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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation is a sociological study which examines discounes on 

communication technologies through public proceedings in the process which led to 

Canada's 1991 Broadcasting Act. The methodological basis of the study is historical, 

qualitative research (mainly utilizing the transcripts of govenunent cornmittee proceedings 

and debates). 

The study considers a theoretical problem. The theoretical problem involves 

understanding how the discourses of technological causality, technological democracy, and 

technological nationalisrn figure into the struggle over hegemony arnong social agents. The 

public proceedings which led to the 1991 Broadcasting Act, and the social agents which 

participated in those proceedings, provide an empirical basis for grappling with the 

theoretical problem. 

The study presents an argument in relation to the theoretical problem which it 

addresses. This argument suggests that: a) the discoune of technological causality played 

a role in the process of establishing private capital's hegemony within Canadian 

broadcasting; b) the discourse of technological democracy played a similar role while 

becoming the target of a counter hegemony which favoured community broadcasting; and 

c) the discourse of technological nationalism played a role in the process of securing the 

federal state's hegemony over its institutional components and the regions (as well as 



efforts to strengthen national public broadcastîng), but the discourse became the focus of a 

counter hegemony which eventually led to its transfomation. 
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CELAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Canadian broadcasting legislation has always had to contend with developrnents 

in communication technologies. The fint piece of Iegislation, the 1932 Canadian Radio 

Broadcasting Act, was a response to the emergence of radio. The specific reference to radio 

was dropped f'rorn the 1936 Broadcasting Act since it made way for television. From there, 

Canadian broadwting legislation beçan to have dificulty keeping up \\lth communication 

technologies. The circurnstances of broadcasting were soon affected by the appearance of 

cable, but cable was not addressed in the 1958 Broadcasting Act. Although cable was dealt 

with in a limited and insuficient way through the 1968 Broadcasting Act, that statute did 

not contend with the development of satellites. As cable and satellites became increasingly 

sigiificant in relation to broadcasting there were efforts to establish new legislation which 

would incorporate these communication technologies and others. The new legislation 

finally materialized as the 1 99 1 Broadcasting Act. 

This dissertation is a sociological study of the public proceedings that led to the 

1991 Broadcasting Act, and it focuses on ideological issues which are connected to 

communication technologies. More specifically, the study utilizes the proceedings to 

examine the discounes of technological causality, technological democracy, and 
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technological nationalism. These three discourses will be comprehensively discussed in 

Chapter Two. However, it may be usehl at this point to bnefly and generally define them. 

The term teclznologicd causali~ refers to a discourse which indicates that technologies 

shape societal developments. The terrn technoZogica2 democracy refm to a discoune which 

maintains that technologies facilitate such things as participation, equality, access, and 

control. Finally, the term ~eclzno~ogicd nationaiim refers to a discourse which suggests that 

technologies are associated with creating a country. 

THE THEORETICAL PROBLEM OF THE STUDY 

The theoretical problem addressed in this study involves understanding how the 

discourses of technological causality, technological democracy, and technological 

nationalism play a role in the struggle over hegernony among social agents. By grappling 

with this problem, the study makes a contribution to knowledge. 

The study makes a contribution to knowledge by moving into areas that have 

been unexplored in the literature. There has been a tendency in the literature to focus on one 

or hvo of the discourses rather than al1 three of them. For example, Maurice Charland has 

addressed technological nationalism while Robert Babe has discussed technoiogical 

nationalism and technological causality (what he calls technological dependence). ' This has 

lefl open the matter of the relationships among the three discourses. There has aiso been a 

tendency in the literature to focus on the discourses in relation to one or two dominant social 

agents. For instance, Charland's analysis was concerned with the federal state in Canada 

while Babe's work concentrated on industry and government. Although the most powerful 
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social agents are discussed, the least powerfbl ones tend to be ignored; Iittle is known about 

workers and other subordinate groups with regard to the discourses. A focus on certain 

discourses and certain social agents may have served the purposes of theses studies, but it 

has clearly left some intriguing issues unexplored. 

Why is it important to examine a11 three of the discourses in relation to dominant 

and subordindate social agents? It is important to address the powerful social agents and the 

less powerfil ones in order to place the focus on the stniggle between them. It is important 

to address al1 three of the discourses because they are resources which may be linked ànd 

utilized by social agents in the stmggle. Powerful social agents may, for example, attempt 

to advance their interests in communication technologies through the notion that the 

technologies are causal forces which bring societal benefits such as democratic participation 

and nation-building. However, the interests of powerful social agents rnay be challenged 

through alternative discourses on communication technologies that are put forth by less 

powerful social agents. These issues are analyzed in the study through the concepts of 

hegemony and counter hegemony. The study therefore deepens our undentanding of how 

three discourses on communication technologies have been taken up in the ideological 

struggle between dominant and subordinate social agents. 

There are several reasons why public proceedings on Canadian broadcasting and 

the 199 1 Broadcasting Act provide an appropriate empincal bais  for grappling with the 

theoretical problern. First, broadcasting is linked to the issues of causality and democracy 

through its origins, development, impact, and structure. Second, C a d i a n  broadcasting 

adds the issue of nationalism to the mix since it is frequently associated with nation- 
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building. Third, the public proceedings which led up to the 1991 Broadcasting Act make 

it possible tu examine aH three of these issues in tems of the discourses noted above and 

their implications for hegemony. That is because the public proceedings which pertained 

to this piece of broadcasting legislation were closely linked to discussion and debate about 

communication technologies. 

PUBLIC PROCEEDINGS ON BROADCASTING LEGISLATION 

The public proceedings which led to the 199 1 Broadcasting Act were part of an 

extensive policy formation process. The intention here is to investigate the discourses in the 

public proceedings of that process. The study is therefore nor an attempt to understand al1 

of the factors which shaped the Iegislation; such an attempt would necessarily involve 

examining many other issues, including dimensions of the policy formation process which 

were not public. The transct-ipts of the public proceedings are utilized tu investigate the role 

played by the discourses of technological causality, technological democracy, and 

technological nationalism. The study is consequently limited to the ideological factors 

which may have had some bearing on the legislation. 

It is important to have some sense of the policy formation process that was 

connected to the 199 1 Broadcasting Act. The process spanned six years. Information 

about what happened during the public side of the process is provided through a chronology 

of events in Appendix Three. The events in the process can also be seen as a series of four 

distinct stages. What foliows is a brief description of the two pre-legislative stages and the 

two iegislative stages. 
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Pre-Legislative Stages 

The first stage centered around the Task Force on Broadcashg Policy. n e  task 

force was established in May 1985. Chaired by Gerald Caplan and Florian Sauvageau, it 

was to undeaake a full investigation of broadcasting issues and pave the way for a new act 

that would replace the 1 s t  piece of legislation. The task force spent five months travelling 

across the country to get the views of many ~ r g ~ i z a t i o n s  and individuals. In total, it heard 

423 oral presentations and received 242 written submissions. The report of the task force 

\vas released in September 1986. The recomrnendations in it could have provided the basis 

for ne w broadcasting legislation. However, instead of a legislative stage, anot her pre- 

legislative stage began four months later. 

The second stage involved the House of Commons Standing Cornmittee on 

Communications and Culture. The task force report was referred to the standing committee 

in January 1987. The cornmittee divided into two phases its study of what organizations and 

individuals had to Say about the task force report. In the fint phase, which dealt with 

legislative issues, a total of 120 witnesses participated by either giving oral presentations or 

providing written submissions. During the second phase, which focused on plicy issues, 

the standing committee spent seven months travelling across the country to hear from a 

number of organizations and individuals. A total of 268 witnesses participated in this phase. 

The standing committee set out its recommendations in three reports which fiequently 

echoed the recornmendations of the task force. The last of the cornmittee's reports was 

released in June 1988. 



Legislative Stages 

The third stage focused on Bill C-136, which was a bill for new broadcasting 

legislation. The bill was introduced and given first reading in June 1988, just tsvo weeks 

after the standing committee released its final report. AAer second reading, it was referred 

to the House of Commons Legislative Conmittee on Bill C-136. The legidative committee 

heard oral presentations from 43 organizations and individuals. Bill C- 136 later received 

third reading and was passed by the House of Commons. AAer being given first and second 

reading in the Senate, Bill C-136 had just been referred to the Standing Senate Cornmittee 

on Transport and Communications when it died after a federal election was called in 

Octobcr 1988. 

n ie  fourth stage pertained to Bill C-40, which was a slightly modified version 

of Bill C-136. The new bill was introduced and given first reading in October 1989. After 

second reading it was referred to the Home of Commons Legislative Committee on Bill C- 

40. The legislative committee heard oral presentations from 36 organizations and 

individuais. Bill C-40 then received third reading and was passed by the House of 

Commons. After first and second reading in the Senate, the bill was referred to the Standing 

Senate Committee on Transport and Communications. The committee heard oral 

presentations from 7 organizations. Soon afterward, Bill C-40 was given third reading and 

passed by the Senate. It received royal assent in February 1991 and came into force four 

months later. 
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PARTICIPANTS IN THE PUBLIC PROCEEDINGS 

As we have seen, there were many pvticipants in the public proceedings which 

led to the 1991 Broadcasting Act. With such a huge number of participants, it is useful for 

analytical purposes to categorize them. 

The categorization scheme adopted here is loosely based on a distinction made 

by Marc Raboy. Raboy suggests that the participants who contnbuted to the proceedings of 

the Task Force on Broadcasting Policy can be divided into two broad categories: the cultural 

industries ("private sector, public sector, creators, and producers") and the cultural 

communities ("national and regional groups, ethnic and social rninorities"). These two 

categones also general 1 y describe the participants in the vm.ous proceedings whic h fo 11 owed 

those of the task force. However, two aspects of this scheme are unsatisfactory. First, 

Raboy has classified those who are relatively powerless with those who are more powerful. 

Workers, for example, would appear to be included among the cultural industries even 

though they have more in common with the cultural communities. Second, Raboy has 

lumped both private sector and public sector organizations into the cultural industries. This 

complicates analysis considerably. The problems with Raboy's classification scheme can 

be overcome by defining three categories - the two noted above plus the cultural agencies - 

and by developing specific sub-categones for each. 

What follows is a brief overview of the categorization scheme that has been 

utilized in this study. More specific notes on cultural industries, cultural agencies, and 

cultural comrnunities can be found in Appendix One. 
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CuIturaI Industries 

Cultural industries are organizations that play a central role in broadcasting. 

They are principal sources of production and distribution. However, unlike the case in 

Raboy's scheme, the cultural industries are defined here as k i n g  in the private sector. Such 

an approach has been adopted by Herbert Schiller. Schiller utilizes a definition from a study 

that was conducted by the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization 

(UNESCO): "Generally speaking, a cultural indusfr~ is held to exist when cultural goods and 

s e ~ c e s  are produced, reproduced, stored, or distriiuted on industrial and commercial lines, 

that is to Say, on a large scale and in accordance with a strategy based on economic 

considerations rather than any concem for cultural development."' Several types of cultural 

industries pahcipated in the public proceedings: the private broadcasting industry, the cable 

industry, the satellite industry, and the independent production industry. 

Cultural Agencies 

Like cultural industries, cultural agencies are organizations that play a significant 

role in broadcasting. They too are closely tied to production and distribution. However, 

they di& from cultural industries in two ways; they are in the public sector, and they 

usually have some concem for cultural development Drawing on distinctions made by John 

Meisel, cultural agencies can be divided into several types: operating agencies (which are 

involved with production and/or distribution); supporting agencies (which provide funding 

for production); and administrative agencies (which control production and distribution 

through replation, policy, or legi~lation).~ The cultural agencies that participated in the 

public proceedings on new broadcasting legislation came from both the federal and the 



provinciaVtemtona1 levels of government. 

Cultural Cornmunities 

Cultural communities are organizations or groups that play a peripheral role in 

broadcasting. To the extent that they are involved in production and distribution, it is as 

providen of alternative media or as workers in mainstrearn media For the most part, 

cultural communities are relegated to the realm of consurnption. Organizations or groups 

reflecting al1 of these features participated in the proceedings. In relation to alternative 

medi% there were contributions from aboriginal broadcasters and community broadcasters 

(the latter of which fomed an emerging comrnunity sector alongside the established public 

and pnvate secton). Workers' groups represented those within mainstream media while 

those who were audiences for various types of media were primarily represented by 

consumen' groups, minority groups, and nationalist groups. 

THE ARGUMENT AND ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY 

The study presents an argument in relation to the theoretical problem which it 

addresses. Empirically, the problem involves understanding how the discourses of 

technological causaiity, technoIogica1 democracy, and technological nationalism figured in 

the struggle over hegemony among the social agents that participated in the public 

proceedings which led to the 199 1 Broadcasting Act 

The argument in the study suggests that: a) the discourse of technological 

causality played a role in t!e process of establishing private capital's hegemony within 

Canadian broadcasting; b) the discourse of technological democracy played a simi lar role 
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while becoming the target of a counter hegemony which favoured community broadcasting; 

and c) the discourse of technological nationalism played a role in the process of securing the 

federal state's hegemony over its institutional cornponents and the regions (as well as efforts 

to strengthen national public broadcasting), but the discoune became the focus of a counter 

hegernony which eventualIy led to its transformation. 

The argument of the midy is developed thmugh the next seven chapten. Chapter 

Two examines theoretical ideas about hegemony and the three discomes on communication 

technologies. Chapter Three outlines the methodological aspects of the study, which include 

data gathering as well as data processing and analysis. In Chapter Four, the discourse of 

technological causality is explored with regard to debates about broadcasting definitions. 

Chapter Five considers the discourse of technological democracy by focusing on debates 

about community broadcasting. Chapter Six addresses the discourse of technological 

nationalism in relation to debates about national broadcasting. Finally, Chapter Seven pulls 

together the tbreads of the study. 

The study also includes four appendices. Appendix One offers additional notes 

on cultural industries, cultural agencies, and cultural communities. Appendix Two outlines 

a chronology of events in the hstory of Canadian broadcasting legislation (since occasional 

references will be made to such events throughout the study). It should be noted that the 

issues which are outlined in Appendix Two have been comprehensively addressed by several 

writers.' Appendix Three provides a chronology of events that led to new Canadian 

broadcasting legislation. Appendix Four supplies a list of acronyms that are used throughout 

the study. 
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THEORETXCAL ISSUES 

This chapter examines some theoretical ideas about hegemony and discourses 

on communication technologies. It begins by discussing several important theoretical 

concepts in order to pave the way for a neo-Marxist approach. Within this approach, a focus 

on ideology and discourses is established and then elaborated by reviewing sorne facets of 

hegemony which appear in the writings of Antonio Gramsci as well as various analyses of 

Thatcherism. Once the basic theoretical approach in place, the chapter considers two 

significant histoncal developments in Canadian broadcasting that shaped the conjuncture 

of the late 1980s during which public proceedings on new broadcasting legislation occurred. 

In order to examine discourses on communication technologies within this histoncal 

context, the chapter then sets out some specific theoretical characteristics of ideology with 

regard to hegemony. It next considers the three discounes of technological causality, 

technological democracy, and technological nationalism themselves. Finally, pulling the 

threads of the chapter together, a mode1 which pertains to hegemony and discourses on 

communication technologies is established with a view to testing it in the study. 

CONCEPTIONS OF STATE, CLASS, AND IDEOLOGY 

Before discussing hegemony and discourses on communication technologies, it 
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is necessary to begin with an understanding of what is meant by some important concepts 

that play a role in the theoretical discussion The concepts in question are those of the state, 

cIass, and ideology. 

.!%a te 

There are different ways to see the concept of the state. For exarnple, Robert 

Alford and Roger Friedland distinguish between interpretations of the concept which are 

offered by pluralist theory, managerial theory, and class theory. ' Even within class theory, 

whkh is based on the writings of Karl Marx, there are different approaches to the state. The 

different ways that Marx discussed the state have produced instmmentalist and structuralist 

interpretations of the concept2 Car1 Cuneo notes that Marxist theory has also produced both 

institutional and fundonal definitions of the state. Whereas institutional definitions identim 

the state as a set of institutions that interact within a system, functional definitions center 

on the functions which various parts of the state perforrn in the reproduction of capitalism. 

It is useful to explore these definitions further in order to reach an understanding of what is 

meant here by the concept of the state. 

Louis Althusser provided a functional definition of the state in capitalist society. 

This definition distinguished between repressive state apparatuses (which function '%y 

violence7') and ideological state apparatuses (which fùnction "by ideology"). The former 

pertain to "the Govemment, the Administration, the Army, the Police, the Courts, the 

Prisons, etc." The latter encompass religion, education, the farnily, law, the political system 

(including political parties), trade unions, communicatioiis C'press, radio, and television, 

etc."), and culture C'Literature, the Arts, sports, etc.")." As Cuneo argues, this definition is 
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problematic for two reasons. First, the notion of a "functional state" eliminates the 

possibility of a "dysfunctional state"; the state does not always reproduce conditions that are 

favourable to capitalists. Second, since it includes aspects of civil society, the definition 

places too much within the state.' For instance, it apparently includes all of the mass media 

(even the mass media which are privately-owned). 

Ralph Miliband offered an institutional definition of the state in capitalist society. 

His definition indicated that the state comprises the institutions of the govemment (the 

' ~ l i t i c a l  executive"); the administration ("the traditional bureaucracy of the state" as well 

as "public corporations, central banks, regulatory commissions, etc."); the military (along 

with "para-rnilitary, security and police forces"); the judiciary; the sub-central govemment 

(regional and local govemment, which is at least in part "an extension of central government 

and administration"); and representative assernblies (such as parliamentary assemblies). 

Miliband specifically separated from this "state system" the institutions which are part of 

the "political system" (such as political parties and pressure groups). He also made it clear 

that other institutions are also not part of the state (among them, giant corporations, the 

churches, and the mass media)? Miliband's definition is an improvement over Althusser's 

since it avoids fùnctionality. However, his definition is still problematic because it leaves 

too much out of the state. For instance, Miliband did not specifically situate ony of the mass 

media within the state (even the m a s  media which are publicly-owned, while he 

nevertheless incl uded public corporations). 

Car1 Cuneo has suggested an alternative institutional definition of the state in 

capitalist society. Cuneo defines the institutions of the state to be the central and regional 
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govemments; the administration; the representative assemblies; the armed forces and police; 

the intelligence and security services; the judicial and court systern; prisons, reform 

institutions, and asylums; law, public education and schools; the public health care system; 

public corporations, and the public mass media7 

This defmition has two advantages. First, it opens up the theoretical space to 

examine the public mass media as components of the state. Second, since it does not see 

the state as either a fûnctional entity or a monolithic entity, the definition also opens up the 

theoretical space to consider conflicts and contradictions within the various parts of the 

state. For these reasons, Cuneo's institutional definition of the state wiZI be utilized in the 

present study. 

Class 

Like the state, class is a concept that cm be seen in a variety of ways. Stanislaw 

Ossowski noted, for example, that there are gradational schemes and dichotomous schemes 

for understanding class. In gradational schemes, various classes are ordered in a hierarchical 

fashion. In dichotomous schemes, there is a hierarchical structure as well as a relationship 

between two fundamental 

The latter better reflects the approach to class in Marxist theory. Drawing on 

Ossowski's ideas, Anthony Giddens indicates that Marx's writings contain an abstract, 

dichotomous rnodel. In this model, there is a confiictual relationship since the capitalist class 

(the bourgeoisie) exploits the working class (the pr~letariat).~ Following Car1 Cuneo, we 

can undentand how these two fundamental classes apply to the current Canadian context. 

The business class is comprised of people who own andlor control the means of production. 
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In contemporary Canadian society, this involves control over corporations through executive 

managers mdlor ownenhip of significant blocks of shares. Members of the business class 

purchase (for a wage) the labour power of people and extract surplus labour fiom them. The 

working class consists of people who work for others, usually those who own and/or control 

corporations or those who control the state. In the industria1 sector, rnembers of the working 

class are exploited by members of the business class since their unpaid labour forms the 

basis of the latter's wealth.1° As significant as these two fundamental classes are, the 

writings of Marx and his followers have not been limited to them." 

Building on aspects of the abstract, dichotomous model, Vincent Mosco has 

attempted to incorporate Marxist conceptions of class and the state into analysis of the 

American communications system. There are three general categories in his classification 

scheme.I2 First, Mosco considers the cupitalist state. He identifies the major institutions 

of the state, including those which are responsible for public broadcasting and the regulation 

of the communications field. Second, Mosco develops a category which is associated with 

the capitalist class, the dominant power bloc of media companies which have common and 

conflicting interests. Third, Mosco specifies a category which is linked to the working class 

but goes beyond it; he sets out the dominated classes andsrrata, such as media workers, 

activist groups, and individual consumen. 

As outlined more fully in Chapter One and Appendix One, this study adopts an 

approach which is similar to Mosco's. The classification scheme which has been utilized 

for the participants in the public proceedings on new broadcasting legislation is based on 

three generai categories. The category of cultural agencies includes institutions that are part 
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of the capitalist state. These institutions cm be divided into operating agencies, supporting 

agencies, and administrative agencies. The category of culturai industries includes 

components of the capitalist class which fonn what Mosco refers to as the dominant power 

bloc of media cornpanies. The sub-categories here are the private broadcasting industry' the 

cable indusiry, the satellite industry, and the independent production industry. The category 

of cultural cornmunities extends beyond the worlàng class. In addition to worker's groups, 

the category encompasses nationalist groups, minority groups, consurners' groups, aboriginal 

broadcasters, and community broadcasters. It therefore includes what Mosco calls the 

dominated classes and strata. 

Ideology 

The notion of ideology has had a long history. As Jorge Larrain indicates, the 

tem was first used in the 18th century and was hlly developed as a concept during the 19th 

century. Marx's contribution to an understanding of the concept involved linking it to the 

conditions of capitalist society. l3 

Marx saw the concept of ideology in several diserent ways. Martin Allor argues 

that there were two particular tendencies in Marx's writings. On the one hand, he notes that 

there was a focus on ideology as false consciousness. On the other hand, Allor notes that 

there was a focus on ideology as the upper level within a base-superstructure topography. '" 

Stuart Hall contends that there are problems with both aspects of "classical Manllsm." He 

describes the notion of false consciousness this way: "It is a highly unstable theory about 

the world which has to assume that vast numbers of ordinary people, mentally equipped in 

much the same way as you or 1, can simply be thoroughly and systematically duped into 
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misrecognizing entirely where their real interests lie." I5 As Hall and others have argued, one 

of the inadequacies with the base-superstructure topography is its economic determinism; 

since it holds that the ideological superstructure is reflective of and detetmined by the 

economic base, it fails to see that the ideas and meanings in the superstructure can have a 

social effectivity of their own. l6 

Hall has dixusseci how ideology is addressed within the field of cultural sixdies. 

He notes that there are strands within the field which utilize the terms of a classical political 

economy of culture and therefore retain the base-supentmcture topography as well as the 

notion of ideology as false consciousness." However, Hall also notes that the "two 

paradigmf7 which are central to the field, the culturalist and stnicturalist approaches, have 

attempted to move beyond the tenns of cbclassical Mar~ism."'~ Hall indicates that both of 

these approaches have strengths and weaknesses. Indeed, he holds that the strengths in one 

paradigm c m  almost be denved from the weaknesses in the other. He argues, for instance, 

that stnicturalism has a strength relative to culturalism; whereas culturalism tends to neglect 

ideology in favour of a focus on culture, stnicturalisrn has etaborated the concept of 

ideology. Hall recognizes that the structuralist understanding of the concept has often been 

functionalist, making it impossible to conceive of either ideology which is not ccdominant" 

or struggle involving ideology. However, he points out that stnicturalism has drawn on the 

work of Antonio Gramsci to more adequately see the concept. Hall also argues that 

culturalism has a strength relative to structuralism; unlike stnicturalism, culturalism has 

built on Gramsci's ideas to emphasize conscious organization and struggle. l9 Al1 of these 

points in his andysis lead Hall to the wnclusion that "the line in Cultural Studies which has 
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attempted to tlzink fonvards fiom the best elements in the stmcturaiist and culturalist 

enterprises, by way of some of the concepts elaborated in Gramsci7s work, cornes closest to 

meeting the requirements of the field of s t ~ d y . ' ' ~ ~  

Hall's own orientation to ideology is rooted in a focus on discourses as well as 

Gramsci's approach to the concept of hegemony. As it appears in the work of Gramsci, Hall 

refea to "the superiority of hegemony over other concepts in approaching the task of 

historical explmation and analy~is."~~ Hall's interest is in She struggle and contestation for 

the space in which to constnict an ideological hegern~ny."~ He adopts "a modem, more 

discursive understanding of ideology, which mediates the link between ideas and social 

forces through language and representation? Since Hall's approach is followed in this 

study, it is necessary to explore more fully sorne issues connected to hegemony and 

ideology. We will begin by briefly review-ng Gramsci's discussion of hegemony. 

TELE CONCEPT OF HEGEMONY 

Hegemony and the Writings of Gramsci 

Hegemony is a concept which has a long and varied background. As Raymond 

Williams points out, the concept has progressed through several definitions. The traditional 

definition of hegemony was political rule or domination, especially in relations between 

States. Marx extended this definition to relations between classes. The concept of 

hegemony was then further developed within Marxism by Gramsci. 24 Gramsci's discussion 

of hegemony was rnulti-faceted and therefore cornplex. It is not possible to 

comprehensively address his ideas here, but it is necessary to highlight a few points. 



Although Gramsci did not focus on the economic aspects of hegemony, he did 

addresç them. He pointed out that hegemony was, to some degree at least, wnnected to 

economic factors: 

... the fact of hegemony presupposes that account be taken of the 
interests and the tendencies of the groups over which hegemony is to 
be exercised, and that a certain compromise equilibrium should be 
formed - in other words, that the leading group should make 
sacrifices of an economic-corporate kind But there is also no doubt 
that such sacrifices and such a compromise cannot touch the 
essential; for though hegemony is ethical-political, it must also be 
economic, must necessarily be based on the decisive function 
exercised by the leading group in the decisive nucleus of economic 
activity. 2s 

As this passage indicates, Gramsci recognized the economic bais  of the hegemony that is 

enjoyed by the leading group. He also recognized that economic concessions are important 

in order to secure and maintain this hegemony; economic issues are among the interests of 

subordinate groups that have to be addressed within a "compromise equilibrium" which 

favours the leading group. However, Gramsci emphasized that hegemony is not limited to 

econornic factors. Indeeà, Gramsci concentrated on what he called "intel~ectual, moral and 

pol itical hegern~ny."~~ 

By addressing these three aspects of hegemony, Gramsci incorporated the role 

of force and consent into the concept. Gramsci indicated that, at times, hegernony is based 

on both force and consent: "The 'normal' exercise of hegemony on the now classical terrain 

of the parliamentary regime is characterized by the combination of force and consent, which 

balance each other reci procally, wi thout force predominating excessive1 y over consent."27 

However, Gramsci also addressed force and consent in ways which irnplied that only the 



latter was associated with 

authority and hegernony, 

2! 

hegemony; he referred to "the levels of force and of consent, 

violence and ~ivilization.''~~ Similarly, he wrote that "the 

supremacy of a social group manifests itself in two ways, as 'domination' and as 

'intellectual and moral leadership'. A social group dominates antagonistic groups, which 

it tends to 'liquidate', or to subjugate perhaps even by armed force; it leads kindred and 

allied groups."" For Gramsci, ideology was clearly linked to leadership: ''If the ruling class 

has lost its consensus, Le. is no longer 'leading' but only 'dominant', exercising coercive 

force alone, this means precisely that the great masses have become detached fiom their 

traditional ideologies, and no longer believe what they used to believe previously, etc?"'* 

In an important passage, Gramsci elaborated on the role of ideology in securing 

the consent that is necessary for hegemony. He wrote: 

. ..previously gerrninated ideologies become ' party' , come into 
confrontation and conflict, until only one of them, or at l e s t  a single 
combination of them, tends to prevail, to gain the upper hand, to 
propagate itself throughout society - bringing about not only a unison 
of economic and political aims, but also intellectual and moral unity, 
posing al1 the questions around which the struggle rages not on a 
corporate but on 'universal' plane, and thus creating the hegemony 
of a fundamental social group over a series of subordinate groups. It 
is true that the State is seen as the organ of one particular group, 
destined to create favourable conditions for the Iatter's maximum 
expansion. But the development and expansion of the particular 
group are conceived of, and presented as being the motor force of a 
universal expansion, of a development of al1 the 'national' energies. 
In other words, the dominant group is cwrdinated concretely with the 
general interests of the subordinate groups, and the life of the State 
is conceived of as a continuou process of formation and supeneding 
of unstable equilibrîa (on the juridical plane) behveen the interests of 
the fundamental group and those of the subordinate groups - 
equilibrïa in which the interests of the dominant group prevail, but 
only up to a certain point, i.e. stopping short of narrowly corporate 
economic interest. 



Gramsci made three crucial points here. First, there is struggle as ideologies corne into 

conflict, but only certain ideologies become linked to hegemonic leadership through their 

"universal" character. Second, the "universal" character of ideologies involves establishg 

the particular interests of the dominant group as the general interests of subordinate groups. 

Third, the state aims to ensure that the interests of the dominant group prevail over those of 

the subordinate groups in the compromise at a particular moment. 

In his discussion of ideology, an important concept for Gramsci was the notion 

of common sense. Quintin Hoare and GeofEey Nowell Smith, the two editors of Gramsci's 

Sdections from the Prison Noteboaks, explain: 

Essential to Gramsci's approach is the notion that an inteilectual 
revolution is not performed by sirnply confionting one philosophy 
with another. It is not just the ideas that require to be confronted but 
the social forces behind them, and more directly, the ideology these 
forces have generated and which has become part of what Gramsci 
calls 'cornrnon seme'. The last term is used by Gramsci to mean the 
uncritical and largely unconscious way of perceiving and 
undentanding the world that h a  become 'common' in any given 
epoc h. 32 

Gramsci himself defined common sense as ''the traditional popular conception of the 

~ o r l d . " ~ ~  In his view, the stmggle against capitalism in part involved "a cultural battle to 

transfom the popular 'mentality'."Y 

Hegemony and Thatcherism 

Clearly, there were a number of dimensions to hegemony in the writings of 

Gramsci. The theonsts who have been i d l u e n d  by Gramsci have placed different degrees 

of emphasis on the economic, political, and ideological aspects of the concept. This can be 

illustrated by bnefly describing a theoretical debate which revolves around studies of 
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Thatchensm. 

The terni uThatclierism" refen to the political project that was adopted by the 

Conservative govenunent in Britain under the leadership of Prime Minister Margaret 

Thatcher during the late 1970s. The intention of this project was to eradicate the state 

interventionkt approach of Keynesianism. As Bob Jesçop, Kevin Bonnett, Simon Bromley, 

and Tom Ling indicate, the projeci therefore had economic dimensions: ''Thatcherism does 

have an explicit economic strategy .... Thatcherism has adopted a neo-liberal accumulation 

strategy premïsed on the deregdation of private capital, the privatization of significant parts 

of the public sector and the introduction of commercial criteria into the residual activities 

of the state sector. nie strategy also implies cornmitment to an open economy." '' However, 

since support was needed for this economic strategy, Thatc herisrn had signifiant ideological 

dimensions as well, Hall notes "the reversais at which Thatcherism aimed in the area of 

social thought or the ideological domain. Its mission was to stem the anti-capitalist tide it 

believed had b e n  allowed to gather impetus during the 1960s ... and also to crack the whole 

pattern of social expectations predicated on increased state support."36 

Two concepts - those of the "power bloc" and the "people" - have been 

employed in studies of Thatcherism. As Bob Jessop points out, both concepts were 

elaborated in the work of Nicos ~oulantzas." The power bloc refers to the unification of the 

dominant class or class fractions through hegemony. The notion of the "people", whose 

active consent is sought through the process of building hegemony, reflects the broadening 

of oppositional forces beyond the working class. The exact composition of the "people" 

depends on the f o n  and range of the state policy i n v o l ~ e d . ~ ~  Hall utilizes both concepts 



within his focus on ideological issues: 

Certain ways of thinking, feeling? and calculating characteristic of 
Thatcherism have entered as a materid and ideological force into the 
daily lives of ordinary people. We underestimate the degree to which 
Thatcherism has succeeded in representing itself as 'on the side of 
the little people against the big banalions'. Ideologically, it has made 
itself, to some degree, not only one of 'Them', but, more 
disconcertingiy, part of 'Us'; it has aligned itself with 'what some of 
the people really want7, white at the same time continuing to 
dominate them through the power bloc.3g 

Hall indicates that, in part through ideology, Thatchensm has aimed "to rework and 

neutralize the people/power bloc ~ontradiction.''~ 

Hail has ewmined Thatcherism and its ideologicai aspects through the concept 

of hegemony. He States: 

1 have deliberately used the Gramscian term 'hegemony' in order to 
foreclose any falling back on the mechanicd notion that Thatcherism 
is merely another riarne for the exercise of the sarne, old, familiar 
class domination by the same, old, familiar niling class. 'Hegemony' 
implies: the stniggle to contest and dis-organize an existing political 
formation; the taking of the 'leadership position' (on however 
minority a basis) over a number of different spheres of society at 
once - economy, civil suciety, intellectual and moral life, culture; the 
conduct of a wide and differentiated type of struggle; the winning of 
a strategic measure of popular consent; and, thus, the securing of a 
social authority suficiently deep to conform society into a new 
histone project It should never be mistaken for a finished or seîtled 
project It is always conteste4 always trying to secure itself, always 
'in process'. Thus, 1 do not argue that Thatcherism is now and will 
be forever 'hegemonic' 

Within this approach, Hall focuses on certain issues. He indicates that "questions of 

ideology and culture play a key role in any analysis fiom the 'hegemonic' perspective and 

cannot be regarded as secondary or dependent factors. No social or political force can hope 

to create a new type ofsociety or the masses to a new level of civilkation without first 
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becoming the leading cultural force and in that way providing the organizing nucleus of a 

wide-ranging set of new  conception^.'^^ Hall indicated that "Thatcherism aimed for a 

reversal in ordinary common sense. The 'cornmon sense' of the English people had been 

constructed around the notion that the last war had erected a barxier between the bad old 

days of the 1930s and now the welfare state had corne to stay; we'd never go back to ming 

the criterion of the market as the sole measure of people's needs, the needs of society." 

Since Thatcherism challenged this view, "it entered the political field in a historic contest, 

not just for power, but for popular authority, for hegemony."" 

Hall has been taken to task by Jessop et al. for focusing on the ideological aspects 

of hegemony in his work on Thatchensm. In their view, "one should note that the 

Gramscian heritage is problematic for dl those inspired by him. Gramsci focused mainty 

on the politics and ideology of class leadership and neglected the structural deteminations 

of hegemony. Hall shares this neglect"" Jessop et al. were concemed that, because Hall's 

approach emphasized discursive strategies, "it could neglect the structural underpinnings of 

Thatcherism in the economic and state systems and its specific economic and political bases 

of support among both people and power bloc."45 Jessop et al. preferred a different analysis: 

"...in contrast to Hall's approach, our account assumes that Thatchensm's success (if any) 

as a hegemonic project cannot be analysed solely in ideological terms. It m u t  also be 

related to the emergent accumulation strategy and to a particular state strategy which seeks 

to institutionalize this project."* 

Responding to Jessop et al., Hall defended his focus on the ideological aspects 

of hegemony in his analysis of Thatcherism. He pointed out thaf while important, other 



aspects of hegemony fell outside the scope of his analysis: 

. . . 1 have consistently struggled against any definition of hegemony 
which identifies it as exclusively an ideological phenomenon. On the 
contrary, 1 have repeated ad nauseam Gramsci's argument about 
hegemony being impossible to conceptualize or achieve without 'the 
decisive nucleus of econornic activity'. It is therefore particularly 
galling to be accused of advancing an explanation of Thatchensm as 
exclusively an ideological phenomenon, simply because 1 have drawn 
attention to features of its ideological strategy which are specific and 
important." 

