and improvement alone can justify additional revenue, and additional
capital expenditure, and are prepared to accept that challenge.”

In the last two pages of his letter, Brockington dealt with some of
Howe’s specific criticisms. It was hard to reconcile the objection Howe
took to the statement about the corporation’s effective use of broad-
casting channels with the assurance expressed later in his letter about
public ownership of stations being the ultimate aim. And Brockington
suggested that surely it was not morally improper to consider the prac-
tical unanimity of parliamentary opinion as to the desirability of radio
along national lines, which was the origin of the broadcasting legislation.
He denied that the governors’ chief interest was in the mechanical
operation of broadcasting stations: “Our chief desire is in the enthusiastic
performance of the duty and privilege of serving the people of Canada
which have been extended to us. .. One of our main and essential
interests ... is that the public domain in so far as radio waves and
broadcasting privileges are concerned, is not (to the prejudice of national
control) distributed amongst private interests however clamorous they
may be.”

Finally, he asked for definite information on whether:

“(a) The Government will consider an ultimate plan based upon the
technical surveys, as explained and modified in my letter of January 4th.

(b) Whether as an initial step, the sum provided for under the Act will
be advanced for definite construction purposes as necessarily ancillary to
the survey plan so outlined.

(c) Whether it is the intention of your Department and the Government
to act upon the recommendations of the Corporation in the matter of station
licences and power increases.”
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Howe, replying three days later in more conciliatory tones, said that
only that day had he been able to discuss broadcasting matters with the
prime minister: “Mr. King, as you know, is very sympathetic to a rapid
advance toward public ownership, but on the other hand he quite agrees
with me that no commitment can be made by the Government beyond
the limitations of the present Broadcasting Act. I suggested to him that
on your next visit to Ottawa we three should have a talk about broad-
casting matters, and he is entirely favourable.” Howe insisted that he
was as interested in public ownership as anyone, “consistent with keeping
the radio listeners reasonably well satisfied while the transition is being
made. ... I have constantly advocated the operation of publicly owned
stations along the lines that would justify increasing their number without
inroads in the revenues of the Corporation.”

In answer to Brockington’s specific questions, Howe said: (a) that
he could not commit the government beyond the limits that had been
approved by Parliament; (5) that it was the intention of his department
and the government to act upon the recommendations of the corporation,
but obviously he could not commit himself or the government until the
nature of the recommendations were known; (c) that, for the govern-
ment to consider the appropriation of $500,000 for capital purposes, the
corporation must submit plans for a definite construction project. If it
was submitted in sufficient detail, Howe had no doubt that it would pass.

He regretted that he had expressed irritation at what seemed “an
unreasonable attempt to commit me.” The real difficulty was that until
Parliament changed the Broadcasting Act, the act itself placed “a definite
limit on the powers of either the Government or the Board in broad-
casting matters.”

On Brockington’s instructions, Murray made a formal submission on
February 27. The corporation proposed to conmstruct two S50-kilowatt
stations in Ontario and Quebec in the fiscal year 1937-8; and to start
construction on two 15-kilowatt stations in the Maritimes and Saskatche-
wan, capable of enlargement to 50 kilowatts in case of ultimate need.
The expenditure during the year would be $500,000 on the Ontario and
Quebec stations and $100,000 on the other two. The corporation
requested a loan of $500,000; the other $100,000 would be paid out of
the operating surplus for the current year. In 1938-9 the remaining
commitments would be taken care of (a total of $320,000-$110,000 to
be spent on the two larger stations, $210,000 on the two 15-kilowatt
stations). Details were also provided on the additional operating costs
that would follow construction of the Quebec and Ontario stations.
Construction of the four stations would increase the present “good
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coverage” from 50 per cent to 75 per cent of the population. Murray
expected that the increase in commercial and other revenues would
enable better programs to be provided over a twelve to sixteen hour
daily schedule.

Howe replied on March 6 that the government agreed to the proposal
to build two 50-kw stations in Quebec and Ontario, and would make a
loan of $500,000 for this purpose. He asked that a decision on the other
two projects be deferred “until the Quebec and Ontario stations have
been placed in operation and have demonstrated an earning power
sufficient to carry the other two.” He said Murray’s letter had indicated
that such postponement would not seriously delay plans for the stations
in the Maritimes and the Prairies.

