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ABSTRACT o

The  Canadian  Radio-television and Telecommunications
Commission (C.R.T.C;') has - regulated ' cable.  Dbroadcasting in

Canada since- the Commission’s creation'in 1968. Not a great

‘.deal of attention, however.!' has ever: bﬂeeri given to what cable

broadcasters themselves  actually .felt  about the lederal

i
0

o : regulator. At one time, there appeared to be the belief that

«

cable operators mi.ghtj well have br’eferred p)rovincial rezulators

who might ‘pass‘}more lenient rules . in contrast to the stricter

C.R.T.C. measures. :

This,-ﬁ;esi; delineates how Nové}ScQtian extra. .cable

3
(

. AR ‘
operators’ . pergeive = and evaluate C.R.T.C. regulations,  and
: :.;econd to explore"whetl{er they would prefer provincial regula-

“Ttlen. . T e

‘To' $tudy the“at‘t"ituc}iés of ;Nov'a‘ Scotia extré: cable oggra-‘:'
tors neAceséitgted "a‘r l;nOWchvgc 6f'.'.'17hc> indu;ir& and : the. manner: in
which ‘i‘tr was -re_gﬁlated. Ther sou;ce‘s;,‘ which - provided this
: ; infon_qat_l‘on'\' inc'llut;!ed .C.R.T._Cf brq#dcéstiné ;mlic:i‘cs, case . Jaw

s

. ".whixh pertained to the jurisdiction of broadcasting. and the

; , “evolution of the cable industry In Canada. o

. The_"* i‘ese,archqr then conducted int’ervigws'wlth the cable
., operators and analyzed.the data using a quatitative methodology
RN . ! : ',' 4 . . :
) . known a$ Collaborative Inquiry. From this, the perceptions of

a
’

v ! Lt S v .
o
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“Nova Scotian extra cabie operators were drawn. The two major
findings were: the majoritv of cable oberators favour one
federal body. the C.R.T.C. to regulate cable broadcasting. and,

that the 13986 Cable Rezulaztions were a step towards the

deregulation of the industry. '

k]
The .recommendations submitted, which  the researcher

thought would best enhance_‘:’_'regﬁlatipn' of the  cable industry

were: flr.st, moderate decentralization of :the . C.R.T.C. and

. secondly, continuation with the deregulation of cable policy.

..
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CHAPTER 1

-INTRODUCTION ‘ .

On April 1, 1968 Canadian Parliament p;ssed the
Breadcasting Act  which created  the Canadian éadio and

v . 'f‘elevision Commission (C.R.T.C.) the federal government’'s
tribunal! which was' vested with authority to regulate broad-
casting. Furthermore, the Act appeared to give the
C.R.T.C. jurisdiction over cable television. Pursuant to the
legislation, the Commission has sin'ce regulated cable in a
' manner consistent with Section 3 .of the Broadcasting Act
which sets forth broadcasting policy for Canada.

The question of federal jurisdiction over cable
broadcasting undertakings, however, wés the basis for both
legal and political dispute during the 1970's and'early 198B0’s, =«
The legal question was resolved In 1877 by two Supreme Court of
Canada decisions, Capital Cz‘tze('; and\Dzon;le,. which
estab{i;hed jurisdiction over cable television. The politiqal
éont;oversy with regard to the jurisdictional issve cbntinu d
until the patriation of the Canadiah Constitution in 1982,
The Constitution however, brqught forth nro changes from &e
assignment of federal authority under Section 91 and 92 of the
British North America Act. Despite this early interest o

which c¢reated much debate and produced numerous, research

reports, the issue of which level of government,

~
°
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federal or provincial.” should regulate cablie Igssered in

- e -

. -~

emphasis during the past half decade.
Throughout the last nineteen vears of cable regulations by
: :
the federa) agency. ahd‘ during the most intense period of
jurisdictional debate. not a great deal of attention was given.
- to what «cable bx:oadcasters themselves actually fele\t one
time, there appeared to be the ©belief that cablé operators
-might well have preferred provincial regulators who might i)ass
more jenient rules lp\fontrast to tl‘1e stricter C.R.T.C.
»  measures. - |
) .
Th_ls study att'emp'ts. to, first, de_ljneate how Nova Scotian
extra céble operators’ percei\)e and - evaluate C.R.T.C. regu-
. lations amd, second, to ex;lore whether' they would prefer

provincial regulation.

Statement of Aims

In 1968, when the C.R.T.C. was created and assumed the
{ regulation of cable undertakings, .only one such systen; was
operating in Nova Scotia. As - was tile practice ol other
Canadian cable operators of that period, éas_tem Cablevision

Ltd., redistributed only local over-the-air signals. ,

~ With the development of technology, the capacity of cable,
broadcasting to improve the .quality of its delivery system
v increased rapidly. Cablecasters petitioned the Commission to

grant permission to .take advantage of these advances: The

' C.R.T.C. initially refused.. Its rationale was that cable

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



S
should be complementary 1o rather than competitive with local
broadcasting. so that the policy objective of creating a
single Canadian broadcasting- system could be met.

Not until 1971 did the C.R.T.C. grant the use of micro-
wave technology, which permitted cable svstems .to import
distant signals into their market. This decision was
particularly significant for citizens of Nova Scotia, because
for the first time American television signals became as)ailablc .
to them. Communities with a closer proximity to the American
border previ~ously had access to thes'e signals because of the
availability of local U.S. television ‘stations.

Another decade would pass until the Commission implemented .
far reaching cable regulatory reform. Only recent. decisions, |
such as the Sasca‘ble Decision (C.R.T_.(i. Decis‘ion 198;3-915}-“'-
allowing Satellite delivered sew;ces. the Distant Signal
Decision, (C.R.T.C. Public‘ Notice 1985-61), and"‘- thét‘ 1986
Cable Regulations which took the Commission from a regulaiory
to supervisory role, 'reflect a new attitﬁde o;\ the part of the
X Commis:sion to regulate, yet still 'tal;e advantage of the
capabilities of the more technotogically sophisticated delivery
systems. Chapter 11 Aof the thesis will examine in detail
C.R.T.C. regulations. )

Nova Scotian extr.a cable operators were interviewed in
Januvary, 1987, only five months after the 1986 Cable Regula-
tions were passed. Thus in an environment of change and cable

‘deregulation, their attitudes were _examined. The Province of

2.
4
[}
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l ‘ \
- ’ - 4.
. Nova Scotia was chosen as it offer§ small, well-defined and -
viable <cable ©broadcasting undertakings, whosé operators felt
the effect of C.R.T.C. regulations for the past nineteen vears.

As well, the author is Nova Scotian and placed importance
on contributing to the region. The Atlantic Provinces are
"o‘ften overiooked as a source of research. Insights drawn
Ir.om this seminal study of cable operator’s evaiuation of
'r'egu'lations could perhaps result in greater understanding of
regional broadcasting. Although the study does noi claim to be
a reflection of viewpoints nationwide, conclusions ..could very

well Be duplicated in a simitar investigation elsewhere.

Identifying Interviewees .

In Nova Scotia, as with other provinces, cablevﬁhde‘r'—-
takings fall un(;;:f two categories, extré and core cable.
The Canadian Radio-‘tclcvisidn and Telecommunications Commission
defines extra cable television systems as a standard trunked
cable system where the forelgn signals are primarily;_ received’
via microwave or directly off-air (C.R.T.C., Extra Cat;l'c "
Profile, 1986;1).. These -‘systems -are not to be confused
with core cable television systems -whlch are according to the
C.R.T.C., small systems serving remote and underserved communi-
ties where only a maximum of : two local signals are available.
Distant signals are recelved via satellite (C.R.T.C., Core
Cable Profile, 1986;1). |

Extra cable operators were chosen to be finterviewed over

te.

N
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core cable operators for two reasons:

1. Thirty-two core cable licences have
. been granted in Nova Scotia to date.- _
: Thirteen licensees are also extra
cable operators (operators who run
extra cable systems). five systems
o ’ are not in service, four systems are
owned by the sat'ﬁe licensee, and the
remaining systems ‘a'l‘lh.have less than - ’
’ five hundred subscribers {C.R.T.C. Core '
/ o ~ Cable Profile, 1986;217-310). : oo

- 2. These smaller core cable. systems

| . often only have an office manager, who
collects fee payments for the service.
With some systems, only a mailing list.,
{s provided for subscriber fees to be
forwarded. Therefore, core cable oper-

“.,ators were not deemed feasibie to study.

Listed in the Atlantic Regional C.R.T.C. Extra Cable

-‘.

Profile, 1986, were twenty Nova Scotian extra cable television. '~

.,

systems. However, upon closer examination, including the
listing of the microwave consortium, and multiple ownership of:

extra cable undertakings, what once appeared to be twenty
‘ : %

-autonomous licensees was substantia[ly féduced. Thus, there

were nine cable operators in the,provlifce who were interviewed,
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e -
as well as four operators who completed questionnaires :based on
’ . R - . “ R .
_initial inferview responses. This resulted in 1007 partici-
3 7 T v ’ B ! o . et g

pation of Nova Scotian cable broadcasters {n the project. For -
tﬁe'purpose of validating infefviewee statements, the Atlantic .
Regional: C.R.T.C. Director General and Assistant.-as well as

the Nova Scotia Provincial Communication’s Policy Director and

Assistant were approached.”

The Problematique

The study of attitudes and pefceptions of Nova Scotian

extra cable operators nece'ss}tated a knowledge of the industry, . .