Hat1 extended this position elsewhere: 

The moment you give the ideological dimension of the analysis its 
proper place, people invert the paradigm, accusing you of thinking 
that things work by ideoiogy alone. Ideology is tremendously 
important, and it has its own specificity, its own kinds of effects, its 
o~vn mechanisms, but it doesn't operate outside the play of other 
determinations; it has social, political, economic conditions of 
exi~tence.'~ 

Hall added that it is dificult to bring the other dimensions of hegemony into the analysis and 

do justice to ail of them. Consequently, it is necessary to rnake allowances in the direction 

of the dimensions which are being left out of the analysis. Those who are studying 

ideological discourses or texts must therefore keep in minci the political and economic 

factors that help to establish the field they are looking at." 

As the case of Thatcherism illustrates, it is clear that a fiil1 understanding of 

hegernony m u t  take into account political, economic, and ideological issues. However, 

following Hall, the focus here will be on developing a better understanding of ideological 

factors. Although a well-rounded understanding of hegemony is obviously an important 

objective, the more modest goal of this study - as stated in Chapter One - is to develop a 

better understanding of discourses on communication technologies in relation to hegemony. 
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DEVELOBMENTS IN C A N A D M  BROADCASTING HISTORY 

nie debate about the analysis of Thatcherism provides a good introduction to the 

historical conj uncture which influenced the public proceedings on new broadcasting 

legislation in Canada The impact of Thatchensm on the Canadian broadcasting situation 

is ciear. As Marc Raboy notes in his history of Canadian broadcasting policy, "the definite 

turning point in the ideological winds can be marked by the election of the Thatcher 

govemment in Great Britain in 1979. Britain thus became the first major Western country 

with a govemment actuaiiy committed to rolling back the boundaries of the state, rather than 

doing so with rhetorical reluctance in the face of fiscal crisis." Raboy goes on to indicate 

that the push toward privatization and deregdation received "its second boost" with the 

election of Ronald Reagan in the United States duhg 1980. These two developments set 

the stage for the Canadian sit~ation.'~ As Seth Feldman points out, after Brian Mulroney 

came to power in Canada during 1984, "the Conservative govemment introduced its own 

version of Reaganism/Thatcherism."51 

Within this histoncal conjuncture, we are concerned with discourses on 

communication technologies d u h g  public proceedings on new broadcasting legislation. 

Despite the focus here on ideological issues, it is important to have some understanding of 

the basic political and economic conditions. Building on the chronology of events that is 

presented in Appendix Two and Appendix Three, these conditions will be outlined by 

reviewing two historical developments. 

Shifts in Power Among Broadcasting Sectors 

The first historical developrnent involves a change in the balance of power 
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beiween the public sector and the private sector in Canadian broadcasting. 

Public broadcasters originally held the dominant position in the Canadian 

broadcasting system. The first two pieces of broadcasting legislation to be passed by federal 

govemments ensured that Canadian broadcasting was founded on the principle of public 

service. The Canadian Radio Broadcasting Commission (CRBC) was established under the 

1932 act, and it was later replaced by the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation (CBC) through 

the 1936 legislation. Both of these governrnent agencies operated public radio stations. 

However, they also regulated private radio stations and even had the power to nationalize 

Canadian broadcasting. This power was never used though, and there was no question of 

eliminating private broadcasters by the 1940s." The CBC later lost its regdatory control 

and was placed on an equal footing with the private broadcasters before two successive 

independent regulators; the Board of Broadcast Govemors (BBG) was set up through the 

1958 statute, and it was replaced under the 1968 legislation by the Canadian Radio- 

Television Commission (CRTC). 

Private broadcasters eventually acquired the dominant position in the Canadian 

broadcasting system. As Raboy notes, "the power and influence of 'private' broadcasters 

in Canada have grown steadily and without interruption, but the role of the 'public' elernent 

of the system has ebbed and fl~wed."'~ For example, although the public sector lost 

regdatory control it did enjoy some expansion in the early 1970s as provincial govemments 

established four educational television broadcasting services: Radio Quebec, TV Ontario, 

British Columbia's Knowledge Nehvork and Alberta's Access ~etwork? On the whole, 

however, television has been closely connected to the growth of the private sector. Although 



the original intention was for the public sector to be the main provider of television services, 

the private sector quickly devdoped in this area. During the early 1960s, the BBG licensed 

CTV, a private English language network, as well as TVA, a private French language 

network. Robert Pike notes the fiermath of M e r  expansion by private broadcasten: 

By the mid 1980s, bolstered by the licensing of Global TV in the 
Toronto market in 1972 and Television Quatre Saisons as Quebec's 
second pnvate TV network in 1985, pnvate TV had become 
dominant in the conventional Canadian broadcasting market both in 
terms of revenues and viewers. Concomitantly, cuts in the public 
appropriations to public sector broadcasters, including both the CBC 
and such publicly funded provincial broadcasten as Radio Quebec, 
have obiiged them to augment advertising revenues in order to bridge 
the shortfall between income and expendit~res.~~ 

However, private broadcasten soon began to have economic difficulties of their own, some 

of which they shared with the CBC. These difficulties stemmed from a variety of factors 

that are detailed in the report of the Task Force on the Economic Statu of Canadian 

Television, which was chaired by Jacques Girard and J.R Peters. The Girard-Peters task 

force indicated that these factors included the emergence of new services, more cornpetition 

for advertising revenues, and increasing program expen~es.'~ 

Cable companies later assumed the dominant position in the Canadian 

broadcasting system. New communication technologies such as cable and satellites had 

become the basis for many firms within the private sector. Indeed, Pike notes that new 

players such as the cable industry "increasingly shifted the balance between the public and 

private TV broadcasting sectors in favour of private sector dorninan~e."~' Among the new 

players, the cable industry was the big winner. As Pike indicates: 

... the cable industry has become a major pnvate player in Canadian 



broadcasting. Cable's high profits, its substantial command over 
resources, and its growing dominance by such corporate giants as 
Videotron in Quebec and Rogers Cablesystems in English Canada 
has, most notably in Quebec, largely eclipsed the power and 
influence of the ailing conventional broadca~ters.'~ 

However, as Pike explains, the cable industry has faced challenges fiom other sources, 

including companies which provide services through direct broadcast ~atellites.'~ These 

challenges began to appear pnor to the policy formation process on new broadcasting 

legislation in the late 1980s. 

While power had shified fiom the public sector to the pnvate sector between the 

1920s and the 1980s, it is important to note as well that a community sector had been 

struggling to find a place within the Canadian broadcasting system since its emergence in 

the 1960s. From that bme forward, community broadcasting had not been seen by the CRTC 

as a new sector which should be fully developed in order to satis@ the needs that were 

unmet through public or private broadcasting?' 

Changes in Economic Policy on Broadcasting 

The shifts in power among the sectoe in Canadian broadcasting are linked to a 

second historieal development. This second development involves a change in economic 

policy which has affected Canadian broadcasting. 

The 1920s initiated a focus on state intervention in Canadian broadcasting. As 

Raboy explains, state intervention was needed to protect Canadian cultural sovereignîy and 

ensure Canadian national unity: 

The 'national' purpose of broadwting policy was to be double- 
edged. On the one hanci, it would be the main cultural component of 
the federal stmtegy for maintaining a political entity distinct frorn the 



US., a strategy requiring constant and vigilant state involvement in 
the cultural sphere, and particularly in broadcasting ... On the other 
han4 broadcasting was to serve as a stnitegic instrument against the 
intental threat to Canada's national integrïty posed by cultural 
resistance among French Canadians in Quebec - which in its most 
extreme forrn was articulated as a demand for political 
independence!' 

The emphasis on intervention was first reflected in the report of the Royal Commission on 

Radio Broad&g, which was chaired by John Aird The Aird Commission recommended 

"that broadcasting should be placed on a basis of public service and that the stations 

providing a service of this kind should be owned and operated by one national ~ornpany."~~ 

That paved the way for the first two pieces of Canadian broadcasting iegislation which, as 

noted above, created the CRBC and the CBC. The spirit of the Aird Commission report was 

also reflected in the reports of later commissions and ~ornrnittees?~ 

Starting in the early 1980s, there was a shift away fiom a focus on state 

intervention in Canadian broadcasting. As already indicated, the focus turned to 

privatization and deregulation. The first signs of this were in the report of the Federal 

Cultural Policy Review Cornmittee, which was chaired by Louis Applebaum and Jacques 

Herbert. The Applebaum-Herbert cornmittee suggested a significant role for the pnvate 

sector. It called for the CBC to get out of in-house production (except in relation to news) 

and cary entertainment programrning by independent producers. Many of the cornmittee's 

proposais were adopted by the Department of Communications (DOC) in its 1983 statement 

on new broadcasting policy and a subsequent statement on the role of the CBC6' The 

approach developed by the DOC was continued when Marcel Masse, as Minister of 

Communications, estabIished the Task Force on Broadcasting Policy, which was chaired by 



Gerald Caplan and FIorian Sauvageau. The temis of reference which Masse set for the 

Caplan-Sawageau task force stated that it was to make recomrnendations on "an industrial 

and cultural stnitegy" which met the following conditions: 

The strategy wiU take full account of the overall social and economic 
goals of the government, of government policies and priorities, 
including the need for fiscal restraint, increased reliance on private 
sector initiatives and federal-provincial coqmation, and of the 
policies of the govemment in other related econornic and cultural 
sectors. It will also take full account of the challenges and 
opportunities in the increasingly cornpetitive broadcasting 
environment presented by ongoing technological devel~prnents.~~ 

This mandate was clearly in line with the thinking that had emerged with the Federal 

Cultural Policy Review Cornmittee. 

During the late 1980s, there was a partial r e m  to the focus on state intervention 

in Canadian broadcasting. The revival came through the report which was submitted by the 

Task Force on Broadcasting Policy. As John Meiset has pointed out, "the extremely strong 

pro-CBC and pro-public broadcasting orientation of many of the key recomrnendations of 

the task force were not quite compatible with its mandate?' In many respects, the task 

force recommendations were clearly a departure fiom the prevailing political winds. Arnong 

other things, the task force called for expanding the public sector through the creation of TV 

Canada.68 The task force breathed new life into the long-standing argument for state 

intervention in Canadian broadcasting. 

Broadcasting and Two Forms of Hegemony 

These two historical developments - shifts in power among broadcasting sectoa 

and changes in economic policy on broadcasting - irnply that there were efforts to secure two 
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forms of hegemony. 

The first form of hegemony concems private capital. Once occupying a 

subordinate position within Canadian broadca~ting~ private capital eventually assumed the 

dominant position. This was partially due to the emergence of fims based on technologies 

such as cable and satellites. However, for pnvate capital to enjoy hegernony within 

Canadian broadcasting, the expansion of the private sector required consent. Discourses 

which made connections to a variety of interests were therefore essential. 

The second form of hegemony de& with the federal state. From the beginning, 

Canadian broadcasting policy was associated with the federal state's goal to secure 

hegemony over its institutional components and the regions (as concems about the interna1 

threat of Quebec's political independence clearly illusirate). This necessitated an economic 

policy of state intervention and the establishment of national broadcasting at the federal 

level of the public sector. It also necessitated discourses which made connections to a 

vanety of interests. However, as the federal state has shifted econornic policy away from 

state intervention, it has actuaIly undemined the economic conditions for its hegernony. A 

significant contradiction has therefore emerged. 

The latter form of hegemony does not imply the independence of the state fiom 

class. Some have argued that the state has its own interests. " However, through his concept 

of the stateproject9 Bob Jessop has suggested something else. Jessop had once thought that 

his concept of the hegemonicproject was adequate to understand the unity of the state. He 

eventually decided that '%s view was clearly unsatisfactory because it fai led to distinguish 

properly between the strictly administrative problem of 'apparatus unity' and the more 
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general problem of the state's potential role in uniQing a society divided by classes." 

Consequently, he f o d a t e d  the notion of the state project as a specific type of hegemonic 

project. He believed that it was important '30 separate analytically the sort of political 

hegemony involved in securing the substantive institutional unity of the capitalist type of 

state from that which was involved in infusing this institutional unity wîth a definite class 

~nity.'''~ Although Jessop indicates that the state project need not be a class project, Rianne 

Mahon has suggested in her discussion of his concept that the interna1 unity of the state is 

a condition for capital acc~mulation.~' 

The general ideas behind Jessop's two concepts have some usefulness in this 

midy. However, the concepts themselves are not employed suice they are quite specific and 

do not address discourses. In Jessop's view, a hegemonic project involves "'the mobilization 

of support behind a concrete, national-popular programme of action which asserts a general 

interest in the pursuit of objectives that, explicitly or implicitly, advance the long-term 

interest of the hegemonic class (fraction), and which privileges particular 'economic- 

corporate' interests compatible with this programme, whilst derogating the pursuit of other 

particular interests that are inconsistent with it? This suggests the need to examine how 

the dominant cable industry relateci to other fractions of the cultural industries in the process 

of çecuring the hegemony of private capital within Canadian broadcasting. With regard to 

the state project' Jessop writes that "any substantive unity which a state system rnight 

possess derives from specific political projects and stmggles to impose unity or coherence 

on that system.'" This may mean that a dominant state has to contend with "local or 

regional state projects" and "rival 'states within the  tat te'."^^ Indeed, Mahon has suggested 



35 

that a state project in Canada might entai1 efforts to save federali~m.'~ With this in muid, 

several institutional compoiients of the federal state (the CBC, the provincial governments, 

etc.) and a number of regional organimtions are of particular importance in this study. The 

concem here is with how discourses on communication technologies may play a role in the 

unity and hegemony of the dominant federal state. 

EIEGEMONY AND IDEOLOGY 

With a basic framework in place, we can now consider some issues more 

precisely. A few issues involving hegemony and ideology will be addressed before 

proceeding to a discussion of discounes on communication technologies. 

Aspects of Ideological Struggle 

Following Gramsci, comrnon sense is a significant aspect of ideology in relation 

to hegernony. Hall elaborates on the concept: 

Common sense shapes our ordinary, practical, everyday calculation 
and appears as natural as the air we breathe. It is simply 'taken for 
granted' in practice and thought, and forms the starting point (never 
exarnined or questioned) frorn which every conversation begins, the 
premises on which every television programme is predicated. The 
hope of every ideology is to naturalize itself out of History into 
Nature, and thus to become invisible, to operate uncons~iously.~~ 

The hegemony of capital or the state is therefore ssured when certain definitions acquire 

a naturalized meaning that can be taken for granted. Because they seem obvious, the 

definitions are unquestioned. 

However, alternative definitions may be advanced by subordhate groups. As 

Jennifer Daryl Slack notes, 'hot al1 ideologies are equal. Indeed, the ideological contest - 



so to speak - is a smiggle to develop a system of meaning thaî can achieve dominance over 

competing systems in its daim to comrnon sense.'" Hall illustrates the importance of 

struggle over definitions with reference tu the notion of democracy: 

The real problem is which meaning of democracy is actually in play. 
The struggle in this case is over the different meanings of the same 
word. Different meanings will share some common characteristics 
but diEer in their connotations. in ideology, in the kind of struggle 
over languages that goes on, the stmggle is to fill out the precise way 
in which my 'popda. democracy' differs fiom your 'liberal 
democracy'. It's exactly there, in the intersection of different 
connotations within the same linguistic sign, that the struggle takes 
place. And it does matter which becornes the dominant definition. 
It has real effects. Every time the word 'democracy' is used, which 
of those two associations does it trigger? So you can't exempt the 
domain of meaning language, representation fiom the play of social 
forces. '' 

There is, then, a significant struggle for dominance between the discourses that are put 

fonvard by different interests. 

In this ideological struggle, connections emerge between discourses. Discourses 

become Linked to each other through the process of articulation As Hall notes, "ideology 

always consists, intemally, of the articulation of different discursive e~ernents."'~ The 

discourses of capital or the state are often articulated to moral discourses. Hall explains how 

this pertained to Thatcherism: 

The aim was to reconstnict social life as a whoIe around a r e m  to 
the old values - the philosophies of tradition, Englishness, 
respectability, patnarchalism, farniiy, and nation. The most novel 
aspect of Thatcherisrn was indeed the very way in which it combined 
the new doctrines of the fiee market with some of the traditional 
emphases of organic ~oryisrn.* 

Through articulation, the discourses of capital or the state corne to represent subordinate 



groups. For Hall, niatchensm again provides an example: 

It really is puzzling to Say, in any simple way, whom Thatcherism 
represen ts....In the course of 'representing7 corporate capital, 
however, it wins the consent of very substantial sections of the 
subordinate and dominateci classes. What is the nature of this 
ideology which can inscribe such a vast range of different positions 
and interests in if and which seems to represent a Iittle bit of 
everybody? For, make no mistake, a tiny bit of al1 of us is also 
somewhere inside the Thatcherite project. *' 

As the case of Thatcherism Scates, articulation aIIows discourses to become universal and 

reflect many interests rather than pariicular interests. By appropriating and accomrnodating 

other discourses, articulation help to secure hegemony. 

However, hegemony rnay be difficult to secure since contradictions which are 

associated with the discourses rnay be identifiai and alternative discourses may be put forth. 

Hall made this clear in his discussion of a strategy for the Lefi in defeating Thatcherism: 

1 do think one can begin to identiQ some weak spots, some 
contradictions, places where the discourses don? match up, or where 
there is a disparity between the promises and the delivery. There are 
lots of contradictions there, but they don't easily break in our 
direction or oEer us big political opportunities; they require the 
constitution of an equally powerfùl, equally convincing alternative a11 
the way across the political terrain." 

Ultimately, as Hall indicates, "the only way of genuinely contesting a hegemonic form of 

politics is to develop a counter hegemonic ~trategy."~~ Like other discourses, the discounes 

associated with this strategy may also be appropriated or accommodated in order to 

eliminate their oppositional force. 

The state plays a role in the ideological stniggle. As Hall notes, the state often 

sets the questions, terms, and definitions which h e  a debate: 



The power to initiate and formulate A s  not decisive because you 
can7t impose that formulation on everybody; but it does give you a 
first sbot at the field - the power to formulate the question, to set the 
terms. Other definitions then have to respond to you; it's yow 
definition that is k ing  negotiated. The political apparatuses are 
effective precisely because of the monopolization of the power to 
formulate in our society? 

However, the state dso accommodates or makes concessions to discourses which do not 

favour dominant interests. Hall explains: 

The state is clearly absolutely central in articulating the different 
areas of contestation, the different points of antagonism, into a 
regime of rule. The moment when you can get sufficient power in 
the state to organize a central political project is decisive, for then 
you can use the state to plan, urge, incite, solicit and punish, to 
conform the different sites of power and consent into a single 
regime.85 

By smking a compromise arnong the discourses, the state aims to win the consent of 

subordinate groups while enswing that dominant interests prevail. in so doing, it aims to 

secure the hegemony of dominant interests. 

Ideological Struggle and Communication Technologies 

A certain meaning of the tenn "technology" has perhaps corne close to achieving 

the status of common sense. DaIIas Smythe once considered how often a definition of 

c'technology77 is provideci by writers. Smythe reporteci that "1 made a modest sûarch in some 

dozens of books (out of the thownds published in the past century with technology as a 

central theme) for definitions of the tem. What 1 leamed was that hardly any of these 

authors ever troubles to define the term technology. 1s it so obvious that it doesn't need 

definition?" Jemifer -1 Slack implies that the "ob~ ious~~  definition is "machines, tools, 

and devices."" The definition is not linked to social organization. Smythe suggests that this 
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has important implications: "If 'technology' can be blamed for the ills of our social order, 

then the responsibiiity is displaceci A convenient scapegoat has k e n  found, labelled and 

criticized But the social order rolls on, protected to some extent against serious criticism 

by the smoke screen of the controversy over techn~logy."~ 

This is not to suggest that the dominant defmition of technology is entirely 

unquestioned. A challenge may be presented by alternative understandings of the concept 

As SIack notes: 

. . . it is incumbent on anyone writing a treatise on technolo~ to define 
what is meant by the term. Doing so is not an easy task, for a 
plethora of definitions must be considered. Nevertheless, the task of 
definition is of critical importance, for the way in which we define 
technology, or conceive of it, influences Our attitudes toward it, our 
understanding of it, and our prescriptions for changing it." 

Slack adds that %ere are advantages in adding the dimension of social organization to the 

definition of technolo W.... By ernbedding technology in social organization and practice, we 

acknowledge that technology is not an autonornous, isolated force, uncomected to the rest 

of society." Slack regards "technology" to be the machines which are produced by a 

'technical system" and thereby acknowledges the social organization behind technology. 90 

In this study as well, technology is regarded to be social. 

A number of issues are Iinked to the dominant definiton oftechnology. Flowing 

from the definition of technologies as asocial objects, there are several discounes which 

concern the implications of communication technologies. We will now tum to a 

consideration of three such discourses. We will examine their articulation to other 

discourses7 the contradiciions that are associated with the discourses, and the c haracteristics 



of some altemative discourses, 

DISCOURSES ON COlMlMUNICATION TECHNOLOGIES 

Tecbnologicai Causaliîy 

The first discourse is technologicol causa@. Building on an understanding of 

technologies which separates them fiom social organization, this diswurse suggests that 

technologies thernselves shape societal developments. 

The discourse of technologicai causality seems to have had considerable 

influence. It has been associated with the ideas of some academics, most notably Marshall 

McLuhan. McLuhan has been negatively described by a number of &tee as reflecting 

technological deter~ninisrn.~' He indicated, for example, that "al1 media work us over 

completely. They are so petvasive in their personal, political, economic, aesthetic, 

psychological, moral, ethical, and social consequences that they leave no part of us 

untouched, unaffected, unaltered."* However, in part stemming fiom the attention which 

McLuhan paid to specificity (the characteristics and implications of different media), his 

work has been described more charitably by Raymond Williams as  "an apparently 

sophisticated technological determinism."" The discourse of technological causality has 

been expressed in a different way through the work of Ithiel de Sola Pool. Through his 

notion of "sofi technological deteminismyy, Pool argued that barriers, such as government 

regdation, can impede the effects of communication technologies." As this suggests, the 

discoune can be used as an argument for deregdation. It may therefore have been 

particularly apparent in statements made by both industry and government during the 
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historical conjuncture which is examined in this midy. The discourse may also have been 

reflected by these interests since, as Robert Babe argues, it mystifies their powemil r ~ l e . ~ ~  

Indeed, some of the critical literature on communication technologies suggests that the 

discourse has been taken up by industry and govemment. Frank Webster and Kevin Robins 

have noted, for example, that aspects of the discourse exist in corporate advertising as well 

as goverment policy.% 

From a critical perspective, Babe sees the discourse of technological causality 

as taking two forms- Babe discusses technological determinism, but he also makes 

reference to the technological imperative. He defines the technological imperative as the 

idea that "most or al1 technological developments ('technological evolution') arc inevitable 

and/or necessary; stated otherwke it holds that human choices are severeiy limited, if not 

illusory." Technological deteminism suggests that "al1 important human phenornena - 

cultures, the distribution of power, belief systems, industry structures - are the products of 

or are explainable by 'technology', which has, in accordance with the doctrine of the 

technological imperative, a life, growth, and development of its own." Babe concludes that 

"the dual doctrines of technological dependency - the technological imperative and 

technological deteminism - posit technology to be active and humam to be passive, 

implying that at best one can only adapt in order to s u ~ v e . " ~ '  

In a different way, both Jennifer Daryl Slack and Raymond Williams also see the 

discourse of technological causality a s  talcing two forms. The fust and most prevalent form 

is what Slack calls "simple causality." This view of communication technologies involves 

a simple cause and effect relationship. As Slack puts it, 'ccommunication technologies are 
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conceived of as autonomous causes whose appearance produces inevitable e ffects. 

Williams calls simple causality "technological detenninism."" The second and less 

cornmon form of technological causality is describeci by Slack as "symptomatic causality" 

(a term which is derived from Williams7 notion of "symptomatic technology"). '" This view 

of communication technologies builds on the simple cause and effect relationship by 

introducing social institutions as a mediating variable. Although they are still seen as 

autonomous causes, communication technologies are no longer seen as having inevitable 

effects. The effects of the technologies are either thwarted or enhanced by social 

institutiondo' Through what is done with them when they appear, communication 

technologies becorne symptoms of forces that are connected to social institutions. 

There are alternatives to the discourse of technological causality which present 

more usefid ways of seeing causality. Williams, for example, pushes beyond the discourses 

of simple causality and symptomatic causality. He argues that the problem with simple 

causality is that it excises al1 notion of intention (since the technologies are autonomous). 

He argues M e r  that the problem with symptomatic causality is that it only sees intention 

as indirect (since social institutions make decisions regarding the use of autonomous 

technologies). As an alternative to technological causality, Williams suggests that 

communication technologies reflect direct intention in the research and development which 

is conducted by social organizations. 'O2 This direct intention may be scientific, military, 

commercial, administrative, or some combination of the above. 'O3 As Vincent Mosco has 

indicated, the approach taken by Williams is valuable since it "'situaies technology within 

a social setting that shapes the design, production, distribution, and use of the 
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technology-"" There are contradictions Uivolving the discourse of technological causality. 

Marike Finlay argues that discourses on communication technologies are "inherently 

contradictory and therefore in a state of crisis." 'O5 She notes that "technological determinism 

still thrives today in many discourses on new communications technology" but adds that 

"very often, these causalist discourses tum the deterministic procedure off and on at will as 

it suits their argument" 'O6 Coll~equently, there is a contradiction between the technologicd 

and the social dimensions of causality. According to Finlay, the discourse of technological 

causality is also sornetimes tied to contradictions that take the form of "double bind~."'~' 

We will examine some of Finlay's ideas more fully in Chapter Four. 

Technological Democracy 

The second discourse is techo~ogica2 democrucy. This discourse maintains that 

technologies facilitate such things as participation, equality, access, and control. 

The discoune of technological causality is articuiated to the discourse of 

technological democracy. As Mosco explains, those who adopt the latter discourse "assurne 

that technologies are responsible for social transformation and can achieve widespread 

participation and eq~ality." '~~ This co~ec t ion  between the two discourses is apparent in 

the work of several writers, although the extent of the connection diffee. On the one hand, 

Alvin Toffler stresses pure technological detenninism in relation to democracy. He suggests 

that technologies give rise to other forms of political participation: "The permutations 

offered by the new communications technologies are endess and extraordinary. Once we 

recognize that our present institutions and constitutions are obsolete and we begin searching 

for alternatives, al1 sorts of breathtaking political options, never before possible, suddenly 



44 

open up to us." For example, Toffler envisions individuals registering their political views 

fiom home through electronic town hall  meeting^.'^ On the other han& in relation to 

democracy, Pool again advances his soft technological determinism: "The characteristics 

of media shape what is done with them, so one might anticipate that these technologies of 

fieedorn will overwhelm al1 attempts to control them. Technology, however, shapes the 

structure of the battle, but not every outcorne." 'Io Pool contends that the inherent democratic 

potential of the technologies may be inhibited by govemment regdation. Like the discourse 

that is linked to iî, the discourse of technological democracy c m  be tsed as an argument for 

deregdation. It too may therefore have been apparent within industry and govemment 

circles during the histoncal conjuncture which is examined in this study. 

Building on Williams' points in response to technological causality, there are 

alternatives to the discourse of technological democracy which offer more useful ways of 

seeing democracy. As Mosco notes, the discourse of technological democracy is 

problematic: "By emphasizing the determining influence of technology, even in Pool's and 

others' 'soft' versions, technological democracy misses an important historical lesson: 

technologies embody, in their production, distribution, and use, existing political and social 

relation~hips."'~~ Mosco also notes another difficulty with the discourse. Apart fiom seeing 

democracy as a technological process, the discowse sees democracy as an individual 

proceçs; we have noted that technological democracy focuses, for example, on the individual 

electronically voting fkom home. For Mosco, "the danger in this view is that it fails to 

recognize that democracy is a social process, propelled by social movements and social 

gatherings." l l2 Mosco therefore advances an alternative understanding of democracy: ". . . it 
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is not technology that creates democracy; rather, democracy grows out of economic, 

political, and social forces that use a variety of tools, including advanced technology, to 

achieve dernocratic ends.""3 

The discourse of technological democracy is associated with con~adictions. 

Finlay's point that discourses on communication technologies are inherently contradictory 

applies once again. She notes that sometimes there is a contradiction between the overt 

claims of the discourses and their covert rules of ~peration.'~" With regard to the issue of 

democracy, "the contradiction lies between a content of dernocratization and a procedure 

of hierarchical e~clusivity.""~ On the one hanci, many of the statements which deal with 

communication technologies make the claim that the technologies will Iead to active roles 

for people through participation On the other han& many of the statements situate people 

in passive roles rather than active ones.'16 This raises an interesting difference between 

technolo@cai causality and technological democracy. Whereas the contradiction that is tied 

to technological causality is between the technologid and the social, the contradiction here 

is between democracy and domination. 

Technological Nationalism 

The third diswurse is technological narionaliism. This discourse suggests that 

technologies are associated with creating a country. 

The discourse of technological nationalkm is more closely linked to the 

staielgovernrnent h indust. or academics. To be sure, Melville Watkins has argued that 

the discourse is reflected in the work of Marshall McLuhan and Harold Innis. l L 7  However, 

several writers have also noted the important role of the discourse with regard to the 
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Canadian state or govemment Arthur Kroker indicated that "'technological nationalism ... has 

always been the essence of the Canadian *te and, most certaùùy, the locus of the Canadian 

identity."118 Maurice Charland showed how the discourse of technological nationalism has 

ben reflecîed by the Cahadian state since the t 9th cenhuy. ' l9 Robert Babe illustrated how 

the discourse has been apparent in the policy documents issued by the Canadian govemment 

during the last few decades.lzO Although they agree on a nurnber of points about the 

discourse of technological nationalism, Charland and Babe have divergent interpretations 

of it in relation to technological causality. 

On the one hand, Babe suggests that the discourse of technological causality 

(which he refen to as technological dependence) is not articulated to the discourse of 

technological nationalism. According to Babe, "the doctrine of technological nationalism 

postdates that Canadians have purposefirlly deployed systems of communication for nation- 

building but, paradoxically, the rnyth of technological dependence asseverates that we have 

few options in deploying industrial techniques." lZ1 Grounded as it is in human agency and 

the decisions of the Canadian govemment, this version of the discourse suggests the need 

for govemment intervention. 

On the other han4 Cbarland suggests that the discourse of technological causality 

is articulated to the discourse of technoiogical nationalism. Charland holds that there is a 

connection between technological causality and technological nationalism because the latter 

"ascribes to technology the capacity to create a nation by enhancing cornmuni~ation"'~ 

This suggests something similar to what we have seen with the other discounes; technology 

itselÇ rather than the govemment through regdation and legislaiion, is suffkient to achieve 
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the goal of nationalism- However, it also suggests that the role of the state/government vis 

a vis nationalism is mystïfied rather than celebrated 

The discourse of technological nationalisrn may also be articulated to the 

disfourse of technological demorracy ad, in the process, open up contradictions which are 

similar to the ones that plague the latter discourse. Charland notes ''the paradoxical promise 

of democracy and domination inherent to the rhetoric of technological nationalism." In the 

Canadian expexïence, technological nationalism "proposes the electronic polis and afirms 

no value Save the communication of the people's voices ... However, this vision of a society 

in and through technology is undermined by technoIogica1 nationalism's other goal, that of 

creating a united Canada." The discourse of technological nationalism presents 

technology as a neutral medium which offers democratic communication while also 

revealing technology to be a medium that sustains power relations among the federal- 

provincial or central-penpheral components of the country. 

There are alternatives to the discourse of technological nationalism. Several 

'alternative discourses" have been reviewed by Raboy. As in the critique of technological 

democracy, these discourses feature an understanding of democracy which focuses on social 

rather than technological elements. In the view of Raboy, these discourses also feature an 

understanding of the public which goes beyond "national" considerations. Raboy suggests 

that "broadcasting can become an instrument of democratic social development only if its 

public dimension is fûlly reaiized" 125 He suggests that this necessitates several things. For 

example, j urisdic tion over public broadcasting must transcend "federal" or "provincial" 

categories; the issue of cultural sovereignty must be framed in a way that goes beyond 



48 

"nationalm or "Canadian" terms; and public participation must be widely extended and 

clearly defined in a number of areas. 

THE PRINCIPLES OF A THEORETICAL MODEL 

The discourses of technologicaI causality, technological democracy, and 

technological nationalism have been addressed in the 1 iterature on communication 

technologies. However, studies have tended to focus on one or two of the discourses and 

the most powerfùl social agents (capital and the state). 

The relationships among the discounes, social agents, and hegemony are 

cornplex There are at least two reasons for this. First, historical change in the discourses 

and the social agents may have a b w n g  on the linkages between them. Second, the 

discourses are not equivalent to each other and neither are the social agents; the discourses 

Vary in their prominence and inteml char acte ris tic^ while the social agents (culturaf 

industries, cultural agencies, and cultural communities) Vary in their power. 

Although the relationships involved are cornplex, the aim here is to make çome 

sense of them through a theoretical model which has been assembled fiom the literature 

reviewed above. This theoretical model, which will be evaluated in the study, is comprised 

of three basic principles. 

Connecîion 

The first principle is that connections between the discourses are most likely to 

be made in the arguments of the cultural industries and the arguments of the cultural 

agencies that are associated with the centre of the country. These connections work toward 



establishing hegemony. 

The discourse of technological causality myçtifies the role of private capital, but 

the hegemony of the latter within Canadian broadcasting could require the articulation of 

technological causaiity to other discoiuses. The arguments of the cutturai industries may 

reflect connections between the discourse of technological causality and discourses on 

democracy or nationalism. This can be illustrated with reference to Thomas Streeter's 

analysis of how the cable industry developed in the United States. Streeter notes that the 

cable industry drew a linkage between cable technology as an asocial, autonomous force and 

its potential for democratic communi~ation.'~~ He explains that this won favour among a 

number of public interest groups and had an impact on the growth of the cable industry: 

It is important to note that the industry that benefited fiorn the policy 
debate did not simply manipulate the debate toward its own ends; it 
was not just a case of the public interest being overwhelrned by the 
power of big business. Cable was brought into the regdatory fold in 
the early 1970s not simply because an industrial elite demanded it but 
because a coalition of groups, some with goals quite at odds with 
those of corporate management, cajoled the FCC Federal 
Communications Commission] into action through a collective 
public argument that coalesced around the discourse of the new 
technologies. The hopes for diversity, democracy, and cultural 
expression embodied in the discourse of the new technologies may 
have been naive, but they were d y  cynical; they were largely 
fbeled by genuine social and political concems. Clearly, the policy 
debate nonetheless served the industry much more effectively than it 
did the social and democratic ambitions that helped generate the 
debate. 12' 

This suggests that the articulation of technological causality to discourses of democracy or 

nationdism may fzilitate the hegemony of private capital; through connections to general 

or moral interests, consent to the expansion of the private sector wuld be secured. 
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The hegemony of the federal state over its institutional components is a different 

matter, and two possibilities seem to exist with regard to the arguments made by the cultural 

agencies tbat are associated with the centre of the country. On the one hand, technological 

causality may be dculated to discourses of democracy or nationalism. Charland notes, for 

instance, that Prime Minister Mackenzie King once linked radio to both nationalist and 

dernomtic interests (since it would bring the citizens of Canada together and enhance their 

incorporation into Canadian dernocracy through the O pportunity to hear their leaders). lZg 

This mystifies the role of the federal state in domination while refleaing general and moral 

interests. On the other hand, technological causality may not be articulated to technological 

nationalism, and the latter may instead focus on human agency. A statement by Prime 

Minister RB. Bennett provides an example of this; Bennett once indicate that, "properly 

employed, the radio can be made a rnost effective instrument in nation-b~ilding."'~ This 

version of technological nationalism justifies the role of the federal state by suggesting the 

need for hurnan agency to protect national interests. 