Although Howe preserved for himself some freedom of action, on the
whole it looked as if the board had substantially won its point. The
gOVernors were now in a position to announce publicly their policy
regarding the licensing of stations, with the reasonable expectation that
the minister would accept it.

6 The Policy for Private Stations

After its second meeting (December 1936), the board recommended to
the minister that the following policies apply to applications for new
licences or for increases in power.25

1. New broadcasting stations of small power: the Board favoured
these applications for areas with inadequate coverage, but was opposed
to new stations that would duplicate existing stations, unless these gave
unsatisfactory service.

2. Increases in power for existing private stations: the Board favoured
power increases up to 1000 watts if technically possible.

3. All clear channels should be reserved for cBc stations.

4. New private stations should not operate at a power in excess of
1000 watts.

5. If judged desirable, existing private stations operating with a power
exceeding 1000 watts might be relicensed to continue doing so, “for the
time being and until the Corporation’s system is developed.”

When the corporation learned that its proposal to construct 50-
kilowatt stations in Quebec and Ontario was likely to receive government
approval, a special meeting of the board was hurriedly called for March
9, 1937. The board agreed to recommend renewal of all existing licenses

25 / Plaunt Papers, box 16, Minutes of Second Meeting of cec Board of
Governors, Ottawa, December 17-19, 1936.
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for private stations, and an increase in power for eleven of the smaller
stations. Twenty new districts were recommended for 100-watt station
licences; where there was more than one applicant, the choice of the
licensee was to be at the discretion of the minister, providing the appli-
cant met all technical requirements. Representatives of La Presse
appeared to support their application for an increase in power to 50
kilowatts. The board recommended against it. Harry Sedgwick, president
of the Canadian Association of Broadcasters, met with the board to
discuss their draft regulations for broadcasting stations.2¢

Plaunt was still fearful that the corporation’s policy would not be
sustained by the Department of Transport. In a letter to Edward
Pickering (then in London with the Canadian delegation to the Imperial
Conference of 1937), Plaunt wrote:

Edwards has written a memo to his minister in which he argues against our
basic resolution (i.e. all high power to the Corporation) and for ... the
Rogers (cFrB, Toronto). They want to go from 10 to 25,000 watts but if
they were permitted to, the following things would happen:

(a) the basic philosophy and requirements of our plan would be under-
mined

(b) a precedent for other private increases of high power would be
established

(c) the business possibilities of our new Toronto stations2? would be
seriously minimized

(d) the Toronto Star, the Globe and Mail, and other organizations want-
ing high power stations would rain hell

(e) most, if not all the board would resign on such a matter of high
policy.28

It was a personal letter, but presumably Plaunt hoped that Pickering
would acquaint the prime minister with its contents.

After the board’s next meeting, held in Regina from May 15 to 17,
1937, Brockington made another broadcast to announce construction
of the two 50-kilowatt stations, and took the occasion also to explain
the board’s licensing policy. According to the Canadian Press report, he
said that “the corporation will recommend to the Government that all
new leases and increases in power for private stations be restricted to
1000 watts. He also announced the corporation expects to be on the air
twelve to sixteen hours a day by October 1 instead of six hours.” The

26 / Ibid., Minutes of Third Meeting of cBc Board of Governors, March 9-11,
1937.

27 / Because of Mexican interference with the corporation’s station in Toronto
(crct), another station of 100 watts, cRCy, was established, using the frequency
of former station ckNc (cBc Report for period ending March 31, 1937). Crer
became cBL in December 1937; cRCY became cBY and later cJBC.

28 / Plaunt Papers, box 7, Plaunt to Pickering, May 10, 1937,



210 The Politics of Canadian Broadcasting

Ottawa Journal described his statement as “‘an encouraging indication of
development along satisfactory lines.”?® Plaunt summed up reaction in
a letter to Pickering: “Brockington’s speech from Regina in which he
announced our policy of ultimately owning all stations of over 1000
watts was well received, even by the private broadcasters who at least
now know where they stand. Howe appears to be sold on the policy, also,
which helps.”3® He enclosed an approving editorial from the Winnipeg
Free Press, and said there was similar comment in most editorial pages.

Plaunt discussed Howe’s new attitude at greater length in a letter to
Lester B. Pearson, written on July 19. (Pearson was then serving in the
Canadian High Commissioner’s Office in London, and the cBC was
trying to persuade him to join its staff.) Plaunt told Pearson:

There has been a pronounced improvement in the programmes and in the
public’s attitude to the cBc. ...