- and the tﬁ)anner in  which iti ‘was regulat‘e'q.\ The sources which

'

¢ ¢

provided -, this information . included C.R.T.C. broadcasting
. policies, case law  which ‘.‘bbrtained to the jurisdiction of =~
broadcasting, and .the evolution olf the cab.l“e industry in
‘C*anad:i\-.‘" From these‘ sources. erﬁxi_eAr’;g‘ed several themes of which the
researcher was éwarc whepi conducting in?e_:rvie\}vs. These
included the preference of the cable -brpadcaste;. for the
C.R.T.C. and federal regulators. Especially important was the

fact this body had recently becomé incrcasing]y more lenient

in  the rcéul.a:{ﬁon of cable broadcasting. The 1986 Cable
Television .R;:'gulations were avv'step_‘tow'ards " deregulation;
bccausc‘ihcy zi}iowed the ‘cabIAe ln‘dgs{ry to increase.ygzil%ly .,\ -
subscriber rét.e\‘s'; by 807 of‘-tléé Consumer Price Index L((;.P.;‘:];

permitted greater access.-to Canadian signals, and approved.:.

R “

limited advertising on the a—mmunlty channel.

A .
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-7 .-
. Cable operators in smaller provinces uright have.perceived
federal regulators in Qttawa\ és‘being * distant and unconcerned

with . their problems. CAs a result. provincial. control of

regulations could be viewed as a better option. Alternatively,

a

decentralization of the C.R.T.C. might have. emerged . as a
favourable choice with cable broadcasters. More regulatory
powers such as limited decisions affecting the region. might be

made at the regional offices of the C.R.T.C.. Another option

1

mighi Have been .tota'l'i deregulation. Cablecasters, instead of .

endorsing the ' notion - 'that airwaves were ‘public property’,

might have favored an -.economic approach which “woul'd maxtmize

their business interests.

1

Methodology B A R

0

The methodoloa’}; for the study was ~based- on m-oepu}

interviews ‘conducted . by ‘means of non- leading qucstions posed to _

¢

Noya Scotian extra cablc operators. The approach is’ tcrmcd ‘
Collaborative Inquiry an’d is’ '_based\ on ‘research synthesized by .

Dr. T. F. Carncy ~a:t_-_A _th Universlty of Windsor, Windsor,
. " - ' . o

Ontarto. -This type of qualltativc ‘research idcntijic&-
Lol : ' :

-

‘those lnte"fvlewed, in thls' Instance,.Nova Scotian e'xtré- céblcl
operators, as co!laborators. '!‘hey were allowed t.hc opportun!ty

to' dcfme their own reality Thesis Chapté«r 111 dcﬂncs the

. 1

"methodology in det.ail. R . .
Intcrvlcw Format SRR B ST L
A
Thcxgoal of the intcrvicws ‘was- to- obtain maximum input

e -
© e

e

-~
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- 8 =

from the extra cable broadcasters. Questions were carefully

. thought out and categorized. They were non-leading., s0 as
. 10 have had no influence on the mind set of the respondents.
Therefore, the devefopment of a question protocol was

necessary, and those posed included:

b
-~

. 1. When federal control of cable regulations comes to mind,
7 what do you think of?

2. When provincial control of cable regulations comes’ to mind,

what do you. think of?

3. When you think of federal control of cable regulations, how

do vou feel?
4. When you think of provincial control of cable regulations,

how do you feel?

2

5. Are there any factors you think are important for your

reasons in. preferring federal or provincial. regulations?

6. Is there anything else concerning federal or provincial

-

regulations you would care to discuss? . .

Main Themes » .

From the questions posed in ‘interviews, emerged main

statements which' coincided with themes evolved_ from the

«

readings.
~ '_.No;/\a' Scotian extra cable operators, -for the most part,
prcfét:i"éd the federal regulatory 'égcncy, the C.R.T.C. over
possible -provincial regulators, However, the ' cablecasters
"‘\» 'still complained the industry was overregulated despite the

!
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1986 Cable Regulations which were viewed as a positive step
towards a supervisory role for the CGommission. The cable
operators s;clll:stated greater deregulatory action was needed.
The collaborators® viewpoints are analyzed‘ and the

main themes which emerged from the interviews are set forth in

Chapter IV. Recommendations derived from statements made by

Nova Scot.ian extra cable operators, are presented in the final

thesis chapter.

“my
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CHAPTER II

_ BACKGROUND INFORMATION: ‘
C.R.T.C CABLE POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND THE LEGAL FRAMEWORK

S i~ To fully understand, and conduct research within the
/ current cable broadcasting environment, one must analyze and
comprehend the legal framework which has upheld the juris-
dictional rights of the federal government in cable television
matters, C.R.T.C. policy development, and the prol'itical' debate
which has surrounded the issue. The aim of ”t.;is chapter is to
. ' focus upon the f;J!‘C&S which have shaped the cable broadcasting

industry.

Jurisdictional Authority: The Legal Framework

Broadcasting and cable was non'-existent in 1867 when the
British North America Act wa; passed, but because of
considerable expansions in technology, including the intro-
duction of cable television. dispute over jurisdiction empfed
.betw_een" the federal and provincial governments. Powers
granted ut;der Section 91 of the B&ritish North America
Act delineated the areas of federal jurlsdiction, while
Section 92 enumerated the areas of provincial power.

Section 92, provided as well exceptlons:‘ to provincial ‘v

jurisdiction. Subsection 10 'of Section 92 'readSI

10. Local Works and Undertakings
other than such as are of the

following Classes:
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(a) Lines of Steam or other Ships.
Rajlways, Canals, Telegraphs, and .
Undertakings with any other or.
others of the Provinces, or
extending beyond the Limits of
the Province;
(b) Lines of Steam Ships between
the Province- and any British or
Foreign Country;
(c) Such Works as, although
situate within the Province, are
before or after their Execution
declared by the Parliament of
. -.. Canada to be for the general.
" Advantage of Canada or for the
/ Advantage of Two or more of the
Provinces (Magnet, 1983;597).

Section ﬁ':v92 (10) (a) (b)" (c) of tne Br-‘rizz‘sh North
America Act, ,t.l‘_t.,ergfore allocated t'o th.e. federal govern-
ment jurisdictlon’ over _intérnatior}a} z;nd lnte.rprov-fncia‘l:
undertakings. .’I"he pr;a;/inces were proviéed with 'au‘thority o~ver
undertakings of a'provinéial nature only, wr;ich do not ;nfringe
on Section 82 (10) (a) (b). Thus the j.ur.isc'lit';.t‘:ion;l ,‘débate |
qﬁestioned whethgr broadcastiﬁg’rlhhad an lntérm;c.i:on:ﬂ, in'ter-.
provincial nature, Qh,ich would.th‘en confer power to the Iederal'
. g‘byemment, or a .;éc;l nature §vhich would .ICOnfer péwer to tﬁe
provinces.

The first case, Re Regulation and Control of Rad:io
Communication in /Canada.. to addressi jurisdiction over
broadcasting was decided in 1932. The prlences had" aﬁpealed
to the Judxciary of the Privy Council in Engl;‘_lnd a décision
- from the Supreme Court of Canada [see A. &. Que. |
v. A. G, Can.} xi'n which jurisdiction over radio comm;xgl-

cation had been granted to the [federal government. The
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diction of radio communication because of provmcxal recewer

- 12 «
provinces argued on grounds concerning the nature of the

hardware used in radio communications. That is, 'the provinces

tried to establish that the transmitter and receiver were
separate entities. The pi'oyince's claimed jurisdiction over the .
provincially located receiving equipment. The f{ederal gOVern-

LN

ment. however, claimed power over communications based on the

v

fact that transmitf;;r and recel've_r were inseparable. Since the'. '
undertaking might not be situated Within a single prdvince the

regulation of radio . commur;ication was",an lnterproviincla'l' and

international matter. - : B L A

" Viscount Dunedin, writing for the ‘majority of the Privy

Council in_KRadio Reference, stated:
4 o Broadcastmg as a system cannot . :
' ~ _exist without both a transmitter. I
S and a receiver. Their receiver is '
SO - indeed ‘useless without ‘a trans-
U " mitter and can be reduced to a
non-entity if the transmitter
closes. The system cannot be
"divided. into two parts, each.
. independent of the other... A

divided control between trans- ° S e o

mitter and receijver could only

' lead to confusion and ineffi-’ \'
ciency (Re Regulation and -
Contro! of Radio Commumcatwn

D.LR. 1932;86-88). - .. A

After dismissing the provinces  claim to -pértial jﬁris-

location, the Privy Council examined sections of the Brtt-—f—

X

tsh North America Act which were applicable to _communi- _.

cations. Viscoun}: Dunedin wrote:
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(Capttal Cities] and. Re Public Service Board et al.