Contradiction 

The second principle is that contradictions involving the discourses are most 

likely to be identified and acted upon by the cultural communities as well as the cultural 

agencies which are associated with the periphery of the country. These contradictions can 

work against establishing hegemony, and they may take two fonns. First, there is a 

contradiction between the technoIogicc~I and the socid which appears in arguments that are 

linked to the discourse of technological causality. The cultural industries mi& for 

instance, suggest that communication technologies themselves create conditions which the 
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industries must adapt to and then later indicate that the industries play a crucial role within 

the broadcasting system through their design or control of the technologies. This 

contradiction opens up the space for alternative discourses that focus on the social origins 

and developrnent of communication technologies Second, there is a contradiction between 

democracy and domination which figures into arguments that are associateci wiîh the 

discourses of technological demorracy and techological nationalism The arguments of the 

cultural industries mi& for example, emphasize the choices which communication 

technologies allow audience memben to make whiie at the sarne time revealing how those 

choices are stmctured and limited by the industries themselves. This conîradiction opens 

up the space for alternative discourses which push beyond domination and propose new 

f o m  of democracy in the broadcasting field However, private capital or the federal state 

may make connections to the alternative discourses of a counter hegernony in order to stnp 

them of their oppositional force. 

Compromise 

The third pnnciple is that the federal state attempts to secure its own hegemony 

as well as that of private capital by meshing various interests and discourses into a 

compromise within broadcasting legislation The compromise is weighted in favour of 

pnvate capital and the federal state, but it &rants concessions to oppositional interests. In 

the history of Canadian broadcasting legislation, a number of such compromises have been 

fonned. Perhaps the best examples focus on the issue of Canadian content. Man: Raboy 

notes that, in debates preceding the 199 1 Broadcasting Act, there was strong support for a 

greater contribution to Canadian prognunming by the pnvate broadcasting ind-. The 
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private broadcasting industry was among the few opponents of this principle. The final 

legislation emphasized the importance of Canadian progmmming, but the legisiation 

weakened and restricted the provisions for it. This aspect of the iegislation was, as Raboy 

indicates, "more in line with the industry's ~iew."'~' 

CONCLUSION 

This chapter has examined some theoretical ideas about hegemony and 

discourses on communication technologies. It began by developing an approach to the 

concepts of state, class, and ideology. The chapter then tied ideology to hegemony through 

an o v e ~ e w  of Gramsci's ideas and the debate about hegemony in relation to Thatcherisrn. 

Building on Hall's concem with the ideologicai aspects of hegernony, the chapter proceeded 

to outline some important developments in the history of Canadian broadcasting. These 

developments suggested that there were efforts to secure two forms of hegemony, one 

involving private capital and the other involving the federal state. The chapter then outlined 

some major issues pertaining to hegemony and ideology. It went on to address the 

discounes of technological causality, technological democracy, and technological 

nationalism. The three discourses and their implications for hegemony were brought 

together within a theoretical rnodel. 

We are now in a position to consider this theoretical rnodel through reference to 

how discourses on communication technologies played a role in the public proceedings on 

new Canadian broadcasting legislation To put it in Martin Allor's terms, we have 

completed the f ~ s t  step in a conjunctural analysis of ideology and can now proceed to the 



second step: 

The first move of a conjunctural analysis of ideology should be 
discursive .... A discursive analysis of a representation focuses on its 
regularities, interna1 consistencies, and connections to other tenns - 
other representatio m.... But this discursive analysis is only the first 
step in this conjunctural analysis. Discourses only have existence 
within particdar institutional sites. And the second move should be 
to document and analyze (through mciological analyses), the ways in 
which parricular insti-tutions have taken up, deployed, and altered the 
discourse.. . 132 

WC will soon tum to this sociological approach. Since some of the major issues are the 

expansion of the private sector (partially îhrough its involvement in new forms of 

broadcasting), the emergence of the community sector, and the contraction of the public 

sector, it may be useful to focus on the discourses in terms of debates about broadcasting 

definitions, community broadcasting, and national broadcasting. Before addressing these 

debates, however, it is necessary to discuss how the research for the study was done. That 

is the subject of Chapter Three. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES 

This study involves historical, qualitative research The present chapter describes 

how the research for the study was done. The first section addresses data gathering while 

the second section considers data processing and analysis. In both of these sections, 1 out1 ine 

what was involved, the problerns that 1 encountered and, where it was possible, what 1 did 

to overcorne these problems. 

It is important to note that this study has undergone a metamorphosis. Onginally, 

it was intended to be an analysis of political, economic, and ideological factors pertaining 

to communication technologies and the policy formation process which led to the 1991 

Broadcasting ~ c t . '  Eventually, of course, it became more focused on ideological factors; 

it was transfonned into an analysis of discourses on communication technologies in the 

public proceedings that were part of the process. The following discussion, which is 

organized in a chronological fashion, addresses methodological issues that are linked to al1 

phases of the study. 

DATA GATHERING 

A distinction is usually made between primary and secondary sources of data. 

As Theda Skocpol puts it, primary sources are "the original residues of the past" whereas 
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secondary sources are bbpublished books and articles."* A nurnber of secondary sources were 

utilized when doing research for the study. These sources included the reports issued by the 

Task Force on Broadcasting Policy, the House of Commons Standing Cornmittee on 

Communications and Culture, and several O ther cornmittees. They also inc l uded academic 

works which dealt with the topic of the research. However, most of the research for the 

study was based on prirnay sources. These sources included historical documents that were 

produced by groups and organizations. 

The rnethodologicai literature on such documents has noted several probiems 

which pertain to them. The most basic problem is getting access to the documents. As Marc 

Bloch points out, access may be hampered by groups and organizations through the impact 

of two factors, "that negligence which loses documents and, even more dangerous, that 

passion for secrecy ... which hides or destroys them."' Jennifer Platt indicates that two 

problems may result fiom documents being lost, hidden, or destroyed. First, if the factors 

responsible for a lack of access play a significant role, there will be an inadequate quantity 

of data. Second, even if a sizable amount of data is collected, the factors which generate a 

lack of access could still have produced "a qualitatively unsatisfactory distribution of data." ' 

In other words, there might be much information on some issues but little on others. My 

experience in gatherïng data on the proceedings of the task force iliustrates a number of 

these problems. 

Written Submissions to the Task Force 

My research began in Iate 1991. Since I needed to know the positions of various 

organizations on broadcasting policy issues, I thought that it would be important to acquire 
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the wrîtten submissions (also referred to here as the bnefs) that were given to the Task 

Force on Broadcasting Policy during 1985. The first step in rny research therefore involved 

efforts to obtain these submissions or briefs. 

I began by trying to locate where they were being held. I contacted the 

Department of Communications (DOC) on the reasonable assurnption that they were being 

held there. I was told by DOC officiais that their library had the research reports which were 

comrnissioned by the task force, but it did not have the wrïtten submissions. Afier 

conducting a search for me, DOC officiais established that the submissions were being held 

in the National Archives of Canada. 1 \vas told that there were 24 boxes of matenal, 7 or 8 

of which contained witten submissions. Some of the other boxes contained audio tapes of 

public meetings which the task force held. It was not made clear to me what was in the 

remaining boxes. Although the task force material was king  held in the National Archives 

of Canada, 1 was told that it was still under the authorïty of the DOC and therefore not in the 

public domain. Consequently, DOC omcials indicated that 1 could only obtain the written 

submissions if 1 went through Access to Information. 1 was advised that this could take 

some time since they would have to contact al1 of the organizations whose submissions 1 

wanted to see and get their permission in writing for me to view the documents. The case 

of the task force material provides a perfect illustration of the "passion for secrecy" which, 

as Bloch notes, leads to documents being withheId. 

Interestingly, while doing research for the study, 1 later discovered that other 

writen have had similar difficulties in obtaining the task force material. Presumably 

stemming from experiences in doing research for his book on Canadian broadcasting policy, 



Marc Raboy cornmented in 1989 on the exclusivity of access to the material: 

More than 350 groups made representations to the task force, either 
submiîting briefs, meeting with the task force in private, appearing 
at public meetings with the task force, or some combination of the 
above. Its work generated several dozen cases of documents, 
cwently lodged in a National Archives of Canada depot where oniy 
a handfid of W C  employees can reach them without going through 
cumbersome Access to Information procedures.' 

Difficulties in gemng access to the task force material were also noted by Michael NoIan, 

a member of the Faculty of Journalism at the University of Western Ontario, when he 

appeared as a witness before the House of Commons Standing Cornmittee on 

Communications and Culture in 1987. Nolan told the committee that he was concerned 

about the unavailability of records on what Canadians had said to the task force, and he 

asked the committee about obtaining the records. The chair of the committee asked Paul 

Audley, who had been in charge of research for both the task force and the standing 

committee, to answer Nolan's question. Audley indicated that no transcripts were made of 

the private meetings. Notes were taken and a series of books providing summaries of the 

private meetings were prepared, but these were "not available." (This explains, at least 

parhally, what was in the rest of the boxes). Audey adbed that the public meetings had been 

taped. He was about to expand on this before the chair of the cornrnitîee intermpted and 

advised Nolan to try going through Access to ~nforrnatiod 

At this point, I decided to seek the assistance of some people who had been 

directly associateci with the task force. 1 wrote to Gerald Caplan and asked if he had any of 

the submissions or could offer some advice on obtaining them. In his reply, Caplan wrote 

that "I'm terribly sorry you're having such a problem geîting access to Our research; we were 
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solemnly assured this would not happen, but we have no cantrol of any part of the process 

any longer." Caplan indicated that he did not have any of the submissions in his own files. 

However, he advised me to contact Paul Audley because "if anyone can help you out, it is 

he.'" I subsequently contacted Audley. Audley wrote back, indicating that "I'm sorry to 

Say that it is my understanding that there are real problems in getting access to task force 

material." With regard to the written submissions7 Audley indicated that 9 might have some 

copies myself, but if they were submitted in confidence, I would be unable to share them 

with yoa" He explained that he would only be able to share submissions with me if 1 had 

letters fiom the organizations involved which authorized me to see their submissions. In 

iight of this, Audley suggested that 1 adopt the strategy of writing to the organizations which 

made the submissions and asking them if they would be willing to send their submissions 

directly to mem8 

I decided to follow Audley's advice and wrîte to the organizations themselves. 

The report issued by the Task Force on Broadcaçting Policy indicated that 242 briefs had 

been received fiom organizations and individuals. The narnes of the many organizations 

and the relatively few individuals were provided along with their province of o~igin .~ 1 

focused on the organizations and trie. to find thern through a varïety of directories and other 

reference sources. Locating the organizations proved to be a difficult task. Many of them 

could not be found in any of the directories or other sources that I consulted There are 

several possible rasons for this. Some organizations may not have been listed simply 

because they no longer existed. Others may not have been listed because they were too 

small or otherwise did not meet the criteria for inclusion. Using their province of origin or 
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(better yet) any location references in their names, I was able to find a few of these 

organizations through telephone books. Even if they were listed in reference sources, 1 

might not have found some organizaîions because they were not listed where 1 expected 

them to be; they rnay have changed their names or amalgamated with other organizations. 

1 found evidence that this was the case with a few organizations, and 1 w a ç  subsequently able 

to ûack them d o m  However, there may have been others that I did not catch. 1 managed 

to find mailing addresses comected to 141 of the 242 briefs, that is, 58 per cent of them. 

I then prepared and sent out letters to organizations asking them to send me a copy of the 

brkf which they submitted. m e r  six weeks, I sent out follow-up letters to the organizations 

that I had not yet heard from. As 1 discovered, there were several problerns with this strategy 

for getting the briefs. 

First, I sometimes received the wrong brief from organizations. A few 

organizations apparently rnisunderstood what 1 wanted or otherwise erred even though my 

letter had clearly made reference to the Caplan-Sauvageau Task Force on Broadcasting 

Policy. For instance, CTV sent me its brief to the Girard-Peters Task Force on the Economic 

Status of Canadian Television. 1 subsequently made t w ~  phone calls to CTV to ask for the 

correct brief Although 1 was told both times that the correct brief would be sent, 1 never 

received it. The Association canadienne fiancaise de I'Alberta sent me a brief that was 

subrnined to the House of Commons Standing Cornmittee on Communications and Culture 

during the latter's proceedings on the task force report in 1987. I wrote to the organization 

again and tried to dari@ what 1 wanted The organization wrote back insisting that it had 

sent the correct bnef 'O This does not appear to have k e n  a language problern since the 
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organization wrote to me in Englisk Moreover, some English-language organizations made 

the same mistake. The letter which the British Columbia Association of Broadcasters 

(BCAB) enclosed with its brief to the standing committee clearly indicated that the 

association thought it had sent the brief to the task force. l 1  The confusion on the part of 

the BCAB and other organizations may have stemrned fiom the fact that the cover page on 

most of these briefs made reference to the Task Force on Broadcasting Policy. It may also 

have stemmed from a lack of familiarity with the various stages of the policy formation 

procas. in m y  event, my efforts to resolve these problems by contacting the organizations 

al1 met with failure. 

Second, 1 did not receive biefs fiom a nurnber of ~rga~zat ions .  In some cases, 

organizations did not respond to my letters. 1 was not necessarily being slighted since some 

of the mailing addresses that 1 used may have been inaccurate or outdated In other cases, 

organizations responded to my initial letter or the follow-up only to note that the requested 

matenal could not be provided It is interesting to consider the variety of explanations they 

offered for this. Although it was listed in the task force report as having provided a bnef, 

Baton Broadcasting claimed that it only made an oral presentation before the task force and 

did not submit a briefi' Several organizations simply said that their brief could not be 

1ocated.l3 Some rernarked that their current files did not go that far back. They either 

explicitly or implicitly indicated that their bnef rnay be in storage, but they did not search 

those files." Others also indicated that their current files did not go that far back, but they 

had checked their archiva1 files and still not found their bnef. I5 

Several organizations that apparently conducted thorough searc hes tied to 
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account for why their brief could not be found. Although these explanations do not 

necessarily reveal the "negligence" that Bloch speaks of, they do draw attention to some of 

the factors which can lead to documents king lost. Some organizations noted that staff 

changes rnay have made it difficult to locate their bief? Telemedia went further, 

suggesting that staff changes rnay have had an effect on its filing system. I7 The Council of 

Canadians specified that it could not locate its brief because its filing system was not well 

kept in earlier years. '' The British Columbia Motion Picture Association said that it could 

not find its brief possibly because of 'an inadequate filing system" and a move. l9 Several 

other organizations speculated that a move rnay have resulted in their brief being lost." 

Only one organUatiion specifically pointed to documents being destroyed; of its brief, CISN- 

FM indicated that "it may have k e n  discarded some years ag~ . "~ '  These instances of 

documents being lost or destroyed suggest that the strategy of making direct requests for 

briefs fkom organizations is ody viable within a year or two of the point when the briefs had 

been submitted. 

The issues outlined above meant that there were serious problems with my data. 

1 rnanaged to obtain 63 briefs. This was 45 per cent of the 14 1 requested briefs and 26 per 

cent of the total 242 bnefs. 1 clearly had an inadequate qwtity of data. More significantly, 

I also had what was described above as 'a  qualitatively unsatisfactory distribution of data." 

The low nurnber of briefs might not have mattered as much if the briefs had k e n  spread 

more or less evenly aross the various types of organizations îbaî submitted them. However, 

1 had an over-representation of briefs frorn the cultural communities (parhcularly workers' 

groups and rninority groups) and an under-representation of briefs fiom the cultural 
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industries (especially cable companies and independent producers). Although I had most 

of the briefs that were submitted by the CBC, I did not have bnefs from some other cultural 

agencies. 

Traosctipts of Committee Proceedings and Goveniment Debates 

Other aspects of my research were king undertaken while 1 was trying to obtain 

the task force briefs, and they continued long afier my efforts to acquire the briefs had 

ceased. Some of my research involved looking at the transcripts of debates in the House of 

Commons and the Senate. Al1 debates involving Bill C-136 and Bill C-40 were studied to 

get information on the positions of major political parties and the development of the bills 

as they passed through various readings. In total, approximately 600 pages of debates were 

examined. My research also involved looking at the transcripts of proceedings conducted 

by the House of Commons Standing Committee on Communications and Culture; the House 

of Commons Legislative Cornmitîee on Bill C-136; the House of Commons Legislative 

Committee on Bill C-40; and the Standing Senate Committee on Transport and 

Communications. I studied every one of the oral presentations that organizations and 

individuais made to these various government cornmittees as well as al1 of the questioning 

done by committee members after each of the oral presentations. In total, a n  estimated 

6,000 pages of governent committee proceedings were examined. Al1 of the government 

debates and cornmittee proceedings were available in the Governrnent Documents section 

of the Mills Memorial Library at McMaster University. 

Cornpared to the task force briefs which 1 had been able to colleet, the transcripts 

of proceedings by the House of Commons Standing Committee on Communications and 



70 

Culture gave me a much better picture of the positions taken by various organizations. 

Unlike the case with the written submissions to the task force, 1 had a complete collection 

of standing cornmittee transcripts. The standing cornmittee heard oral presentations from 

38 organizations or individuais in the first phase of its inquiry on the task force report, and 

it heard oral presentations h m  246 witnesses in the second phase of its inquiry. In both 

phases, these witnesses were well distributeci across the various types of organizations that 

had interests in broadcasting. It is also worth noting that the questioning of organizations 

by cornmittee members was useful; the questioning probed M e r  into issues that were 

addressed in an oral presentation, and they often dealt with issues that were not mentioned 

in a presentation. This advantage extended to the transcripts for the proceedings of other 

cornmittees. 

Takng Notes from the Data 

Notes were taken in two different contexts. My research on the transcripts of 

govemment debates was done in the Mills Mernorial Library at McMaster University, but 

the library staff kindly gave me permission to borrow the volumes of cornmittee proceedings 

so that I could do some of my research at home. Doing some of the research at home rather 

than in the library had several benefits. 1 was able to take notes in confortable, quiet 

surroundings at hours convenient to me. Instead of writing notes by hand, 1 was also able 

to type them directly into my computer. These are not insigificant matters when doing 

research çuch as this. The more pleasant working conditions better enabled me to read the 

lage amount of data carefully and take comprehensive notes. 

Taking comprehensive notes is an important strategy in historicd research. Even 
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though such a pmtice may lead to considerable "waste", it is simply better to have too many 

notes rather than two few. I consequently set a broad guideline to direct my note-taking. 

Reff ecting the original focus of the study, the guideline that 1 set for myself was to take notes 

on any issues involving communication technologies and charactenstics of the policy 

formation process. Although this guideline was broad, it eliminated a large nurnber of other 

issues. If  the wording of points on the relevant issues seemed like it might be important, 1 

copied direct quotations into my notes. If the wording did not seem to be important, 1 

paraphrased the information. 

DATA PROCESSLNG AND ANALYSE 

Two Filing Systems 

As a result of my research, 1 had thousands of pages of notes and other materials 

such as briefs or photocopies. In order to get a handle on the massive amount of data that 

1 haci, 1 utilized two filing systems. 

The first filing system was based on participants in the debates about new 

broadcasting legislation. I establ ished a scheme for categorizing these participants. From 

the beginning, my scheme had three categories. The earliest version of the scheme included 

the categories of private capital, subordinate groups, and state agencies. However, changes 

were made to the names and even the nature of these three categories until they were 

eventually tcansformed into cultural industries, cultural communities, and cultural agencies. 

1 also refined the three categones by developing sub-categories for each. The final version 

of my categorization scheme is presented in Appendix One. Since I had separate notes and 
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other materials on each of the participants in the broadcasting debates, it was a simple 

matter for me to organize and re-organize my data files so that they fit the changes which 

were made in my categorization scheme. 

The second filing system was based on issues in the debates about new 

broadcasting legislation. As my research progressed, I became interested in examining 

certain issues. Once I completed my documentary research on the general political, 

economic, and ideological issues involving communication technologies and the policy 

formation process, I went through the data to collect information on the specific issues 

which interested me. 1 began the process of establishing files on these issues by going 

through rny first filing system and its data on the participants in cornmittee proceedings. 

This enabled me to gather information on the issues while also systematically keeping track 

of the participants and the cornmittee proceedings that were associated with the information. 

M e r  this was done, 1 examined the govemment debates for further data. This second filing 

system provided my "analytical files", the files from which 1 constructed much of my 

analysisu Although some of these files were not used in preparing the final study, others 

were. For exarnple, some of the latter files bore titles like c'lncorporating New 

Technologies7', "Challenges to Community BroadMSting7', and "Problems with Distribution 

by the CBC." Along with a few othen, these files were the basis for what is now Chapter 

Four, Chapter Five, and Chapter Six. 

Selection and Presentation of the Data 

It may be usefui to comment on the selection and presentation of quotations or 

paraphrased matenal fiom the files for inclusion in the study. 
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As Jennifer Platt points out, there are two extrernes in the selection and 

presentation of matenal. On the one hd, we have %e appeal to authority." Platt notes that 

this can be problematic: 

Where it is known that someone is tnily an authority in a particular 
area, with wide familiarity with its prirnary sources, his general 
impressions and broad summaries are clearly worth quite a lot; 
however, human frailty is always present, and without equal 
experience of one's own, one cannot tell when statements are truly 
aut horitiatively grounded and when then are not? 

On the other hand, we have "'the total display of data." As Platt notes, this can also be 

problernatic. In her own experience, she once found that "1 felt obliged to quote ail the 

instances which supporteci a particular point, for lack of any alternative way of indicating 

the weight of the data, although this did not seem a satisfactoiy so l~ t ion ."~~ For Platt, this 

was an unwieldy solution to the issue of demonstrating that the data do indeed support the 

interpretations which are made. 

Plan suggests that there are three "middle ways" between these two extremes. 

In the first strategy, it is possible "30 use a systematic method and to give a general account 

of it rather than to show its operation at each individual point; the main presentation of the 

data and conclusions can then be done just as if the method of authority were being used." 

The second strategy involves "giving specific accounts of relevant aspects of rnethods in 

relation to individual wnclusions, or devising ad hoc ways of supporting them. Here wodd 

corne such suggestions as  counting positive and negative instances and reporting the results." 

In the third stmtegy, it is important "?O write in a style that proceeds by way of illustrations, 

but to choose these illustrations on principles which make them qualitatively representative 
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of the whole body of data - ensuring that any generalizations can be supported by several 

different examples, choosing examples strategically so that they cover the range of rneanings 

to be conveyed and indicate relative weight~."~ 

The third strategy outlined by Plan is the one which most closely resembles the 

approach taken in this study. Since there were many organizations within each of the 

general categories and sub-categories, and since many of these organizations took similar 

positions, no attempt has been made here to provide a quotation fiom al1 of thern to support 

a point. When there were similar positions, these have been illustrated through a quotation 

fiom one organization which clearly sets out the perspective and an endnote has been added 

to indicate what other organzations shared this perspective. M e n  positions were different 

fiom those expressed by rnost other organkitions, these too have been illustrated or at least 

referenced. 

Re-focusing the Study 

As noted earlier, the present study was originally intended to be an analysis of 

political, economic, and ideological factors pertaining to communication technologies and 

the policy formation process which led to the 1991 Broadcasting Act. Some aspects of this 

approach were later abandoned since initial chapten of the study proved to be problematic. 

The early chapters trîed to contend with the political econornic and the ideological 

dimensions of the policy formation process in relation to three issues besicles the ones that 

are examined in the current çtudy. The additional issues were cable prograrnming, cable 

disîribution, and aboriginal broadcasting. Since the chapters were attempting to do too 

much, a narrower theoretical and substantive focus for the study was sought. Despite 
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considerable data in the public transcripts on the wide-ranging consdtations that occured 

behind closed doors, it would have been essential to conduct additional research through 

i n t e ~ e w s  with key players in order to successfully concentrate more on the political 

economic (and the non-public) dimensions of the policy formation process. The existing 

data therefore favoured a focus on ideological factors rather than political and economic 

ones. The focus of the study was subsequently narrowed d o m  to three issues (broadcasting 

defhitions, comm~~&y broadcasting, and national broadcasting) in relation to the role which 

discourses on communication technologies played dunng the public proceedings. 

LIMITATIONS OF TETE STUDY 

While adopting a focus on ideological factors, specifically three discourses on 

communication technologies, this study is marked by a few limitations. These limitations 

involve the issue of representativeness, which is of concern to social scientists since it 

affects the generalizability of their findings? 

The issue of representativeness arises in terms of reliance on the transcripts of 

public proceedings for textual analysis. As it has been noted, my efforts to obtain the bnefs 

that were subrniîted to the Task Force on Broadcasting Policy met with mixed results. It 

should also be noted that the organizations which made oral presentations to various 

govemment committees submitted briefs to these committees. Are there differences 

between the transcripts of the public proceedings and the briefs? Some evidence suggests 

that there are no substantial ciifferences. During the proceedings of the parliamentary 

standing cornmittee, for instance, both Maclean Hunter and the Satellite Communications 
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Association of Canada specifically indicated that their presentaîion simply surnmarized the 

brief which they had submitted to the task force a few y e m  earlier. 27 Moreover, in the rare 

cases where I had access to a brief which had been submitted to a conmittee, the brief was 

very similar to the presentation that an organization had made. 28 It is nevertheless important 

to bear in mind that, to some degree at least, the public proceedings may not be 

representative of al1 the ideas which were expressed in the policy formation process. 

The issue of representativeness also &ses in ternis of the organizations which 

participated in the public proceedings. Bnefs were submitted by many organizations which 

did not appear before the govemment cornmittees; for example, while the House of 

Commons Standing Committee on Communications and Culture heard oral presentations 

from 38 witnesses in the first phase of its inquiry, it also received briefs or letten from 82 

additional w imes~es .~~  Are there differences between the organizations which made 

presentations and the organizations which simply submitted briefs? Furthemore, are there 

differences between the organizations which played some sort of role in the policy formation 

process (through presentations and/or briefs) and the organizations which played no role at 

d l ?  The latter situation might be particularly problematic; the organizations which played 

no role might, for example, have had lower levels of opposition to proposed 

recomendations or legislative clauses than organizations of a similar type which did play 

a role. In light of this, it is possible that the views of participants in the public proceedings 

may not be representative of al1 similar organizations. 

Due to the potential existence of problems pertaining to representativeness, the 

generalizability of the study (with regard to positions on communication technologies) rnay 
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be resaicted However, at the very least, the findings of this case study could provide a basis 

for M e r  researck 

CONCLUSION 

No research is perfect, and the preparation for this study certainly reveals a 

nurnber ofthe problems that can affect historical, qualitative research. Bearing al1 of these 

methodological issues in min4 we wilI now turn to the results of the analysis. In the next 

three chapters, the discounes of technological causality, technological democracy, and 

technological nationalism will be addressed as they pertained to the public proceedings 

which led to the 199 1 Broadcasting Act- 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

BROADCASTING DEFINITIONS AND TECHNOLOGICAL 
CAUSALITY 

Chapter Two briefly described the expansion of the private sector in the 

Canadian broadcasting system and its current dominant position within the system. The 

historical changes regarding the private sector were partially due to the involvement of 

companies in communication technologies that fell outside broadcasting definitions. This 

chapter examines the private sector in relation to debates about broadcasting definitions 

during the public proceedings which led up to the 1991 Broadcastiog Act. Aithough the 

private sector was dominant, its hegemony had yet to be secured. The analysis suggests that 

the discourse of technological causality played a role in the process of establishing private 

capital's hegemony within Canadian broadcasting. 

HISTORICAL ISSUES 

Technologieal Causality and the Rise of Cable Companies 

The discourse of technological causality is associated with the growth of the 

cable industry. This has been demonstrated by Thomas Streeter with regard to the cable 

industry in the United States. Although Streeter focuses on American developments, his 

anal ysis also appears to reflect the Canadian experience. 
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Streeter contends that a shift in terminology from "CATV" to cccable" was 

significant From the early 1950s to the late 1960s' the common term was CAW. Streeter 

notes that "the term 'community antenna television', still dominant in 1966, reflected an 

understanding of CATV as a service, as an alternative method of program delivery." The 

service aspects of CATV were stressed when it was discussed by those involved with it. 

However, "by 1970, CATV had becorne cable; al1 references to s e ~ k e  were dropped and 

replaced by the narne of a piece of hardware."' The emergence of "cable" was accompanied 

by treatment of it as an autonomous technology. Consequently, as Streeter argues, "a 

complex set of historical and economic circumstances was thoroughly obscured as CATV 

l a s  abstracted in discourse into a simple new technology, something that was outside 

society.'" This notion of autonomous technology was combined with a notion of 

determining technology; the discussion of cable included the theme of "technological 

revolution, of major change caused by technology."' Sirnilar discursive modifications took 

place in Canada. Between the late 1960s and the early 1970s, the National Community 

Antenna Television Association of Canada renarned itself as the Canadian Cabte Television 

Association and began to discuss "cable" rather than "CATV? 

Streeter argues that the discursive change from CATV to cable helps to explain 

a "regulatory about-face" in the position taken by the Federal Communications Commission 

(FCC).' It helps to explain "the shift in the FCC7s attitude towards CATV from one of 

restriction to one of encouragement? Initially, FCC rules had placed restrictions on CATV 

systems because they were seen as a threat to local broadcasten. However, the FCC ended 

up supporting the development of the cable industry through new rules. Streeter explains: 
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discourse of the new technologies, ... had made it increasingly difficult 
to speak of cable as rnerely a marginal enterprise that concerned the 
FCC only insofar as it threatened local broadcasters. The discourse 
had given birth to a new comrnon sense, a new set of taken-for- 
granted ideas about cable as an inevitable wave of the future, as a 
manifestation of the progress that was supposed to be the FCC's 
concem. The reconceptualization, combined with unrelenting 
pressure fiom lobbying cable operators and their financial backers, 
made it only a matter of time before new rules were drawn up.' 

Although other factors were involved, Streeter makes it clear that discourse was partially 

responsible for a change in the position of the FCC. It helped the cable indusw to obtain 

a better position vis a vis broadcasters and regdation. 

Robert Babe indicates that a number of factors, including discourse, also played 

a role in altering the position of the Canadian Radio-Television Commission (CRTC). 

During the early 1 WOs, the CRTC saw cable operators as  a threat to broadcasters (who were 

responsible for fulfilling a public purpose). The CRTC offered special protection to 

broadcasters through various policies. However, by the end of the 1970s, the CRTC's 

position on cable began to change. According to Babe, three factors were behind this. First, 

the ewnomic impact of cable on broadcasting was not as extensive as it had originally been 

anticipated to be. Second, the CRTC had becorne less optimistic about the willingness of 

private broadcasters to serve a public purpose. Third, there was "receptivity of rhetoric 

about the imminence of an information revolution." As a result of these three factors, cable 

was transformed into a chosen instrument that would bring the information revolution to 

Canadians. By the mid-1980s, the CRTC's "about-face" on cable was complete and the 

cable industry had begun to assume the dominant position in Canadian broadcasting. Babe 
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notes that, like broadcasting before it, 'bble was now held in such high esteem by Ottawa's 

mandarins that it too watranted special protection - fiom the even newer 'new technologies' 

of private dish antennae, VCRs [video-cassette recorders], and apartment MATVs [mater 

antenna television sy~terns]."~ 

Changes in Broadcasting Definitions 

The definition of broadcasting was changed slightly between the first few pieces 

of broadcasting legislation In the 1932 Canadian Radio Broadcasting Act, broadcasting was 

defined as "the dissemination of radioelectric communications intended to be received by 

the public, either directly or through the medium of relay stations." The 1936 Broadcasting 

Act reproduced this definition, but it specified radioelectric communications to include 

ccradiotelegraph, radiotelephone, the wireless trammission of wn'ting, signs, signals, pictures 

and sounds of al1 kinds by means of Hertizan wa~es." '~ 

The focus on radioelectric communications in the definition of broadcasting was 

challenged by the development of CATV because the latter involved the wired transmission 

of signals. Canada's fim CATV system was set up in the town of Nicolet, Quebec during 

1950. The first urban system was established in London, Ontario during 1952. l 1  Many other 

CATV systems were f o d  in Canada over the next few years. Throughout the 1950s, there 

was little effort to control the development of these systems. The Department of Transport 

(DOT) issued licenses to CATV operators, but it only kept technical considerations in mind 

when doing so; the DOT did not attempt to s u p e ~ s e  the selection of program services to 

be relayed by CATV systems. Moreover, no provisions for CATV systems were included 

in the 1958 Broadcasting Act. Since CATV systems were then mainly used to bring 
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television to small communities which could not otherwise be served due to terrain or 

distance fiom transniitters, it did not seem necessaxy to the drafiers of the 1958 act to bring 

the systems under regulation by the Board of Broadcast Govemors (BBG). '' Consequently, 

the definition of broadcasting remaineci as it had k e n  in the 1936 legislation; the definition 

was confined to radioelectric communications and did not include the transmission of 

signals through wired systems. l3 

By the early 1960s, pressure to change the definition of broadcasting was 

mounting due to contlict between broadcasters and the operators of CATV systems. Since 

the systerns were increasingly being used to multiply the number of services available in 

urban areas, television broadcasters were concerned about the added cornpetition and the 

resulting hgmentation of the audience. '" In 196 1, before the House of Commons Special 

Committee on Broadcasting, both the Canadian Association of Broadcasters (CAB) and the 

Canadian Broadcasting Corporation (CBC) argued that the definition of broadcasting should 

be widened to include CATV systems and thereby bring the systems under the regulatory 

authority of the BBG.lS CATV systems were regarded as such a threat to television 

broadcasten that the government asked the BBG to undertake a special inquiry on the 

systems. For îhis reason, CATV systems were excluded fiom the tems of reference for the 

Advisory Committee on Broadcasting (Fowler II)! Fowler II nevertheless chose to 

comment on CATV systems. It concurred with the conclusion of the BBG inquiry that the 

systems should be considered as a component of broadcasting which is subject to licensing, 

regulation, and control by the BBG. The White Paper on Broadcasting as well as the House 

of Cornons Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films, and Assistance to the Arts echoed 
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Canada expressed its opposition.'* In the end CATV systems were not brought under the 

definition of broadcasting in the 1968 Broadcasting Act. Broadcasting was defined as "any 

radiocommunication in which the transmissions are intended for direct reception by the 

general publi~."'~ Since broadcasting was limited to radiocommunication, it did not cover 

CATV systems. However, CATV systems were to some degree covered in the legislation 

through the new concept of a broadcasting receiving undertaking.20 

The definition of broadcasting which appeared in the 1968 Broadcasting Act was 

clearly obsolete from the outset, and it became even more obsolete over the years. During 

the 1970s and early 1980s, cable systems became more prevalent in Canada while satellites 

became crucial in Canadian broadcasting. 