Perhaps the best indication is the changed attitude of the Minister, Mr.
Howe. Until six weeks or so ago he was clearly skeptical both of the con-
ception of the cBc as a new kind of public organization and of the possi-
bilities of our improving programmes. Now, however, there is every indica-
tion that he is beginning to recognize the validity of this type of set-up; the
capacity of the Board in business matters, and Murray’s ability to deliver the
goods.

Howe’s attitude to Murray has changed from one of hostility to one of
friendliness. He told a group of people the other day that he considered the
cBc the most successful thing the government had done!

. Another interesting sign is Howes' acceptance of the underlying
principle of our technical plan: the ultimate ownership by the cBc of all
high power stations (i.e. over 1000 watts) and the corollary that no increases
in power or new stations of over 1000 watts be granted in the meantime.

After speaking of the new Toronto and Montreal stations being built,
the new wire-lines contract, and a projected service of sixteen hours a
day, Plaunt mentioned the plans for high-power stations in the Maritimes
and the Prairies: “Between ourselves, the maritime station is already
promised and we hope for a budgetary surplus sufficient to launch a
big western station if the money cannot be secured through other
sources. ... We have decided to recommend the granting of no applica-
tions for new stations of 100 to 1000 watts which cannot form an
integral part of our network. ...”

In October 1937, Howe made a speech in Moncton which included
this statement:

The Broadcasting Corporation has adopted, as a policy, government owner-
ship and operation of the larger stations. In future, private stations will not

29 / Ottawa Journal, May 21 and 22, 1937.
30/ Plaunt Papers, box 7, Plaunt to Pickering, June 1, 1937.
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be allowed to expand beyond one thousand watts, while existing larger
stations will not be permitted to increase their present power. The Corpora-
tion will, however, proceed as rapidly as funds will permit to build a series
of high power stations, which will in themselves give full coverage. Two of
these stations are now under construction. ... Studies are being made for a
high power station to serve the Maritime Provinces, where present coverage
is far from satisfactory, and it is hoped that funds will permit the construc-
tion of this station at an early date.3!

Howe’s speech in Moncton gave official recognition of the corpora-
tion’s policy. Two thousand miles to the south, there was an amusing
postscript. The Inter-American Wavelength Conference began in Havana
on November 1. The Canadian delegates were Laurent Beaudry of the
Department of External Affairs and C. P. Edwards of the Department
of Transport. Also in attendance were technical advisers from Transport,
and three representatives from the csc: Frigon, Manson, and K. A.
MacKinnon, radio engineer. According to Manson, one of the Transport
officials said in a small committee that the power of cFcN, Calgary and
CFRB, Toronto was to be increased. The CBC representatives expressed
surprise at this contradiction of policy, citing Howe’s Moncton speech,
a copy of which Plaunt had sent them. Later, Edwards asked for their
support in proposing a power increase for CFRB and CKAC, Montreal. He
argued that as a result of the Havana agreement, these two stations
would have to be assigned higher, less desirable frequencies. As com-
pensation, they should be allowed higher power. In relating the incident,
Manson wrote, “For the second time I produced the extract from Mr.
Howe’s Moncton speech. 32

There were some hurdles yet: the government had not agreed to the
construction program for the Prairies; and the cBC could not carry out
an increased service without more revenue. Another overture to the
minister was needed.

7 The Persuasion of Mr. Howe — Second Phase

The corporation’s income in the fiscal year 1937-8 was about 2} million
dollars, the $2.00 licence fee yielding of this $1,900,000.3 The cBc
estimated that it would need in addition more than a million dollars to
meet the costs of operating the two 50-kilowatt transmitters in central
31 /1938 Radio Committee, Proceedings, p. 106 (April 5, 1938); quoted by
Gladstone Murray.
32 / Plaunt Papers, box 7, Manson to Plaunt, Dec. 6, 1937.

33 / Data on crc income and expenditure appear in the 1938 Auditor General's
Report and in the Procecdings of the 1938 Radio Committee, p. 129.
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Canada, undertake construction of new stations in the Maritimes and the
Prairies, and improve the program service.?* Very little of this could be
realized by cutting expenditures. The corporation could get better value
for its money by renegotiating the wire-lines contract, to permit the
network to double its hours of operation. But this would not result in a
cash saving—in fact the outlay would be somewhat increased. The
corporation had already decided to decrease and then to discontinue the
amounts paid to private stations for carrying cec programs. The former
commission had spent a quarter of a million dollars annually in leasing
time on private stations; in 1937-8 this figure was halved. By scheduling
an increased number of commercial programs, the cBc could justify
eliminating entirely its direct payments to the affiliated stations, at a
saving of a further $100,000.