= {3 -
—_— . The Lordships draw special
R attention to the provisions of
-heading 10 of s.92.... Now does
broadcasting fall -within the
excepted matters? Their Lord-
ships are of opinion that |t
does, falling in (a) within
both the words ,"tclegrapns and
=the general words ''undertakings
‘connecting- the Province with any
other or others ‘of the Provinces
“or extending. beyond the limits .
~ of the Province.... Their Lord-
Cor oL . ships have therefore no doubt
N that the undertaking of broad-
casting is an undertaking
o connecting the Province with
R any other or-others of the
' Provinces and extending beyond
. the 1limits "‘of the Province”
T . o - {(Re Regulation and Control of
‘ ' Radio Caommunication, DLR {21,'
1932,86-88]). o

- . X -~

The Privy’ Council in Radio Reference established -

. that radio commqh'ication pertained to 1) Telegraph matters;

.tfxey' were, 2) Aundertaking‘s which extended beyond provincial

A

-~

boundarieg; and 3) the transmitting and receiving equipment
) . _ -

could not: be viewed as separable. Radio communication fell

"% under Section 92, subsection 10 of The Britisk North America

‘Aéc. Therefore jurisdiction was allocated to the federal

government. R ‘
S . N~ "
-This decision set precedent for the next legal disputey
.o , ~ g

-

- which followed fitty years later, after the arrival of tele-

\}'i.sioxi", and -the introduction of cable. During the 1970’s

" several broadcasting ~cases came before thé courts. Two

* decisions, Capital Cities Communications Inc. v. C.RT.C.

-

.o
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v, Dwcnne et cl. And Attorney-General of Canada et

.

c!. {(Diornt}, dealt with jurisdictional rights.

The issue of jurisdiction owvur

cable television systems which

receive and distribute radio

broadcast signals over the air

was finally laid to rest in two
judgementis of the Supreme Court . .
of Canada pronounced on November /. .
- 30, 1977 (Johnstone, 1980411).

T™he Capital Cities decision established precedent on

[

-~

a number of issues involving cable broadcasting.
An American television broadcasting station which was
owned by Capital C(Cities Communications, and was’ based in
Buffalo, New York, challenged the. Canadian Radio Television
Commission’s p/o*dcy of commercial deletion and substitution, .
“that ‘ts, the /&.R.T.C. rule which permitted _American ags on
American signals distributed to cable subscribers in Canada to
be réplacea with Canadtan fpublic éefvicé announcements.
. ‘The Jower court decislon uphetld the right ’_9f the C.R.T.C.
to permit commcrclai.substitutlon. ’ Capital Citi_és had appealed

the decision {o the Supreme Court. = The provinces of Ont:u'io.

4

Quebec, British Columbia, Alberta and Saskatchewan sided with

the appeliants. Tﬁey were not as concerned with commercial

L]

substitution as with challenging . .federal . Jurisdiction Svcr

cable television.

The main argument of the atapell- -
-.ants and of those in’ suppor

" their position {s that Icglslauve
jurisdiction is divided in respect
of regulation of television signals
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- received by cablevision companies. :

: Exclusive federal jurisdiction is
conceded so far as concerns the
reception of foreign or domestic

. television signals at the antennae .
of the cablevision companies. It s
contended, however, that once
received at those antennae federal
legislative power is exhausted,
and any subsequent distribution of
those signals, whether in the same"
or modifiéd form within a -particular
Province is a matter exclustvely
‘for. that Province (Capital Cit:es
18 N.R. 181;:;81 D.L.R. (3d}, 1977;
609). .. - .

The provinces con'c_:eded that federal jurisdictipn e-xi;sted
".with regard to sign_ais received by cable: television head ends.
'I'Fley claimed.‘i ‘h'o;vever. that- the redistribution of the signal,
by méans of coaxlal cable. was a provincial tﬁatter, ‘because
redistribution took place solely within provincigl boundaries.
. '

Mr. Justice Laskin, writ!r;g‘ for the majority, extended
the rationale of Radio Refere}zce concen;lng the ,nature.r of
the hardware, to cable ‘systems'. The. court claimed broadé:asting
transmitting and recelving equipment could not be separated.
Therefore with cable‘_‘:television. the anltennag used in receiving

signals and the coaxial cable utilized to retransmit the

signal' to cable subscribers constituted one system.

[

1 am unable to accept the i
submission of the appellants
. and of the Attorneys-General
. supporting them that a
demarcation can be made for
legislative purposes ~at the
point of where the cable
distribution systems receive
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.. the Hertzian waves. The
' systems are clearly under-

takings which reach out beyond A
the Province In which thelir -—
physical apparatns is loca-

ted...they each constitute a

- single undertaking which deals

with the very signals which

come to each of them from

across the border and transmit

those signals, albeit through

a conversion process, through

its cable system to subscri-

bers (Caprtal Cities 18 N.R.

181;81, D.L.R. (3d}, 1977;:611).

Because rece;ﬁion and retransmission must be considered
one, and signals..retransmitted by cable systems might have
ox.igi"nated outside .}he provinces, a cab‘le system could not be
considered to be a §;6vincial local work- or undertaking, as
identified in Section 92 {10). Instead the system would
constitute an exception and fall under federal jurisdfctlon.

The Capital Cities case formed the backbone of all
bx;oadcasting law\in Canada. In the same month, November, 1977,
3 second (iccislon regarding cablecasting was issued by the
Supreme Court of Canada. Re Public Service Board et al.
.Dz‘onne et»’»,al.' And Attorney-General of Canada et al. (Dionne)
reiterated the rational of the Capttal Cities declsion
with respect to federal jurisdiction over cable television.

During the 1970's, two separate cable television Ilccnsinﬁg
mechanisms opl'eraled in Quebec. The [federal agency, the

C.R.T.C., issved cable licences in Quebec, in a manner similar

to which the Commission had done in other Canadian provinces.
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The Public Service Board o0f the Province of Quebec, also
granted licences, in_2 bid to extend provincial power over

)
cable broadcasting. Fortunately, the two had granted licences
) ~ ‘
¢ to the same applicants. It was not until a conflict in licens-

-

ing arosé. that the matter was litigated. ‘The lower court
ruled that the C.R.T.C., the federal body, haq*"exclusive

authority to grant cable broadcasting licences. { .

b
-~

The decisfon was appealed to the Supre Court. Writing
for the majorify, Mr. Justice Laskin cited both jthe Cap:lal

Cities and Radio Reference decislons:

The fundamental question is not
. whether the service {nvolved in

cable distribution is limited to
interprovincial subscribers or
that it is operated by a local
concern but rather what the ser-
vice consists of. This is the
very question that was faced by ,
the Privy Council in the Radtio .
case.... There is another element
that must be noticed, and that
is that there can no more be
separation for constitutional
purposes between the carrier
system, the physical apparatus,
and the signals that are recei-
ved and carried over the system.
The inquiry must be as to the
service that is provided and not

. simply as to the means through
which it (s carried on. Divided
constitutional control of what is
functionally and interrelated
system of transmitting and recei-
ving television signals, whether
directly through air waves or
through intermedjate cable line
operations, not o'nl( invites

- confusfon but is aiien to the
principle of exclusiveness of
legislative aumorltz {(Dionne,
18 N.R. 271;83 B.L.R. (3d), 181.
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The Court again upheld the exclusive jurisdictional powers
of the federal government o¢ver cable. Reiterating. the issue
that cable television cannot be considered a local undertaking,
as signals are perhaps rercer‘ived from outside provincial
boundaries, the Court insiead Jlooked beyond the nature of the
hardware. It considered cable to be an intergal part of the
over-the-air television system in which federal jurisdiction
was exclusive. |

These three legal decisionsy Radio Reference, Cap:ital
Cities and Dionre .firmly established federal

jurisdiction, first, over ©broadcasting and later over cable

- 4

television, Radio Reference established that the
hardware used in broadcasting was part of a single intg_rprovin-
cial servi‘ce. It therefore fell under Section.92 {10) which
granted federal jurisdiction over certain uhdertakings.

Capital Crties and Dionne agalﬁ looked at the

nature of the hardware ;vlth respect .to cs'xble systems, and

- established [federal jurisdiction over cable.*broadéastlng.

Jurisdictional Authority of the C.R.T.C. Under the

Broadcasting Act.

Not only have the courts determined the jurisdiction of
cable teievision. but they have ‘also established the parameters
of .M\tfh.e Commission’s authority with respect to cable broad-
casting. ..

The Broadcasting Act sets for(h' the definition of
a broadcasting undertaking as:

i
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[2) In.this Act, 'broadcastin
undertaking’’ includes a broa
casting transmitting under-
taking. a broadcast receiving
undertaking, and 2 network
operation, located in whole
or in part within Canada or
on a ship or aircraft regis-
tered ir Canada (Broadcasting
Act. R.S.C. 1970 c.Bl1l s.2).

“he Act does not define 'broadcasting receiving under-

k3
19 -

taking’. The C.R.T.C. treated cable undertakings  as broad-

. - -
casting receiving  undertakings. The Capital -Cities

decision addressed the issue of whether cable broadcasting -

constituted a broadtastlng recelving undertaking.

The appellants Capital Cities Inc., clalmed cable broad-

casting was: not a -broédcasting recelvlng undertaklng. 'There—

fore, the CRTC did ‘not have the authority to rcgulate cablc

television and grant permlsslon ‘for Canadian cable companies to _‘

delete and substitutc';Amcrical’l commercials.

However, Mr. Ju’st_lce Laskin stated:

-+

It is patent to me that a cable
distribution system. at least ,
one which receives signals from
s a broadcaster and sends them
Ve through the system, is a broad-
/ casting receiving undertaking
and {s fin. that respect at least
within the regulatory and
licencing authority of the Commt-
ssfon (Capital Cities, 18 N.R.
181,81 D.L.R. (3d), 1977;614).

L_ ‘

The Supreme Court of Canada again determined that cable.

_because it was an extension of over-the-air television systems,

¢
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was .ié .broadcasting recelving undertakiné as ‘dclh{eath in

- - Section -2 of the Zrocdcasting Act.