PRE-LEGLSLATWE ISSUES 

Developiog a New Approach to Broadcasting Definitions 

Against this hinorical background, the Task Force on Broadcasting Policy tried 

to establish what should be done with the definition of broad-ng. The Caplan-Sauvageau 

task force pointed out that the definition established in the 1968 Broadcasting Act was now 

inadequate: 

This definition covers only the activities of undertakings that 
broadcast their prograrns fiee of charge to anyone who has equipment 
capable of receiving the signals. It is based on the assurnption of 
program transmission by Hertzian waves, which was the dominant 
configuration in 1968 when the Broadcasting Act was passed. 
Because it covers only radiocornmunication in which the broadcasts 
are intended for 'direct' reception by the 'general' public, the 
detinition appears to ignore the many program services such as 
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distributed to subscrïbers ~ n l y . ~ '  

The task force indicated why the omissions in the definition were problematic. The task 

force argued that "it is not fàir for individuals or companies involved in activities that very 

closely resemble the activities of companies considered to be part of the broadcasting system 

to be able to avoid the obligations incumbent upon the latter simply because the definition 

of broadcasting in the act is too narrow to include t l~em."~ Consequently, the task force 

recommended that ''the act should broaden the defuùtion of broadcasting and related 

concepts to cover al1 types of program reception and distribution whether by Hertnan waves 

or through any other techn~logy."~ 

One of these "related concepts" was that of a broadcasting undertaking. The 

1968 Broadcasting Act stated that a broadcasting underiaking included a broadcasting 

transmitting undertaking (e-g., a television station); a broadcasting receiving undertaking 

(e-g., a cable system); and a network operation (e-g., a television n e t ~ o r k ) . ~ ~  The Caplan- 

Sauvageau task force explained what should be done with the notion of a broadcasting 

underta king: 

The definition of a broadcasting undertaking should of corne tally 
with the definition of broadcasting. It should cover not only the 
transmission and reception of broadcast signals, but also any other 
form of prograrn distribution by telecommunication, whether or not 
there is a charge for the service, as well as networks. Al1 
undertalangs involved in such activities would, within the meaning 
of the act, be considered broadcasting undertakings. Only cornmon 
carriers such as telephone companies should be exempted because 
their role is limited to relaying messages? 

Clearly, although the task force argued that broadcasting definitions should be expanded, 
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they did not go so far as to include telephone companies within those definitions 

The Growth of Cornpetition 

The House of Commons Standing Committee on Communications and Culture 

investigated the ideas which numerous or&anizations had about the recommendations of the 

task force, including the ideas of the cultural industries. Most of the cultural industries 

agreed with the task force that the broadcasthg definitions in the legislation had to be 

modified. The arguments of several industries centered around the growth of unregulated 

and unfair competition. 

Private broadcasters have long been preoccupied with competition which 

stemmed fiom various communication technologies. As we have seen, the CAB had been 

concemed about CATV systems during the 1960s since the latter did not fali under the 

definition of broadcasting and were therefore unregulated. Although cable never was 

brought under the definition of broadcasting in the 1968 Broadcasting Act, it was subjected 

to regulation as a broadcasting receiving undertaking This situation had been enough to 

satisQ private broadcasters for many years. However, in light of new technologies, private 

broadcasten now believed that it was time to make changes in the definition of 

broadcasting. The CAB built on the point that the task force made about unfair competition: 

"'As to where specialty [services] and everybody else fits in, basically private broadcasters 

believe in having level playing fields - equal rules for al1 people who are on that playing 

field."26 Like the conventional private broadcasters which the CAB represented, speciaity 

services and pay-TV services were concemed about unfair competition. First Choice stated 

that, aithough "govemrnent policies have said much about fostering a level playing field for 
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al1 broadcast players", unregulated satellite systems were importing the company7s 

Amencan counterparts - including Home Box Offlce (HBO), Cinemax, Showrime, and The 

Movie CharmeLz7 Both First Choice and Superchamel called for changes, including 

changes in the definition of broadcasting, to contend with such pr~blerns.~* 

Along with private broadwters, cable companies faced cornpetition nom 

satellite systems. Two types of satellite systems were of concem to cable companies. The 

first type of systerns, which permit direct-to-home @TH) satellite distribution, are known 

as TVRO (television receive-only) systems. These are personal systems comprised of an 

earth station (a satellite dish) that an individual home owner has installed for reception of 

satellite services. The second type of systems are known as SMATV (satellite master 

antenna television) systems. These are essentially "mini-cable systems" that are installed 

in buildings such as apartment complexes, hotels, and motels. Al1 of the units or rooms in 

each building are equipped for reception of satellite seMces from an earth station which is 

linked to the building. Although the cable industry was womed about both types of satellite 

systems, TVRO systems were considered to be less of a threat than SMATV systems. This 

was because TVRO systems were at that time still largely confined to rural areas and 

SMATV systems therefore represented greater cornpetition in &an areas. However, the 

cable industry had the same basic objections to both. Apart from the cost of the receiving 

equipment, including the decoding devices for scrambled signals, both types of systems 

enabled people to pick up largely American services without having to pay fees for the 

prograrnming. Alberta Broadcasting made its objections to satellite systems quite clear: 

Perhaps the most serious of the threats we face right now, and a big 



threat to the Canadian broadcaçting system as we see it, is the 
unchecked growth of illegal satellite distribution systems. The latest 
assault cornes through the advertised and mas-marketed decoding 
equipment now available ... which promises to unscramble any and al1 
available satellite services, including the three-plus-one U.S. 
networks, providing al1 that a licensed cable operator can ofÏér and 
less: no Canadian content, no community prograrnrning, no 
educational programrning, and al1 for the low one-time charge of 
approximately $2,000. Who needs  able?'^ 

Several cable companies or cable organizations voiced similar concems about satellite 

~ysterns.~~ ûthers indicated the need to establish a "level playing field" between the cable 

industry and the satellite indust~y.~' 

The satellite industry generally agreed with this need, but it disagreed with the 

cable industry over the amount of competition that existed between them. The Satellite 

Communications Association of Canada (SCAC) noted tbat cable systems had a lock on over 

63 per cent of Canadian homes while TVRO systems were set up in only 2 per cent of 

Canadian homes. It also noted that acquiring services through TVRO systems was more 

expensive than getting them through cable systems due to pricing discrepancies. As the 

SCAC concluded, "the possibility of private satellite TVRO receiving systems competing 

with cable television is remote and unrealisti~."~~ However, the SCAC acknowledged the 

competition behveen SMATV systems and cable companies as well as the practice by some 

SMATV systems of irnporting Arnerican pay-TV services. In the marketplace for the 

distribution of services, the SCAC called for "a level playing field situation ... so that cable 

and satellite enterprises cm compete for that marketplace with fair rules in place. There 

should be regulation and rules in place for the importation of foreign signals as well as 

Canadian domestic  signal^.'"^ As a precunor to this, the SCAC indicated that satellites 
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should be brought under the Broadcasting Act, and SMATV systems should be brought 

under the definition of a broadcasting undertaking? Canadian Satellite Communications 

(Cancom) concurred Cancom, which had been licenced as a b~oadcasting receiving 

undertaking, endorsed the task force recommendations that called for changes to the 

dehition of broadcasting and the associated definition of a broadcasting undertaking. The 

Company argued that these changes were important to ensure fair competition since some 

courts have held that SMATV systems fa11 outside the definitions in the Broadcasting Act 

and consequently escape reg~lation.~' 

While the cable industry faced actual competition From the satellite industry, it 

also faced potential competition From the telecommunications industry. The Canadian 

Cable Television Association (CCTA) wanted to preclude this. It argued that, since 

telephone companies were much larger and more powefil than cable companies, "we have 

to recognize that there is not a level playing field between cable and telephone companies 

and never will be. It is impossible to create that level playing field? Telephone 

companies were regulated by the Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications 

Commission (CRTC) as caniers rather than as broadcasten, and the CCTA wanted to keep 

things that way by putthg appropriate provisions in the Broadcasting Act: "Our position here 

is straightforward; keep the telcos out of the broadcasting business.. . . Telephone cornpanies 

are carriers, and ... the niles goveming their business are generally incompatible with 

broadcasting. The prohibition in the holding of broadcasfing licences should extend not only 

to telephone companies and their subsidiaries but also to affiliates, including holding 

companies such as Bell Canada enter prise^."^^ 



The cable industry defended excluding the telecommunications industry fiom 

broadcasthg by pointhg out thaî cable companies faced a great deal more competition than 

telephone companies. Ted Rogers, the president of Rogers Communications, stated: 

We feel tremendously under pressure - and I mean it most sincerely - 
fiom the rental of rnovies, which is probably taking as much money 
out of homes as cable does in our area. Secondly, the discs and the 
satellites to the home with highdefinition television, far better 
quality than over-the-air broadcasters can deliver, is a tremendous 
threat to us over the next three to five ye m.... There is a lot of 
competition in our business. There is no competition for people 
wanting to make phone ~ a l l s . ~ ~  

Because of this situation, Rogers Communications contended that it would be unfair to make 

the two industries go up against each other. 

Cable Companies and Technological Causality 

The issue of convergence or divergence between the cable industry and the 

telecommunications industry came up diiring the public p r d g s .  In order to understand 

these aspects of the proceedings, it is first necessary to review some points that have been 

made by Robert Babe. 

Through historical analysis, Babe has challenged the ideological representation 

of the convergence and divergence between industrial sectors. Babe writes: 

Although a superfïcially persuasive case is sometimes made that 
years ago the nature of the underlying industrial arts necessitated 
fundarnentally diverse industrial structures and legaYpolicy 
frarneworks.. . careful histo~cal analysis reveals othenvise. Rather, 
industrial and govemment powerplays, not mere machines, were 
decisive in causing the initial divergences. These prototypical 
powerplays continue today, restructuring and converging markets. 
None the less, visionaries currently are declaring, erroneously, that 
it is 'technology' which is imposing a convergence (more accurately, 
a reconvergence) among publishing, telecommunications, and 
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br~adcasting.~~ 

As Babe indicates, the technological imperative and technological determinism prorninently 

figure in explanations for convergence or divergence." 

This is illusûated in the public proceedings through statements made by cable 

and telecommunications interests. As we will see later, telecommunications firms 

sometimes supported their entry înto broadcasting +&ou& reference to a technology-driven 

convergence between cable and telecommunications activities which sternmed fiom fibre 

optics. However, the cable industry defended excluding the telecommunications industry 

from broadcasting through arguments which also reflected the discourse of technological 

causality; cable companies responded to the arguments of telecommunications companies 

by suggesting thaf if anything, a technology-driven divergence was occurring. The CCTA 

indicated that "we are much less persuaded that technology is converging. We would argue 

that quite the reverse is tme." According to the CCTA, the reverse situation existed because 

the technical infrastnictures of the cable industry and the telecomrnunications industry were 

forcing each to put quite separate uses to fibre optics: "We should not attribute so much 

importance to our cornmon use of fibre that we Say the two industries have converged We 

are very specialized. We are optimized to carry and deliver large numbers of broadband 

signals. nie telephone companies are optirnized and stmctured as a switch network and 

they will use fibre in that optimum f~rmat."~' 

The discourse of technological causality entered the arguments of the cable 

industry in other ways as well. Although several cultural industries believed that it was 

necessary to alter broadcasting definitions, only the cable industry considered how the 
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definitions rnight actually be revisd The cable industry did not want new broadcasting 

definitions to establish inequalities among technologies. The CCTA was worried that, in 

drafting a new definition of broadcasfing, the Department of Communications (DOC) would 

enshrine one of the avaiiable technologies as a chosen instrument in legislation and impose 

its use over other technologies." The cable industry did not want satellite or 

telecommunications technologies to be selected over cable, nor did it want to have its 

options in utilizing various technologies restn'cted. The discourse of technological causality 

was reflected in the CCTA's cal1 for a definition of broadcasting which recognized a variety 

of technologies. For the CCTA, Whe reality is that technological change is invariably the 

result of evolution and not revolution." Since it was autonomous, evolutionary 

technological change was difficult to manage: "The danger is that we can greatly 

overestimate the rate of impact of technological change or, even worse, we can wrongly 

estimate it and attempt sornehow to control its outcome. For the most part, technological 

change cannot be accurately predicted." The CCTA concluded, then, that the DOC should 

not try to shape technological change by preparing a definition of broadcasting that airned 

to support one technology wtule inhibiting others. For the CCTA, it was important to adapt 

and "accommodate technological change." Consequently, "the focus has to be on 

programming and its distribution and not on a particular delivery te~hnology."~~ 

The Ontario Cable Telecornrnunications Association (OCTA) also made the 

argument that technological evolution necessitated a definition of broadcasting which was 

not based on one delivery vehicle. In making its presentation to the House of Commons 

Standing Cornmittee on Communications and Culture, the OCTA placed this argument 



within the context of its interest in providing seMces through fibre optics: 

We expect the technology will continue to evolve, and that where it 
makes economic sense fibre optic cable will be used in Canada as it 
is beginning to be used by some U.S. cable operators. We urge the 
cornmittee to avoid the temptation to establish a policy hmework 
that anoints a particular technology as desirable over others." 

Therefore, like the CCTq the OCTA stressed that there must be no efforts to interfere witli 

the 'cevolution'' of technologies by establishg a definition of broadcasting which restricted 

any of them. 

The cable industry implied that a definition of broadcasting which recognized the 

need to accommodate technological chmge would not simply benefit cable companies. The 

CCTA stated: 

Cable represents the most costeffkctive rnethod of delivering an ever 
increasing range of programs and seMces to Canadians. ... Cable 
television is more appropriately designated as a communications 
system. It is an aggregate of many different technologies. For 
example, cable television is one of the main users of microwave 
capacity in this country and indirectly the major user of satellite 
facilities .... Cable's technology is a mode1 of adaptability and is 
constantly changing to meet the needs of cana di an^.^' 

Even more forcefully, the Association des cablodistributeurs du Quebec argued: "We al1 

know that our broadcasting system is subjed to regdation; it is therefore essential to have 

the same mles for everyone. Cable subscriben who pay to receive services feel unfairly 

treated, and rightly so, when the same services are available free of charge to other 

people.'% According to the cable industry, then, al1 Canadians would benefit from an 

approach which permitted the use of various technologies in broadcasting and eliminated 

unregulated cornpetition. 
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Contradictions Involving Technological Causality 

The extent to which the dixourse of technological causality appeared in the cable 

industry's arguments about changes to the definition of broadcasting encourages a closer 

inspection of the industry's arguments during the public proceedings on new broadcasting 

legislation. As we noted in Chapter Two, Marike Finlay has suggested that discounes on 

communication technologies are plagued by contradictions. A closer inspection reveals 

these contradictions. 

Some of the contradictions in the arguments of the cable industry involved 

tensions between the technological and the social dimensions of causality. As we briefly 

saw in Chapter Two, Finlay indicates that causalist discourses sometirnes hun the 

determining role of technologies on and off in order to fit particular arguments. The cabte 

industry provides a good exarnple of this. For the cable industy, there were at Ieast four 

sources of causality. The first source was communication technologies. The CCTA was, 

for instance, concemed about "the impact of technological change on cable and the 

broadcasting ~ys t em."~~  This focus on technological forces was contradicted by other 

sources of causality, al1 of which were based on social forces of one form or another. The 

second source was the regulator. This was evident when the CCTA argued that some 

aspects of regulatory policy have inhibited technological ad~ancernent."~ The t hird source 

was the consumer. For example, the CCTA argued that ccdistribution technologies will need 

to make significant changes to accommodate consumer demands for services." " The fourth 

source was the cable industry itself CUC indicated that the cable industry "is an industry 

committed to research through involvement in the mainstream of development of new 
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technologies such as hi& definition televi~ion."~~ Videotron also made explicit reference 

to its role in research and development on communication  technologie^.^' Thus, the 

arguments of the cable indusîry conveniently ranged between decontextualization of 

communication technologies to contextualkation of the technologies. 

The arguments of the cable industry also featured contradictions which involved 

what Finlay calls "double binds." She indicates that "the discourses on new communications 

technology seem to function principally by producing eithedor situations where there is no 

real possibility of making the 'right' choice and yet where the discourse provides a 

compulsion to do ~0.'"~ The compulsion stems from the side of the contradiction which 

involves technological causality. Two double binds seem to have emerged during the 

proceedings of the standing committee. 

As described by Finlay, the first double bind focuses on reflection vs. urgency. 53 

This can take the form of an opposition between the need to consider the new technologies 

carefully, which means studying them and even trying to impose limitations on them until 

more is known, and the need to move forward quickly and decisively under the propelling 

influence of these technologies. During the proceedings of the standing cornmittee, this 

double bind was apparent in the presentation made by Greater Winnipeg Cablevision. The 

Company argued that ''we should be encouraging initiative and innovation within this highly 

cornpetitive technology and program-driven broadcasting environment, not applying more 

regdatory or legislative constraints."" In the case of Greater Winnipeg Cablevision as well 

as some other members of the cultural industries, the discourse of technological causality 

was a component in their arguments for deregulation? 
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The second double bind suggests that it is dangerous to adopt the technologies, 

but it is more dangerous to not adopt t h  As Finlay indicates, this double bind ofien takes 

the fom of a trade off between dependence and devel~prnent.~ A focus on development 

was reflected by Rogers Communications. The company admitteci that the new technologies 

are a "threat to our sovereignty.'" However, it also argued that "we camot build a wall 

around this country" to protect us fiom the impact of the technologies. Consequently, in 

order to meet "al1 the nation's video needs today and tomorrow", the company said that "we 

will use fibre or whatever other technology is usefül for the plant and for the distribution 

~ystem."~~ The position of Rogers was more succinctly stated by a member of the standing 

comrnittee who surnmarized it for the representatives from Global: "The thnist was that we 

cannot stop the world and get off, that technology is going to keep on rolling along whether 

we like it or not. If we do not keep up, then we will drown in the sea of Americanization or 

world technology any~ay."*~ 

There are two strategies for getting out of such double binds. The first strategy 

is to eliminate the discoune of technological causality by pointing to the role of social 

forces. The second strategy, as Finlay notes, is to identiQ a third option and thereby move 

beyond "the ndiculous eithedor positi~n.' '~ For example, as Babe suggests, it is possible 

to be selective; instead of adopting al1 technologies or none of them, it is possible to adopt 

some but reject others with particdar social, cultural, and political goals in mind? 

The Absence of a Critical Challenge 

A surprising aspect of the discussion about broadcasting definitions was the 

absence of a critical challenge fiom the cultural communities. Very few organizations 



among the cultural communities addressed the issue of broadcasting definitions. To the 

extent that they did, they echoed the cable indusûy's arguments. niey dso echoed the cable 

industry's focus on the discoune of technological causality and did not identiQ the 

contradictions in the positions taken by the industry. 

Some organizations arnong the cultural communities took the lead of the cable 

i n d m  and uncritically discussed incorporating new technologies into the Broadcasting 

Act The Union des Artistes argued that "a review of the act is required since it goes back 

to 1968 and does not always take into account the appearance of new  technologie^."^^ The 

Canadian Authors' Association said that the revised legislation "should not only be on the 

cutting edge of technology, but ahead of it."63 The Canadian Conference of the A r t s  (CCA) 

specifically considered the question of redefining broadcasting. The CCA argued that "the 

definition of broadcasting should be adjusted to reflect the changes in the broadcasting 

environment.'* Like the cable industry, the CCA told the standing cornmittee that the 

legislation should recognize the unpredictable nature of technological change by allowing 

all technologies to be accommodated: 

Ln the course of your discussions much consideration has been given 
to technological change in the field of broadcasting and much debate 
during your hearings focused on the need for a revised broadcasting 
act to meet the changing technological environment ... CW]e would 
suggest that it is impossible to predict al1 the changes which will 
have an impact on broadcasting in Canada Instead of planning for 
ail eventualities, we would urge the government to develop a new 
Broadcasting Act with a built-in review mechanisrn designed to 
respond to changes and developments in the deliveiy of radio and 
television programming." 

As Appendix One indicates, the CCA was an umbreila organization that represented several 
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types of cultural communities. It can be suggested, then, that the cultural communities 

generally agreed with the position taken by the cable industry. 

The discourse of technological causality was reflected in the arguments which 

some members of the cultural communities made about communication technologies. A 

representative of the National Aboriginal Communications Society said that ''1 believe 

technical change has the ability to steamroll over you, or has the ability to accelerate your 

progress as a society or a c~rnrnunity."~ The Societe des Acadiens du Nouveau-Brunswick 

indicated that "the development of a modem Acadien society will only be possible if 

information dissemination programs and cultural promotion activities adapt to new 

techol~gies.'~~' Given the power and largely positive impact which the cultural 

cornmunities accorded to communication technologies, it is M e  wonder that they believed 

the definition of broadcasting should include al1 of the technologies. 

There were a few exceptions to this focus on the discourse of technological 

causality by the cultural communities, but even the exceptions did not M y  escape it. 

Douglas Myers of Henson College in Nova Scotia said the following about the task force 

report: "Among its many strengths, it seem to me, are its attitude toward technology, which 

is dynamic rather than passive and deterministic."" Although it is critical of technological 

determinism, this statement is contradictory since it still identifies communication 

technologies as being active; the notion that technologies are active is a component of 

technological determinism. A more critical statement came fiom John Parry, an NDP 

Member of Parliament who appeared before the standing commitiee to speak on behalf on 

native peoples in his area of Ontario: Tespite the development of new technologies of 



communications, and despite a grand, though flawed, theoretical concept of the global 

village, very real political and economic bamers to access still exist in northwestem 

on tari^.'"^ Even this statement misses the mark to some degree. Although it correctly 

directs attention to political economic conditions, the staternent also remains within a 

dominant view of communication since it concentrates on access. This raises one of two 

oppominities which the cultural cornmunities missed when they made their arguments. 

First, the cultural communities missed the opportunity to focus on the practice 

of communication. Finlay argues that communication is usually seen as an object; it is seen 

as a thing or a comrnodity. Discussion has therefore focused on ensuring a fair distribution 

of communication, making sure that everyone has access to technologies and services. 

While such an orientation is useful, Finlay argues that a more fiuitful strategy must begin 

with a different understanding of communication: 

The first alteration of discursive procedures that could be suggested 
would be to consider communication as a n  activity or a practice 
rather than as an object. This change of procedures would result in 
the shifting of issue formation frorn one of tryng to ensure equitable 
distribution of commodities to one ofnying to guarantee an equitable 
order of communicational practices and pro cesse^.^^ 

Finlay suggests that such an approach could involve pushing for the right to communicate 

rather than advocating the right to access. 71 The implications of these two concepts will be 

addressed more fûily in Chapter Five. 

Second, the culturai communities missed the opportunity to focus on the design 

of communication technologies. This is because their arguments were linked to the 

discoune of technological causality and its dewntextualization of communication 
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technologies. As Finlay points out, the notion that communication technologies are asocial 

(and therefore neutral) suggests that the only relevant policy issue is the m e  of the 

 technologie^.^ We have seen, for example, that the discourse of technological causality, as 

expressed by the cable industry, led to the argument that the definition of broadcasting 

should not restrict the use or application of particular technologies. In contrast, the 

contextualUation of communication technologies draws attention to a different policy issue: 

the social intentions which lie behind the conception and production of the technologies. 

As several writers have shown, many communication technologies were developed with 

military and commercial intentions (among others) in mind " By zeroing in on this - as well 

as the way that contextualization slipped into some of the arguments made by the cable 

industry - the cultural communities could have established the need to eradicate certain 

discursive procedures which are built into communication technologies. One of these, what 

Finlay calls "'a procedure of hierarchical exclusivity", denies people the chance to speak." 

Perhaps the best example of such a procedure is the structure of radio and television as one- 

way foms of control rather than two-way foms of interaction. Finlay indicates that 

"discursive procedures are part of the inherent design and structure of new communications 

technology. ..If we wish to change some of these procedures, it does not sufEce to legislate 

merely the social uses of technology while not also legislating the design of te~hnology."~~ 

In combination, emphasis on the practice of communication and the design of 

communication technologies could have made effective arguments for the cultural 

communities with regard to the d e f ~ t i o n  of broadcasting. These components of an 

alternative discourse could have helped the cultural comrnunities make a case for infusing 



the definition with social and dernocratic objectives. As Finlay suggests, "instead of 

permitting or forbidding satellites, for example, certain satellite transmission practices 

(which could be built into satellites) would have to be legi~lated"~~ 

Sotidifying a New Approach to Broadcastiog Definitions 

In the absence of a critical challenge, the House of Commons Standing 

Cornmittee on Communications and Culture simpiy foliowed the lead of the task force and 

the witnesses that appeared before the committee. ï h e  standing committee endorsed the 

recommendation of the task force which called for the definition of broadcasting to be 

widened so that it covered al1 forms of reception and distribution. The committee also 

endorsed the task force recommendation to have the definition of a broadcasting undertaking 

fit al1 enterprises involved in providing and dissern inating prograrnming. Moreover, li ke 

the Caplan-Sauvageau task force, the committee called for excluding common carriers such 

as telephone companies fiom broadcasting definitions. 78 The standing committee discussed 

the reasoning behind these recommendations: 

. ..we believed that technological change had overtaken the 1968 
Broadcasting Act. As a result, we felt we must propose changes in 
the Broadcasting Act that would provide a just and equitable basis for 
future broadcasting policy and regdation. It is our view that the 
recornmendations we have made accornplish that purpose, and we 
note that there was widespread agreement in the industry on the need 
for such changes." 

Therefore, like the task force and cultural industries, the standing committee echoed the 

need for fair cornpetition. 
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LEGISLATIVE ISS-S 

As Appendix Three indicates, the work of the standing cornmittee was followed 

by both Bill C-136 and Bill C-40. The issue of broadcasting definitions was addressed in 

these bills and the debates about them. 

Technologieel Cansality and Technology Neutra1 Legislation 

The Department of Communications ( W C )  used the policy statement that 

accompanied Bill C-136, Canadian Voices. CCnnnan Choices: A New Bruadcasting P o k y  

for Canada, to set out an approach to new broadcasting legislation. The policy statement 

emphasized the importance of what was called a 3ecbnology neutral'' approach. This meant 

that broadcasting wodd not be conhed to any specific technology or set of technologies. " 
The statement indicated the significance of such an approach: 

The new broadcasting bill allows for the optimum use of new 
technology without predetermining a legislative or regdatory bias for 
or against a particular technology. By allowing the broadcasting 
system to adopt and adapt to changes in technology, the policy is 
designed to stimulate the system to become as cornpetitive as 
possible. Individual firms will be able to choose the particular 
technologies they wish to invest in? 

AIthough this passage of the policy statement accorded companies the abiiity to "choose" 

technologies, it was only in an effort to "adapt" to conditions created for the broadcasting 

system and those within it by the technologies themselves. Once again, the implication at 

lest was that the technologies are the primary movea. This was the latest in a long line of 

statements that were issued by the MX over a few decades which featured the discourse of 

technological cad i ty . "  

Among the political parties that participated in debates on Bill C-136, the 



Conservatives were most closely associated with the discourse of technological causality. 

This is perhaps not surprising since their govemrnent was the architect of the new approach 

to broadcasting legislation. The discourse was clearly reflected in a statement by Pierre 

Cadieu. He indicated that %th communications technology and the very nature of our 

society have changed significantly" and "we know we will be unable tu resist these 

changes.'" The Conservatives also made several references to the need to embrace new 

technologies." Similady, they discussed the need to accommodate technological change.8S 

Finally, the Conservatives addressed technological ev~lu t ion .~~  The discourse of 

technological causality appeared less fiequently in the arguments that were made by the 

Liberals and the New Democrats. Indeed, there was one reference to technological 

evolution from each of the parties." 

The Conservatives once again provided more references to technological 

causality that the other political parties dunng debates on Bill C-40. Marcel Masse, the 

Minister of Communications, said that "technology always has been a driving force in 

broadca~ting."~~ Jim Edwards, the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 

Communications, made several remarks that were even more stiking. He indicated, for 

instance: 

Technological advances.. .have made available new services over 
which the government and the CRTC technically have no control. 
Canadians are embracing that progress and, indeed, it has such power 
and momenhun that in some situations no govemment or people c m  
stop it, even if they wished ta"  

Edwards also indicated: 

We cannot cling to outdated technological limitations as a basis for 



regulating a changing environment. The technologies used for 
broadcasting and telewmrnunications are converging and this trend 
appears to be inevitable? 

Finally, Edwards spoke of the need to embrace new  technologie^.^' Similarly, both the 

Conservatives and the Lihrals discussed the need to adapt to new  technologie^.^ The two 

parties also shared references to technological e v o l ~ t i o n - ~ ~  However, the discoune of 

technological causality does not seem to have appeared in the arguments that were made by 

the New Democrats, 

During proceedings on both Bill C-136 and Bill C-40, the idea of technology 

neutral legislation received support from most of those who mentioned it. Of course, the 

Conservatives enthusiastically emphasized the technology neutral character of their 

approach during debates on Bill C-136? However, Liberal Sheila Finestone just as 

enthusiastically proclaimed that "it was an excellent move to make this bill technology 

neutral?" Although the New Democrats did not specifically address the notion of 

technology neutral legislation, the comments of Ian Waddell indicate that they supported 

efforts to alter the Broadcasting Act in a way that grappled with tecbnological change. % One 

of the cultural agencies that participated in the proceedings on Bill C-136 - the Department 

of Transportaiion and Communications for the Govemment of Nova Scotia - contended that 

the legislation would make it possible to "accomm&te7' technological change and facilitate 

"adaptability" to such change." This pariicular department repeated its support for 

technology neutral legislation when Bill C-40 was ad~iressed.~~ It was joined by several 

memben of the cultural industries and cultural agencies? 

Although most of those who mentioned technology neutral legislation offered 



support for the idea, çome expresseci concems. This was the case with some of the cultural 

cornmunities. The Alliance of Canadian Cinema, Radio and Television Artists (ACTRA) 

endorsed the idea of technology neutral legislation when it addressed Bill C-136, but the 

union qualified its comrnents by stating that it had begun to wonder about two things; 

ACTRA questioned whether the objective of technology neutral legislation had been 

achieved more fundamentally, the union questioned whether it should be an objective 

to make the legislation technology neutral. The Canadian Conference of the Arts (CCA) 

took the next step: 

In recognizing that technology has changed and will continue to 
change our broadcasting system, we should make sure we have the 
means to use that technology to meet our national broadcasting goals. 
The technologicaliy neutral bill the govemment has tabled does not 
resolve the issue. Rather, it ignores or escapes it altogefher. 'O' 

The CCA seemed to suggest that a strategy should be devised for using communication 

technologies to meet national purposes rather than paving the way for blanket acceptance 

of al1 technologies for any purposes. However, the CCA did not move beyond the discourse 

of technological causality (since it argued that technology wili continue to change the 

broadcasting system). The cultural communities nevertheless took a more critical stance 

than they had during the pre-legislative proceedings. 

Technoiogy Neutra1 Legislation and Broadcasting Definitions 

The Conservarive govemment's technology neutral legislation entailed a major 

deparîure fiorn the existing definition of broadcasting. As we have seen, the 1968 

Broadcasting Act stated that broadcasting is ''any radiocommunication in which the 

transmissions are intended for direct reception by the general public."'" In contrast to this 
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technology specific approach, Bill C-136 did not restict broadcasting to over the air 

reception which is fi-eely available. It specified that broadcasting includes "any transmission 

of programs, whether or not encrypted, by radio waves or other means of telecommunication 

for reception by the public by means of broadcasting receiving apparatus, but does not 

include any such transmission of programs (a) made on the demand of a particular person 

for reception ody by that person, or @) made solely for performance or display in a public 

place."'03 Since the definition of broadcasting clearly emphasized the programs rather than 

the technologies which carried them, the definition of what constituted a program became 

crucial. According to the terms of Bill C-136, a program includes "sounds or visual images, 

or a combination of sounds and visual images, intended to inform, enlighten or entertain, but 

does not include visual images, whether or not combined with sounds, that consist 

predominantly of alphanumenc text." l W  Canadion Vozces. Canadzan Choices therefore 

indicated that "broadcasting is specifically defined not by its technology, which it may share 

with other non-broadcasting uses, but by its content."'05 

The new definition of broadcasting, as well as other modifications that were 

made in Bill C- 136, addressed concerns that had been expressed by the cable industry. In 

our discussion of pre-legislative issues, we saw that the cable i~dustry offered the only 

substantial comments about revising the definition. The cable industry had been womed 

that the DOC would establish a definition of broadcasting which favoured one technology 

over others. The satellite industry or the telecommunications indusûy rnight be advantaged 

by such a move. At the very least, the cable industry's choices in uskg technologies would 

be restricted The discourse of technological causality was reflected in the cable industry's 



cal1 for a definition of broadcasting in which the focus was on programming rather than a 

particular delivery technology. The discourse was also linked to the industry's cal1 for 

keeping the telecommunications industry out of broadcasting. While presenting a definition 

of broadcasting that was in line with what the cable indusûy wanted, Bill C-136 also 

prohibited Bell Canada from holding a broadcasting licence. '" 
Nevertheless, the cable industry had concems about the new definition of 

broadcasting and the other modifications that had been made in Bill C-136. The industry 

wanted telecornmunications f ims other than Bell Canada to be prohibited from entering 

broad~asting.'~' However, the cable indusûy focused most of its attention on the new 

definition Among the few organizations in the debates that discussed the new definition of 

broadcasting, there was a mixture of enthusiasm and uncertainty.lo8 The cable indusûy 

reflected both types of reactions. While it favoured the new definition, the CCTA was 

womed about one of the two exemptions. As noted above, Bill C-136 excluded from the 

definition the transmission of prograrns "made on the demand of a particular penon for 

reception only by that person." According to Canadian Voices, Canadian Choices, this 

meant that scheduled pay per view seMces were covered by the definition while 

broadcasting services operating on demand were not. 'O9 The CCTA argued that this set up 

an unequal regdatory situation between two technologies for delivering programrning: 

Pay per view is in essence an elementary or early form of video on 
demand. The essential difference is in the technology, not the 
program content.. . .Presurnably, the definition of broadcasting is 
intended to exclude video on demand but not pay per view. So 
should this bill be enacted, video on demand would be wegulated 
and pay per view wili be captured under the proposeci act. So we 
urge that the definition of broadcasting be amended to exciude 



clearly al1 seMces delivered on demand I I0  

Since it alluded to technological differences between the telecommunications industry and 

the cable industry, this position was consistent with the latter's view that there was no 

technology-driven convergence between the two industries. This position was also 

consistent with the interest of the cable industry in a technology neutral approach; the focus 

had to be on  programmùig rather than technologies. However, the cable industry wanted to 

establish a fair regulatory situation through the definition of broadcasting by excluding 

(rather than incl uding) similar prograrnming services. 

The definition of broadcasting in Bill C-136 was altered before it reappeared in 

Bill C-40, and the change was satisfactory to the cable industry as well as othen. One of the 

two exemptions - that which pertained to programs delivered on demand - was removed. " ' 

Presumably because an exclusion for al1 pay per viewhideo on demand services would have 

left out seNices whose content conformed to the definition of a program, there was now an 

irnplicit inclusion for a11 such senices. Although the cable industry had argued for an 

exclusion, it accepted the inclusion and even argued that it should be explicit. The CCTA 

stated: 

... in Bill C-136, there was a specific exclusion of the delivery of 
programs 'made on the demand of a particular person for reception 
only by that person.' In simple language, to us that means pay per 
view or video on demand, as the telephone industry preferç to cal1 
it ....[ WJe argue that the two tenns mean essentially the same thing. 
The only issue is whether pay per view or video on demand seMce 
is regulated or not under the Broadcasting Act. We think Bill C-40 
wisely eliminates the specific exclusion ... But in doing so, it leaves 
the matter unresolved. So we argue ... that what was heretofore an 
exemption fiom the definition should now be made a specific 
inclusion such thaî, regardlas of who delivers such a service, pay per 



view or video on demand should be subject to Canada's broadcasting 
policy ... 112 

This position was strategically usefiit to the cable industry suice it conformed to the interests 

of others among the cdtural industries as well as orgaRizations within the cultural 

communities. For example, Allarcom ugued that the change in the definition was important 

since the cornpany was cornitteci to support for Canadian production through its recently- 

licensed pay per view servi-ce; if video on dernand remained outside the definition of 

broadcasting and therefore not subject to the Broadcasting Act, the telephone cornpanies 

would be able to escape offering support for Canadian production or having other similar 

conditions imposed by the CRTC through the legi~lation."~ A desire for Canadian 

production may also have been behind the positions that were taken by at least some 

organizations within the cultural communities. Although it did not explain why, ACTRA 

also wanted a specific inclusion for video on demand. Il4 

The only participant in the public proceedings to oppose the altered definition 

of broadcasting was one of the cultural agencies. The discourse of technological causality 

was a central feature in the argument made by Alberta Govemment Telephone (AGI'): 

We are confident that many new and important service opportunities 
will develop out of the evolution of traditional telephone technology 
to the new high-capacity broadband technology based on the fibre 
optic transmission systems. Since this technology is compatible with 
the delivery of video services, which are usually associated with the 
cable TV industry, there is a technology-driven convergence between 
the two industries. ' '* 

AGT contended that "this convergence should be exploited for the benefit of Canadians." Il6 

However, it added that technoIogy-driven convergence creates legislative and regdatory 
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problerns which necessitate the exclusion of video on demand fiom the definition of 

broadcasting. According to AGT, there is "potential for an uneven, unnecessary and 

redundant duplication of regulation for many services that would fa11 within the definition 

of both telecom and broadcasting. in order to avoid this arnbiguity and any potential 

confusion, we recornmend that the definition of broadcasting be amended to replicate the 

definition as written in Bill C-136."lL7 As Allarcom pointed out though, a retum to the 

definition in Bill C-136 would also have allowed the telecommunications industty tu escape 

conditions pertaining to support for Canadian production which would be imposed under the 

Broadcasting Act for video on demand services that were similar to pay per view services. 