The problem remained to raise at least another million dollars.
Although various expedients were considered, two suggestions seemed
most practical. The first was for an increase in the licence fee. A dollar
increase would bring in another million dollars, almost the amount that
was needed. The second possibility was increased commercial revenue.
In 1937-8 this had amounted to approximately $350,000. The corpora-
tion was planning to embark on a more aggressive sales policy in the
autumn of 1938, but felt that to increase commercial revenues to a
million dollars would seriously jeopardize its basic program policy. As
Gladstone Murray told the parliamentary committee in 1938: “If we
want a million dollars net for advertising revenue, we would so under-
mine our other functions that we would be indistinguishable from an
ordinary profit-making network.”3s

The corporation decided to try to induce the government to consider
an increase in the licence fee to $3.00, the amount which had been
originally suggested by the Aird Commission; and at the same time, to
win the minister’s support for a high-powered station in Saskatchewan.
This latter project was related to the negotiations that were proceeding
in Havana in November and December, 1937, for an increased number
of clear channels. In the corporation’s favour were the indications that
the cBC was receiving increased public interest and support, and a
generally friendly press.

Murray opened the subject with the minister by writing him a letter
on October 28, 1937, in which he restated the board’s aim to increase
coverage from 49 to 84 per cent, and their expressed policy for the

34 / 1938 Proceedings, p. 90.
35 / Ibid., p. 93.
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ultimate ownership by the corporation of all high-power facilities.2¢ “It
is understood, of course, that there would be no withdrawal of private
station facilities until at least equal service was available. My own feeling
is that there will emerge a kind of partnership between public service
and private ownership ranging in power up to 1 kilowatt.”

Then Murray spoke of financing “the next instalment of the plan, the
Maritimes and Western regional stations, and possibly the short wave
station.” For this construction, the corporation suggested that ‘“Parlia-
ment authorize the funds paid by listeners previous to the establishment
of the Canadian Radio Broadcasting Commission in 1932. Over a million
dollars was paid into this fund, and it might properly be said that it
belongs to the listeners. I understand that it had been the intention to
turn these funds over to the CRBC to enable it to carry out the technical
plan of high power stations prescribed by the joint parliamentary com-
mittee of 1932, but that public finances at that time made the move
impractical.”

For the extra operating revenues required, Murray suggested the
raising of the licence fee to $3.00, the fee upon which the Aird scheme
was based. Apart from the capital funds needed for the three projected
stations, “the $800,000 additional revenues which a $3.00 licence fee
would make available, would enable all future financing both of con-
struction and operation to be carried. With this additional revenue, the
cBC could give Canada a broadcasting system and service second to
none.”

After the next meeting of the board, another letter was sent to Howe,
which Murray explained was a “composite effort” agreed to by the
chairman, the vice-chairman, and Mr, Nathanson. The board made
formal application for a second loan of $500,000 to finance the con-
struction of the two regional stations, and proposed that the licence fee
be raised to $3.00. In an accompanying letter, Murray said that there
were two new developments of importance. The first was news from
Havana that 50-kilowatt stations must be built on all-clear channels
within the next five years. The second development was “fresh evidence
of the discontent of newspaper interests generally with the prospect of
the indefinite extension of the commercial activities of the cBc.” To
prevent an all-out commercial policy for the cBc, the newspapers were

36 / Extracts from this letter were quoted by Murray before the 1938 Radio
Committee; Proceedings, pp. 105-6 (April 5, 1938). He did not read that part
of the letter which said that completion of the plan involved “the absorption of
about twelve privately owned stations.”
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prepared to support a $3.00 licence fee. Murray added: “I recall that
when you and I first discussed this problem we were in agreement that
it would be better to add the dollar next year while the novelty of
expansion and development was still in the public mind. It was only
afterwards and chiefly because of the doubts of Mr. Nathanson that the
50 cent compromise was considered.”s?