" Capital Cities also addressed  the question -of

‘whether the C.R.'T.'.C._»had authority .to regul.ate the programming

-

S . . ,
transmitted by cable television undertakings. Mr. Justice

Laskin étatedy' o

; Eh re&ore in no doubt that
edera stative authority .

' extends to ‘the regulation of
: ' ' " the reception of television
signa)¥ emanating from the .
. A . regulation of the transrhi- 2
. o AP -~ssian. of such signals within
' Canada. " Those signals carry o L
- . Lo . the” programmes which are . _ . '
s T - - ultimately viewed on home o
' e : - television sets; and. it would
- be- incongruous, indeed, ‘to
, o K ‘ admit federal legislative
b " jurisdiction to the extent.. . ,
I - conceded but to deny the con- ., = .~ . T
~tinuation, of regulatory auth- : o '
-ority because the signals are
. intercepted and sent-on to.
. - ~ ultimate viewers through a .
T : differeht technotogy. Pro- .
, ‘ . gramme coéntent regulation. is oo
oL Inseparable [rom regulating -
. the undertaking through” which : : -
' - programmes are received and ’
. +sent on as part of the total
" enterprise (Cap ital Crities,
18 NR 181; 81 DLR (3d]623] .

The fundamental issue dec1ded by the Supreme' 'Co__urt”jn' , )

Capital Cities was that cable broadcastmg ope.ra;ions,
constituted a 'broadcas-ting recclvlng undertaking. As such

! ' .

not only ' .did- the C.R.T.C. have jurisdiction to licenge cable

undertakings, but also to determine what programs could be

AY
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|8

transmitted on cabdble sysfems. " This deciston was extremely
important in establishing the status of cable broadcasting in

Canada. Capital Crities constituted a legal precedent

for other cable broadcasting dlsputes' &hlc'n would be decided.

The Dionne decision, handed down by the Supreme

.

Court of Canada in 1977, dealt with cable programming as well

~

as jurisdiction over the’ -undertaking. Mr Justice Laskin,
writing' on behalf of the majority of the Court in JDionne,

stated tn_gt:

?e fgc%s established {n the
~ al 1es case, that

cxcluslve legislative authority

in relation to the regulation of
cablevision stations and their
programming, at least where such
programming—~hvolved the inter-
ception of television signals

and their retransmission to
cablevision subscribers, rested

- in the Parliament of Canada

{Dionne, 18 N.R. 271;83 DLR
(3d} 180). .

Do ';f.. . Once :;gain. thex. Sﬁpreme .Com"t sent forth a clca;lrlessage.
| The CR.T.C. had".‘;autho.‘l't'c_y over both cable broadcasting
'-.llcenslng and the programming retral;smltted on cablc»§ystcms.
| A third case, R. v.-Shellbird Cable Ltd., (1982)
, relied ﬁp_on -~ both Captial Cities anq Dionne,
I’r;eitera'ting. that' the.r C.R.T.C. had power" under the Broad-
casting Act to m#ke deélsions regardtn.g: .prog'ramme conient

on cable television. Shellbird, however, was disting-

vished from the previous cases, as it addressed for the first
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time. satellite delivered services.

Shellbird Cable Ltd., serving Corner Brook, Newfoundland,
was init{ally taken to court for carying ‘the American Pubtic
Broadcasting Service (P.B.S.). . The dispute arose because
Shellbird took P.B.S.’s network feed from a satelllte by means
of a TVRO and retransmitted it on cable. Sl;ellbird was not
licensed to carry the satellite delivered P.B.S. sigmal.

The District Court ruled P.B.S. wa;s not broadcast{ng. ~as
it was a satellite delivered service. The Broadcasting Act, K
clatmed the Court, did not cover satellite technology, nor
non-broadcasting programming, therefore the C.R.T.C. had no
jurisdiction in the matter.

The C.R.T.C. appealed the decision to the N'ewfoundland

Court of Appeal. The Court citing both Capital Cities

and Jionne concluded that:

- The total programming carried
by a licenced broadcasting
undertaking must be governed ,
by its licence to operate.... . .
(X. v. Shellbird Cable Ltd.
38 Nfld. and P.E.I.R. and 108
A.P.R. 231).

- . - . >

The ANewfo(.mdland Couri of Appeal uphelad ‘the authority of the
C.R.T.C. to determine ‘'cable programming by means of the
cond;tif)n of licence ‘ it established. Shellbird was

‘ significax;t because the case reéognized not only that the
C.R.T.C. had the powe‘r to determine which signals could be

carried on cable undertakings, but also that it could deter=~
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mine which satellite services cable systems could provide.

These decisior}s were of utmost importance in providing the
C.R.T.C. with :; strong mandate in establishing cable

policy. As well,'dRadz'o Referencg, Capital Cities

Dionne and  Shellbird laid to rest. the question

of. jurisdiction over cable broadcasting. Ac‘cording to tﬁ’e'

courts, federal jurisdiction was exclusive.

-

C.R.T.C. Policy Developments An Evaluation

The Minister of Communications, Jﬁdy La Marsh was re&éon—

sible for the 1966 White Paper on Broadcasting which

I3

outlined policy for Cénadian broadcgsting. including Cotgmunity

Antenna Television Sysiems (CATV), :the first name given t;>
early' cable systems. CAT\"’s were }o bg part of national
* broadcasting and . thus subject to regulations. [M |

Paper on Broadcasting, 1966:13). In 1967, Ms. La Marsh

R

pressed the House of “Commons te pass legislation and cre_a@e
broadcast poiicy as had been set forw'érd. in the White i’aper.'
On April 1, 1968, the current Bréadéas‘:t'z‘n'g.. Act was
passed in Parilament, which created the_Canaalah‘vliaq.io i'ant -
Television Commission (CRT.C..  Sectlon” 3 stated th:z
broadcasting policy for Canada. All broadca'sfl.rv\g‘ undertaklﬁgs;"

which would include cable, had to constitute a slnglé"‘system.~.- _
, e

kY

* There have been numerous reports and Royal . .
Commission’s appointed to stixdy Canadian broadcasting
including the initial Aird Commission Report and
‘the most recent, 1986 Caplan-Sauvegeau. Report of
the Task Force on Broadcasting Policy. ’

1
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Thereby. cable television must complement rather than threaten

national! broadcasting. and thus cable systems could not compete

with local broadcasters. Bec3ause cable undertakings in border

cities had the capacity to retransmit American signals by means

'of local antenna, cable systems also had “to safeguard, enrich
and ;ﬁengmen the cultural, political, sgﬁciél.' and economic
fabric of Canada” ({Broadcasting Act, RS.C. 1970 c.Bii
< ~ - 5.3). Cable undertakings also had to 'be ‘responsible for
| programs they broadcast” and therefore "maintain standards
. set by the C.R.T.C., (Broadcasting Act, R.S.C. 1970 c.Bil
s.3). . By. fulfilling all the above conditions cable broad-
casting undertakings followed tl;c mandate set forth fof broad-
-.casili‘n:g receiving undertakings b;r “the Act.

-

_ DOne of the C.R.T.C.'s first duties pursuaﬁt to the new

- legislation was to develop reg‘ulations'for .an expanding cable.

marketi;)lace. The C.R.T.C. began to issue exclusive - cable

"licences for designated areas. In its first Annual Report, the

C.R.T.C.‘ claimed that developing cable regulations and
processing .'.cable_television applications were the most complex

~ area of its activities (C.R.T.C. Annual Report, 1968-69).

o . -As applicétions for licences i‘apidly increase_d. so did the
demand by both licensees and subscribers ,that-'fc.‘able systems be
allowed to use microwave technology to“._.bring in distant
signals, instead ©of depending ‘solelAy- on a local head-end
antenna which could not pick up fo'feign _services. Canadians

by

living near the Ame‘i‘ican border (for example those living near

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



.- 25
Buffalo)’ ‘copld reéeive tl’;é many and varied American broad-
'casting sgtworks via local head-ends. Canadians, however,
residing in areas further away from the border, including Nova
Scotians, who coulc; not p-ick up such programming demanded that
the C.R.T.C. permit céb!é“‘? systems to use the appropriate
technology to make thése signals available. Clearly there was -~
a great discrepancy i;‘l * C.R.T.C. policy. The major-ity ‘Vof
Canaqeians could rece:iv_e American signals locally, -but in trying

to protect local broadcasting, the Commission refused the use ’

- of microwave tet::‘hnol.bgy to cable systems, and thereby d,la'r.t‘ied

-
\ .

the same signals L"-to Canadians living a distance away from ‘the
border.
On May 13, 1969, the C.R.T.C. issuved a Public Announcemeht

entitled . "Community Antenna Television'.' (C.R.T.C. Public
Announcement Community Antenna Television, 1969). Tﬁe state-
ment declared that the Commission was developiﬁg sﬁategy for
implementing the use of microwave. Until _ this fully evolved.
the order of precedence on cable television channels would be:
- (1) CBC French and English networks,

(11) private Canadian networks, _

(iii) indepénd_ent Canadians T.V. Stations,

{tv) local and educational programming, -
. (v) non-Canadian television stations _

[These non-Canadian television slgmals could

not be brought in via microwave. Border

© cities such as Windeor, Vancouver, and others
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could pick up these signals locallyl.,” and
(vi) duplicate channels [CRTC Public
Announcement, 1969;l1).

The Commission had- therefore ignored technological capacxty of
the cable broadcasting lndustry and instead promoted the local.