Therefore, although AGT linked the discome of technological causality to the interests of 

Canadians and its arguments about regulation, it had difficulty connecting these arguments 

to interests other than those of telecommunications firms. 

Despite the opposition of AGT, no fùrther change was subsequently made to the 

definition of broadcasting. The definition that was introduced in Bill C-40 became part of 

the 199 1 Broadcasting Act. '" 

CONCLUSION 

Through a discussion of debates about broadcasting definitions, this chapter has 

show that the discoune of technological causality played a role in the prucess of 

establishing private capital's hegemony within Canadian broadcasting. 

The discourse of technological causality was featured in the arguments of the 

cultural industries. The discowe histoncally had a divisive role since it advantaged cable 



113 

companies over broadcasters. However, in the debates about broadcasting definitions, the 

discourse seems to have had a uni*ng role (which can be interpreted with reference to 

some principles of the hegemonic projea as  outlined in Chapter Two). Through arguments 

rooted in technological causality, the dominant cable industry advocated a definition of 

broadcasting which fwused on programming rather than technologies. This fit the econornic 

interests of rnany cultural industries since it addressed their concems about unregulated 

cornpetition fiom new communication technologies. While privileging those interests that 

were compatible with its own particuiar interests, the cable industry derogated those 

economic interests which were incompatible; the cable industry employed a variety of 

arguments, including some based on the discourse of technological causality, to contend that 

the telecommunications induçtry shouid be excluded from broadcasting. The cable industry 

also presented its particular interests as the general interests of Canadians. AIthough the 

discourse of technological causality appeared in the arguments of the telecommunications 

industry, the latter industry was not as successfùl as the cable industry had been at making 

connections between particular interests and general interests. The arguments of the cable 

industry were, however, marked by a contradiction between the technological and the social 

dimensions of causality with regard to communication technologies. 

The cultural communities did not offer an alternative to the discourse of 

technological causality. Although some of them took a slightly critical stance, they never 

identified the contradiction in the positions taken by the cable industry. The cultural 

communities tended to uncriticaily adopt the cable induûy's arguments about the definition 

of broadwting as well as its focus on the discourse of technological causality. Some of 
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them saw new communication technologies as being respnsible for positive changes in 

society. In part due to the discourse of technological causality, the cultural communities 

gave their consent to a definition of broadcasting that would legitimize and deepen the 

expansion of the private sector in Canadian broadcasting by bringing under regulation 

cornpanies which had previously not been covered in the definition. The cultural 

communities missed the opportunity to put forth an alternative discourse which couid have 

provided the basis for a very different definition. The discourse of technological causality 

therefore appears to have played an effective role in the ongoing process of securing private 

capital's hegemony within Canadian broadcasting. 

The above findings have implications for the theoretical model that was 

established in Chapter Two. These implications will be considered in Chapter Seven, but 

it is first necessary to examine the other discounes which are addressed in the theoretical 

model. The next chapter discusses the discourse of technological democracy, and that is 

followed by a chapter which focuses on the discourse of technological nationalism. 
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CO- BROADCASTILYG AND TECHNOLOGICAL 
DEMOCRACY 

In Chapter Two, reference was made to the stmggle of the comrnunity sector to 

find a place within the Canadian broadcasting systern. This chapter focuses on the private 

sector and the community sector with regard to debates about comrnunity broadcasting 

during the public proceedings which led up to the 1991 Broadcasting Act. The analysis 

suggests that the discourse of technoIogica1 democracy played a role in the process of 

establishing private capital's hegernony within Canadian broadcasting, but it became the 

target of a counter hegemony which favoured community broadcasting. 

HlSTORICAL ISSUES 

Technologicaal Democracy and Cable Companies 

As we saw in Chapter Four, the discourse of technological causality was 

associated with the rise of the cable industry in the early 1970s. According to Thomas 

Streeter, the discourse had significant effects in the United States. We saw that sirnilar 

developments took place in Canada. With the discourse of technological causality 

articulated to if the discourse of technological democracy was also tied to the development 

of the cable industry in both countries during the early 1970s. 
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As it emerged in the United States, the discourse of technological democracy 

reflected several themes. Streeter describes "'the hopes for diveaity, dernocracy, and 

cultural expression embodied in the discourse of the new technologies." ' The wires of cable 

would overcome a lack of diversity in programming which had sternmed fkom limited 

spectnim space.* Moreover, the discourse offered "progressive hopes for new forms of 

electronic democracy." Through the access that it provided, "cable could increase citizen 

participation, allow repressed minorities cultural and political e.upression, and generally help 

lead society toward a more enlightened One aspect of this was a technology-driven 

shifi from the passive to the active which would give control to the public and do away with 

the need for most govemmental control. Summarizing these views, Streeter writes that 

'%able7 in other words, had the potential to rehumanize a dehumanized society, to eliminate 

the existing bureaucratie restrictions of govemment regulation cornmon to the industrial 

world, and to empower the currently powerless public."' The discourse presented cable as 

being wonderfùl for everyone. However, as Streeter notes, it had a material basis: "By 

describing their business not as a mere ancillary community service but as  a new technology, 

the cable operators might gain new Ieverage against their commercial opposition, the 

broadcasters. The discoune of the new technologies might help raise their profits."' The 

benefits that were touted by the discourse would differentiate cable operaton from 

broadcasters and encourage people to subscribe to cable services. 

These themes were also part of the discoune which took shape in Canada. Many 

of the themes were reflected in the approach which the Canadian Cable Television 

Association (CCTA) took when it appeared before the Canadian Radio-Television 



Commission (CRTC) in 197 1. Marc Raboy has descn'bed the CCTA brief to the CRTC. As 

Raboy indicates, the CCTA added the theme of the public as consumers: 

The cable companies' claim to represent the public was rooted in a 
conception of the public as a market of consumers who had k e n  
rejected by Canadian communications policy. ... They could also make 
a new and unique daim that the multipliciîy of channels they were 
able to offer responded to a 'public demand for greater viewer 
choice', liberating the public from dependence on advertisers, and 
catering to minority audiences with special ized tastes. The industry 
brief mentioned such possibitities as multiple program scheduling' 
enabling the viewer to choose a convenient viewing time, and Local 
program origination with community participation ('people talking 
with people'). Audience fiagmentation was not only good for the 
cable companies, it could be presented as being good for democracy: 
cable was providing 'a degree of public access that is new in the 
history of media', and the industry argued that it viewed the public 
'as the rnost important constituent in the broadcasting ~ystern.'~ 

In summary, as Raboy notes, "the cable companies had appealed to the drearn of 

technological democracy.'" Like Streeter, Raboy points to the material basis of the 

discourse; audience fiagmentation would bring "democracy", but it would also bring the 

cable companies profits as they acquired subscribers. 

In the United States and Canada, then, the arguments of the cable industry 

extended beyond the discourse of technological causality while dl1 supporting the industry ' s 

economic interests. We saw in the previous chapter that the discourse of technological 

causality had helped the cable industry to obtain a better position vis a vis broadcasters and 

regulation. However, we have now seen that the arguments of the cable industry were 

enhanced through the articulation of technoIogica1 causality to several moral themes which 

produced the discourse of technological democracy. Consequently, there was a focus on 

how the technology of cable would satisQ consumer or minority interests by generating such 



things as diversity, choice, access, and control. 

Cable Companies and the Development of Community Broadeasting 

Community broadcasting through cable systems got off to a promising start in 

the early 1970s. Canada's first commmity channei was established during 1970 in the town 

of Normandm, Quebec.' OnginaIly, the community channel on many cable systems had an 

advisory board of elected community members which oversaw the general functioning and 

direction of the ~hannel .~  Working within this democratic structure, community groups 

(many of which were committed to achieving social change) produced a great deal of 

innovative prograrnming. 

The CRTC did Iittle to ensure that this promising start continued. Issues such as 

control and fùnding to community channels were addressed by the CRTC in ways which did 

not fit its enthusiastic support for the channels. During 1969, the CRTC contended that the 

community channels provided by cable systems were adding a new dimension to 

broadcasting by assisting in the development of cornrnunity identity through locally 

produced programs. 'O In 1971, the CRTC again emphasized the importance of community 

charnels. However, even though community groups asked to be given licensed control over 

the channels, the CRTC gave this control to cable cornpanie~.~~ The CRTC also did not 

require cable companies to provide funding to community groups or even make provision 

of a community channel mandatory for cable companies. l2 During 1975, the CRTC finally 

s p i  fied that al1 but the smallest cable companies must provide a community chamel. The 

CRTC also addressed the issue of h d i n g  at that time and considered requiring cable 

companies to devote 10 per cent of their revenues to their community channel. In the end, 
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however, the CRTC decided that this should simply be a voluntary rule. Despite the 

resistance of cornrnunity groups, the CRTC also upheld its decision to vest Iicensed control 

with cable companies. l3 

During the mid to late 1970s, comrnunity channels went through a nmber of 

changes. The prograrnming on the channefs which had once ken  innovative, became more 

conventional. Kim Gofdberg has suggested that there were severd reasons for this. For one 

thing, the "sofl boundaries" of community channels as a "creative concept" started to harden 

when the channels were institutionalized. More importantly, what could be done through 

comrnunity channels increasingly became limited by the structure in which the channels 

were embedded. As Goldberg notes, community channels were ^a democratic concept 

without a democratic structure-" As a result of the CRTC's decision, cable companies held 

direct control over community channels. More and more cable companies started to 

exercise this control. Decisions about programming shifted fiom community advisory 

boards to employees of cable companies who were hired to run the community c h a ~ e i s .  

Because of this, groups that were cornrnitted to social change largely gave up on comrnunity 

channels as an avenue to achieve their goals." 

In the early to mid 1980s, community channels went through further changes. 

The community advisory boards virtually disappeared. Where the boards still existed, the 

members were appointed by the cable companies rather than being democratically chosen 

by the community. The groups that now used the channels tended to be the well-organized, 

well-established, non-controversial community groups. The shift to conventional 

programming also became more obvious. This was facilitated by the appearance of 
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advertising. In 1986, the CRTC granted a long-standing wish of cable companies to have 

advertising on cornmunity channels. l5 

The exceptions to these developments were mostly in Quebec. Unlike the 

general situation in English Canada, cornmunity groups in French Canada still had control 

over cornmunity charnels through associations which had a democratic structure based on 

nonexclusive membership and voting rights- However, since cable companies held direct 

control over cornmunity channels in Quebec as elsewhere, the control enjoyed by these 

community groups was limited. l6 

PRJGLEGISLATIVE ISSUES 

Cable Companies and Technological Demoeracy 

When the cable industry appeared before the House of Commons Sîanding 

Cornmittee on Communications and Culture, a nurnber of its arguments reflected themes in 

the discourse of technological dernocracy. 

Cable companies continued their historical tendency to address the public as 

consumers. The CCTA made this clear while taking issue with the Task Force on 

Broadcasting Policy. The Caplan-Sauvageau task force had insisted that research on 

consumen was irrelevant and asked the cable industry to consider the people of Canada as 

ciiizens rather than consumen. l7 During the standing cornmittee's proceedings, the CCTA 

mocked the orientation of the task force: "We find it significant that the task force chose 

to not to consult with consumers before making its recommendatio m.... Perhaps they feared 

what ordinary Canadians actually think about current television services; that is, they are 
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quite happy with thern."18 The cable industry frequently referred to the public through the 

term"consumers" and associated words such as cccustomers", "subscribers" or "viewers." 

The indusûy rarely used the term "citizens." 

Cable companies were joined by memben of some other cultural indumies, 

chiefly pnvate broadcasters, in focushg on technology-driven, democratic choice which puts 

wntrol in the han& of the public/consumers. Global put it this way: 'Vltimately, the public 

controls what gets viewed, not this cornmittee and not us. The public votes by the fact that 

they control the switch on their television sets."19 A representative of Maclean Hunter 

alluded to the idea that communication technologies (such as satellites) have magnified 

choice for consumers and given the latter control: "There is the viewer, and we cari no 

longer dictate what he or she is going to watch. Whether we like it or net, the viewer has 

open season, and in my view it is foolish in the long term to think we are going to be able 

to dictate or somehow censor Canadian viewing habits. Ail we can do is entice; we cannot 

di~tate."~ These arguments played a role in debates about cable distribution and Canadian 

programming since they allowed cable companies or pnvate broadcasters to justify offering 

profitable American services or programming. The Ontario Cable Telecommunications 

Association even contended that regulations to prohibit American material were 

unacceptable since they aimed to restrict "fieedom of choi~e."*~ Through connections to the 

general interests of consuners, the discourse of technological democracy supported the role 

of the burgeoning private sector and its selection of Arnerican material. 

Cable companies also made arguments which tied some themes in the discourse 

of technological dernocracy specifically to the technology of cable. A few cable companies 
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emphasized the role of cable technology in facilitahg diversity and choice. * Several cable 

companies stressed the notion that cable technology - through comrnunity broadcasting - 

enhances cultural expression and enables a focus on minority interests. 23 Finally, as we will 

see, at least one member of the cable industry addressed the role of cable technology in 

fostering access via community broadcasting. 

Community Broadcasters, the Public, and Democracy 

Community broadcasters rejected the cable industry's interpretation of the public 

as consumers dong with the industry's associated view of regulations. The Regroupement 

des organismes communautaires de communication du Quebec (ROCCQ), said that "we feel 

there are two ways of Mewing the Canadian pub1 ic: either as citizens or as consumers. The 

view of the ROCCQ is that the public should be considered primarily as citizens rather than 

consumers. In that sense, we feel it is necessary that certain regulations continue to be 

irnpo~ed."'~~ 

Building on this foundation, community broadcasters advanced a view of 

democracy which differed fiom that of the cable industry. Comrnunity broadcasten did not 

see democracy in terms of diversity, choice, and other qualities which flow from 

communication technologies. Rather, they saw it in terms of social processes which 

communication technologies can assist. The ROCCQ indicated that cornrnunity television 

is characterized by "its democratic structure of operation: general assembly, board of 

directors, various programming and funding wmmittees. In fact, the people acquire their 

own means of communication through cornmunity television and participate in al1 

production or management-related pro cesse^."^^ The ROCCQ also indicated that "thk 
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democratic structure ensures the participation of the people at every level of decision- 

making. It is part of a desire to allow the people to participate in television prograrnrning 

in order that the content of that prograrnrning reflect the ne& and experiences of the 

people." In short, the democratic structure of community television helped '20 change the 

passive viewer into an active participanCZ6 

Further d a r i m g  their vision of democracy, cornmunity broadcasters described 

what they meant by 'kommunity television." The ROCCQ regarded community television 

to be "a community and local television undertaking with social, cultural and economic 

objectives, which is actively and fonnally owned and supported by the community." The 

organization elaborated on some components of this definition. The term "community" 

meant that cornmunity television is 'open to the cornrnunity, to its needs, problems, 

strengths, and achievernents." The term "local" indicated that it "serves a roughly defined 

local and regional population" and "operates at the gras roots level." Through "social 

objectives7', the ROCCQ meant that "we promote the idea of citizens and cornmunity groups 

taking control of their educational, political, econornic, and cultural development." In terms 

of 'cultural objectives", the organization meant that "community television contributes to 

the development of our cultural identity and of both Quebec and Canadian culture."" 

Community broadcasters also described the content of the prograrnrning on 

comrnunity television The ROCCQ indicated that the role of prograrnming on community 

television is '?O discuss community issues. For the most put, they are controversial issues 

of a socio-political or a socio-economic nature."28 The Societe de communication du 

Saguenay-Lac Saint-Jean said that it provided prograrnming "on a whole range of subjects 
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relating to our collective life: the municipality, the economy, culture, social activities, and 

poli tic^."^^ The organization also said that "disadvantaged people working with limited 

resources have found in the community television station a means of communication; they 

have developed remarkable solidarity-" These "'disadvantaged people" included wornen, the 

young, the 014 the disabled, and the ~mernployed.~~ 

Contradictions Lnvolving Technological Democracy 

Community broadcastee clearly offered an alternative discourse. They 

challenged ideas about the public, regulations, and democracy in the cable industryys 

discussion of communication technologies. However, they did not identiS, the 

contradictions in the industry's discussion. Contradictions existed since cable companies 

did not deal consistently with the notions of the active and the passive. 

To understand this, it is necessary to examine some of Marike Finlay's ideas 

about the presentation of the active and the passive in discomes on communication 

technologies. Finlay identifies three major agents in the discourses: communication 

technologies themselves, corporations, and the public. As she indicates, there are a variety 

of roles for agents in the discourses. The "active roles" include those of "subject" and 

"sender" while the "passive roles" inciude those of cLobject" and "receiver." '' Finlay points 

to a problem with the presentation of these roles: "Obviously, if the discourses on new 

communications technologies are to be believed when they declare that new 

communications technology will encourage public participation at al1 levels of society, [the 

discourses] should gant the active roles to the public. This, however, is not always the 

case."" Finlay suggests that most of the active roles go to the other major agents, either 
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communication technologies or corporations. The public is sometimes presented in active 

roles, but this is usually only within the realm of consumption and vis a vis hierarchically 

superior corporations. More often than not, the public is presented in passive roles or even 

omitted altogether." It is on this basis that Finlay suggests there is a contradiction within 

discomes on communication technologies and dernocracy. As we noted in Chapter Two, 

she argues that ''the contradiction lies between a content of democratization and a procedure 

of hierarchical excl~sivity."~ Even in references to democratic broadcasting, the context 

is one of domination and subordination. To a considerable degree, Finlay's ideas are borne 

out in the comments which the cable industry made to the standing cornmittee about 

community charnels. 

The cable industry sometimes presented communication technologies or the 

public in active roles with regard to community broadcasting. We have already noted how 

cable companies focused on the role of cable technology in facilitating such things as 

divenity and cultural expression. The active status granted to communication technologies 

also occasionally took other forms. For exarnple, the Association des programmateurs de 

la teledistribution du Quebec described how satellite disiribution systems have made 

possible programming exchanges between community channels. '' The public was less likely 

than communication technologies to be granted active status. Only two organizations within 

the cable indusw even acknowledged that community groups produce their own 

pr~grarnming.~~ Just two other organizatiom referred to the public m a h g  use of production 

facilities or community ~hanne l s .~~  

The cable industry also sometimes presented corporations in active roles when 
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status. Witness how the B.C.Nukon Division of the C d a n  CabIe Television Association 

discussed community programming: 

Community programming in Canada has grown dramatically in many 
ways over the course of the past 15 years. However, it was not until 
about 1980 that the cable industry seized the opportunities that 
community programing represented to provide a high quality, 
comprehensive, and much appreciated reflection of community life 
through the medium of tele~ision.~~ 

Here, the cable industry is the explicit, active subject (sender) while the public is the 

i m plicit, passive object (receiver) which gratefully acquires what is given. Remarkably , 

despite the fact that community groups produce their own community programming, the 

public is stripped of any active roIe or even a presence. This structuring of roles was also 

reflected in other ways. Several cable companies referred to community channels as 

"'se~ces" which they provide, thereby emphasizing the active role of the corporate subject 

as ~ender.)~ The passive role of the public object as receiver was reinforced by Videotron; 

this cable giant only referred to the public in terms of the number of groups that watch its 

community In the roles presented through the cable industry's discussion of 

community charnels, corporations were dominant and the public was subordinate. 

Recognition for the Community Sector 

We saw in Chapter Four that communication is regarded a s  an object rather than 

a practice in dominant discourses on communication technologies. Consequently, much 

discussion focuses on ensuring that everyone gets a fair amount of communication. The 

issue of access is a component of this discussion. As Marke Finlay indicates, "the access 
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of information that must be equitably distributedn4' 

It is not surprising, then, that the Task Force on Broadcasting Policy placed a 

great deal of emphasis on the issue of access in relation to community broadcasting. The 

task force reflected the notion of technology-dnven access: 

Access to the airwaves, which has for so long faced technical 
barriers, is now within reach and the new technologies have given a 
renewed impetus to demands for such access, spurred on by the 
apparent realization of the old dream of a universal forum in which 
people in isolated villages becorne part of the bustling 'global 
village.' Although the reality is perhaps not on such a grand scale, 
many new foms of access are indeed appeanng ..." 

The task force alço put the issue of access at the centre of its argument for giving community 

broadcasting a place in the new Broadwting Act: 

Community broadcasting has proved to be very useful on occasion in 
providing access to the system. That is why we recommend that it 
should be recognized in the act as a distinct sector in the system, on 
an equal footing with the public and private sectors which it 
complements. ... It is.. . important to give community radio and 
television a statutory basis to allow it to fulfil the role of granting 
access to the system, a responsibility which the other two sectors, 
with other calls on their services, have been unable to fulfil." 

More specifically, the Caplan-Sauvageau task force put forth the recornmendation that "the 

Canadian broadcasting system should be recopzed as corn prising not-for-pro fit community 

elements as well as the 'public and private elements' already achowledged in the 1968 

Broadcasting Act.'* 

Before addressing the reactions to this recommendation, it is important to note 

a point of agreement between the views of community broadcasters and cabIe companies. 
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Although community broadcasters had offered an alternative to the discourse which was 

presented by cable companies, they joined cable companies in reflecting the dominant 

notion of communication as an object to which access must be obtained. The ROCCQ 

indicated that "the hdamental characteristic of community television is access to 

br~adcasting.'"~ The organization indicated as well that the democratization of access to the 

airwaves is what makes community broadcasters different fiom other broadcasters." This 

focus on access as a distinguishing feature of community broadcasting was also expressed 

by the Association des ~ a b l ~ s t r i b u t e u n  du Quebec. Playing up the role of cable 

technology in providing choice as well as access, the organization stated that "cable 

television has become over the years a unique and special medium of communication for 

Canadians .... It provides the population of remote areas with a larger choice of broadcasting 

services; it also gives citizens access to a local forum for expression and information through 

community tele~ision.'~' 

Comrnunity broadcasters and other organizations supported the recommendation 

of the task force to recognize the community sector. The recommendation was supported 

by organizations involved with commlmity broadcasting through television and radio. " The 

recommendation was also favoured by the vast majority of the cultural wmmunities and 

cultural agencies which mentioned it!' 

At Ieast in the appearances which it made before the standing cornmittee, the 

cable industry was cornpletely silent on the specific issue of the recommendation to identiw 

community broadcasting as one of the elements in the Canadian broadcasting system. 

However, one member of the industry did indicate general opposition to any measures that 
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development could be re~tricted).~' 

Although the lack of substantial opposition f?om cable cornpanies may also have 

played a role, the dominant focus on communication in tems of access to objects appears 

to have been influentiai in the decision of the standing committee to endorse the task force 

recommendation. Like the task force, community broadcasters, and cable companies, the 

committee stressed the unique role of community channels in relation to access: 

"Considering the nature of community programming, which gives access to events and 

organizations that rnay be unable to be accommodated by conventional broadcasters, we 

view the contribution of community channels to the Canadian broadcasting system as a 

positive one.'7s1 The standing committee therefore indicated that the Broadcasting Act 

should refer to "the Canadian broadcasting system, comprising public, private, and 

community broadcasting e~ements."~~ 

Access to Community Channels 

A variety of organizations among the cultural communities had pushed the Task 

Force on Broadcasting Policy- to go beyond the notion of technology-driven access. The task 

force noted: 

The problem remains one of providing an equitable place for 
everyone in the broadcasting system: Canadians in general; 
producers; workers and artists in various regions or representing 
various views; finally, aboriginal peoples, minorities, women and 
local communities. Al1 these groups stated in our consultations that 
they had little or no access to the system. The introduction of a new 
multi-channel environment increases the number of doorways but 
does not necessarily open them." 
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Instead of emphasizing technology-driven access, organizations among the cultural 

communities clearly focused on social barriers to access. 

The Caplan-Sauvageau task force attempted to deal with the social barriers which 

these organizations faced Since it saw community broadcasting as a vehicle for providing 

access, the task force recomrnended that "the licences of al1 community radio and television 

broadcasters should recognize the need of fair access for various ethnic, cuitural, interest, 

and opinion g r~ups . "~  More significantiy, the task force recommended that a democratic 

right, "the right of access of al1 Canadians to the broadcasting system", be written into the 

Broadcasting  AC^? 

Comrnunity broadcasters in both television and radio supported the task force 

recommendation to inciude a right of access in new broadcasting legislation. The ROCCQ 

regarded the recommendation to be "absolutely f~ndarnental."~~ The Association des 

radiodiffuseurs communautaires du Quebec said that "it is important to recognize that al1 

Canadians have a right of access to the broadcasting system. As far as we are concerned, 

this statement foms the cornerstone of the work being done by the community 

communications organizations. It goes without saying that this recornmendation is our 

highest priority."" Few other organizations commented on the recommendation to include 

a right of access in the legislation, but the recommendation was supported by those cultural 

communities and cultural agencies which mentioned i t  CommuNty broadcaste~ and other 

organizations within the cultural communities supported the task force recommendation 

because it helped to deal with social barriers to access. With only one exception, al1 of the 

organizations and other witnesses which discussed access to community chmeis  reported 
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having problerns in getting access from cable c~rnpan ies .~~  

The cable industry did not support the task force recommendation regarding the 

nght of access. Several representatives of the industry claimed that they had received few 

or no cornplaints about access to community ~ h a n n e l s . ~ ~  Some cable cornpanies even 

indicated that they often had to invite groups to use the ~hannels.~'  The cable ind- 

clearly minimized the notion that there were social barriers to access. However, while 

presenting access as k ing  quite open, the industry made one comment which suggested that 

it was not. This comment came fiom the B.C.Nukon Division of the CCTA. The 

organization rejected the nght of access as it responded to a question from the standing 

cornmittee about whether the content of the programming produced by community groups 

could cause problems: 

Yes, most definitely it could. Certainly, we are responsible at this 
present time for what we carry on our wmmunity channel. We could 
have groups coming to us if they had the right to dernand access, 
proposing programming we would not find acceptable for Our 
channel because it was either too controversial or whatever. There 
have been programming concepts that would raise substantial 
community concem in almost any community, 1 am sure." 

This drew attention to the issue of control over community charnels, another issue which 

was dealt with by the task force. 

Control over Community Channels 

The Task Force on Broadcasting Policy attempted to further contend with the 

problern of social barrien to access by addressing the issue of control. In this regard, the 

task force was clearly infiuenced by the ROCCQ. The task force stated: 

The Regroupement des organismes communautaires de 
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community television organizations in Quebec, made a strong 
presentation to this Task Force urging a licensing procedure for 
community television associations. The goup made the point that 
lack of licensing raises questions of legal responsibility for 
broadcasts. Cable operators have felt inhibited from granting access 
because of their legal responsibility for content The ROCCQ would 
like to see each community TV association have official beneficial 
and legal statos distinct from that of cable operatod3 

The task force agreed with the suggestion of the ROCCQ and recommended that the CRTC 

begin licensing community television a~sociations.~ 

The cable industry objected to the task force recommendation since cable 

companies would expenence a loss of control. The Association des programmateurs de la 

teledistibution du Quebec stated: 

. . . Caplan-Sauvageau made recommendations which would impact 
negatively. It would first mean that the cable company toses al1 right 
of control pertaining to the product disîributed by the community 
channel. The granting of licences to independent corporations would 
allow them to distribute on a channel belonging to the cable company 
and tmditionally set aside for its comunity programrning a program 
for which the same company would have to abandon al1 vested rights 
and respon~ibilities.~~ 

The cable industry had support fiom several organizations. One of the cultural agencies and 

even some members of the cultural communities joined the industry in opposing the task 

force recornmendation. 66 

Although there may have been several reasons why the cable industry wanted to 

retain control over community charnels, perhaps the most prominent of these reasons 

involved the industry's desire to move M e r  into prograrnrning. During the proceedings 

of the standing cornittee, cable companies repeatedly ùidicated that they should be allowed 
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and other communication  technologie^.^' Since they wanted to move M e r  into 

programming, they could hardly argue that they wanted to be relieved of their responsibility 

for community programming. Cable companies instead lrtilized this responsibil ity to 

strengthen the case for extending their programming role. For instance, the Cable Television 

Association of Alberta (CTAA) said: 

We are bothered that many seern to have a perception of cable as not 
voluntarily contributing to the Canadian broadcasting system and not 
being a logical choice for the creation of new and interesting 
specialty services .... Cable is a strong component of the Canadian 
broadcasting systern, not only because of our technical capability of 
delivering a multitude of high quality signals, but also because we 
offer a variety of interesting and unique seMces that the customer 
values. We create programming; we assemble programming; and 
we control how at least sorne of it is developed. Community 
prograrnming is one exarnple.. . 68 

According to the CTAA, then, the "'customer" values cable-originated "seMces" such as 

community programming and would therefore have a similar response to more services. 

Several other members of the ind- also utilized their role in community broadcasting to 

argue for a more extensive role in programming. 69 

Not surprisingly, community broadcasters favoured the recornrnendation of the 

task force. While endoning the recornmendation, the ROCCQ indicated that control by 

community broadcasters was necessary to establish democratic access and participation: 

It would be interesting to know how many cable companies currentiy 
involved in programming have a programming cornmittee that allows 
for input fiom the local people. It would also be interesting to h o w  
how many cable companies are publicly accountable for the 
management and programming of the community channel. For al1 
these reasons, and in order to maintain the principles of access and 
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community channel, we feel that responsibility for production and 
management of the community chamel should legitimately be heid 
by non-profit corporations." 

Several organizations among the cultural communities and the even cultural industries 

agreed that community broadcasters should be able to obtain licenses." 

The arguments for and against the task force fecommendaîion included reference 

to a conflict of interest. On the one hand, community broadcasters pointed to a conflict 

between the obligations of cable companies to the cornmunity and the economic goals of 

these companies. The ROCCQ contended that this conflict necessitated democratic control 

by community broadcastee: 

Since the role of community broadcasting is to facilitate and 
encourage the participation of local people in creating, designing, 
producing and administering community programming whose 
objective ... is not merely to achieve economic cost effectiveness, but 
to meet the communication needs of the local people, there is 
therefore a conflict of interest with the function of cable companies, 
which is to make profits. How can we expect the content of 
community programming to reflect the reality of the local community 
when the right to make program choices remains the responsibility 
of an individuai who is accountable to the Company, and not to the 
local people?" 

On the other hand, cable companies implied that there was no conflict between their 

obligations to the community and their economic goals. Quite to the contrary, they 

contended that the cable industry and its econornic resources were crucial to the 

development of community channels and it would therefore be best for comrnunity groups 

if control over the channels remained with cable companies. According to the Association 

des cablodistributeurs du Quebec, "it is thanks to the cable industry that comrnunity 
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television has reached a degree of operational and financial stability that would be 

impossible to maintain without the full management of such programming by cable 

ope rat or^."'^ A similar view was expressed by the Association des programmateurs de la 

teledistribution du Quebec? 

Access, Control, and the Absence of Conflict 

The standing committee rejected the task force recomrnendation which called 

for licencing community broadcasters. The committee stated that "we do not think the 

interests of cable operators are inevitably in conflict with those of comrnunity program 

producer~.'"~ Indeed, "operating a comrnunity charnel, with its focus on local access, seems 

parîicularly appropriate for a cable television licensee in light of the gras roots relationship 

between the licensee and the community it ser~es."'~ The standing committee therefore 

recornmended that cable companies should continue to have control by operating and taking 

responsibility for community 

Since the standing committee did not believe that there was conflict between 

cable companies and community broadcasten, it is perhaps not surprising that the committee 

also rejected the task force's recommendation to include a right of access in the 

Broadcasting Act The standing cornmittee believed that the issue of access was adequately 

dealt with by provisions in the existing legislation, including those which pertained to 

ccbalance.'778 

Limitations of the Cntieal Challenge 

Clearly, community broadcasters attempted to challenge the arguments of cable 

companies. However, in two ways, the challenge which community broadcasters posed did 
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not go as far as it could have. 

F M  community broadcasters did not critique the cable industry's presentation 

of the passive and the active. We have seen that community broadcasters focused on 

developing a democratic structure which would transfomi the passive viewer into an active 

participant We have also seen that, wkle cabIe companies had referred to democratization 

in relation to community channeis, they spoke largely in tems of domination by reserving 

the active roles for technologies or corporations and relegating the public to passive roles. 

Community broadcasters might have strengthened their arguments for control over 

community channels by pointing to the contradiction between democracy and domination 

in the way that cable companies addressed community broadcasting. 

Second, and more problematically, community broadcasters did not go as far as 

they could have in their arguments since they confined thernselves to pushing for the right 

of access. Their concem with access reflects the dominant view of communication; 

communication is seen as an object which must be equitably distibuted. Commu~ty 

broadcasters there fore argued for equitable access to comrnunity c hannels for cornmunity 

groups, and they called for a right of access in the Broadcasting Act to ensure it. Trying to 

establish a right of access was certainly a laudable goal, especially in light of evidence that 

there were actual or potential barriers to access. However, this goal was not enough to 

guarantee democratic communication. 

In order to facilitate such communication, it was necessary to move beyond the 

right of access. As Marike Finlay notes, '%ommunication ri&& must shift away Rom the 

question of access to objects and towards the right to practice certain discursive 
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Finlay calls for focusing on the right to cornmunicate. This is not a new notion As Finlay 

indicates, it origi~ted during the late 1960s. She writes that ''the formulation of a specific 

right to cornmunicate ...gr ew out of a felt need to specify which discursive procedures would 

be involved in a more participatory, interactive, and democratic society."" Although it has 

been eclipsed by preoccupation with the issue of access, the notion of a right to 

wrnmunicate has never disappeared; Finlay points out that it was featured in several books 

and reports during the 1970s and 1980s.~' 

The right to communicate is a broader and therefore more useful concept than 

the right of access. Whereas the right of access is only concemed with the quantity of 

communication - enswing that everyone gets an equitable amount of it - the right to 

cornmunicate is also concerned with its quaIity As Finlay notes, "the right to access would 

have to corne to mean, within the perspective of communication as practice, a certain 

communicational cornpetence, Le., a nght to communicate in certain ways."" Thus, people 

should always have the opportunity to communicate "in terms of specific interactive rules 

of discoune favouring parti~ipation."~ The notion of the right to communicate therefore 

aims to alter the existing, hierarchial rules of communication which Finlay describes: 

When one participant has the right to initiate communication 
(technological or other) whiIe the other has not; where one 
participant is always in the position of answering questions in terms 
posed by the other; where one party is in control of the context that 
situates another's information; where some are excluded by 
encryption or closed user groups fiom certain fields of discourse; 
there we are very far indeed fiom dernocratic, participatory, 
dialogical communication." 
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These hierarchical rules are of€en embedded in communication technologies themselves, 

including the one-way distriiution system of broadcasting. Consequently, Finlay argues that 

it is sometirnes necessary to redesign technologies with alternative communication practices 

in mincLgs 

Even though a different technological structure was not likely to emerge, some 

fonn of the right to comrnunicate wodd still have been more useful to community 

broadcasters than the nght of access. After all, it is possible to have access and still have 

the content of programming controlled. This point c m  best be illustrated with reference to 

advertising on community channels. Cable companies had long desired such advertising. 