Howe replied in a personal letter the next day, promising to discuss
the whole subject with his Cabinet colleagues, but he added:

I am extremely doubtful whether the license fee can be increased beyond
$2.50 at any time. Mr. Nathanson [member of the finance committee of the
Board of Governors] seemed to be of the opinion that you could live within
that income, and I rather think that it will be necessary that you do so.

I am definitely of the opinion that the Manitoba Government Station [cKY,
Winnipeg] and possibly the high power Alberta station [cFcN, Calgary] should
be taken over and brought up to standard before a new station is built in
Saskatchewan. The present situation looks like a wasteful use of wave-
lengths.38

Meanwhile, the newspaper publishers expressed a wish to mect with
the cBC to discuss its commercial policy. A meeting in Toronto was
arranged by the Canadian Daily Newspapers Association on January 10,
1938, attended by representatives of the daily and weekly newspapers,
the magazines, and the cBC. The Canadian Press rcported only that the
meeting decided that “closer co-operation ... would be mutually advan-
tageous” and would “serve the public interest,” and that a standing
committee had been appointed to further this aim.* In fact, the discus-
sion centred on more precise matters. Murray reviewed the financial
position of the corporation and told the publishers that with a $2.00
licence fee the cBC would need a net commercial revenue of about one
million dollars a year; with a $2.50 licence fee it would need $500,000
or $600,000 a year; with a $3.00 licence fee Murray gave it as his
“personal opinion that a quarter of a million per annum, net, would see
us through for the next four or five years,” on the assumption that
capital expenditures would be met by government loans.

The trade publication Marketing had a franker account of the meet-
ing’s discussion than had been carried by The Canadian Press: “A
constructive suggestion was made that if the Canadian Broadcasting
Commission would seek to secure its needed additional revenue by

37 / Plaunt Papers, box 7, Murray to Howe, Dec. 8, 1937.

38 / Ibid., Howe to Murray, Dec. 9, 1937.

39 / Ottawa Citizen, Jan. 11, 1938,

40 / Plaunt Papers, box 13, memorandum from Murray to members of the
board of governors, Jan. 13, 1938.
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increasing the licence fee on radio sets, the press would stand back of it
and help the public realize that such increase was just and necessary;
otherwise the press would have to consider the advisability of revealing
what the Canadian Broadcasting Commission is doing in flooding
Canada with United States programs.”#!

The day after this meeting, Murray wrote Howe with an account of the
proceedings:

I met the representatives of the various newspaper and magazine organiza-
tions in Toronto yesterday. ... They were very critical of the commercial
policy, but I explained that no competent student of broadcasting in Canada
has ever suggested that we could get on without some commercial revenue.

They set up a continuing committee. ... They also decided to give
unanimous support to a $3.00 licence fee on the understanding that if we
had a $3.00 licence fee, we would not require as much commercial revenue.
... They are also going to ask the Government to make a subvention from
public funds in replacement of our commercial revenue. I tried to discourage
this idea, but I think they will persist in it.42

The committee representing the publishers met Howe in Ottawa on
January 14, urging an adequate fee to do away with the necessity for
commercial revenue. Howe would not concede that CBC competition was
unfair to private interests.*2

A few days later, Murray followed up with another letter in which he
gave a general account of CBC progress, and again stressed the impor-
tance of the newspapers’ changed attitude. He believed this made possible
the full one-dollar increase in the licence fee that was needed. “The three
dollar licence is the only satisfactory basis on which we can make a deal
with the press.” It would allow the corporation to complete its coverage
plan without raising the commercial revenue beyond $250,000 a year.
Almost all of this would come from network business, leaving the local
field for the newspapers and private stations. “My present fear is that
2.50 will give us the worst of both worlds. The united press hostility
might be successfully resisted but almost certainly would be crystallized
into a political issue for the next General Election.”#4

Despite Murray’s appeal, the minister announced the government’s
decision to fix the licence fee at $2.50; the new fee was required for each
radio set, rather than for each household as before.

Brockington made another cBC broadcast to explain corporation policy

41 / Quoted by C. E. Johnston, Debates, Feb, 10, 1938, p, 358.

42 / Plaunt Papers, Murray to Howe, Jan. 11, 1938.

43 / W. A. Craick, A History of Canadian Journalism (Toronto, 1959), vol.
1, p. 222.

44 / Plaunt Papers, Murray to Howe, Jan. 16, 1938.