" off-air system.

et

On December 3, 1969, the CRT.C.. released anotner Public -

>

“‘,ﬁhnonncement.‘ “The - Improvement and. Deve}lqpment of Canadian
Broadcasting And The "Extension of U.S. Television Caverage In

*

. Canada By CATV" (chc Public Announcement, 1969), :which .
stated that the ‘Commission had decided agalnst the use of
'm'icrg_)w_ave by cable systems. The reason cited was that the

influx of American signals wouid destroy Canadian ‘broad_castving.':"'

- .

and also create a North-South (Canadian/Americaﬁ)‘flow of -ideas

_g.lns“tead of an East-West flow among the Lanadian prt'a'_\?in.‘celg..

As an. increased.number of ' cable regions. in Canada were
. R -3 .

;_cabl‘ed, the C.R.T.C. in . 1970 oﬁ;:e again revisét_i its list:of

.. & . . .. - LI
a .

guidelines -for cable televisio'n. . Another C.R.T.C. ‘Pﬁblif:
Announcement, “‘Guidelines For Applicants Regarding Licences tp _

‘Carry On CATV Undertakings” (Aprii 10, 1970) stateds

1. A proposed cable television C
system should not prevent the
. extension of tetevision service '-
. ~into an area, seriously inhibit
X . local television programming of _
cause the financial. failure of LA
a broadcasting station serving Coy
*the area. In granting a licence : 4
to carry on a cable undertaking,
~. the Commission may, as a cond-
ition of the licence, reduce the
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: : N
. - . such action is necessary t S

S o Do maintain the principles expressed -

T T in this paragraph. )
L . ' 2. The following list revises the
eor - priorities. contained in the .
W e T ” - announcement of 13: May 1969 and

el ‘ - - will be-used by the Commission as
T . . a basis for determining the
ST S , channels to be carried by a
. RS system . proposing a local head-
PR ‘ end connected to.the distribution
cable by a broad band system.
(a) CBC network -service,
. B . {b) Canadian private network service.
) . {c) Canadian B contour T.V. stations, -
P ' : (d) a channel for community programs, - '
T - " (e) the Commission may quire ‘
DU - " reception. from add tlonal Canadian
cLt T e e . ) stations which have significantly
CTAe L 2 ~ . different program schedules
e : . . - categories (a) to (c).
. : . {f} service from one non-Canadian
e T . commercial station,
R . E . (&) .service from one non-Canadian
TR i L s ‘ non-commercial station. (emphasis added)

3. The Commission may authorize cable
_ oo A television systems operating with
~ - . a local head-end to carry o

Con ST from more than one non-Canadian
-0 B commercial television station.

e < - +7 4, Each receiving head-end must be
L located within Canada and controlled
RS ' ) Lo by a licensee of a broadcastmg
PR o * undertaking. .
el e =T . S. The non-Canadian programs broadcast
CT : ~ by Canadian broadcasting station
. : serving the area shall not be
T L _ : : duplicated on a cable ,
R S : system simultaneously or <
Tl . during the week prior to and
T Lo the week subsequent to the date
L S of airing on the Canadian

- ‘'stations unless authorized by
the Commission. ~And,

i Ce ) - 8. A system for the™impartation
: . .of non- -Canadian sigﬂa s =hould

>
4d-
&

A Y
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be consistent with the ultimate
development of an’ orderly Last-

West distribution of systems
within Canada {C.R.T.C. Public
Announcement, 1970,2-3).

. \\"\The 6nly,,_apparent. difference between the 1969 and 1970
Publlc'!\nnouncements‘ Was" that cable systems weréifnow' allowed
“one non-Canadfan commercial - station and one 'ﬁ‘qn-Canadian
non-commercial station” _(C.R.T.C. Public Announcement, 1970].

- But really there Was' no change. The ‘American signals were only
permitted on local over-the-air sylstems.han_d because microwave
technology could not' bc. used to pick ﬁ‘p distant signals,

Canadian systems outside the reactr of. American over-the-dir

"

. signal could still not benefit.

’

Within a ,month of the Public Notice, cai)le TV aﬁpli__czmts
applied for licfé'nces to serve the. cltles u of Edmonton and

Calgary. Licences were granted —allowing distant head-ends to

be located"_ in British Columbia to permit American commercial

-
¢

signalsyfor both cities. In July, 1970, the Commission also

approved cable television llc,encés for Halifax " and Dartmouth,

re

, e ' &
Nova Scotia. In this instance the C.R.T.C.‘ “left the subject
of a distant head-end open for distussfon with the licensees,’
(C.R.T.C. Decision, 1970|2j. Thus ~distant - signals were not

allowed into Halifax. The C.R.T.C. had contravened its own

Lr

policv, 'by..-allowing distant head-ends in Alberta. While the

Commission permitied these services in Alberta, it refused, for
the' immediate time, distant head-ends in Nova Scotfa. Thus the
policy set forth by the Commission was viewed as confusing and

. contradicting. However, in considering the distant
“ ' ‘ ©~ .
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

s



- 29
hca.d—.cm;" concessjon, ' thC'--Commissio‘n tried to ensure the
integration t;;f_ " cable television  mto the single Canadian

- broadcasting syst.em._ so as not to 'provme undue competition to
~Local brt')adcas;e'rs. The C.R.T.C. was al'lso;-extremely cancerned
that the lavailabll'ﬁy of American p;ogramming would negatively

affect “Canadian  culture.. = Although  wanting to recognize

progressive technological advances, the CR.T.C. pondered the
implications of .the technotogy upon Canadian nationalism.

In April 1971, the CR.T.C. again studled cable policy -

and "releaset_j.a docu'ment. entitled ~Canadian Broadcasting - A’

- : - o0 .

SAi'ngle Sy;sté'm”:‘h'.The CRTC summarized the policy ‘as follows:

- = Canadian television broadcasting .
.. i stations must be carried in accord-
- ance with a priority system estab-
" lished by the C.R.T.C.,

"/ ¥ o . < Stations not within the priority
> .'_requlrements are to called optional

“stations. They can be carried if

. all basic or priority stations' are

o alrcady carried,

- The fundamental relatlonshlp _
between televisfon broadcasting |
undertakings was “television
» S stations are the suppliers and
. ‘ : cable televisions systems are
' - the users”. Therefore cable -
systems should pay for programs
and services they receive from
broadcasters by buymg Canadian
productions. :

- The logic of the local licence

should be restored. .Thus, If a

distant station on cable was S
carrying the same program as the . ‘
local station, the cable licensee

~should remove the program of the

‘distant station and substitute
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the same program from the local
s ’ station, ’

- If an identical program from o
the schedule was carried on more
than one channel during the-same
peripd, the station having 2
higher priority gcould require

* the cable television undertaking
to delete the transmission of
“the lower priority station, and

- Cable television undertakings
could delete commercials: from’
television broadcasting which
were not licensed to serve
Canada (C.R.T.C. Policy State-
ment, 1971).

¢

N 'fhis 1971 Polijcy Statement differed from {he 1870 revised
list of guidelines for cable television by zgll’ow.in_g microwave
technology. In doing so, the ‘Commission recognlzeii that cable
television and local broadcasting could co-exist in Canada if -
the local statipns were given pr'iprity-wqithin the cable system.

The numerous Policy Statements  from 1969, 1970 and 1971,
illustrated the disarra;: of the cablé broadcasting policy.
Microwave t-eck‘mology was refused in 1969 and 1970; distant
head-ends wer.e granted as a condi{ion._ af licence later in' ’

- 1970.‘ and in 1974, ﬁxicrowavg fechnolégy Qas allowed.

In doing: so, the C.R.T.C. had failed in providing clear cable
policy - guidelines.  On November 26, 1975, the C.R.T.C. re-

_leased its “Cable Television Regulations”. These included the

same lpriority of television signals as established in the 197;,
“Cable Policy Statement” New regulations delineated classes of

———

cable licences. The C.R.T.C. identified Class A cable under-[
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.takings as those having 3.000 subscribers or more, Class B
. ¢
undertakings were cable systems with fewer than 3,000 subscrib-

ers (Cable Television Regulations. 1975:1-10). By distinguish-
ing classes of cable licences, the Commission had recognized
that cable television had expaﬁded not only into larger, major
centers of Canada, but 3;50 into smaller communities. There-
fore, cable uxidertaklr\gs were firmiv established as an integral
element of Canadian society. Overall, the regulations again
provided no new developments for cable.

In 1979, as in 1975 and (974, the C.R.T.C. reexamined
caple‘“ broidcasting undertakings. The Commission issued a cable
- statement which permitted "all U.S. signals generally ava'il,able

over-the-air, except from this time forward no duplication of
.U.S. network signals would be allowed and if microwaving of
U.S. signals in involved, a total of not more than three
U.S. commercial and one non-commercial will be permitted”
{C.R.T.C. Annual Report,1981;59). These American signals
known as “three plus one” refered to ABC. CBS, NBC and PBS
networks.

The 1979 cable review stated for the first time.- cable
could retransmit, by means of microwave, three " American
commercial networks and one non-commercial American network. lr;
the same release, the Commission endorsed the community
channel, a channel which had to be maintainém"l lm.' community use

by cable undertakings. The purpose of the community channel

was a social dividend supported by the cable licensee. The
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community channel was to be used by local residents. who were
given an opportunity to learn how to operate and run a tele-
vision system.. Thé channel was to focus on community affairs
and thereby provided the local broadcasti';'lg component of cable
undertakings. No fee was charged to use this channel, nor was
advertising permitted.