However, as Erik Barnouw has shown, advertising gives sponsors the power to influence the 

content of programming? The ROCCQ seems to have been aware of this when it expressed 

opposition to the introduction of advertising on community charnels: "If cornmunity 

television lvere to adopt mainiy commercial practices, their programming would have to be 

adapted to these commercial practices, and they would no longer be truly community- 

~riented."~' Nevertheless, cornmunity broadcasters did not push for the right to 

communicate. Although the right of access was perhaps adequate to deal with the role of 

cable companies, the nght to communicate was needed to deal with the potential role of 

sponsors. By focusing on the desire of cable companies for advertising on cornmunity 

channels, community broadcasters could also have enhanced their contention that there was 

a conflict betweeo the obligations of cable companies to the community and the economic 

goals of these companies. That in tum may have strengthened their case for control over 

community channels. 
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LEGISLATIVE Issms 

As Appendix Three indicates, the work of the standing committee was followed 

by both Bill C-136 and Bill C-40. The issue of community broadcasting was addressed in 

these bills and the debates about them. 

The Absence of Community Broadcasting Organizations 

The absence of al1 organizations which had direct interests in community 

broadcasting is a stdcing feature of the debates on both bills. Although it is possible that 

they submitted briefs, community broadcasters did not appear before the two legislative 

cornmittees in the House of Commons or the Standing Senate Cornmittee on Transport and 

Communications. This was also the case with aboriginal broadcasters, who shared with 

community broadcasters concerns about democratic broadcasting and were in some cases 

involved in community broadcasting. 

The absence of these organizations most likely stemmed from not being invited 

to appear. The tramscripts of the proceedings for various cornmittees make it clear that only 

certain organizations were invited to make pre~entations.~~ The probable exclusion of 

comrnunity broadcasters and aboriginal broadMSfers is ironic given the ernphasis which they 

placed on the need for democratic participation In their absence, other organizations among 

the cultural communities spoke for thern. 

Recognition for the Community Sector 

The Department of Communications @OC) deait with community broadcasting 

through its policy statement, Canudian Voices, Canadian Choices: A New Broadcasting 

Pulicy for Cancllla, as well as Bill C-136. The issue of access seems to have been influential 
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in the approach taken by the DOC. M e r  addressing community broadcasting, the DOC's 

policy statement emphasized ''faimess and acces~'~ in relation to several general and specific 

issues." With regard to cornmunity broadcasting, the statement indicated that 4he 

governrnent's policy recugnizes the importance of community broadcasting in al1 its forms. 

Programrning must be responsive to the needs and aspirations of Canadians wherever they 

live. The 1988 broadcasting bill recognizes the importance of 'lod7 or cornmimity 

programming wherever and however produ~ed."~" Thus, Bill C- 136 specified that 'the 

programming provided by the Canadian broadcasting system should..be drawn fiom local, 

regional, national, and international  source^."^' The DOC's policy statement argued that 

"this recognizes community broadcasting but dues not confine it in terms of legislative 

definition. Operationally, it provides the CRTC with a clear rationale for continuhg to 

authorize and licence such activities as comrnunity broadcasting and student radio and to 

encourage the provision of community television on cable ~hanne l s . "~~  

The approach which the DOC took to cornmunity broadcasting was the subject 

of debate during proceedings held by the House of Cornons Legislative Commîttee on Bill 

C-136. Cable companies believed that "local" was a sufficient reference to community 

broadcasting, as did the CRTC. These organizations contended that it would not be in the 

best interests of community broadcasters to be mentioned more specificdly since this might 

b i t  their p~ssibilit ies.~~ However, several organizations among the cultural communities 

indicated that a community element should have been specificdly added alongside the 

public and private elements of the Canadian broadcasting system? In their view, a 

reference to "local" programming was not enough to achowledge and protect comrnunity 
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broadcasting. As the Federation des francophones hon Quebec stated, "that does not ensure 

permanent recognition of such broadcasting. We feel that community broadcasting must 

obtain equal status with public and private sector broadcasting because it contributes just 

as actively to Canadian broadcasting in generaL9*' 

Both the New Democrats and the Liberals tried to obtain recognition for 

cornmunity broadcasting Dining clause by clause amendment in the Iegislative cornmittee, 

New Democrat Ian Waddell introduced an amendment to speci& that the Canadian 

broadcasting systern was comprised of public, private, and community elements. However, 

his amendment was defeated? Apparently responding to complaints about the lack of 

recognition for comrnunity broadcasting in Bill C-136, the Conservatives later put an 

amendment before the legislative cornmittee which included "community prograrns" as part 

of an existing reference to "educational prograrns." This amendment, which made more 

specific reference to community broadcasting while p r e s e ~ n g  the traditional duality 

between public and private elements, was passed?' The change was not enough to salis@ 

everyone though. In the House of Commons, Liberal Sheila Finestone noted the "the light 

weight given to educational and community broadcasting, which have now been moved 

jointly into a subparagraph?"' Finestone introduced an amendment to place the references 

to each on separate lines, but her arnendment was defeated? When Bill C-40 was later 

brought forward, the amendment established by the Conservatives remained the only 

provision for community broadcasting. 

The issue of recognition for community broadcasting was addressed during 

proceedings held by the House of Commons Legislative Cornmittee on Bill C40. Cable 
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companies and the CRTC were now more inclined to agree with a stronger reference for 

community broadcasting; the CCTA said that it would not have a great deal of dificdty 

accepting some kïnd of recognition, and the CRTC indicated that it agreed with including 

the communiîy- se-ctor in the legislation Io' Some members of the cultural communities were 

apparently satisfied with the reference to "community pro gram^."'^ However, oîhers 

continueci to push for recognition of a community element alongside the public and private 

elements of the Canadian broadcasting system. 'O3 

The New Democrats tried again to get recognition for community broadcasting. 

During clause by clause amendment in the legislative cornmittee, Waddell argued that 

community broadcasting could not be described as either public or private. He therefore 

once again put forth an amendment to speci@ that the Canadian broadcasting system was 

comprised of public, private, and community elements. Waddell indicated that the 

amendment represented "the view of a number of community and multicultural broadcasters 

who argue that the community sector in its present form should be recognized as k i n g  a 

distinct element of the systern." IW The amendment was passed this time, and it i s  part of the 

199 1 Broadcasting Act. 'OS 

Access, Cootrol, and the Community Sector 

An emphasis on the notion of access may be one of the reasons why community 

broadcasting was eventually recognized as a Mque element within the Canadian 

broadcasting system. We have seen that the notion of access, which is a prominent 

compnent in the discourse of technological democracy, was also featured in the alternative 

discourse presented by cornmunity broadcasters and other members of the cultural 
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communities. As it was during the pre-legislative stages, the issue of access was persistently 

raised in debates during the legislative stages. 

The issue of access was stressed in the positions of the New Democrats and the 

Liberals. Like many others before them, they referred to the theme of access as they pushed 

for giving community broadwting recognition in the Broadcasting Act New Democrat Ian 

Waddell made access the core of his argument during the legislative cornmittee's clause by 

clause amendment of Bill C-136: 

The governent does mention local programming in paragraph 3 (1) 
(g), but that is not sufficient in my view to deal with the community 
sector. Cornrnunity broadcasten are playing a vital d e  in giving 
access to the broadcasting system to - dare 1 use the word - ordinary 
Canadians .... Just to mention local in passing does not do this sector 
justice. 'O6 

During second readi-ng in debates on Bill C-40, Liberal Sheila Finestone addressed the theme 

of access while arguing that the Canadian broadcasting systern should be recognized in the 

legislation as k i n g  comprised of public, private and community elements. She indicated 

that "there is no senous provision in this bill for community broadcasting, which is now a 

signifiant part of the system. It gives access to community-based groups and local stories 

that are not always on the public agenda .... I would hope that we would broaden the 

definition of the system." 'O7 

During appearances before both legislative cornmittees, the cultural communities 

contributed to the emphasis on access while continuing to stress that democratic access 

could only tnily be achieved through their own control over community channels. As we 

saw earlier, the ROCCQ had made tbis linkage between access and control for the standing 
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cornmittee. When Bill C-136 was being addressed, it was echoed by the Institut canadien 

d'education des adultes (ICEA). The KEA said thaî, "on the problem of democratic control 

of and access to the broadcasting system, we c m  but deplore that this issue has been 

virtuafly ignore&"'08 The Centre for Research-Action on Race Relations (CRARR) agreed. 

The CRARR argued that "it would be important to be clearer about who are the responsible 

parties, how the community sector will be financed and by whom, and who will be able to 

gain access."'* Sirnilar points were made by a few organizations during the proceedings on 

Bill C-40."' 

The persistent emphasis on access probably helped the cultural communities to 

eventually win their desired recognition for the community sector, at least in combination 

with the softening position of cable companies on the issue and the demonstrated 

willingness of the Conservatives to bend on it. 

CONCLUSION 

This chapter has examined debates about community broadcasting. The analysis 

has indicated that the discourse of technological democracy played a role in the process of 

establishing pnvate capital's hegemony within Canadian broadcasting, but it became the 

target of a counter hegemony which favoured community broadcasting. 

The discourse of technological causality was articulated to the discourse of 

technological democracy in the arguments of the cultural industries. The discourse of 

technological demociacy historically had a divisive role since, like technological causality, 

it advantaged cable companies over broadcasters. However, the discourse later played a 
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different role; it appeared in the arguments of both broadcasters and cable companies since 

they shared cornmon interests in deregdation and importing Amencan programming or 

services. Through the discourse of technological democracy, their particular interests were 

presented as general interests in choice and access, the satisfaction of which was held to 

flow fiom the technologies of the burgeoning private sector. The cable industry extended 

some of these arguments to the issue of commiinity broadcasting, but these arguments 

displayed a contradiction between dernocrucy and doniinarion. 

The cultural cornmunities - and especially comrnunity broadcasters - put forth 

an alternative to the discourse of technological democracy. To be sure, they did not identiw 

the contradiction in the arguments of the cable industry and their own arguments even 

reflected the discourse's theme of access. However, comrnunity broadcasters and other 

members of the cultural communities also broke away from the discourse in significant 

ways. They responded to the discourse of technological democracy with an alternative 

discourse of dernocracy. Building on an interpretation of the public as citizens who need 

to be protected through regdation, they discussed democracy in tems of social processes 

which communication technologies can assist and called for recognition of the cornmunity 

sector in new broadcasting legislation. They successfully focused the debate on the issue 

of conîrol rather than technologies. The cable industry r-nded by presenting its particular 

interests in control over comrnunity channels as general interests. At least in some aspects 

of the debates about Canadian broadcasting the discourse of technological democracy 

clearly did not play an effective role in winning support for the expansion of the private 

sector since it was challenged by interests in a cornmunity sector. The ongoing process of 
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securing private capital's hegernony within Canadian broadcasting met with more success 

through debates about broadcasting definitions 

The above findings have implications for the theoretical mode1 that was 

established in Chapter Two. These implications will be considered in Chapter Seven, but 

it is fim necessary to examine another of the discourses in the theoretical model. The next 

chapter discusses the discourse of technological nationalism. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

NATIONAL BROADCASTING AND TECHNOLOGICAL 
NATIONALISM 

Chapter Two briefly outlined the decline of the public sector in the Canadian 

broadcasting system. Although the public sector was no longer the force that it once was, 

it was still a matter of considerable importance in debates about Canadian broadcasting. 

This chapter considers the federal level of the public sector and national broadcasting as they 

pertained to debates in the public proceedings which led up to the 1991 Broadcasting Act. 

The analysis suggests that the discourse cf technological nationalism played a role in the 

process of securing the federal state's hegemony over its institutional components and the 

regions (as well as efforts to strengthen national public broadcasting), but the discourse 

became the focus of a counter hegemony which eventually led to its transformation. 

HXSTORICAL ISSUES 

Technological Nationalism and the Federal State 

The federal state has long emphasized the discourse of technological nationalism. 

As Maurice Charland indicates, this goes back to the lhh century and John A. MacDonald's 

remarks about the role of the Canadian Pacific Railroad in binding the country together.' 

The discourse Iater extended fiom the railroad to the radio and, in this context, it was 



expressed by two other prime ministers. 

The discourse of technological nationalism was apparent in comments which 

Mackenzie King made about radio broadcasting during 1927. On Dominion Day of that 

year, King addressed the nation dunng a radio programme to celebrate Canada. He later 

described the event: 

On the moming, aftemoon and evening of July 1, al1 Canada becarne, 
for the time-king a single assemblage, swayed by a common 
emotion, within the sound of a single voice. Thus has modem 
science for the first time realized in the great nation-state of modem 
days that condition which existed in the little city-states of ancient 
times and which was considered by the wisdom of the ancients as 
indispensable to fiee and democratic govemment - that al1 the 
citizens should be able to hear for themselves the living voice .... May 
we not predict that, as a result of this canying of the living voice 
throughout the length of the Dominion, there will be aroused a more 
general interest in public affairs, and an increased devotion of the 
individual citizen to the c~mmonweal?~ 

This quotation illustrates the connection of technological causality to the moral issues of 

democracy and nationalism. As Charland indicates, the quotation also illustrates a 

contradiction between democracy and domination which he suggests is inherent to the 

discourse of technological nationalism. Charland notes that "Mackenzie King's speech 

reduces Canada to a comrnunity or small city that does not suffer from the isolating effects 

of distance, regionalism, or cultural diversity. Here, technology would create a polis where 

the proximity of speaker to audience would promote 'fieedom' and give rise to a 

'democracy' of a public sharing a commonweal." However, "the speech identifies an 

interest in public affairs with 'devotion', and..the community called into being is but an 

audience, subject to a voice. Radio, if it offers community, also offers dominations3 
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The discourse of technological nationalism was also apparent in comments that 

R.B. Bennett made about radio broadcasting during 1932. However, there was no 

articulation of technological causality to the moral issue of nationalism. Instead, the 

discourse of technological nationalisrn was grounded in hurnan agency and the purposehl 

deployment of communication technologies. Bennett said that, "properly employed, the 

radio can be made a most effective instrument in nation-building."4 During debate on the 

bill that became the 1932 Canadian Radio Broadcasting Act, he continued the focus on 

human agency vis a vis the extemal threat of the United States and the intemal threat of 

Quebec: 

... this country must be assured of complete Canadian control of 
broadcasting from Canadian sources, Free from foreign interference 
or influence. Without such control, radio broadcasting cm never 
become a great agency for the communication of matters of national 
concem and for the diffusion of national thought and ideals, and 
without such control it can never be the agency by which national 
consciousness may be fostered and sustained and national unity still 
further strengthened .... Furthemore, radio broadcasting, controlled 
and operateci in this way, can serve as a dependable link in a chain of 
empire communications by which we may be more closely united 
one with the other? 

This quotation, which was an argument in favour of establishing public broadcasting over 

and above private broadcasting, indicates that the discoune of technological nationalism 

supported the initial dominant position of the public sector in Canadian broadcasting. 

However, the quotation also indicates a variation on the contradiction identified by 

Charland; there is a promise that radio broadcasting will bring both autonorny (since it will 

be "free from foreign interference or influence") as well as domination (since it will be "a 

dependable link in a chain of empire cornrnunications"). 
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As Robert Babe has shown, the discourse of technological nationalism was later 

refiected in statements made by cultural agencies associated with the federal state. 

Prominent among these has been the Department of Communications @OC), one of the 

federal administrative cultural agencies. Babe documents the existence of the discourse in 

quotations fiom various DOC reports and ~ f i c i a l s . ~  

Resistance to Technological Nationalism 

Technological nationalism is based on the idea of uniting the country by 

overcoming differences. Loma Roth and Gai1 Guthrie Valaskakis note that "Canadian 

governent communications discounes have traditionally been stmctured around the 

promotion of a common culture with explicitly national objectives." Regional and cultural 

disparities have been acknowledged, but "a broad strategy to constitute a national identity 

has k e n  based on the assumption that these disparities can be surmounted by extension of 

technology to remote areas and disenfhnchised minonties.'" Whether it is grounded in 

technological causality or human agency, technological naiionalism and the strategy 

associated with it have long faced resistance. 

This resistance ernerged almost fiom the begiming. When the Canadian Radio 

Broadcasting Commission (CRBC) started operating in 1932, French and English 

programming were both provided on the same national broadcasting service. However, a 

number of people in English Canada, particularly those from the western provinces, objected 

to hearhg French. Consequently, during 1934, the CRBC began providing separate 

programming for Quebec. After the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation (CBC) was created 

in 1936, it instihitionalized the division that had been made by creating two separate 



services, a French language service and an English language service. * Marc Raboy suggests 

that the problem of national unity then began to intensiS as a result ofthis: 

By 1938, the French language service was effectively autonomous. 
Because of the language barrier, it had to rely more snongly on local 
resources and could more easily create a distinctive relationship with 
its audience. Thus, instead of contributing to 'national unity' in the 
coast-to-coast sense, the CBC, in spite of itself, began to foster the 
feeling of difference that would eventually take the form of radical 
nationalism in Quebec? 

As Raboy implies, the problem of national unity deepened fùrther in the decades that 

followed. The Quiet Revolution began in Quebec during the Iate 1950s, marking a desire 

for change and a shi ft fiom the "French-Canadian" to the "Quebecois" condition- 'O 

In the early 1960s, the federal govemment responded to the resistance that had 

emerged by placing a greater emphasis on national unity through the CBC. ' ' The emphasis 

on national unity was endorsed in the report of Fowler II as well as the White Paper on 

Broadcasting IZ A few years later, the 1968 Broadcasting Act made explicit what had long 

been implicit in Canadian broadcasting legislation; the CBC was specifically directed to 

"contribute to the development of national unity and provide for a continuing expression of 

Canadian identity."13 Because of the national unity crisis, the public cost of the CBC was 

allowed to rise throughout the 1970s. '' 
However, there were signs that the CBC had becorne an ineffectual technological 

tool for establishing national unity. The Canadian Radio-Television and 

Telecommunications Commission (cRTC) conducted an inquiry into the CBC in 1977, and 

its report concluded that the public broadcaster had failed to foster national unity for a 

variety of rasons. Apart fiom the separation of English and French programrning into two 
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distinct, isolated senrices, the CRTC report pointed to the centralization of production in 

Toronto and Montreal as well as excessive reliance on American prograrnming. l5 Another 

reason may also be cited. As Raboy argues, audience fragmentation associated with the 

proliferation of new stations, services, and communication technologies meant that the CBC 

no longer addressed more than a fraction of the federal government's political 

constit~ency.'~ Despite d l  of these factors, the separatist forces lost the Quebec referendum 

in 1980 and the national unity question subsided for awhile. 

The failure of the CBC to bind the country together has not been limited to 

Quebec. The same contradiction that Raboy noted between the aim and the effect of the 

CBC has also been noted by Bernard Ostry with regard to al1 regions of the country: 

. . . every subsequent acceleration of communication in Canada, 
created and financed to bind the country together more closely, to 
help the flow of trade and information, and make the regions 
interdependent, has also entailed the unforeseen effect of 
strengthening Canada's regional character. It has conti buted instead 
to preventing not only the emergence of a national metropolis but 
also of a deeper sense of cornrnunity. And the process has not 
stopped.. . [Rlegional nationalisms are resurgent. l7 

However, unlike the case with Quebec, the resistance of the other regions began to appear 

only relatively recently. It becarne evident in 1974 at the CRTC hearings for the CBC's 

licence renewal. As Raboy notes: T o r  the first time, advocates of public broadcasting 

would sharply criticize the shortcornings of the CBC, putting forth a wide range of new 

possibilities in the pro ces^."'^ 

Much of the concem expressed by various groups focused on the centralization 

of the CBC. The 1968 Broadcasting Act had been the first piece of broadcasting legislation 
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to include a provision for the regions. The legislation required the national broadcaster to 

be "serving the special needs of geographic regions, and actively contributing to the flow 

and exchange of cultural and regional information and entertain~nent."~~ However, groups 

contended that the CBC had not taken this regional mandate senously. As Raboy indicates, 

one of the new themes in the debate on broadcasting was the demand for improved 

programming to meet regional needs. The arguments on this point came from groups in 

various regions of the country. People in the regions wanted more regional prograrnming 

for national distribution (to represent themselves to the rest of the country) as well as more 

regional programming for regional consurnption (to represent themselves to themselves). 

People in the regions also wanted a greater Say in production and distribution by the CBC; 

there were calls for more decision-making and control at the regional l e ~ e l . ~ ~  

PRE-LEGISLATIVE ISSUES 

The CBC and Technotogical Nationalism 

During the proceedings that were conducted by the House of Commons Standing 

Cornmittee on Communications and Culture, a number of organizations which supported a 

strong role for the public sector (and specifically the CBC) made statements which reflected 

the discourse of technological nationalism. 

The discourse of technological causality was articulated to technological 

nationalism in the statements of some organizations among the cultural communities and 

cultural agencies. As the examples below indicate, these statements focused on the role of 

technologies, seMces, or stations in bringing forth a nation. A member of the Canadian 
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Association for Adult Education indicated that "so few things hold us together, and 1 think 

one of them is  communication^."^' Refemng to the expansive geography in Canada, CBC 

Thunder Bay stated: "Its very size makes a public media service essential to overcome 

distances and isolation, and to provide and numire a sense of cornmon interest."* The 

regional office of the CBC in Newfoundland and Labrador made an indirect connection 

between the public broadcasfing system and the railway system which had (according to the 

discourse of technological nationalism) bound the country together and played a role in 

Confederation. The regional office saw its CBC stations as playing a similar role when 

Newfoundland joined Confederation during 1949: "The performance of the local stations 

has contributeci significantly to the transformation to Confederation, in uniting the country 

and the province and in providing a vital service to many hundreds of small communities 

scattered over 143,000 square rnile~."~ The Friends of Public Broadcasting made a more 

direct comection between the CBC and the railway system. Speaking about the CBC, the 

Friends said: 'There is a realization that this is indeed the railway that binds Canada 

together in the 20th century, and we will be dependent on this and other technological 

devices in the 2 1 st century."" 

In the staternents of some organizations arnong the cultural communities, hurnan 

agency was the basis for the discourse of technological nationalism. The Friends of Public 

Broadcasting provided an example of this as well: 

1 think many of us would say the CBC is one of the costs of being 
Canadian If we want a countq which stretches across thousands of 
miles in a very thin line up against the most sophisticated 
technological nation in the world, and if we want to maintain any 
Iand of identity resulting in any kind of sovereignty, we have to have 
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a public broadcasting system that allows us  to do that? 

The Canadian Broadcasting League (CBL) provided another example. The CBL included 

the CBC among "the inshuments which a new nation, we in Canada, will forge to strengthen 

a common ~nernory.~'~~ 

Al1 of these organizations wanted to enhance the position of the CBC, and the 

discourse of technological nationalisrn figured into their arguments. Ho wever, their 

arguments were not limited to one version of technological nationalism. Through either 

fom of the discoune, the organizaîions asserted the beneficial, space-binding characteristics 

of communication technologies. As we will see, more critical perspectives were put forth 

by a number of organizations. 

Probiems with the CBC and Technological Nationalism 

The discourse of technological nationalism is closely connected to technological 

mediation. Charland notes that "the Canadian imagination, according to technological 

nationalism, is a technologically-mediated one which derives fiom the state and is in 

opposition to nature as well as regi~nalism."~' As Marike Finlay indicates, the notion of 

technological mediation is çignificant ideologically since it suggests immediacy. Finlay 

therefore advises caution when confionted with a discourse wtüch presents technology as 

a mediator: "The distance is still there between al1 of those things that technology clairns 

to mediate: the rich and the poor, lefi and nght ... The distance must be there for technology 

to pose as a mediator in the first place. It is perhaps better to admit the distance than to 

pretend that technology makes an immediacy where there is n ~ n e . " ~ ~  A number of the 

organizations that appeared before the House of Cornmons Standing Cornmittee on 
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Communications and Culture drew attention to the distance which existed between people 

in Canada. In so doing, these organizations explicitly identifieci, or inadvertently pointed 

to, three problems with the CBC and the discourse of technological nationalism. 

Fin< although Canada has fiom the beginning been comprised of many cultures, 

the discome oftechnological nationalism has f m e d  on only two of those cultures. As the 

national mîty provision in the 1968 Broadcasting Act suggests, a primary goal within the 

discome has always k e n  to unite the two solitudes of English Canada and French Canada. 

During the public proceedings, this was apparent in remarks made by the Comrnissioner of 

Official Languages; he re ferred to the Canadian broadcasting system, and particulad y the 

CBC, as "an eIectronic forum reflecting and promoting the cohesion and identity of 

anglophone and francophone communities in Canada.729 Various minority groups were 

unsatisfied with this description of the role to be played by the CBC and the Canadian 

broadcasting system. The Canadian Ethnocultural Council pointed out that "the CBC's 

progress in multiculturalism has b e n  sporadic and uneven, and [the CBC] continues to serve 

the majoriîy anglo-celtic and francophone c~rnmunities."~~ The National Aboriginal 

Communications Society ernphasized that "ours is a task to restructure the Canadian 

broadcasting system, to go beyond the conceptual approach of technological nationalism and 

to acknowledge and serve the pluralism of this country."" 

Second, in contrast to the discourse of technological nationalism, communication 

technologies and the CBC may have linked the regions more tban the country. Two regional 

senices of the CBC inadvertently pointed to this and thereby reinforced the arguments made 

by Raboy and Ostry. These regional seMces never mentioned the role of the national 



broadcasting seMce in uniting the country, but they did mention its role in uniting their 

respective regions. Radio Canada's regional office in eastem Quebec noted the impact of 

the communications link which it provided: 

Since they were isolated, al1 Iittie communities were extremely 
vulnerable; now, with such a link, there was solidarity.. ..Radio 
Canada-Gaspesie les Iles has played the role of regional 
communications agent by linking up municipalities around major 
issues that wili influence their desti~zy.'~ 

Similarly, CBC Maritimes said that "the CBC and its people are an in t ep l  part of this 

maritime cornmunity, perhaps the only force that can mite the ~aritimes."" 

Third, rvhile one version of technological nationalism suggests the neutrality of 

communication technologies and the CBC, that has not meshed with the conditions of 

domination (through centralkition) encotmtered by people in various regions of the country. 

The ideological effectiveness of technological nationalism, as described by Charland, is 

therefore placed in doubt: 

Technological nationalism presents technology merely as a neutral 
medium facilitating na t ionhd  However, it is hardly so benign, for 
it Iocates the state's very raison d'etre in the experience of 
technological rnediation.. . . E] lectronic media extend the economic 
and cultural influence of centres of production over marginal 
areas.. . .Technological nationalism.. . ideologically conceds a set of 
power relations." 

In the next several sections, we will consider the extent to which organizations challenged 

the neutrality of communication technologies and the CBC by situating them within power 

relations. 

New Technologies and Decentralization 

Two things are worth noting about the discussion of communication technologies 



with regard to national broadcasting during the proceedings of the standing cornmittee. 

First, there was very little discussion of technologies per se on the part of cdhiral 

communities or other participants in the proceedings. Second, the discourse of 

technologicd causality was apparent in what little discussion there was. 

This is clear fiom the position taken by the Canadian Television Producers and 

Directors Association (CTPDA). The CTPDA implied that decentralkation would flow 

fiom new technologies rather than stmctural change within the CBC: 

Al1 networks should have a centre, and Toronto is the logical centre 
of the English senice. We caution, however, against the pidalls of 
producing al1 programs in or fiom Toronto. New technology makes 
decentralized production and local decision-making quite efficient 
and effective without destroying the strength of a single Canadian 
network de fending and displaying our unique Canadian s o ~ i e t y . ~ ~  

The CTPDA addressed the implications of new technologies without considering their 

design and the structural context in which they existed. In no way did the organization 

connect new technologies to power relations. 

However, one regional branch of the CTPDA joined rnany other organizations 

in discussing power relations that were tied to the CBC. We will now tum to the issues 

which they raised. 

CentraIization of Power and Resources 

In the various regions of Canada, there was a great deal of concem about 

centralization. The regional office of Radio Canada in eastern Quebec noted that "alI 

economic systems tend to gather their resources around major centres and drain the 

reg ion^."^ The Nova Scotia Coalition on Arts and Culture contended that Canada and its 



cultural institutions were no exception; the coalition said that '%e see a trend toward the 

paralysis of federal cultural agencies and also toward their retrenchment at the expense of 

the reg ion^.'"'^ Similarly, the Newfoundland and Labrador branch of the CTPDA argued 

that there has been " a  deliberate downgrading of regional participation in public 

broadcasting and the consequent erosion of the CBC 

Several organizations which appeared before the standing cornmittee made the 

case that this downgrading of participation by the regions was connected to the distribution 

of power and resources within the CBC. The regional office of Radio Canada in Alberta 

noted that resources were not equitably dismbuted between the networks and the various 

regional services. In its view, "the fact that the networks are protected means that we are 

Iess protected. There is a tendency to cut back regional stations to make the networks 

~tronger."~~ nie unequal distribution of resources stemrned fiom the unequai distribution 

of power within the CBC. The regional office of the CBC in Newfoundland and Labrador 

wanted the regions to be given some of this power. It called for establishing "entrenched 

grass roots and increased au t~nomy. '~~  

The Governrnent of Saskatchewan was well aware of these issues. Its 

Deparûnent of Communications indicated: 

The effect of the concentration of power and resources in central 
Canada is multi-faceted, First, it leads to a central Canadian 
perception of the country¶ and this is evident through news and public 
afFairs coverage of the networks. Second, the huge expenditures by 
the networks in central Canada provide a large economic stimulus to 
that region which is not available to other provinces. Third, it means 
that the regions are unable to originate public affairs and dramatic 
productions because they do not have the resources or power to do 
so. They therefore are stifled in presenting stones and images of 



1 74 

their region to other areas of Canada.4' 

The Govemment of Saskatchewan concluded that "only through the decentralkation of 

decision-making and the more equitable distribution of resources will Canada achieve the 

regional balance in broadcasting we al1 seekYA2 

This position was echoed by several other organizations. The Manitoba Film 

Producers Association stated: "If you really want to see the development of regional 

production, then of course we are going to require the resources, like any producer anywhere 

in Canada. But more irnportantly, we have to have some control. The control has to be 

decentmlized''43 The Winnipeg Film Group called for decentralkation of both funding and 

decision-making within the CBC." The Societe des Acadiens du Nouveau-Brunswick 

wanted Radio Canada to give the regions more resources and autonomy. 4s The Department 

of Communications for the Govemment of Manitoba said that 'the CBC is a very centralized 

netsork, with responsibiliîy for national prograrnming resting in Ontario and Quebec." It 

also said that "in order to make a genuine effort to decentralize broadcast production, 

substantial structural change within the system is required, and as soon as p~ssible."'~ 

Regional Centralization 

The Task Force on BroadcaSfing Policy had recommended that the existing CBC 

owned and operated local television stations s hould concentrate their resources into regional 

production centres. The task force called for establishing five English production centres, 

two in the centres of the country (Ontario and Quebec) and three in the regions (Alberta- 

British Columbia, Manitoba-Saskatchewan, and the Atlantic). The Caplan-Sauvageau task 

force also cded for establishing four French production centres (in Montreal, Quebec City, 



Moncton, and Ottawa). These centres would produce prograrnming of al1 types, primarily 

for the regions, but also for national exp~sure.~' 

The task force recommendation to set up regional production centres was the 

subject of much- discussion during the proceedings of the standing cornmittee. Few 

witnesses expressed ctear support for the recommendation, but some saw value in i t4* The 

vast majority of witnesses fimly rejected the proposai for a variety of reasons." A major 

basis for debate over the recommendation was the question of whether it would facilitate 

some decentral ization or fkrther enhance centralization. 

Several witnesses were uncertain about which of these two possibilities would 

be produced by the recommendation. The Department of Communications for the 

Government of Nova Scotia stated: 

If the task force recommendation suggesting that the CBC establish 
five regional centres of production will have the effect of 
decentralizing decision-making ... then we could see it as having a 
positive impact on regionai programming and ultirnately the diversity 
of CBC programming. However, we cannot agree if the intent is to 
establish centres of excellence by simply taking current activities 
within each region and concentrating them within one centre as a 
cost-cutting measure. We would be concerned with where that 
centralization effort would lead?* 

Alexa McDonough, the leader of the New Democratic Party in Nova Scotia, saw the same 

lack of clarity in the implications of the tec~mmendation. Consequently, she said that it had 

to be addressed with "considerable caution." For her, the recommendation would only be 

acceptable if it entailed % genuine decentrakation of decision-rnaking down to the regional 

le~el,"~' 

Others were not uncertain about the implications of the recornmendation and 
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rejected it because they were convinced that deepening centralization would be the result. 

The regional office of the CBC in Alberta contended that "the economies of scale that rnight 

be gained from such a centralized venture would be far outweighed by the dramatic loss of 

audience intere~t.'"~ The Canadian Union of Public Employees (CUPE) argued that 

"centralizing regional broadcasting is not the answer" because "centralization cuts some 

regions out of the national dialogue."" Similarly, the Saskatchewan branch of the Alliance 

of Canadian Cinema, Television and Radio Artists (ACTRA) argued that the 

recornmendation "asks the residents of the regions to go back to the days when television 

programming was largely a one-way street", and it indicated that "we do not want to listen 

to that centralized monologue any more."" The Newfoundland and Labrador branch of the 

CTPDA maintained that "'this kind of centralization can only serve to further curtail and 

dilute regional prod~ction."~~ 

The Presence of a Critical Challenge 

We can now make some remarks about the extent to which organizations 

challenged the neutrality of communication technologies and the CBC by situating them 

within power relations. The role of communication technologies was addressed by only one 

of the organizations, and its statements reflected the discourse of technological causality. 

However, within the regions, culturai agencies (including regional services ofthe CBC and 

provincial governments) were joined by members of the cultural cornmunities and even 

components of the cultural industries (independent producen) in recognizing power 

relations associated with the CBC. They identified the domination which, according to 

Charland, the discourse of technological nationalism attempts to conceal. 
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These organkations presented an alternative discoune. Although they do not 

appear to have explicitly identified the contradiction between democracy and domination 

which Charland sees in the discoune of technological nationalism, they did set out an 

alternative approach to democracy in response to domination. Charland's analysis of 

Mackenzie King's classic statement made the contradiction in technological nationalism 

clear; the discourse offered democracy that would arise through technologies and permit 

citizens to hear the voice of their national leader, but the discourse also implied domination 

since citizens would simply be an audience that was subjected to a centralized voice. 

Regional, ethnic, and other inter- challengeci such domination. Much like the community 

broadcasters who were discussed in Chapter Five, they put forth a discoune of democracy 

which was based on social rather than technological aspects. Democracy would corne not 

through technologies, but through structural change which altered power relations and 

generated public control beyond the national level. 

LEGISLATTVE ISSUES 

As Appendix Three indicates, the work of the standing cornmittee was followed 

by both Bill C-136 and Bill C-40. The issue of national broadcasting was addressed in these 

bills and the debates about thern. 

National Broadcasting and the DOC 

The Department of Communications @OC) paradoxically offered a 

Thatcherism-influenced private sector th- as well as support for the CBC in Canadion 

Voices, Canadian Choices: A New Broadcasting Policy for Canada. The DOC s policy 



statement indicated tbat "Cana& now has a lively and innovative private production sector. 