216 The Politics of Canadian Broadcasting

on February 3. He explained that when the governors took office, the
private stations had been paid to carry Canadian programs, which they
took or rejected in accordance with their commercial needs. Private
interests were making every effort to build high-power stations in the
well-populated areas, while Canada’s vast rural population was neglec-
ted. Brockington continued:

We believed that no system of national programmes could reach Canadian
listeners unless the State (which means you) owned high-power stations in
Canada; that the release of programmes through private stations was obliged
to be irregular and uncertain; in short, that the Aird report, which guided
Parliament and contemplated the control of high-powered facilities by the
State, was the basis on which we should try to develop. And, knowing how
soon invested interests become vested interests, we believed that if we did
not secure for the State, for all time, control of the major broadcasting
power, a national scheme was doomed to fail. ... The long term plan of the
national coverage announced early in 1937 has as its essential feature the
ultimate ownership by the State of all high-power stations in Canada. ...

Which do you prefer? The control of high-powered stations by private
interests or a national system of high-powered station control ... even though
during transition and development periods it is necessary to accept a restricted
and selected number of so-called commercial programmes? ... High-powered
stations would only be crected by private capital in great population centres
where advertising returns were assured. To the State alone would be left the
task of increasing coverage in sparsely populated areas.

Brockington reminded listeners that network program time was now
89 hours a week, of which 57 hours were given over to Canadian pro-
grams free from advertising, 17% hours to American programs free from
advertising, and 12 hours to British programs. Commercial programs
occupied only 12 per cent of the time. “Sincere objections” had been
voiced to the broadcasting of American commercial programs, but these
occupied only 8% hours a week, although admittedly they were in
particularly attractive radio times. The goods these programs advertised
were practically all made and sold in Canada by Canadians. “We belong,
willy nilly, to the North American continent and North American
civilization. Our comic strips, our moving pictures, the radio columns of
our newspapers, all contribute to the glamour of Hollywood and Néw
York.” The younger generation, whose tastes were influenced by these
things, would continue to select the radio programs in most Canadian
homes.

He explained that the construction of the two 50-kilowatt stations in
Ontario and Quebec was made possible by a repayable loan of $500,000,
and by a capital surplus of $200,000. The total commercial revenue for
the current fiscal year would be less than $400,000. “Beyond the figure
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of $500,000 of commercial revenue ... it is not the desire or the intention
of the corporation to go, and that only until we are self-supporting from
other sources.” He defended the increase in the licence fee to $2.50 by
referring to the Aird Report and the licence fees charged in other
countries.

The increase in the fee set off a newspaper campaign against it in the
larger centres of eastern Canada, particularly in areas close to the
United States border — Montreal, Toronto, and Windsor. The additional
licence required for second radio sets or for car radios was particularly
annoying. On February 7 Plaunt wrote Murray that “the Financial
Post-Gazette campaign seems to have caught the fancy of a great many
papers.” There was an “appalling number” of unfavourable comments
on the licence-fee increase.

The licence fee prompted a good deal of debate in the Commons at
the beginning of February. Opposition members took up the newspaper
argument that Canadian broadcasting was being turned over to American
commercial programs, and they reported great popular dissatisfaction
with the increase in fee.*® One member quoted a headline in the Financial
Post: “United States speaks — Canada listens!” Howe defended the plans
and performance of the CBC, and explained the urgency of using the
clear channels assigned to Canada at Havana. He contradicted the
assertion of the Financial Post that 43 per cent of the programs on CBL,
Toronto were American advertising programs.

The present attacks on the principle of public ownership are being made not
because the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation is a failure but because it
is a success. .. Naturally, when the listening public turns to the publicly
owned stations the privately owned stations fight back, That is what is
happening today. The fact that the chains are carrying a few of the out-
standing advertising programs has caused newspapers and periodicals to fear
the loss of advertising revenue. Some of those papers are voicing severe
criticism on their editorial pages while their radio pages feature United
States commercial broadcasts. So much for consistency in our press.46

The complaints of the opposition were summed up by J. A. Marsh,
Conservative member for Hamilton West:

First, the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation imports foreign broadcasts for
its own network which privilege has long been denied the private stations.
Second, the Corporation establishes powerful broadcasting stations but will
not permit the private station to increase its power; therefore it cannot

45 / For example, Gordon Graydon, Debates, Feb. 1, 1938, p. 88; D. G. Ross,
Feb. 2, p. 118; A. B. Hyndman, Feb. 4, p. 189; J. A, Marsh, Feb. 7, pp. 235-6;
Hon, J. Earl Lawson, Feb. 8, pp. 261-6.