The main focus of this cable review was an assessment of
cable undertakings. The C.R.T.C. had permitted redistribution
' of more Ameri‘can signals (‘three plus one’), but at the same
time reinforced the idea that cable was not to threaten local
broadcasting. Indeed, by promoting the Eommmity chanr;e). the
'Commission\ was f:;rcing cable operations to contribute to the
communities in which they were licensed. |
In summary, C.R.T.C. cable policy underwent minimal change
ih the 1970's. Mic;'owave technology was finally permitted to
bring in foreign signais in 1971. It was not until 1979, eight
years later, that four American networks werwe allowed to be
retransmitted by cable undertakings. By comparison, the 198Q's
was' a period of enormous change. Satellite delivered services
became economically feasible, and TVRO’s were accessible to
to cable. Thus a2 whole new range of technologicai possibil-
ities wcfe made available to Eab\le undertakings.
C.R.T.C. Decision 81-&52 (1981) licensed ' the Canadian

- Satellite Communication Corporation (Cancom), the first

satellite broadcasting system to provide Canadian televis'io‘n

services to areas without “foreign programming and having two

<
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or less local stations™ (C.R.T.C. Decision. 1981;1].  In
Decision 83-126 (1983). the Commission expanded Cancom's
services to _ allow carriage of “three pll_ls one’”, the three
commercigal a'nd one non-commercial American signals extra cable
systems had distributed since 1979,

_With respect to cable broadcasting, the most significant
decisfon relating to Cancom was C.R.T.C. Decision 84-915. The
Commission permitted Sascable Services Inc. of Saskatchewan to
delete U.S. signals received via microwave from North Dakota
and replace them with Cancom Satgllite delivered signals from
Detroit, Michigan. The Commission ruled that microwave signals
could be replaced by satellite <ervices if technical problems
occurred. This was z.l‘ major breakthrqugh for cai)le undertakings
as services could be received by satellité as well as microwave
technology. The decision also created the possibility of
__creating U.S: superstations in Detroit, Michigan. The
CR.T.C. had also expanded its mandate in 1982 with the ’
introduction of satellite delivered Pay T.V. (Decision-
84-654). The Commission had totally restructured Pay AT.V. in
Canada by 1984 which resulted in [one Rational Pay T.V. service
tn Canada today. |

By 1984 as well, the C.R.T.C. had licensed discretionary
specialty services includingy MuchMusic, a music Videoﬂ ch#nnel.
The Sports Network, a service featuri‘rig regular sports fare,

.

and Multilingual ;ervices. from which languages other than

B e

English and French would be broadcast. On March 14, 1985, the
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Lifi:,. C-hanne'l; Was gpproved to provide. a service wmch.gave
Canadians a 'heéltﬁ‘-network. In a 'p'ér_ioﬁ'_ of . two - y;:arg. the
C.'R;'T.C. de‘/latgd. from ' the ﬁfatt.ic-e of ‘ p.rotecAtlng local
broadcasters hto atlowing satellite délivered seFvﬁcesl“ Pay
T.V., “an'dA'specialty services to be carried _or:.cable tele-
vision.. This rapxd evolution in cable policy was crAédited-'._tu
tiwe current CRTC Chairman Andre Bureau who tooi; officé, lh
.‘1983. n
-With the. ‘lx;troductionfof satellite delivered servlcels.-the
Commission claimed in Public Notice 1982-65 that it woild be
" necessary to establi'sh a tiered system -for- .cable television.
By 1983 (Public Notxce -1983-245) the CRTC had dec:ded that‘
channels 2 to ‘ 13 would be the basic tier’ (CRT.C “Public
Notice, 1983;2). The basic tler included all of the’ prlonty
Canadxan services and signals requlred by the Cable Televxslon L
Regulations’. Specialty programmmg whlch mcluded Canadlan 2

and up to five American Spet:lalty servu:es. pay telewsmn. and

non‘programmmg servtcels. was not penmtted on the- basnc tier.
On March 22, 1985, the C.R.T.C. agaln rél'axed' ‘lt.s_:cable
policy regulations. With,;'.t.he release of Public No_t_icé 1985-61,
‘Distant Canadian Television Sig‘nals".‘ atiditiqnal distant
Canadian signals were permitted to l’JB carried o.n -cabl.e u.nder- :
takings. This .again \:,vas ' another example of the Commission’'s
willingness to expand the range of serv‘ices available on

cable and the recognition of the need for more diverse Canadiff

services to be broadcast on a national basis.
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The most dramatic change, however. in C.R.T.C. cable

- policy began in February, 1986, when the Commission called for
*re.search proposals concerning the future role of regulations
in cable broadcasting. Onr August I, Al986. the Commission set

forth new C(Cable Television Regulations which included changes

in the regulation of cable rates. advertising on | the community |

channel, and more Canadian services such a;s CITV, CHCH-TV and

BC-TV.

The Commission claims it has
adopted a more supervisory

course of action. The Com-

mission is confident that

such an approach is now

required in view of the in-

creasingly competitive environ-

mernt confronting the cable
: _ : television industry ( C.R.T.C. Cable Regulations
- © 198643).

APerh'aps,-the most significant of the newly relaxed regula-
" . tions was- that cable licensees were now permitted to increase
‘ 's;ﬁsﬁcrib_er_rafés yearl); “of up to 80 percent of the annual
A_peré'('a.xil_lag'e_ inqrease‘ in -the consumer Price'Index (C.P.1.)"
[C.R.T.'C. Céble Ré.gulation;, 1955;19). More importantly, this
could be achievéd without applyit:lg to the Commission. Instead,
a rate -increase would be announced .fo subscribers and to the
C.R.T.C.. :and. following a 'fortyﬂ-day . waiting period, the
. increase will ;;utomatically go into effect.
Also, sponsorship.\ credit, and contfa-advertising would
now be allowed on the community channel. This was not commer-
cial spot advertising, but instead a corporation, group or

.
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individual would be able .to sponsor -(or‘credit] a community
channel! program. Advert-ising on the ﬁommuitit_y channel appeared
to go against the original objectives of fhe channel; that is,
to promote local talent and have members of the community use
the channel and thus learn to operate the equipment. and enhance
‘community affairs. The 1986 Cable Regulations h_éped adver-
tising révenues from the ch;nnel would be returned to benefit
the commﬁnity channel, such as the purchasing of new equip-
meﬁt. It :would not be revenue géneratlng for the undertaking.

V Z‘-Th‘e 1986 Cab-ie_'Regu]ati.tlms also included revisions so that
,more"Canadian servicés such as CITV and CHCH-TV would now be
avéifable. However, the ‘ba'sic band cha-nnel options and tiering
of services remained the same, with A sp;:cialty and Pay T.V.
not:'~ available on the i)asic - band.

This ‘business™ . ap[-Jroach created by .partial ‘deregulation
of the q:abie ‘industry’ was the most iﬁportmt C.R.T.C. policy
document concerning cable broadcasting under.takings. It was
only in the paslt -five years, with the introdu.ctiox_l of special-
ty ‘and satellite delivered services that the regulations
"evolved.in: step with expanding cable technology.. The new
supervisory.-;ole_ the Commission adopted should ,cei'tainly have
a3 strong impact on cable broadcasters. “

It was witﬁin the framework of fécei{f' p’rc.;gx_'es‘s,ive ;polil:);
development, that 'Nova Scotian extra cable‘ : opé‘.x"ators were

interviewed as to their percepti‘éns' of federal ;nd,possible.

provincial regulations, . ]

/J R - P
] . .
.
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Political -Debate Over Jurisdiction

During the early stages in the development and regulation
. 3

~of cable broadcasting, another sccnarlo‘ became evident; the

‘provinces were demanding a role in the jurisdiction 6( the

iﬁdustry. Prdvlncial Miniéters met ;ever'él times in the early'v )
'1970’s until the Canadian Cons,tituti'(;n‘wés Alp'atl;i'ated in 1981.
In November, 1973,'. the Minlster_s_ m'et“‘ in Moncton, Neixf
"Brunswick to set forth objectives; for'gaining_brpédcasting
jlirlsdictiona.l rights. The Honorable Leonard Paé;:,‘uMln'lst'et_ of

Transportation of the Province of Nova Scotia presented a paperw" P
in which he summarized the difficulties facing the provinces:

‘ Y
There is no way in which we
can solve the current
(communicatjons) problems
if we continue to discuss
only the Jjurtsdictional ~
issue. Therefore, the . ’ - v
.Province of Nova Scotia N *
has put to one sida. at :
- least for the moment, the .
: jurisdictional question. .
We believe that we must
first derive a3 set of
national goals which are
- acceptable to each and
every province fNova
- Scotia, 1973;3).

l,
s The Provincial Mlnisterls continueda to meét with each

other throughout the decade, however, agreement as to accept-
- able natfonal communication goals. was -not achiéved. Major
differences in accordance with regional ideologips surfaced,

which created diverse objectives severing united front

from all provinces. - ‘ . ¥

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



— - 38 -
Another two provincial meetings occurred {n March, 1977 in
- Edmonton, Alberta and again in Charlottetown, Prince Edward

Istand in March of 1978.

For the most part, statements
made by the various English
provincyal governments at
federal-provincial conferences
indicate a desire to regulate
or control cable distribution
systems, which are regarded
N by them as “local works and

- undertakings”. But there

o appears to be some range from
the position of Saskatchewan
to that of the Maritime
provinces, which view broad-
cast signals on cable systems
as a matter of federal’ concern
and which in the past have
conceded some advantages to a
strong federal role [Linton
et al, vol. 2., 1979;25].