There is therefore no longer a necessity for the CBC to produce al1 its programing, 

@cularly entertainment programming, in-house. " The statement went on to speci@ that 

the CBC was also affected by other factors, including the possible need to rely more on 

distribution technologies such as cable and satellites rather than over-the-air distribution 

systems. The DOC concluded that "these factors imply change in the way the CBC 

addresses its mandate. However, even in times of fiscal restraint, they do not reduce the 

basic importance of Canada having a strong national public broadca~ter."'~ 

Within this context, the DOC apparently responded to the reaction of regional 

and ethnic groups by altering the discoune of technological nationalism. Following Roth 

and Valaskakis, we have seen that this discourse has traditionally concentrated on 

surmounting regional and cultural disparities through the extension of communication 

technologies to remote areas and disenfranchised rninorities. However, the focus of the 

DOC was now on recognizing rather than surmounting the disparities that existed. This was 

made clear in Canadian Voices, Canadian Clzoices: 

Ultimately, a national, regional, or ethnic culture is IargeIy defined 
by shared experiences. Our culture is what we have in common. 
Broadcasting is a major determinant of our culture as Canadians, as 
Quebecois, as Albertans, as Nova Scotians; as Anglophones or 
Francophones; as urbanities or rural dwellen. It is of fundamental 
importance to our political and cultural sovereignty that our 
broadcasting system be an accurate reflection of who we are, of how 
we behave, of how we view the world. It plays a major role in 
defining our national, regional, local, and even our individual 
identities. 57 

Two things are notable about this passage of the poticy statement. Fint, the discourse of 
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technological causality was articulated to technological nationalism since the passage 

indicated that 'broadcasting is a major determinant of our culture as Canadians." Second, 

the interests of regional and ethnic groups were articulated to technological nationalism by 

broadening the meaning of "sovereignty." The discoune of technological nationalisrn had 

always defined sovereignty in "Canadian" or "national" terms. While this fom of cultural 

identity remained dominant (because it was prioritized in relation to alternatives), other 

types of cultural identity were now more readily recognized as components of an 

overarching sovereignty. This orientation was reflected in the approach which the DOC 

took to the role of the CBC with regard to the regions and national unity. 

The CBC and the Regions 

Both the task force and the standing cornmittee made recommendationç regarding 

the CBC7s regional mandate. The regional mandate in the 1968 Broadwting Act stated that 

the national broadcaster should be "serving the special needs of geographic regions, and 

actively contributing to the flow and exchange of cultural and regional information and 

entertainment. "j8 The Task Force on Broadcasting Policy was sat isfied with t his mandate. 

It argued that, '%y and large, the regional issues - the future deplopent of plant and human 

resources, access to the network and so on - are operational in nature and do not necessitate 

any substantive change in the provision as it stands."59 The House of Comrnons Standing 

Cornmittee on Coinmunications and Culture essentially agreed? It called for the existing 

regionai mandate to be fulfilled more than it had been The standing cornmittee wrote that 

"30 affirm this mandate in a serious way is to reject any centdist or centralized vision of the 

CBC.'"' The cornmittee M e r  attacked centralization by opposing the taçk force proposa1 



for regional centralizatiod2 

Canadiun Voices, Camdian Choices and Bill C-136 b t h  contained important 

implications for the regions. The DOC's policy statement indicated that a total of $35 

million in additional fùnding would be provided annually to enhance the CBC's regional 

services ($20 million for English programming and $15 million for French prograrmning). 63 

Despite the recommendations of the task force and the standing cornittee, the new 

broadcasting bill rnodified the CBC's regional mandate. It called for the programming of 

the CBC to "reflect Canada and its regions to national and regional audiences.'* This 

change set the stage for a stniggle over its meaning and consequences. 

On the one hand, some believed that the change to the regional mandate was 

positive or at ieast unproblematic. The DOC contended in its policy statement that it was 

trying to strengthen the regional component of the CBC through the change as well as the 

The standing cornmittee has argued for increased fùnding for the 
CBC and for a stronger emphasis on the regional dimension of the 
corporation The government agrees that the CBC must continue to 
be the centerpiece of Canadian broadcasting. It is with this 
fundamental principle in mind that the governent has decided that 
the CBC c m  best serve Canadians by providing quality Canadian 
programming aimed at large audiences, especially in peak viewing 
hours, and enabling Canadians in al1 regions tu contribute to both 
national and regional prograrnming." 

The CBC apparently had no difficulties with the wording of the new regional mandate since 

it said nothing about the mandate in its brief or its presentation to the House of Commons 

Legislative Cornmittee on Bill C- 136. 66 

On the other hand, some believed that the change to the regional mandate was 



negaîive and highly problematic. The Department of Transportation and Communications 

for the Govenunent of Nova Scotia stated: 

We are concemed that the policy ... for the CBC to 'refiect Canada 
and its regions to national and regional audiences' defines a passive 
role for the CBC rather than an active one of contributing to the 
development of regional cultural expression. Our concem is that by 
using modem communications technology the CBC could reflect, in 
effect by operating an 'electronic mirror' in Toronto, and thus reduce 
or eliminate its valuable regional presence6' 

This is the closest which any of the participants in the public proceedings came to specifjing 

that communication technologies are tied to power relations. Although others did not 

address the role of technologies, they did indicate concem about the new regional mandate. 

Concem was expressed by many organizations among the cultural communities. However, 

the organizations that were most directly affected - those based in the regions - did not 

appear before the legislative cornmittee (apparently because they were not invited). " In the 

absence of these organizations, a number of workers' groups and nationalist groups argued 

that the regional mandate had been narrowed or weakened. 69 These two sets of groups made 

several other points as well. First, they argued that the new regional mandate lzgitimized 

the centralization which was king carried out by the CBC. 'O Second, they indicated that the 

mandate fiew in the face of the recommendations made by the task force, various witnesses, 

and the standing c~mrnittee.~' Third, these groups contended that the total $35 million per 

year which the DOC was going to put into regional programming rneant little (especially 

given previous cuts to the budget of the CBC).'* Most of these arguments were echoed by 

the Liberals and the New ~emocrats? 

The resistance which emerged to the change in the regional mandate prompted 



Flora MacDonald, the Minister of Communications, to take some action. As the Houe of 

Cornons Legislative Commitîee on Bill C-136 began clause by clause amendment of the 

bill, MacDonald argued that this change (as well as others) was not significant: 

1 was struck by the number of instances in which witnesses and 
commentators were concemed with the alteration of a single word or 
familiar formulation fiom the 1968 act. These alterations, made 
usually in an effort to improve the clarity of drafting style of the 
legislation, have prompted questions about our intention in making 
these changes ....ln most cases the substance and effect of the 
provision have not in fact been changed. In many respects, with 
regard to Canadian content and the role of the CBC, for example, this 
legislation is in fact even stronger than the act it is replacingen 

McDonald then announced that she would be making several modifications to the wording 

of Bill C-136. One of these modifications involved re-instating some of the wording from 

the 1968 Broadcasting Act to the iegional mandate. 7s The amendment that she made called 

for the CBC to "reflect Canada and its regions to national and regional audiences, while 

serving the special needs of those regions."" 

Despite this amendment, concem remained about the regional mandate and the 

role of the CBC in the regions. The revised mandate was carried over into Bill C-40. As 

with Bill C-136, regional organizations among the cultural communities did not appear 

before the legislative committee. However, one of the national organizations that appeared 

before the legislative committee offered criticism of the regional mandate. The Coalition 

pour la defense des services francais de Radio Canada stated: 

The Coalition is sceptical conceming the interpretation to be given 
to Section 3 (1)(l)(ii) of the bill. Ln no way does this section assure 
regional French or Engtish speaking commimities that they will really 
have available in the near fiiture the infkastnictures and resources 
needed to express themselves or to see themselves in any real sense 



reflected in the CBC's programming. The Coalition would like to 
see Bill C4O arnended so as to provide that the CBC, in its role as a 
national public broadcasting system, would offer radio-television 
services which respond to the regional, a s  well as national, needs for 
expression of both French and English speaking cornmunities in the 
various regions of r ana da." 

The Coalition's point about the need for a regional mandate which protected inhstnichires 

and resources was strengthened by a later deveiopment during the public proceedings. As 

Bill C-40 passed thud reading in the House of Commons, the CBC announced that it would 

be closing 11 local stations in various regions of the country. 

The Friends of Canadian Broadcasting reacted to this development when they 

appeared before the Standing Senate Cornmittee on Transport and Communications. The 

Friends seemed to suggest that the modestly successfid batde to mod@ the regional mandate 

had been for nought since it would be ignored and centralization would deepen: 

Canada is the poorer for these cuts, not just because these locations 
are now unable to cornmunicate within their viewing areas, but also - 
and more importantly - because they are no longer able to 
communicate with the rest of us .... These cuts demonstrate an 
unhealthy trend towards greater independence [sic] upon major 
metroplitan centres such as Montreal, Vancouver and Toronto, and 
a correspondhg disenfianchisement of Canada's hinterland.. . .They 
are completely inconsistent with the stated intentions of Parliament 
under both the existing and the proposed broadcasting stat~i tes.~~ 

The Friends clearly drew attention to the contradiction between the rhetoric and the reality 

of regional broadcasting. Although they were the only mernbers of the cultural communities 

which had an opportunity to speak about the announced closings during the public 

proceedings, the Friends were not alone in their opposition. As Marc Raboy notes, the 

closings sparked "unprecedented protests around the country."' 
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The CBC, National Unity, and National Consciousness 

The Task Force on Broadcasting Policy called for altering the CBCys national 

mandate. The mandate in the 1968 Broadcasting Act stated that the national broadcasting 

seMce should "contribute tu the development of national unity and provide for a continuing 

expression of Canadian identity."81 The task force believed that the reference to Canadian 

ideotity indicated "the value of treating the national senlce as an insrntment of Canadian 

cultural expression." It therefore recommended that this reference remain in the 

Broadcasting Act. However, in the view of the task force, "the provision that the national 

seMce contribute to the development of national unity should be rescinded and replaced by 

a more socially onented provision, for example, that the service contribute to the 

development of national consciousne~s."~~ 

The task force's idea to replace national unity with national consciousness had 

an impact. The House of Commons Standing Cornmittee on Communications and Culture 

endorsed the recornrnendati~n.~~ The recommendation was also reflected in Bill C-136, 

which stated that the CBC shourd "contribute to shared national consciousness and 

identity.'ya The revised national mandate which appeared in Bill C-136 remained in Bill C- 

40, and it is now part of the 1991 Broadcasting A C ~ . * ~  

Several things need to be noted about the revised national mandate. First, even 

though the reference to national unity was gone, the mandate remained consistent with the 

discourse of technological nationalisrn; as it was noted earlier, R.B. Bennett's classic 

statement of technological nationalism called for radio broadcasting to be "the agency by 

which national wnsciousness may be fostered and sustained and national unity still Wher 



strengthened" Second, while the reference to national unity disappeared, it should also be 

noted that the reference to ''Canadian" identity disappeareâ The removal of both was 

consistent with the DOC's focus on recognizing differences (rather than surmounting them) 

within the goal of sovereignty. It can be concluded, then, that a "new" discowe of 

technological nationalism had emerged. This discourse accommodated regional or ethnic 

interests, especially with regard to Quebec. Third, as we will see, at least two discourses 

helped to support the new national mandate. Both of these discourses emphasized the moral 

issue of democracy. 

Free Expression 

To some degree, the shift nom national unity to national consciousness was 

facilitated by a discoune on the value of fiee expression. The Caplan-Sauvageau task force 

set the stage for this when it arg~ed that the reference to national unity "suggests constrained 

attachent to a political order rather than free expression in the pursuit of a national culture 

b roadl y defined.'3u 

The issue of free expression was a subject of debate during the proceedings of 

the standing committee. The CBC implied in its brief to the committee that the reference 

to national unity did not pose restrictions on free expression: 

. . . t his section requires that the national broadcasting seMce 
contribute to the development of national unity cmd provide for a 
continuing expression of Canadian identity. The Corporation has 
always chosen to interpret this requirement as an exhortation to 
ensure that its programming seMces provide a full and fair reflection 
of Canadian experience and expression. On this basis, CBC has had 
littIe difficulty in setting a programming course tuned to this 
objective. We do find that the proposed change may actually be 
more confusing and unspecific than existing provisions. The well- 



h o w  cliche 'if it ain't broke, don? fix it' may be apt in the present 
circumstance. *' 

In contrast, the Canadian Broadcasting League (CBL) argued that free expression was 

threatened by the existing national mandate. Using news coverage of a referendurn in 

Quebec on separation as an example, the CBL asked: "How are you going to be fair within 

the Canadian tradition of fkedom and at the same time contribute to the development of 

nationai unity?"" Although few organizations commented on the CBC7s nationaI mandate 

before the standing cornmittee, the CBL was joined by at least two other members of the 

cultural communities - the Friends of Public Broadcasting and the Alliance of Canadian 

Cinema, Television and Radio Artists - in supporting a legislative change ftom national 

unity to national cons~iousness.~~ 

During the proceedings on Bill C40, a discourse that focused on fiee expression 

also appeared in the arguments which some political parties made against the national unity 

clause. This was the case with the ruling Conservatives. Marcel Masse, who was the 

Minister of Communications at the time, indicated that "1 have removed fiom the CBC its 

obligation to promote Canadian unity because it is, first, rnaintaining this political value 

artificially, and second, it was a constraint on fieedom of expres~ion"~~ The issue of 

constraint on f5ee expression was also raised by the Bloc Quebecois &en Jean Lapierre used 

the role of Quebec's provincial educational broadcaster, Radio Quebec, against those who 

supported the national unity clause: 

Quebecers didn't give Radio Quebec a mandate to work for Quebec's 
çoverei gnty....Why do they want to make Radio Canada do something 
they would not approve in the case of Radio Quebec? When the Parti 
Quebecois was in power in Quebec City ... did they tell Radio Quebec: 



now you are going to pursue the same objectives as the govemment? 
Never ... they had too much respect for fieedom of the press.91 

A similar argument was made by Lapierre's colleague, Gilles Duceppe? These were the 

only interventions which the (then) few rnernbers of the Bloc Quebecois made into debates 

on the Broadcasting Act- 

Public Broadcasting 

A discourse on the value of public broadcasting also assisted the shifi h m  

national unity to nationaI consciousness. 

An emphasis on public broadcasting has masked the domination of the federal 

state in Canada. Raboy makes this clear: 

The Canadian broadcasting experience shows how the modem 
nation-state, while acting in the name of such notions as self- 
determination, cultural sovereignty and public service, can skilfùlly 
maintain a set of intemal power relations based on the most 
fundamental social inequality. It shows how an idea - in this case, 
the idea of the public - can be mobilized in support of a particular 
political project and how, under the guidance of the state, 
communications media - in this case, the media of public 
broadcasting - cm become a legitimizing force for alignments of 
power which have nothing to do with the public in any democratic 
sense of the t e r ~ n . ~ ~  

In Raboy's view, the idea of the public has been put to use as "an ideological mechanism of 

Raboy makes two key points with regard to this repression. First, as he notes, 

"public" broadcasting in Canada has histoncaily meant "national" broadcasting. In tum, 

"national" broadcasfing has promoted one vision of a The "'Canadian" nation has 

k e n  privileged over the ''Quebec" nation Second, the association of the CBC with "public" 
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broadcasting has disguised its essential character, which Raboy identifies as "state" 

broadcasting? 

The national uni@ clause made the connection between the CBC and state 

broadcasting explicit During debates in the House of Commons on the bill which became 

the 1968 Broadcasting Act, David MacDonald noted: "When we begin to move into areas 

such as ... national unity, we are in effect moving away from the concept of public 

broadcasting toward the idea of state broadcasting, whereby the broadcasting system of the 

country becomes an extension of the  tat te."'^ 

Severing the comection between the CBC and state broadcasting meant 

eliminating the national unity clause. Significantly, the national unity clause - but not the 

CBC itself - waç associated with state propaganda during the proceedings which led up to 

the 199 1 Broadcasting Act. The Task Force on Broadcasting Policy took the lead: 

... we question whether the national unity provision adds anything to 
the neighbouring provision for a 'continuing expression of Canadian 
identity' ...m t would appear to restrict rather than enhance this broad 
cultural mandate by placing a prior obligation on CBC joumalists to 
practice a certain way - as a propaganda service, a cynic might ~ a y . ~ '  

No witnesses before the standing committee addressed this point in the task force report, but 

the standing cornmittee itself agreed with it. The committee argued that "there must be no 

suggestion in the act that the CBC has any obligation to serve as a propagandist, even for a 

cause as legitimate as national ~ n i t y . ~ ' ~ ~  Although it was completely ignored during the 

proceedings on Bill C-136, the national unity clause and its connection to state propaganda 

was prominently featured in the proceedings on Bill C-40. Jim Edwards expressed the 

position of the Consematives when he indicated that "a broadcasting system should never 
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be a propaganda instrument of the state." Consequently, Edwards argued that "we must go 

to basics and have nationa! consciousness and the promotion of that identity as the 

fundamental basis of the CBC's mandate."'00 

The Liberals and the New Dernocrats responded to the Conservatives by asserting 

that the CBC was dl1 involved with public broadcasting despite the existence of the national 

unity clause. According to Liberal Beryl Gafiey, '%the is no threat that the CBC will be 

an instrument of the state. The intention and the effect are for the CBC to be an instrument 

of the people, of society, of the Canadian nation, not - and 1 cannot stress this enough - the 

government or the state."'*' The Liberds and the New Democrats uçed several arguments 

to attack the claim that the national unity clause made the CBC an instrument for state 

propaganda.'" Although memben of both parties were carefùl to describe the CBC as a 

public broadcaster, at l e s t  one of them slipped out of this discourse. Liberal Shirley 

Matieau asked: "Ifthe state broadcaster is withdrawing from its promotion of national unity 

because this mandate is taken away from it, does that imply that this government has also 

decided to let Quebec go adrift?"O3 

Despite the arguments of the Liberals and the New Democrats, the organizations 

which discussed the national unity clause during the proceedings on Bill C-40 believed that 

the CBC should not be tainteci by a clause which associated it with state broadcasting. These 

organizations played up the democratic connotations of public broadcasting. Patrick 

Watson, the chair of the CBC, told the Standing Senate Cornmittee on Transport and 

Communications: 

... one of the proudest achievements of the Canadian Broadcasting 



Corporation is that, of d l  the publicly fimded broadcasten in the 
world, it çeems to be the one that has escaped more clearly and more 
vigorously than any other, including the BBC, from becoming a state 
broadcaster. There is a p r o f o d y  important difference between the 
state broadcaster and the public broadcaster. The state broadcaster 
is an instrument of the will of  the state, which means the will of the 
govemment of the day. The public broadcaster is, to the best extent 
it can become, an instrument of the ne& of the people. It is there 
to serve a population and to fàcilitate the decision-making on the part 
of that population d f a r  as it feeds into the political process.. . [Tl he 
requirement of the public broadcaster to be an iastrument of state 
policy is inconsistent with the ideals that have been set up for the 
Canadian Broadcasting Corporation. 

A similar perspective was offered by the Friends of Canadian Broadcasting. The Friends 

indicated that the national unity clause is "a source of difficulty for a public broadcaster 

which is expected to reflect opinions nom d l  elements of the population" 'O5 Consequently, 

the Friends strongly supported the shift to a national mandate that was based on the idea of 

national consciousness. 'O6 

Within this focus on public broadcasting, the idea of national consciousness was 

favoured by orpanùations since it encornpassed various interests. The Friends of Canadian 

Broadcasting suggested that %e goal of shared national consciousness is to develop 

relations among people within a political community that enable them to work well together 

to al1 their ends, including those that can be realized by political means and those that can 

be realized by other means: econornic, social, and so forth." Thus, the CBC should "reflect 

and represent the varying notions that there are in the political community for the way in 

which people develop a sense of togetherne~s."~~ Keith Spicer, the chair of the CRTC, even 

more explicitly suggested that the change to national consciousness was usehl for 

recognizing regional and cultural interests: 



1 wouId agree with the governent on this one. 1 think the words 
'national unity7 had a historic value at the tirne, and we have been 
through 20 very tumuituous years, now calrnhg down, maybe getting 
more tumultuous, who knows. 1 think we have tried to develop a 
more secure sense of nationhood. There is also the flowenng of 
ethnic identifies, multicultural identities, and 1 guess the whofe 
Meech Lake process, which evokes the importance of regional 
sensitivities. 1 think the new wording is probably more appropnate 
to the times we live in. 'O8 

None of the organizations which appeared before cornmittees durhg the proceedings on Bill 

C-40 favoured the national unity clause. However, that did not stop the Liberals and the 

New Democrats from trying to retain its place in the Broadcasting Act- 

Efforts to Retain the National Unity Clause 

We have seen that the discourse of technoIogica1 nationalism underwent a 

transformation. The "old" technological nationalism, which focused on national unity and 

surmounting regionaUcultural disparities, was reduced to a subordinate status. Articulated 

to dimurses on the value of free expression and public broadcasting, a ""new" technological 

nationalism assumed the dominant status. It focused on national consciousness and 

recognizing regional/cultural interests. 

This transformation was ciearly reflected in the House of Cornmons debates on 

Bill C-40. Although the traditional discourse of technological nationalism did not appear 

in the arguments of the Consematives during the debates on Bill C-40, it fiequently appeared 

in the arguments of the Liberals and the New Democrats. Members of both parties reflected 

the traditional discoune while making a case for retaining the national unity clause in the 

Broadcasting Act Both the Liberals and the New Democrats contended that the CBC is "an 

instrument of national ~ n i t y . " ' ~ ~  They also likened broadcasting, particularly through the 
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CBC, to the railway. For example, New Democrat Lyle Dean MacWilliam stated: 

... broadcasting touches al1 of us just about every day. It is an 
extremely important tool for building a consensus of identity in the 
country and for building a consensus for national unity..Broadcasting 
to the 1990s is really what railways were to Canada in the 1800s. It 
is a mechanism which binds the country together. ''O 

A number of similar statements were made by the Liberals. ' ' 
W l e  the traditioual discoune of technological nationalism was featured in the 

positions of both the Liberals and the New Democrats, the latter broke away from it more 

than the former. The Liberals reflected the traditional discourse while supporting the 

centralization of broadcasting and the domination of the regions. Demis Mills made this 

quite clear: 

We have a very special opportunity over the next pend  to make sure 
that our broadcast systems are here to promote national unity in every 
respect. We should make sure that we do not as legislators give any 
position out there that we want to decentralize it and we want the 
regions to have sort of a priority position. 

A number of other Liberals also made comments along these lines. '13 In contrast to the 

Liberals, the New Democrats reflected the traditional discourse while supporting the 

decentralization of broadcasting and the interests of the regions. lan Waddell argued that 

the amount of centralization within the CBC was due to cut-backs in the regions, and "that 

is taking the CBC away fkom its goal of national unity.""' Therefore, while the Liberais 

believed that national unity would be attained by asserthg control over the regions and 

limiting them only to a subservient role, the New Democrats believed that national unity 

would be attained by giving the regions a more equitable role. 

Despite their disagreement on the issue of centralization-decentralization, both 



193 

the Liberals and the New Democrats brought fo~mrd  amendrnents to place the national 

unity clause in the legislation. During clause by clause amendment by the Home of 

Commons Legislative Cornmittee on Bill (2-40, the New Democrats failed to get through 

an amendment which replicated the national mandate in the 1968 Broadcasting Act The 

New Democrats tried again in the House of Commons by introducing an amendment that 

meshed the original mandate with the new one; this amendment, which uidicated that the 

CBC should c'conûibute to national unity, shared national consciousness and identity", was 

also defeated It was later taken up by the Liberals in the Senate and defeated once more. 

The amendments to retain the national unity clause in the Broadcasting Act failed 

principally because of the massive majority held by the Conservatives. However, it is also 

significant that the amendments did not have the support of any organizations which 

appeared before cornmittees during the proceedings on Bill C-40. 

CONCLUSION 

This chapter has focused on debates about national broadcasting. The analysis 

has demonstrated that the discoluse of technological nationalism played a role in the process 

of securing the federal state's hegemony over its institutional components and the regions 

(as well as efforts to strengthen national broadcasting), but the discourse becarne the focus 

of a counter hegemony which eventually led to its transformation. 

The discourse of technological nationalism existed in statements made by 

cultural agencies which are associated with the centre of the country. The discourse has 

long been apparent in statements made by these agencies, especially the DOC. Although the 
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discome of technological causality was not articulated to technological democracy in the 

arguments of the DOC, it was articulated to technoiogical nationalism through the claim that 

broadcasting was a deteminant of culture for Canadians. Because it was based on 

technological causality, this statement mystified the role of the federal state in domination 

while expressing general interests in a national culture. Although some of the theoretical 

literature suggests that there is a contradiction between democrccy and dominution in 

statements of technological nationalism, no such contradiction could be found in the textual 

materiai which was exarnined for this study. 

An alternative to the discourse of technological nationalism was presented by 

cultural agencies that were associated with the periphery of the country as well as cultural 

communities and some other organizations. Although these types of organizations 

sornetimes uncritically adopted the discourse, they also responded to perceived domination. 

Building on ideas that were similar to the alternative discourse of democracy in debates 

about community broadcasting, they cal led for the decentralization of power and resources 

d o m  to the regional level of national public broadcasting. In response, the DOC later 

articulated the interests of regional and ethnic groups to the discourse of technological 

nationalism. Discourses on the value of fiee expression and public broadcasting (both of 

which emphasized the moral issue of democracy) also played a significant role in modiQing 

the discourse to accommodate these interests. Although a shift in the discourse worked 

toward establishing the hegemony of the federal state over its institutional components and 

the regions, budget cuts imposed by the move away from state intervention undennined the 

economic conditions for hegemony. A contradiction therefore existed which made it more 
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difficult (at least with regard to national public broadcasting) for the federal state to secure 

hegemony. 

The above findings have implications for the theoretical mode1 that was 

established in Chapter Two. HaWig addressed al1 three of the discourses which are the 

focuç of rhis study, we are now in a position to bring the threads of the study together in the 

next chapter by reviewing and assessing the theoretical model. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

CONCLUSION 

This dissertation has been a sociological study of the public proceedings that 

were part of the policy formation process which led to Canada's 199 1 Broadcasting Act. 

The study considered a theoretical problem regarding three discounes on communication 

technologies. More specifically, the theoretical problem involved understanding how the 

discounes of technological causality, technological democracy, and technological 

nationalism play a role in the stmggle over hegemony among social agents. The public 

proceedings which Ied to the 1991 Broadcasting Act, and the social agents which 

participated in those proceedings, provided the empirical bais for grappling with the 

theoretical problem and establishing the argument of the study. 

The argument of the study suggests that: a) the discourse of technological 

causality played a rde  in the process of establishing pnvate capital's hegernony within 

Canadian broadcasting; b) the discourse of technological democracy played a sirnilar role 

while becorning the target of a counter hegemony *ch favoured community broadcasting; 

and c) the discourse of technological nationalism played a role in the process of securing the 

federal state's hegemony over its instiMional components and the regions (as well as efforts 

to strenghen national public broadcasting), but the discourse became the focus of a counter 
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hegemony which eventually led to its transformation. 

Chapter One indicated that grappling with the theoretical problem of the study 

would make a conûi%ution to knowledge by moving into areas that have been unexplored 

in the literature. There has been a tendency in the literature to focus on one or two of the 

discourses rather than all three of them. This has lefi open the matter of the relationships 

among the three discourses. There has aiso been a tendency in the literature to focus on the 

discounes in relation to one or two dominant social agents (industry a d o r  government). 

Although the most powerful social agents are discussed, the least powerful ones tend to be 

ignored; little is known about workers and other subordinate groups with regard to the 

discourses on communication technologies. 

It is important to examine al1 three of the discourses in relation to dominant and 

subordinate social agents. It is necessary to address the powerfûl social agents and the less 

powemil ones in order to place the focus on the struggle between thern. It is also necessary 

to address al1 three of the discourses because they are resources which may be linked and 

utilized by social agents in the stmggle. Powerfûl social agents may, for example, atternpt 

to advance their interests in communication technologies through the notion that the 

technologies are causai forces which bring societal benefits such as democratic participation 

and nation-building. However, the interests of powerfûl social agents may be challenged 

through alternative discomes on communication technologies that are put forth by less 

powefil social agents. These issues were analyzed in the study through the concepts of 

hegemony and counter hegemony. The study therefore deepens our understanding of how 

three discourses on communication technologies have been taken up in the ideological 
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struggle between dominant and subordinate social agents. 

We can now consider what we have learned about the three discourses in relation 

to the struggle over hegemony between social agents. The next section examines the 

theoretical model that was pieced together in Chapter Two (fion aspects of the existing 

literature) and tested through the study. 

EVALUATING PRINCIPLES OF THE TEEORETICAL MODEL 

The theoretical model established three principles. We will review and assess 

each of these principles in relation to the findings of the study. 

Connection 

n i e  first principle was that connections between the discourses are most likely 

to be made in the arguments of the cultural industries and the arguments of the cultural 

agencies that are associated with the centre of the country. These connections work toward 

establishing hegemony. 

The discourse of technological causality appeared in the arguments of the 

culturai industries. As suggested by some existing literature, the cultural industries - 

~rga~za t ions  which were part of private capital - adopted the discourse in arguments for 

deregdation. This was briefly descnied in Chapter Four. Tt was noted, for example, that 

Greater Winnipeg Cablevision was against regdatory constraints in a "technology and 

program-driven broadcasting environment."' However, the significant finding here is that 

the cultural industries also adopted the discourse in arguments for expanding regdation. 

Indicating that technological developments were evolutionary and difficult to predict, the 
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cable industry called for altering the definition of broadcasting in such a way that it 

encompasseci and kept up with techdogical developments. Among other things, this would 

bring under regulation companies which had previously been able to escape regulation 

because their technologies did not fall within broadcasting definitions It may be the case, 

then, that the discourse of technological causaMy plays a complex and contradictory role 

with regard to debates about regulation 

The discourse of technological causality played a role in the process of securing 

pnvate capital's hegemony within Canadian broadcasting. Through arguments rooted in 

technological causality, the dominant cable industry advocated a definition of broadcasting 

which focused on programming rather than technologies. This fit the economic interests of 

many cultural industries since it addressed their concem about unregulated cornpetition 

through new communication technologies; it ensured that al1 program seMces connected 

to broadcasting would be covered by broadcasting legislation no rnatter what technologies 

they utilized. While unimng most of the cultural industries, the cable industry also 

atternpted to incorporate the cultural communities. The cable industry expressed particular 

interests in altering the definition of broadcasting to accommodate new technologies as 

general interests; it was implied, for example, that changes to the definition would allow the 

indusûy to better meet the needs of Canadians. Although some of the cultural communities 

took a slightly critical stance, others replicated the cable industry's a r p e n t s  and its focus 

on the discourse of technological causality. Several of them saw communication 

technologies as being responsible for positive changes in society. In part due to the 

discourse of technological causality, the cultural communities gave their consent to a 
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definition of broadcasting that would legitimize and deepen the expansion of private capital 

within Canadian broadcasting by bringing under regulation companies which had previously 

not k e n  wvered in the definition. This suggests the need for revision to the fint principle 

of the theoretical model; technological causality might require connections to general 

interests, but the discourse does not necessarily require connections to democratic or 

nationalist sentiments in order to help secure consent arnong the cultural communities to the 

growing role of the cultural industries and their technologies within the Canadian 

broadcasting system. 

The discourse of technological causality was articulated to the discourse of 

technological democracy in the arguments of the cultural industries. The discourse of 

technological dernocracy appeared in the arguments of both broadcaçters and cabte 

companies since they shared common interests in deregulation and importing American 

programrning or services. Through the discourse of technological democracy, their 

particular interests were presented as general interests in choice and access. For instance, 

Global justified importing cheap American programming through reference to the "vote" 

which viewee make with the switch on their television sets2 The cable industry extended 

the discourse of technological democracy to its arguments about comrnunity broadcasting. 

Several cable companies indicated, for example, that comrnunity broadcasting - through 

cable technology - facilitated diversity, choice, and cultural expression However, the 

discourse of technological democracy played less of a role than technological causality in 

working toward private capital's hegemony because it was challenged by a counter 

hegemony. 



208 

The discourse of technological nationalism was reflected in the arguments of the 

cultural industries, but it played a negligible role in tems of efforts to establish the 

hegemony of private capital. Compared to the other two discourses, technological 

nationalism appeared far less fiequently in the arguments of the cultural industries. The 

discourse was, however, part of the arguments which the cable industry made against a 

proposed legislative restriction on its involvement in programming. Rogers 

Communications staîed: 

We subrnit that without the propmming efforts of Rogers over the 
years over various channels, our communities and our nation would 
be much the poorer. Therefore, with our record, suggestions that we 
not be involved in programming and that we be excluded from that 
type of activity of building a Canadian nation are very offensive to 
 US.^ 

Two points are suggested by this quotation. First, iike technological causality and 

technological democracy, the discourse of technological nationalisrn was linked to 

arguments against governent restriction (in this case, through legislation rather than 

regulation). Second, technological causality \vas nor articulated to technological 

nationalism; unlike the other two discourses, technological nationalisrn was clearly rooted 

in human agency. mat, combined with the relative absence of technological nationalism 

in the arguments of the cultural industries, may help to explain why there were apparently 

no connections between technological nationalism and technological democracy in these 

arguments. It seems, then, that there are a nurnber of similarities and differences between 

technological nationalism and the other hvo discourses which might usefidly be incorporated 

into the first principle of the theoretical model. 
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What accounts for the two crucial differences between technological nationalism 

and the other discourses? Why did technological nationalism play such a minor role in the 

arguments of the cultural industries, and why was technological causality not articulated to 

the discourse when it did play a role? A few possible answers to these questions cm be 

suggested. The discoune of technological nationalism probably did not play a major role 

in the arbouments of the cultural industries because, unIÏke the other discourses, it did not fit 

the objectives behind most arguments. The discomes of technological causality and 

technological democracy were featured in arguments for providing more Amencan services 

or progamming The discourse of technological nationalism could only play a role in 

arguments for providing more Canadian seMces or programming. Consequently, the cable 

industry's arguments about moving m e r  into programming were among the few situations 

where the discourse rnight appear. When technological nationalism did appear, 

technological causality was probably not articulated to it because the cable industry wanted 

to justi@ its own role in relation to Canadian content rather than mask it behind 

communication technologies (as it did in relation to Amencan content). This is an exarnple 

of how technologicd causality is tumed on and off as it suits the arguments of organizations. 

To some degree at least, this also helps to explain why technological causality sometirnes 

was and sometimes was not articulated to the discourse of technological nationalism in the 

arguments of cultural agencies, cultural communities, and others. 

The discome of technologicd nationalism was apparent in statements made by 

cultural agencies which are associated with the centre of the country. The Department of 

Communications @OC), one of the federal administrative cultural agencies, is of particular 
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concem in relation to the hegemony of the federal state over its institutional components and 

the regions. Although the discoune of technological causality was not articulated to 

technological democracy in the arguments of the DOC, it was articulated to technological 

nationalism. The DOC indicated that broadcasting was a deteminant of culture for 

Canadians. Because it was based on technological causality, this statement mystified the 

role of the federal state in domination while expressing general, moral interests. Like 

technological causality, the discourse of technological nationalisrn was reflected by some 

of the cultural cornmunities (in their efforts to strengthen national public broadcasting). 

However, like technological democracy, the discoune was also faced with a counter 

hegemony. 

Contradiction 

nie second pnnciple was that contradictions involving the discourses are most 

likely to be identified and acted upon by the cultural communities as well as the cultural 

agencies which are associated with the penphery of the counûy. These contradictions c m  

work against establishing hegemony since they open up space for the alternative discourses 

of a counter hegemony. 

There was a contradiction between the technological and the social in the 

arguments of the cultural industries. These arguments sometimes featured technological 

causality, but they also sometirnes featured forms of causality îhat were social rather than 

technologicai. The discourse of technologicai causality was tumed on and off as it suited 

the arguments of the cable industry. The industry shifled between at least four casual 

forces, ranging fiom technological forces (various communication technologies) to social 
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forces (the regdator, the consumer, and the cable indusîry itself). The cultural communities 

did not identie the contradiction in the arguments of the cable industry and take the 

opportunity which it presented to assert the importance of the social over the technological. 