46 / Ibid., Feb. 8, 1938, pp. 244-9.
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compete. Third, the corporation offers sponsors the facilities of these stations,
its networks and line facilities, at less than normal cost. Fourth, the non-
Canadian activities of this corporation are made possible and the payment
of the deficit incurred by a license fee of $2.50 for each individual radio,
which is an imposition and a nuisance tax that should be withdrawn
altogether.47

As a result of the criticism, Howe moved on February 24 for the
appointment of a select committee on broadcasting. Further discussion
took place in the House during debates on the estimates of the Depart-
ment of Transport at the beginning of March; and the select committee
met between March 9 and April 7.

The report of the committee was received on May 20.*8 The proceed-
ings and recommendations of the committee will be discussed more fully
in another section, but in brief it expressed satisfaction with cBc policies
in relation to coverage, finances, and programs. It recommended a loan
or grant to enable the CBC to complete its plans of national coverage at
the earliest possible moment, and it approved the general policy of con-
centrating on a national system of high-power stations.

8 The Persuasion of Mr. Howe — Third Phase

When Parliament had approved its policies and its coverage plan, the
cBCc must have expected that the government would authorize the con-
struction of the transmitter on the Prairies as well as in the Maritimes,
and perhaps a short-wave station as well. But relations with the govern-
ment were still uncertain.

Early in 1938, Plaunt prepared some notes for the use of the prime
minister, possibly in case he decided to introduce the motion establishing
the radio committee. He told King that recent attacks on the csc had
been in two distinct phases.®® The first phase resulted from general
newspaper apprehension that the cBc would be obliged to seek large
revenues from commercial sources. “This apprehension was aroused in
the first instance from the cBC's local commercial activities but was
emphasized when last autumn certain new commercial programs, e.g.
Imperial Tobacco, appeared on its network.” He described Murray’s
meeting with the newspaper publishers, and the evidence that the news-
papers on the whole appeared satisfied. In the second phase, the purpose

47 / 1bid., Feb. 7, 1938, p. 236.

48 / 1bid., p. 3073.

49 / Plaunt Papers, box 16, undated memorandum drawn up by Plaunt and
marked in pencil, “To wLMK.”
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was apparently “the destruction or emasculation of the national system
itself.” He continued:

The Toronto Globe and Mail, the Montreal Gazette, and the Montreal Star,
in particular, engaged in a campaign to undermine the very principles on
which the public scheme is based. They have seized the bogey of “Ameri-
canization of the Canadian air” as a convenient scare. ... The arguments used
by Mr. Jacques Cartier, who is now associated with a Montreal advertising
agency, give a clue. ... The cBc is competing unfairly. ... American programs
would be available without cBc and licence fee, Government should allow
private stations to increase power to provide all parts of Canada service
without cost. Mr. George McCullagh’s point of view may also be influenced
by the refusal of the Board of Governors to recommend his application for
a 50,000 watt broadcasting station.

But some of the programs carried by the cBC could be annoying to
the government. During the spring of 1938, George Ferguson of the
Winnipeg Free Press broadcast commentaries which were critical of
British foreign policy, and particularly of Neville Chamberlain in his
dispute with Anthony Eden. Ferguson’s talks led to a number of com-
plaints from Conservatives — private objections from Bennett, and objec-
tions in the House from Cahan and the Toronto member, T. L. Church.
The “freedom of speech” issue will be discussed later,® but in the
present context the important thing is that King agreed with the Con-
servative criticisms, and said so in the House.5!

Howe also may have thought that the corporation was not properly
grateful for the support he was giving it in the House and in the
Parliamentary Committee. On April 8 Murray sent a telegram to Plaunt,
who was chairman of the committee considering station application,
saying that the minister was strongly urging favourable consideration for
an applicant for a licence in London, Ontario. Howe wanted a frequency
that the corporation had used in Windsor made available for this new
private station. Murray added: “In view Minister’s urgent representations
suggest desirable approve this arrangement with formal ratification next
meeting. Hope you can indicate concurrence by return wire to me.”
Plaunt replied with some annoyance that the application had been
recommended for denial by the joint technical committee; the Windsor
channel was not available because the closing of the corporation station
in Windsor was still conditional. The London applicant did not get his
licence.??