In 1978, the Prime Minister of Canada, the Honorable
Plerre Trudeau decided \to patriate thg I,Cons_ti'tution by ‘bring-
“Ing * it home’ to Canada. One of.,. the concessions Mr. j’rudeau
Aoflfe;ed ‘to the provinces', ‘-to«entice provincial support, was the
pro‘posal that provi-t;ccs be .e,nivcn jurisdiction ove‘r cémmuni_—
cations. N |

Such a proposition pro;iucq:d numerous studies on the issu'es;
and” generated much debat'e; f’rovincmial control of coinmn;ni-
cations never actualizcd, ‘and inany questioned Mr.ATrudcau',s‘
true convictions In putting forth such a bargaining c;rre;. In

1977, the Capital Cities and Dionne legal cases

awarded exclusive federal jurisdiction in broadcasting matters,
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only a year prior to Mr. Trudeau’s proposal.

Today, the issue of provincial jurisdiction of broad-
casting appears obSolete. On April 30 , 1987 an agreement was
reached between the federal and provincial governments, that
would bring Quebec into .the Constitution. Quebec was the only
Canadian province not to have signed the Consti@ution Accord in
1981. Comlﬁunications‘ énd provincial control of the cable
broadcasting undertakings was not discussed as a concession to
bring‘Quebec into the agreement (MacLean's, May i1, 1987;

10-11). Therefore, the matter appears to be settled. The
proﬂnces have accepted exclusive federal Jurisdiction over

cable broadcasting including _cable undertakings, by the ..

provinces.

Summary '
"fhree fnnciamgntal issues; jur.isdiction of cablé ~broade

casting within the legal framework.. ey'olution of C.R.T.C.

policy, and the provinci.al debate‘ ,éu'n"ounding authority over
communications have beén presented to provide an illustra.tior_x
of the underlyihg characteristics involved in creating the
current state Gchable broadcasting regulation. ' Perhaps, the
Rd.dz‘o. Referj_enée;'c apital C itz‘e§. Dionne and Shelldird

legal :cases.‘cstablish'lng federal auihority over cable broad-
* casting -and content, coupled .w!th‘ “the prevalent lack of.
‘ provincial demand to gain control, hés allowed the Commisston
to pursue the supervisd:ry role towards cable regulations as set
forward in the 1986 Cable Regulations. The Nova Scotian extra

1.
AR
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cable operators experienced first hand, the C.R.T.C. regula-
tions duri:‘.} the pa':st_ twenty years. Their expresééd percep-

tions of the regulations ‘of cable broadcasting were examined in

. ’ this thesis.
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© . " CHAPTER III

S AN UNDERSTANDING OF NEW PARADIGM RESEARCH:
e COLLABORATIVE INQUIRY METHODOLOGY

v .- e e

In the social sciences, a “paradigm”
means...a way of seeing/framework

zf:

o of.reference/picture of reality...

The 'New Paradigm assumes_that

. social reallty {s constructed by
RSN - members of society from their

subjective versions of the

actuality they . .create through .
;- Interacting symbolically with
~  one <another (Carney, 1983;2).

*

* This section will explain New Paradigm Research, namely

L4

The- Collaborative Inquiry Method utilized for this research.
Collaborative Inquiry einploys qua'litat"lye techniques and 'is
based upt;n in-dépth, rapport”_ lnte;y‘lews and non-leading
questions. . s |

- In this study, there were no predete‘rmln\ed hypotheses to
hé;n; ‘been. tested. Instgad, the adv':'mtage of the technique was
that i't let respondents {who are known as the collaborators)
.spcak.' Rather than posing specific questions, which mfgbt
have put preconcéi\;ed ideas into their heads; open-ended

questlbns were put forward. It was iIn terms of these ques-

tions that collaborators expressed their view of reality.

Ethics

To utilize this method, it was important to be aware of

and - respect certain research factors. First, and most

L}
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important. was the ethical code. This was an upward stu ~y:

senior persons with 'considerablé expertise in cable broad-
casting were the collaborators; they were regpected and

carefully listened to at all times. The collaborators, Nova

/
Scotian extra cable operators, were told the aims of the

pro‘geci and encouraged to participate actively,

A

Collaborators gatned personal insight into the area

studied, thus enhancing their willingness to participate in

/' “the project.

s

7 " This ethical code is modelled from
the work of Reason ang Rowan (1981)
...and {ncludes:

v 1. “levelling” with collaborators
which means that they cannot
be “tricked” or manipulated.

2. The study must have positive
aims, and be socially signif-
{cant. '

3. Evaluation on the part of the
respondent is required, and
is both formative and summa-~
tive; that is, respondents see

. * the on-going work and are

. asked to comment on i{t.... Their
. input is welcome at any point,

.- for they are experts on the

topic (Edwards, 1985415).

)
Ethics were of primary significance. It was necessary to

‘_buiié trust in the relationship between researcher and

.

collaborator to achleve empathy. Under no circumstances were

the collaborators misled or manipulated. As well, confidential
information given to the researcher by the collaborators

rcmalnéd confidential. All collaborators were asked their

permission to use their names and quotes for this project; if

he \

B
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this request . was'agreed to the collaborator’s name was provi-
ded: if not, 'cpnfide;ntial;ty wasaaSSured. The basic ethieal
commitment wa's"- th;’t' undér né circumstances would this project
cause anyonejp'ain o'r.anguish. The ethical codefwa.s adhered .to

’ .

in conducting this research.

$tatement of Aims and Propositionalv Inventory

¥

This researcher initiated the project Dby reading the

’

pelicy sources outline,'d“in, (fhapter Il. From these, a list of

topics were derived wt}sich attempted to anticipate collabor-
ators responses (known 4in the methodology as candidate

explanations}';r . As " the study progressed_ these explanatichs

developed into ‘a li.sft‘ of propositions (propositional inven-
tory). for examination. The following components were involved

- in the deQeloi)ment of this inventorys

»"“A Ve
et

z

1 'I‘he’, researcher’s statements of alms for
pursuing .the topic. ‘The author had been employed

_for.a two year period with the C.R.T.C. in Nova
Scotia; of all broadcasting undertakings, cable
television was found tc be the most intriguing to
. ' T her, thus the researcher wanted to learn more of
the subjéct. '
A2._.Ass‘i1‘mptions emerging from the study. The
researcher initially thought-cable broadcasters
. . would be extremely criticat of the C.R.T.C.,
_~and as a result of this wouid favour provincial

regulators.

* -
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3. Theories and concepts of the field.

-~ From readings and the examination of case law,

C.R.T.C. poliC).'. and the political question of

jurisdiction of broadcasting, as previously

detailed in Chapter II, several major themes
evolved. These iﬁcluded: {1) cable operators
preference for federal regulators, namely the

C.R.T.C., or -alternatively (2) preference for

.provincial regulators, or (3) preference for

total deregulation of cable broadcasting (See

Appendix B).

- 4. The researcher’s areas of doubt. Given the
disarray of early cable broadcast policy, this
researcher doubted that the 1986 (Cable Regula-
tions would have a strong impact on the industry.
Doubts also existed about the feasibility of
provincial regulatory control over cablecasting,
as this would result' in ten provincial regulatory
bodies. Numerous problems could arise because

regulations would vary from province to province.

-These steps helped to define the project and to focus on

<

what was ‘hoped * 1o’ be gained from the research, . that s, a
‘clearly defined picture of Nova Scotian exfra cabie operators’
peréeptions of regulation. As well, and perhaps most

importantly, this step made the intention of the scholar

explicit. 'The‘ propositibnal inventory was also beneficial

- - t
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after research had begun. to recheck original aims of the
project, and discover the realities that came forward from

. , .
collaborators.

Emergent “Design

Collaborative Inguiry research is based upon non-leading
questi_ons. The goal of the project was to bec&me conscious
of a group’s .reality. in this case No;/a Scotian extra-cable
operators’ perceptions of federal regulations, and to explore
the possibility of provincial regulation.

_ The research. design was initially articulated in the form
of several different theories {the various top;cs) to be
considered. The design was amended when interviews with
collaborators indicated that this would be d.esirable. Because
statements from collaborators coincided with topits discovered
from the readings, the-,p design emerged as the most domir};n'/t,
theme became clearly focused. The evolution of design is
normal in interpretivist studies as. the primary goal of the
reﬁearch is the recognition of thg collaborators’ reality
which usually differs from the researcherfs original presump-
tions. ‘However, the investigator had to commence ‘with<a‘ clear
picture of what might have been said (hence the themes) m

. . S
order to appreciate what the collaboraters did say. ~

Data Base
The primary evidence on which this study of Nova Scotian

extra cable operator's was based is found in the following:

- .
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1. Interview tapes, interview notes, non-
verbal sheets and comment sheets;

2. An;alysis of the tapes;

3.-Written transcripts, main points of inter-
.\'iews as ranked by the collaboratoré;

4. Peer de-briefing notes;

5. Reflexivity journals

6. Bibliography;

7. The list of themes and the mat.rices
used to integrate items into main themes; and"
8. Any other additional material the researcher
might find useful in helping one proceed with
the research, such as diagrams illustrating the

movement of the research.

It was this data which formed the subject matter for analysis.