Since they largely replicated the cable industry's arguments about the definition of 

broadcasting, arguments which were based on the discourse of technological causality 

(adaptation to evolutionary technological developments), the cultural communities missed 

the opportunity to advance an alternative discourse which could have focused on the 

prucrice of communication and the design of communication technologies. This alternative 

discourse might have been the basis for infusing the definition of broadcasting with social 

and democratic objectives. 

There was a contradiction between democracy and domination in the arguments 

of the cultural industies but not the arguments of the cultural agencies at the centre of the 

country. This contradiction involves a focus on democratic communication in the context 

of hierarchial procedures. With regard to the discourse of technological democracy, the 

contradiction was reflected in the roles which the cable industry accorded to technologies, 

corporations, and the public. Technologies and corporations were often presented in active 

roles when discussing community broadcasting, but the public was often presented in 

passive roles. As some of the theoretical literature suggests, a contradiction between 

democracy and domination has long existed within technological nationalism as well. 

According to Maurice Charland, it existed in Prime Minister Mackenzie King's irnplicit 

suggestion that radio would enhance democracy by giving citizens the oppominity to hear 

their leaders *le ensuring domination by making citizens nothing more than members of 



a passive audience.' No sirnilar statements could be fomd in the material examined for this 

study, but there were nevertheless struggles to develop more democratic arrangements in 

national public broadcasting as a response to perceived domination. Although a 

contradiction between dernocracy and domination was not addressed by the cultural 

communities and the cultural agencies associated with the perïphery of the country, these 

groups still advanced alternative discourses. 

Why were alternative discourses put forth in response to technological 

democracy and technological nationalism but not technological causality? The key to this 

may lie in the historical developments that we explored. As we have seen, confiict was 

prominent in the developments which preceded debates about broadcasting definitions, 

cornrnunity broadcasting, and national broadcasting. However, whereas the conflict in the 

case of broadcasting definitions was between broadca~fers and cable companies, the conflict 

with regard to the other two issues was between private capital or the federal state and 

vanous groups with interests in community broadcasting or regional broadcasting. These 

groups therefore had Mme background and points of contention to build upon whereas they 

(or groups similar to thern) had no such advantages in terms of debates about broadcasting 

definitions. Consequently, it was perhaps easy for various groups to get caught up in 

positive scenarios about communication technologies, the future, and the implications of a 

technology neutral definition of broadcasting. 

The opposition to technological democracy and technological nationalism was 

similar in some respects. Conimunity broadcasters and several other members of the 

cultural communities responded to the discourse of technological democracy with an 
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alternative discourse of democracy. Building on an interpretation of the public as citizens 

who need to be protected through regdation, they discussed democracy in ternis of social 

processes which communication technologies can assist and called for recognition of the 

community sector in new broadcasting legislation. In a similar fashion, the discourse of 

technological nationalism was rcjected by some of the cultural comrnunities, components 

of cultural agencies, and other hterests. They pushed moud it to alternative arrangements. 

Building on ideas that were similar to the alternative discourse put fonvard in debates about 

community broadcasting, they called for the decentralization of power and resources down 

to the regional level of national public broadcasting. 

A more significant finding is the existence of different responses to the 

opposition involving technological democracy and technological nationalism. The cable 

industry had expressed particular interests as general interesîs through the discourse of 

technological democracy, but it did not accommodate the alternative discourse of 

democracy. Although the DOC likewise did not accommodate an alternative discourse of 

democracy, it did aim to accommodate regional and ethnic interests into the discoune of 

technologicd nationalism. The "old" techwlogical nationalism, which focused on national 

unity and smowting  regionaVcultural disparities, gave way to a "new" technological 

nationalism. Articulated to discourses on the value of fiee expression and public 

broadcasting, this "new" technological nationalism focused on national consciousness and 

recognizing regionaVcultura1 interests. 

Why did technological nationalism go through a transformation while 

technological democracy did not? A few possible reasons cm be suggested. In the debates 
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about comrnunity broadcasting, the alternative discoune of democracy did not fully break 

away nom the discoune of technological democracy; the notion of access was a feahire of 

both. Since the alternative discoune dealt with the right to access (rather than the more 

radical right to comrnunicate), it was already limited or contained in some \vay. A similar 

situation did not exist with regard to the alternative discourse that was presented in the 

debates about national broadcasting. Although regionid and ethnic interests were 

subsequently linked to the dixoune of technological nationalism, the shifts in the discourse 

actually began long before most of the debates. The Task Force on Broadcasting Policy 

initiated some of these shifis in its report. After noting a problem with having the concept 

of national unity in the legislation, the task force added thaf "to Canadians, the concept is 

also weighted down with unpleasant historical and poiitical baggage."' Since the time 

during which the task force prepared its report was a "calm" one with regard to the issue of 

Quebec, it is worth noting as well that the reference to national unity may no longer have 

appeared to be as essential as before. Al1 of this suggests that historical factors were 

significant in the transformation which the discourse of technological nationalism went 

through. 

Compromise 

The third principle was that the fedeml state attempts to secure its own hegemony 

as well as that of private capitaI by meshing various interests and discourses into a 

compromise within broadcasting legislation The compromise is weighted in favour of 

pnvate capital and the federal state, but it grants concessions to oppositional interests. Such 

a compromise seems to have k e n  stnick by the W C  when it prepared Bill C-136 (which 
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Rivate capital was clearly the big winner with regard to broadcasting definitions, 

and this had positive implications for its hegemony in Canadian broadcasting. That is 

because the position of the cable industry had unified rnost of the cultural industries and 

incorporated the cultural cornmunities. Through arguments based on the discourse of 

technological causality, the cable indus- called for broadcasting definitions that would 

encompass new communication technologies. The DOC echoed the position of the cable 

indusûy, placing in Bill C-136 a 'Yechnology neutral" definition of broadcasting that would 

allow the Canadian broadcasting systern to "adapt" to changes in technology. This caught 

up with the expansion of private capital in Canadian broadcasting by bringing under 

regulation companies which had previously not been covered by the definition. 

Private capital was also a winner with regard to cornmunity broadcasting, but 

accommodations had to be made to contend with a counter hegemony. The notion of access, 

a prominent cornponent in the discourse of technological democracy, was also featured in 

an alternative discourse of democracy and arguments for recognition of the  cornmunity 

sector. In response, the DOC picked up the theme of access and provided some recognition 

for cornmunity broadcasting in Bill C-136. Ln part due to further, persistent arguments 

which situated access as a distinguishing feature of community broadcasting, recognition 

for the community sector was eventually achieved through arnendrnents. mile  not 

dishirbing the control wbich the cable industry had over community charnels, this formally 

opened up a spce in the Canadian broadcasting systern for alternative forrns of broadcasting 

which were neither public nor private. 

C 
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The federal state also made accommodations to contend with a counter 

hegemony that challenged its own position, but there was a contradiction in its approach. 

The discourse of technological nationalism underwent a shift which informed the approach 

that the DOC took to Bill C-136. The DOC articulated the interests of regional and ethnic 

groups to the discourse of technological nationalism. Although a shifi in the discoune 

worked toward establishing the hegemony of the federal state over its institutional 

components and the regions, budget cuts imposed by the move away from state intervention 

undemined the economic conditions for hegemony. 

FIN-4~ REMARKS 

It is important to note that this study provides only a partial explanation for the 

outcome of the legislation. A variety of other factors, including the consultations between 

various players that went on outside of the public proceedings, would need to be examined 

to provide a more complete explanation. Through a textual analysis of the public 

proceedings and the legislation which followed, the primary intention here has simply been 

to leam more about three major discourses on communication technologies as well as their 

potential role in relation to hegernony. 

With regard to hegemony, some further points need to be made. The analysis 

here suggests that, while both private capital and the federal state have taken steps to 

establish their hegemony (in part through discourses on communication technologies), the 

former has met with more success than the latter. However, this analysis is confined to the 

official, legislative process. It does not deal with the level of popular opinion where 
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hegemony is ultimately secured Furthemore, it must be kept in mind that the process of 

establishing and rnaintaining hegemony is ongoing. The broader success of attempts to 

secure hegernony therefore remains to be seen. 

Although the study has limitations, its findings have raised some interesting 

questions about discourses on communication technologies and the concept of hegemony. 

As noted earlier, one of the findings in the study indicated that technological causality does 

not necessarily require connections to democratic or nationalist sentiments in order to help 

secure consent. The role of technological causality implies that hegemony works through 

naturalized common sense, but connections between technological causality and 

technological democracy or technological nationalism suggest that hegemony also works 

through the "feeling-passion" which Gramsci de scribe^.^ Al1 of this opens up questions 

about the effectiveness of various hegemonic strategies as well as the potential 

contradictions between a Iargely unconscious popular conception of the world and one 

which incorporates the sentiments of the people. Some further questions are raised by 

contradictions involving the discourses. Running counter to theoretical expectations, one 

of the findings indicated that alternative discourses emerged in response to technological 

democracy and technological nationalism even though contradictions in the discourses were 

not recognized 1s this situation influenced by historical developments, as suggested above, 

or are other factors also involved? How important is the identification of contradictions to 

counter hegemonic strategies? Finally, one of the findings involving compromises deserves 

attention; budget cuts by the federal state undermined the economic conditions for 

hegemony while a transformation in technological nationalism worked toward establishing 
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hegemony. This opens up questions which go beyond the focus on ideological issues in this 

study. M a t  relationships exist between the economic and ideological aspects of hegemony 

with regard to the discourses? 

It might be useful to explore such questions through research which considers 

discourses on communication technologies in relation to other substantive issues. 

Remaining within a focus on Canadian broadcasting, there are several possibilities for 

M e r  research One option would be to consider how the discounes pertained to debates 

about earlier legislation which is ody touched on bre. Another option would be to explore 

the discourses in terms of discussion about more recent developments in Canadian 

broadcasting, such as the role of telecomrnunications companies and the Intemet. Either 

approach would provide a better understanding of whether the three discourses have changed 

over time and, if so, how. Moving beyond a focus on Canadian broadcasting, there are 

several other research possibilities. A comparative examination of the discounes in debates 

about broadcasting within the Canadian context and the context of another country is 

potentially valuable, as is a study of the discourses with regard to other areas of 

communications policy. These approaches could help to establish how the discourses 

pertain to different societies or issues. Any of these research possibilities could further 

deepen Our understanding of discourses on communication technologies. 
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APPENDIX ONE 

NOTES ON CULTURAL INDUSTRIES, CULTURAI, AGENCES, 
AND CULTURAL COMMUNITIES 

Chapter One provided a brief outline of a scheme that has been used to categorize 

the participants in the public proceedings which led to the 1991 Broadcasting Act. This 

categorization scheme was based on three general categories of participants - cultural 

industries, cultural agencies, and cultural communities - as well as various specific sub- 

categones. Although Chapter One defined the three general categories of participants, it lefi 

the sub-categories undeveloped. This appendix describes the sub-categories and the major 

organizations within them. 

CULTURAL INDUSTRIES 

Private Broadcasting Industry 

In the public proceedings, the private broadcasting industry was represented by 

several lobbying organizations. The main one was the Canadian Association of Broadcasters 

(CAB). As it indicated, the CAB represented "private, free, over-the-air, local-serving, 

adveriiser-supported broadcasters."' Mthough the CAB represented private broadcasters 

fiom across the country, including those in Quebec, it was dominated by English-language 

broadcasters. Frenzh-language private broadcasters were represented by another prominent 
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organization, the Association canadienne de la radio et de la television fiancaise. There 

were also a fcw provincially-based organizations, most significantty the British Columbia 

Association of Broadcasters. 

Private broadcasters included several networks and companies. The English- 

language networks were CTV and Global. The French-language networks were TVA and 

Quatre Saisons. The large companies included Canwest Communications; the CHüM 

Group; COGECO; CUC; Maclean Hunter; and Western International Communications. 

Some of these cornpanies were conglomerates with interestsi in cable as well as other media. 

A number of srnall private broadcasten frorn al1 across the country also participated in the 

public proceedings. 

Private broadcasters also included various pay TV and specialty services. 

However, the CAB noted that it did not represent such ser~ices.~ No other lobbying 

organizations stood for them either in the early proceedings on new legislation. In the later 

proceedings, some pay TV and specialty services associated themselves with satellite or 

cable lobbying organizations. First Choice had joined the Satellite Communications 

Association of Canada by the tirne that legislative proceedings on Bill C-136 were 

~ndenvay.~ This was due to the common interest that both were expressing at the time in 

defeating illegai satellite reception. Superchamel, the Family Channel, and The Sports 

Network had al1 become members of the Canadian Cable Television Association by the 

outset of legislative proceedings on Bill C-40. This rnay have k e n  ïnfluenced by a desire 

to more easily secure distribution agreements after it became apparent that Bill C-136 would 

allow cable companies to establish their own programrning services. 
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CabIe Industry 

The cable industry was represented by a nurnber of lobbying organizations. The 

principal organization was the Canadian Cable Television Association (CCTA). The CCTA 

indicated that it represented "federally-licensed cable television systems across Canada."' 

The industry was also represented by some provincially-based organizations. These included 

the British Columbia and Yukon Division of the CCTA; the Cable Televisior. Association 

of Alberta; the Ontario Cable Telecommunications Association; and the Association des 

cablodistributeurs du Quebec. 

The cable industry was also represented by several companies. The large 

companies included CUC; Maclean Hunter; Rogers Communications; and Videotron. 

Although they were closely associated with cable, some of these companies were 

conglomerates with interests in broadcasting and other media. A number of small cable 

companies fiom various areas of the country were participants in the public proceedings as 

well. 

SateHite Industry 

Some segments of the satellite indusûy were represented in the proceedings by 

a lobbying organization This was the Satellite Communications Association of Canada 

(SCAC). The SCAC explained that it represented "the private and SMATV sectors" as well 

as "al1 sectors of the Canadian TVRO industry.'" More specifically, the members of the 

SCAC included manufactures of satellite equipment, satellite dealers, and distributors of 

satellite ~ervices.~ However, the SCAC indicated that its rnembers also included consumen 

who had purchased satellite dishes. The organization argued that there was no conflict 
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between representing both the industry and consumers for two reasons. First, both were 

united on the issue of getting greater access to programming. Second, consumers could 

benefit from Iinkages to the industry through the SCAC; they would, for example, have the 

advantage of knowing what new products are available.' 

The satellite industry was also represented by several companies. The most 

important of these companies were Canadian Satellite Communications (Cancom) and 

Telesat Canada. Cancom is a distnbutor of satellite senrices in underserved areas. Telesat 

is the Canadian satellite carrier. It is a distnbutor of broadcasting as well as 

telecommunications  signal^.^ 

Independent Production Industry 

In the private sector, producers of programming are known as independent 

producers. The independent production industry was represented by several lobbying 

organizations. The main ones were the Canadian Film and Television Association; the 

Association of Canadian Film and Television Producers; and the Association des 

producteurs de films et de video du Quebec. The industry was also represented by several 

production companies. 

CULTURAL AGENCIES 

Operating Agencies 

Operating agencies are public sector organizations that engage in production 

andor distribution Several ofthese agencies participated in the public proceedings on new 

broadcasting legislation. They included Alberta Government Telephone (AGT), the 



224 

provincially-owned telecornunications Company; the National Film Board; and a number 

of public broadcasters. 

Foremost among public broadcasten is the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation 

(CBC), whkh offers s e ~ c e s  at the federal level in English and French. The National Onice 

of the CBC; the English and French television and radio networks; the regional offrces of 

the English Services and French SeMces; and the CBC Northem Service al1 participated in 

the public proceedings at some point. 

The other public broadcasters were at the provincial level. Four provinces had 

educational broadcasting which was provided through public agencies. These agencies 

operated British Columbia's ffiowledge Network; Alberta's Access Network; TV Ontario; 

and Radio Quebec. The four provincia1 public broadcasten sometimes participated 

separately in the proceedings, and at other times they collectively presented thernselves as 

the Agency for Tele-Education in Canada. Curiously, the four public provincial educational 

broadcasters were members of the CAB. 'O 

Supporting Agencies 

Supporting agencies are public sector organizations which provide funding for 

production. Two supporting agencies at the federal level participated in the public 

proceedings. These were Telefilm Canada, which fitnds public and private film or television 

production, and the Canada Council, wtiich fûnds production in the arts. 

Administrative Agencies 

Administrative agencies are public sector organizations that control production 

and distribution through regdation, policy, or legislation. 
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Two administrative agencies at the fderal level participated in the proceedings. 

These were the Department of Communications @OC), which dealt with policy and 

legislation; and the Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission 

(CRTC), which grapples with policy and regdation. 

Ml of the participants in the public proceedings at the provincial/ temtorial levei 

were administrative agencies. They were departments or ministries responsibie for culture 

a d o r  communications in the governments of Manitoba, Ontario, Saskatchewan, New 

Brunswick, Nova Scotia, and the Northwest Territories. 

CULTURAL COMMUiYITIES 

Workers' Groups 

Workers' groups were unions, guilds, associations or other organizations that 

represented workers in both the public and private sectors. The major organizations were 

the Alliance of Canadian Cinema, Television and Radio Artists (ACTRA); the Canadian 

Union of Public Employees; the Union des artistes; the Nationai Association of Broadcast 

Employees and Technicians; the Directors' Guild of Canada; and the Canadian Labour 

Congress. 

Nationalist Groups 

The main nationalist groups were the Canadian Broadcasting League and the 

Friends of Public Broadcasting (which later becarne known as the Friends of Canadian 

Broadcasting). The Canadian Association for Adult Education can also be considered to be 

among these nationalist groups since it shared with the Friends some of the same mernbers 
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and even some of the same briefs. " Since these organizations adopted a Canadian cultural 

nationalist orientation, their primary interests involwd pushing for Canadian content in 

broacicasfing However, they have also reffected other interests (such as those of consumers' 

groups and minority groups). 

Another convergence of interests among various participants was reflected in the 

Canadian Conference of the Arts (CCA). The CCA was an umbrella organization whose 

members included the Canadian Association of Broadcasters, the Canadian Film and 

Television Association, the Union des artistes, and the Friends of PubIic/Canadian 

Broadcasting." Consequently, the CCA represented an unusual combination of interests 

among the private broadcasting industry, the independent production industry, worken' 

groups, and nationalist groups. 

Minority Groups 

A number of organizations represented francophones, aboriginal peoples, other 

ethnic or racial rninorities, and women. The most important organizations were the 

Federation des francophones hors Quebec; the Centre for Research-Action on Race 

Relations; the Canadian Ethnocultural Council; the National Watch on Images of Women 

in the Media (MediaWatch); and the Common Committee on Mas Media in the 1990s. The 

laîter was a coalition of women's organizations connected to the media, including the 

ACTRA National Committee on Women's Issues. l3 Another organization in this categoiy 

was the Institut canadien d'education des adultes (KEA). Although the KEA sometimes 

took positions that were similar to its anglophone counterpart (the Canadian Association for 

Adult Education), its interests were more francophone-oriented. 
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Consumers' Groups 

There were several consumen' groups that played a role in the public 

proceedings on new broadcasting legistation. The most important of these groups was the 

Consumers' Association of Canada (CAC). However, the Public Interest Advocacy Centre 

and one of its provincial counterparts, the British Columbia Public Interest Advocacy 

Centre, played a significant role as weli. They represented various consumer interests, 

particularly seniors and other low-income consumers." Broadly defined, consumers' 

groups also included several organizations which represented the deaf and children 

Aboriginal Broadcasters 

Relying largely on govemment funding, aboriginal broadcasters were involved 

in the production and distribution of programming for aboriginal groups. The main lobbying 

organization was the National Aboriginal Communications Society (NACS). The NACS 

was an umbrefla organization that represented 2 1 aboriginal communications societies as 

well as other organizations, many of wtiich made individual presentations during the public 

proceedings. The members of the NACS included the Inuvialuit Communications Society; 

the James Bay Cree Communications Society; the Native Communications Society of the 

Western Northwest Territones; the Okalakatiget Communications Society; the Wawatay 

Native Communications Society; the Societe de communication Atikanekw-Montagnais; 

the Inuit Broadwting Corporation; and the Misinipi Broadcasting Corporation. l5 Another 

urnbrella organiation was Television Northern Canada (TVNC). TVNC was a consortium 

that was trying to get a dedicated satellite transponder for aboriginal broadcasting. Its 

members included the National Aboriginal Communications Society; the Inuvialuit 
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Communications Society; the Native Communications Society of the Western Northwest 

Territories; the Okalakatiget Communications Society; the Inuit Broadcasting Corporation; 

Northern Native Broadcasting and Taqramiut Nipinpt. Its members also included the CBC 

Northern Se*; the Governent of the Northwest Temtories; and the Govemment of the 

Yukon. l6 

Community Broadcasters 

Aboriginal broadcasters and community broadcasters shared interests in 

dernocratic broadcasting. However, they have been categorized separately here since they 

have different organizational elements. 

Community broadcasters were radio and television broadcasters operating at the 

ccmrnunity level with the help of resources such as government funding, membership fees, 

and limited advertking Most were francophone because community broadcasting was more 

fully developed in Quebec. The main lobbying organizations were the Regroupement des 

organismes communautaires de communication du Quebec, which represented community 

television in Quebec, and the Association des radiodiffuseurs wmmunautaires, which 

represented community radio in Quebec. Some community radio stations outside Quebec, 

both francophone and anglophone, also participated in the pubiic proceedings on new 

broadcasting legislation. 
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APPENDIX TW0 

CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS IN THE BISTORY OF 
CANADLAN BROADCASTING LEGISLATION 

The Liberal govemment of Mackenzie King appoints the Royal Commission on 
Radio Broadcasting, which is chaired by John Aird (the Aird commission). 

The report of the Aird commission is released. The report recommends creating a 
public company to set up and operate public radio stations. The report also 
recommends the elimination of al1 existing private radio stations. 

Under RB. Bennett's Conservative govemment, the Canadian Radio Broadcasting 
Act is passed. The legislation establishes the Canadian Radio Broadcasting 
Commission (CRBC), a three-penon public commission rather than the public 
company which \vas recommended by the Aird commission. The CRBC is given the 
power to undertake and regulate radio broadcasting. It is also given the power to 
el iminate private radio stations by appropriating them. Ho wever, the CRBC soon 
begins to encounter problems which stem from a lack of financial and operational 
autonomy . 

The Canadian Broadcasting Act is passed while King's govemment is once again in 
power. The legislation replaces the CRBC with the Canadian Broadcasting 
Corporation (CBC), a public corporation with a considerable amount of financial and 
operational autonomy. Like its predecessor, the CBC is given the power to undertake 
and regulate broadcasting (through its Board of Governors). It is also given the 
power to appropnate pnvate stations. However, like the CRBC, the CBC never uses 
this power. Private stations therefore become a permanent part of the Canadian 
broadcasting system. 

The Liberal govemment of Louis St. Laurent appoints the Royal Commission on 
National Development in the Arts, Letters, and Sciences, which is chaired by Vincent 
Massev (the Massev commission). 



The report of the Massey commission is released Among other things, the report 
addresses a growing argument fiom owners of private radio and television stations 
that an independent regulator is needed since the CBC is unfairly both a cornpetitor 
and a reguiator. This argument is rejected in the report. 

St. Laurent's government appoints the Royal Commission on Broadwting, which 
is chaired by Robert Fowler (the Fowler commission, or Fowler 1). 

The report of the Fowler commission is released. Arnong other things, the report 
recommends creating a Board of Broadcast Govemoa (BBG). Since the CBCYs 
power to regulate broadcasting is simply to be shifted to a related agency, Fowler 1 
rejects the argument for an independent regulator. 

Under the Conservative govemment of John Diefenbaker, the Broadcasting Act is 
passed The legislation establishes the BBG. However, in contrast to the intention 
of Fowler 1, the legislation places the CBC and private broadcasters on an equal 
footing before the BBG and therefore sets up an independent regulator. The BBG 
soon begins to encounter problems partly because the legislation fails to clearly 
speci@ the regulator's powen or the goals for public and private stations. 

The Liberal government of Lester Pearson establishes the Advisory Cornmittee on 
Broadcasting, which is chaired by Robert Fowler (the Fowler committee, or Fowler 
11). 

The report of the Fowler committee is released. The report recornmends creating a 
stronger regdatory agency. It also recommends clarifjmg the goals for the CBC as 
well as the entire broadcasting system. 

Pearson's govemment produces a White Paper on Broadcasting. 

The Broadcasting Act is passed while Pearsons's government is in power. The 
legislation sets out the goals for the CBC as well as the entire broadcasting system. 
The legislation also replaces the BBG with the Canadian Radio-Television 
Commission (CRTC). The CRTC is a new independent regulator which haç stronger 
and more sharplydefined powers. 

Through the Governent Organization Act, the Liberal government of Pierre 
Trudeau establishes the Department of Communications. 

Trudeauy s government adds telecommunications to the responsibilities of the CRTC 
through the Canadian Radio-Television and Telecornmunications Commission Act 
(the CRTC Act). 



1977 Trudeau's government makes a failed attempt to combine ail telecommunications 
under a single piece of legislation. The Telecommunications Act would have 
replaced the Broadcasting Act, the Radio Act, the Telegraphs Act, and the CRTC 
Act. 

1978 Two more attempts to establish a Telecommunications Act are made by Trudeau's 
government- 

1980 Trudeau's governent establishes the Federal Cultural Policy Review Committee, 
which is chaired by Louis Applebaum and Jacques Herbert (the Applebaum-Herbert 
cornmittee). 

1982 The report of the Applebaum-Herbert cornmittee is released. Among other things, 
the report recommends establishing new broadcasting legislation. 

1983 The Department of Communications releases a paper, Townrds o New Nariona1 
Broadcasring Policy. 

1984 Trudeau's government makes a failed attempt to pass an Act to Amend the CRTC 
Act, the Broadcasting Act, and the Radio Act. 



CaRONOLOGY OF EVENTS IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
NEW CANADIAN BROAMYASTING LEGISLATION 

September 5,1984 

September 17, 1984 

May 8, 1985 

December 5, 1985 

June 30,1986 

September 22, 1986 

January 29,1987 

The Consemative government of Brian Mulroney cornes to power in 
a federal election. 

Mulroney appoints Marcel Masse as Minister of Communications. 

Masse establishes the Task Force on Broadcasting Policy, which is 
chaired by Gerald Caplan and Florian Sauvageau (the Caplan- 
Sauvageau task force). 

The Caplan-Sauvageau task force begins to consult with interested 
organizations and individuals in a senes of public and private 
meetings across the country. 

The task force completes the last of its meetings with organizations 
and individuals, 

A new Minister of Communications is introduced as Mulroney 
replaces Masse with Flora MacDonald in a cabinet shuflle. 

The Report of the Task Force on Broadc~sting Policy is released. 

The task force report is tabled in the House of Commons. The report 
is referred to the House of Comrnons Standing Commitîee on 
Communications and Cdture for study. The standing committee is 
authorized to travel across the country during its investigation, and 
the conmittee is required to &mit its recornrnendations on drafting 
broîdcasting legislation by April 15, 1987. 

The standing committee rneets with MacDonald to discuss the task 
force report Due to the deadline that it faces, the standing cornmittee 
decides to proceed with its examination of the report in two phases. 



May 6, 1987 

May 26,1987 

August 26,1987 

September 22, 1987 

December 15, 1987 

Febmary 9, 1988 

May 24, 1988 

June 9,1988 

The standing committee begins to meet with witnesses in the first 
phase of its inquiry (which focuses on legislative issues). 

The standing cornrnittee completes the first phase of gathering 
evidence fiom witnesses on the task force report. 

The deadline which was given to the standing cornmittee for 
completing its recomrnendations on drafiing new broadcasting 
legislation is extended to May 6, 1987. 

The standing comminee submits its prelirninary report on legislative 
issues regarding a new Broadcasting Act, Interim Report on the 
Recomrnendations of the Task Force on Broadcasting Policy: 
SpeciaIity Services and Some Proposed LegisZative Arnendmenfs. 

The standing comrnittee submits its final report on drafiing 
broadcasting legi slation, Recommendations for a New Broudcast ing 
Act. 

The standing cornrnittee begins to meet with witnesses in the second 
phase of its inquiry (which focuses on policy issues). 

MacDonald tables in the House of Commons the government's 
response to the two reports submitted by the standing committee. 

The standing committee meets with MacDonald to discuss the 
government's response to its reports. 

The standing committee finishes the second phase of gathering 
evidence fiom witnesses on the task force report. 

The standing cornrnittee begins consideration of a draft report to the 
House of Commons on broadcasting policy. 

Afier making amendrnents over the course of three months, the 
standing committee adopts the final version of its report. 

The standing committee's report on policy issues, A Broadcasting 
Policv for Canada, is tabled in the House of Commons. 



June 23,1988 

July 19, 1988 

Jdy 25,1988 

August 10, 2988 

August 29,1988 

August 30, 1988 

August 3 1, 1988 

September 14, 1988 

September 26, 1988 

September 27, 1988 

September 28, 1988 

September 29,1988 

Several items are tabled in the House of Commons: the government's 
response to the standing cornmittee's report on policy issues, along 
with additional comrnents on the two earlier reports; a policy 
statement, Canadian Voices. Canndan Chices: A New Broadcasting 
Policy for Canada; and Bill C-136, which is a proposed new 
Broadcasting Act. Bill C-136 is given first reading. 

It is moved that Bill C-136 be read the second time and referred to a 
legislative committee. Debate on the motion is adjounied. 

M e r  debate, Bi11 C-136 is read the second time and referred to a 
legislative committee. 

The House of Commons Legislative Cornmittee on Bill C-136 meets 
with MacDonald to discuss the bill. Over the next few weeks, the 
legislative cornmittee meets with witnesses. 

The legislative committee completes the last of its discussions with 
witnesses. 

The legislative committee carries out clause by clause amendment of 
Bill (2-136. 

The legislative committee submits its report on Bill C-136. The 
report makes 52 arnendments to the bill. 

Bill C-136 enters report stage in the House of Commons with 9 1 
motions fiom Members of Parliament which cal1 for further 
amendments. Debate on the motions begins and takes places over 
several days. 

Votes are taken on deferred motions. 

It is moved that Bill C-136 be read the third time and passed. Debate 
on the motion is adjoumed. 

After debate, Bill C-136 is read the third time and passed by the 
House of Commons. 

Bill C-136 is given first reading in the Senate. It is moved that the bill 
be read the second time. Debate on the motion is adjoumed. 



September 30, 1988 

October 1,1988 

Novernber 21,1988 

January 30,1989 

October 12, 1989 

November 3, 1989 

December 15, 1989 

March 12, 1990 

March 15, 1990 

March 16, 1990 

March 22, 1990 

October 3 1, 1990 

After debate, Bill C-136 is read the second time. A motion that the 
bill be read the third time and passed is negatived However, a motion 
which refers the bill to the Standing Senate Cornmittee on Transport 
and Communications is agreed to. 

A federal election is calted and Bill C-136 dies. 

The Conservatives win the efection. However, MacDonald is 
unsuccessfui in her riding and loses her seat in the House of 
Commons. 

Mulroney re-appoints Masse as Minister of Communications. 

Bill C-40 is tabled in the House of Commons. A slightly modified 
version of Bill C- 136, Bill C-40 is given first reading. 

It is moved that Bill C-40 be read the second tirne and referred to a 
legislative commitîee. Debate on the motion is adjoumed. 

After debate, Bi11 C-40 is read the second tirne and referred to a 
legistative committee. 

The House of Comrnons Legislative Cornmittee on Bill C-40 meets 
with Masse to discuss the bill. Over the next several weeks, the 
legislative committee meets with witnesses. 

The legislative committee completes the last of its discussions with 
witnesses. 

The legislative committee begins clause by clause amendment of Bill 
C-40. 

The legislative cornmittee completes clause by clause amendment of 
Bill C-40. 

The legislative conunittee submits its report on Bill C-40. The report 
rnakes 14 amendrnents to the bill- 

Bill C-40 enters report stage in the House of Commons with 50 
motions from Members of Parliament   hi ch cal1 for m e r  
amendrnents. Debate on the motions begins and takes place over 
several days. 



December 4, 1990 Votes are taken on deferred motiori. It is moved that the bill be read 
the third time and passed. Debate on the motion is adjoumed. 

December 5, 1990 M e r  debate, Bill C-40 is read the third time and passed by the House 
of Cornrnons. 

December 14, 1990 Bill C40  is given first reading in the Senate. 

December 18, 1990 It is moved that the bill be read the second time. Debate on the 
motion is adjoumed. 

December 19,1990 After debate, Bi11 C-40 is read the second time. It is rnoved that the 
bill be referred to the Standing Senate Committee on Transport and 
Communications. The motion is agreed to. 

Janua~y 14,1991 The Standing Senate Cornmittee on Transport and Communications 
m e t s  with Jim Edwards, the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Communications, to discuss the bill. Over the next week, the 
committee meets with witnesses. 

January 22,199 1 The standing cornittee meets with Masse to discuss the bill. 

January 24, 199 1 The standing cornmittee submits its report on Bill C4O to the Senate. 
The report makes 3 amenciments to the bill. 

January 30, 199 1 It is moved that the report be adopted. Debate on the motion is 
adj oumed. 

January 3 1, 199 1 After debate, the motion to adopt the report is negatived. 

February 1,199 1 It is moved that the bill be read the third time and passed. Bill C-40 
is read the third time and passed by the Senate. 

June 1,1991 Bill C-40 cornes into force as the new Broadcasting Act. 



APPENDIX FOUR 

LIST OF ACRONYMS 

ACFT'P 
ACRTF 
ACTRA 
AGT 
ATEC 
BCAB 
BBG 
CAB 
CAC 
Cancom 
CBC 
CBL 
CCA 
CCTA 
CFTA 
CRARR 
CRBC 
CRTC 

CTAA 
CUPE 
DBS 
DOC 
HCSCCC 
HCLC- 136 
HCLC-40 
HDTV 
ICEA 
MediaWatch 
NABET 
NACS 
NFB 

Association of Canadian Film and Television Producers 
Association canadienne de la radio et de la television francaise 
Alliance of Canadian Cinema, Television, and Radio Artists 
Alberta Govement Telephone 
Agency for Tele-Education in Canada 
British Columbia Association of Broadcasters 
Board of Broadcast Govemors 
Canadian Association of Broadcasters 
Consurners' Association of Canada 
Canadian Satellite Communications 
Canadian Broadcasting Corporation 
Canadian Broadcasting League 
Canadian Conference of the Arts 
Canadian Cable Television Association 
Canadian Film and TeIevision Association 
Centre for Research-Action on Race Relations 
Canadian Radio Broadcasting Commission 
Canadian Radio-Television Commission or Canadian Radio-Television 

and Telecommunications Commission 
Cable TeIevision Association of Alberta 
Canadian Union of Public Employees 
Direct Broadcast Satellite 
Department of Communications 
House of Commons Standing Cornmittee on Communications and Culture 
House of Commons Legislative Committee on Bill C-136 
House of Commons Legislative Committee on Bill C-40 
High Definition Television 
Institut canadien d'education des adultes 
National Watch on Images of Women in the Media 
National Association of Broadcast Employees and Technicians 
National Aboriginal Communications Society 
National Film Board 



SCAC 
SRC 
SSCTC 
SMATV 
PC 
TFBP 
TSN 
TVNC 
TVRO 
W C  

Ontario Cable Tefevision Association 
Regroupement des organismes communautaires de communication du 

Quebec 
Satellite Communication Association of Canada 
Societe Radio Canada 
Standing Senate Cornmittee on Transport and Communications 
Satellite Master Antenna Television 
Progressive Conservative 
Task Force on Broadcasting Policy 
The Sports Network 
Television Northem Canada 
Television Receive OnIy 
Western International Communications 
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