50 / See below, pp. 261-8.

51 / Debates, May 10, 1938, pp. 2752-3.

52 / Plaunt Papers, box 8, telegram from Murray to Plaunt, April 8; from
Plaunt to Murray, April 9, 1938.
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In his speech in the House on February 8, Howe had said: “In
addition to the fifty cent increase in licence fee, another repayable loan
of $500,000 will be required. In reviewing the work of the corporation
and the results accomplished to date it seems to me that the request of
the corporation is a reasonable one.”>® On the basis of this statement,
the cBc Board of Governors in March decided to call for tenders on the
transmitter planned for the Prairies.

The loan was put through, but the cBc found that the minister did not
agree to the construction of the Prairies station as well as the one in the
Maritimes. Howe wrote Murray on July 4 giving these reasons for not
going ahead: the cBc was being sued by Gooderham and Worts for
$250,000 (as a result of the commission’s contract leasing its transmitter
near Toronto). The cBc¢ should wait to see whether it needed its reserves
to meet an unfavourable judgment in that case. Operating costs of
another station in the prairie provinces would result in the expenditure
of $100,000; with the opposition to the increased licence fee, it was
desirable to keep operating costs to a minimum. Two high-power stations
had been built in 1937; surely one a year at this time was enough.b*

An emergency meeting of the board of governors was called, and after
it Brockington decided to send a “‘personal and confidential” letter to
the prime minister.55

You will recollect that early construction of both this station and a similar
one in the Maritimes formed the principal justification of the increase in the
licence fee and that such construction was announced by myself over the air
on February 3rd, and by Mr. Howe in his speech to the House of Commons
on February 8th. The proposed construction was also outlined in evidence
to the Parliamentary Committee and was approved by its report. The
Corporation’s budget for the present fiscal year, founded on what we believe
to be a basis of moderation, includes adequate provision for the operation of
these stations, and a loan of $500,000 for capital purposes (and I think I
may say for these capital purposes) was voted in the Supplementary Estimates
on the last day of the Session.

Brockington said that the board earlier that day had considered all
the objections which the minister had raised. The board had passed a
resolution reaffirming the necessity of the construction in the Prairies and
its belief in “the redemption of the solemn promises.” The board had
then met with Mr. Howe, and it was their hope that he would recom-

53 / Debates, Feb. 8, 1938, p. 246.

54 / Plaunt Papers, box 12, Howe to Murray, July 4, 1938.

55 / Ibid., Brockington to King, July 11, 1938." Mr. Nathanson, who perhaps
enjoyed Howe’s confidence to a greater degree than any other governor, was at
this time in England.
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mend authorization of this project. Two days later, Howe advised
Brockington that the cabinet had approved an order providing for the
50,000-watt prairie station.’® It seems that King must once more have
intervened on the cBC’s behalf.

The 50-kilowatt stations near Montreal and Toronto (CBF and CBL)
had opened in December 1937; the two new stations, CBA (located at
Sackville, NB) and cBx (Watrous, Saskatchewan) were opened in May
1939, in time to broadcast the events of the royal visit to Canada of
King George v1 and Queen Elizabeth. CBC now had a powerful trans-
mitter in Quebec for its French programs and a smaller transmitter
(ceM) for broadcasting English programs in Montreal, as well as
regional transmitters in the Maritimes, Ontario, and the Prairies. There
was no major construction possible after the outbreak of the war; but
with the opening of cBA and CBK, the cBC networks served 84 per cent
of the Canadian population.’” Over great opposition, the CBC governors
had succeeded in building a strong chain of powerful stations, as the
Aird Commission had envisaged ten years before.

56 / Ibid., Howe to Brockington, July 13, 1938.
57 /1939 Radio Committee, Proceedings, p. 8; evidence of L. W. Brockington.



9 THE TESTING PERIOD, 1938-1939

IT wAS ALL VERY WELL, in Gladstone Murray’s words, to have a
Canadian Broadcasting Corporation modelled on the British Broadcast-
ing Corporation, with the common characteristics of “remote State
contro], independent management, an unpaid board of governors as
public trustees, an executive of the normal business model.”* On this
fundamental of the public corporation, there was now little disagreement
within Canada; nor was there on the proposition that the cBc should
operate a system of high-powered stations to provide radio service to
most of Canada’s populated area. This amount of consensus at least had
been established.

But as Gladstone Murray knew, the differences between the British
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