Interview Format

The goal of‘t.he interview is to obtain maximum input from
. % \}
the collaborators. So the interview must be intensive, .
in-fiepth. and of an unstructured nature. From this, the
respondent’s view of reality can be derived. So questions
asked were carefully thought out and positioned. -
Therefore, the development of a gquestion ~protocol was
necessary. Questions were non-leading, so 'a.s not to direct the

attention of the collaborator to specific theories under

review. Thus the opening questions, dealing with the collabor-
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ator's thoughts on the csubject. took the form “"When you think
- of X, what ideas come to mind?" Specifically in this study,
the questions used were: “When federal control of cable
regulations come to mind, what do vou think of?"” and, "When
provincial control .of cable regulations come to mind. what do
you think of?” ' : )

The second type of question, dea.ling with the collabor-

ator’s feelings on the subject, took the form "“When you think

of X how do you feel?” In this study the two following ques-

I
»

tions were used: "When you think of federal contol of cable

regulations, how do you feel?” and, "When you think of provin-

.
>

cial control of cable regulations, how do you feel?”
The third type of question, which probed for a narrative

(rather than analytical) response, was the critical incident.
The collaborator was asked if there “Were ;my factors which
had an influence on the. topic?” The participant’s values are
often differently expres:;ed in/his or her response to this type
of question, than they were expressed in his or her responses
to the other questions, which involve analysis and general-
ization.

As well, a background questionnaire was provided to the

\
collaborator. This augmented data obtained jp the interviews.

The questionnaire used structured questions to provide hard
"data from the respondents.

. To end the interview, and after the questionnaire has.

been filled out, an additional open-ended question was put
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forward to the collaborators, This took the form “Is there
anything else you would care to discuss concerning federal or
provincial regulations?"' As the respondent was an eotpert in'

- the field being probed. the interview triggered several

additional areas of discussion. ' -

Conducting The I.ntervlew

In collaborative inquiry, the collaborator was informed
. - before {nitiating the interview what the aims of the project
were ahd who would benefit from it1 the interviewer also had
to seek permission to  use’ the tape recorder during the inter-
view,

Th.e tape recorder was essential‘ because notes cannot be
copied down. The researcher also had to code unusual non-
verbals (which might occur, for gxample, in the body language
of the collaboratdr) vduring the' interview, and also record in
the interview commentary sheet, any factors that might have had
an effect on the interview, ’

| The researcher, in this way, took advantage of the .‘going
out the door’ phenomenom. This phenomenom occwred because the
collaborator had begun th feel more comfortable, when the tape
recorder w.as turned off. Also, he or she had time to review
the interview .while completing the questionnaire, thus a

!

‘sieeper effect’ was apt to occur.

Formative Evaluation and Check on Reflexivity :

Successful use of the Coltaborative Inquiry technique

!
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required the -researcher. to "%tjlizc a series of procedures
whichitested the researcher's ows prejudices and kept her open
to the respOnéent's viewpoints {see Diagram I.1 on‘the
following page). These included the propositional inventory,
the reflexivitvy journal, checks by peers, and by responden{é.

The researcher was also aware of the possibility of her
l;nc‘onscio‘u_sly adopting her collaborators’ viewpoints, that is
becoming so involved ,:wi_t_h' ‘the collaborator’s world that the
emerging phenomenon became clouded with emotional attachments.
As well, the researcher had to be aware of her possible biases
in the‘reconstruction of the respondents’ viewpoints.

The‘:. creation of awareness was achigved through a p;'ocess

. of checks, journal recordings and peer debriefings. (See

Checks by Peers in Diagram 1.1).

Peer Debriefing
The process in which & partner would review the resear-

cher’s work is called “peer debriefing". The ’researcher might

bectsme so- involved in the project that blind spots in analysis

of the collabodators’ tapes might evolve.. resulting in impor-

tant insights being overlooked because of her predispositions

to look only for what she perceived the most\likely candidate
s ekplanations to be, After -the first Iinterviews, and periodi-

cally throughout the remaining interviews, the peer ‘went over

the collaborators’ interview transcripts, as  well as the

researcher’s notes., . Evaluation and advice were provided as

needed.
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Reflexivity

Reflexivity

_Diagram 1.1: Stepsin the Collaborative Inquiry Method
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Interview Analvsis: First Order:

Analysis of the interview transcript ~involved many
intricate steps. In the first order of analysis, each
transcript was studied independently. In the second order of
analysis all transcripts' were consolidated and anailyzed.

Upon completion of each interview, the first step for the
researcher was to take notes of observations {comment sheets),
as soon as possible after leaving the intervievy so that
important ideas might not have been lost {especially, from the
going out the door stage).

Data logging was the next stage, in which transcripts’ of
the interviews were written ® out, and a "face sheet” provided
for eath interview. “Face shéets" included the name of the
collaborator, date 'of the intertigw, place of the interview,
and the signature of the interviewee.

Two margins were used on the written transcript of the
interviews. In .Lhe left margin, unusual non-verbals cues ere
- listed. In the right margin, notes on the interview were made

so that columns and transcript caould be viewed simultaneou:;l)'.
The interview transcript was recox;ded ‘a second time,
logged on blank cards and forwarded to each collaborator so
that a ranking of his or her main points could be made in
order of priority. The purpose of this step was to uncover

the respondent’s mind set, that is, his or her deep structure

of ideas. This permitted the collaborator’s ° involvement in

the research at all levels.
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Peef debriefing, that is. the review of analytical notes
by another to uncover biases .’or blind spots. was included as a
step in finalizing the above priorized main points.
\ The researcher continuously jotted down notes of her emo-
tions, learned éxperiences and Insights ir-;to the collabor-
ator’s ‘world. ‘These were recorded as merﬁos in thé re.flexivit'y

~

journal. . .

-

From the above described procedures, the researcher

ﬁecamﬁ aware of main themes emerging from the interviews. As
the'res-'earcher already had considerable knowledge in the area
of ‘c‘able_ br:oladcastlng due to research on the topic, what was
refe.r';ed to as a ‘red thread” or sirx;ilarity.‘ of themes was
\unco’md. However, the researcher did not expe::t all
collaborators to have the same viewpbints, nor did she expect
only topics from the readings to be .presemed. The collabor--
- ators- ;vere an elite group with considerable expertise in their

field, therefore new insightis were expected.

.Fro'm this first stage of analysis, main themes were
'reco.rdqdﬁ for a twefold purpose: 1) as a'pool which fornied a
crosscheck queétionnaire for the second group of collaborators -

, and 2) to' derive toplcs. froﬁl ‘the interviews which established

a basis for further. analysis in the data reduction and display

and final reconstruction. .

Reflexivity Journal and Audit Trail

. The reflexivity journal focuses on
the researcher’s metacognitive
process. It consists of the
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researcher’s on-going notes about
insights and new concepts that

o . have come along.... Thus the journal
Lo S . acts as 3 kind of clearing house
o o for ideas wherever they start up
L in any of the project’s components
T (Carney, 1987;33).

To e,n‘able the rea;ier to evaluate the soundness of thg
method ﬁsed in the research for the thesis, an audit»__trail was
comstructed. - This cor!s:iéted of-a reflexivi't'y journal and data
'accounting sheets; The reflexivity journal has three compo-
nents which addre;sed the follow;in-g questionss
1.'.'Log - What new items or changes’ bccurred?

Where were these new concepts inserted into
Al

~ he various stages of research? (See Appendix A)

2. Journa!. - What actually was done to establish an {nter-

view’'s main points, or to redice data to put-them
] : . into a matrix?,

~

3. Diary - This established the climate of observational
| analysis. What was the researcher feeling at given
points? When did the researcher become aware that

“emotions were influencing. her?

Also, review of the reflexivity journal helped trace the

growth of the researcher’s consciousness and understanding of

~

the collaborator’s  viewpoint. The reflexivity journal

\
redefined and focused more sharply on the statement of aims
initially listed.

. <
Peer debriefing and respondent checks detected biases, if

- 4

h J
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they started to develop. The reflexivity journal ijllustrated

the researcher's growing awareness of her biases as pointed

out .by checks and also of fresh Insights and changes of her

emotional 'i,nvo!venient with the project. |

| Data accounting éhepts were also needed to form an audit
trail. Data a'cco‘unt:ing sheéts consisted. of forms used to

record:

1. Additions to the propositional inventory;

2. Instrum»ents‘ used for conducting the interviews;

3. How the main topics In each Interview were
arrived at;

/ _ L4, How «the data was reduced for entry inte matrix;.
¥ 5. How the procedures were used to carry out

triangulatory checks; and -

6. How charts reconstructing the findings were

{ produced. (See Appendices C, D and E for these steps).

The data from the, rerlexlv@ journal and data accoun-
ting sheets were essential for the production 6f an ax;dit
trail.' The audit trail was important as’ it enabled readers to
examine and verify project findings. It did so by providing
" for analysis, .all materfal used and all steps involved in

researéh\iné the project.

Data Reduction and Display

Data reduction and display was the mode of approach that

was employed to set out' the facts d¥ the database briefly and
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ec;)nomically; Thisﬂ stage constituted ‘an integral element of
the collaborative inquiry process, and developed the.reseax:ch-
er's initial statement of possible themes and beliefs.. The

outcon)l% of this stage was the production of grounded theory

{the final results).

Data reduction Misplay involved:s

. -

1. Establishment of the 'main points from  each interview
{through steps previous.ly exp ed);

. 2. Assembly of these points a matrix;
3. Rotation of the rows and columns in the matrix to cross
compare variablesy and

4. Expression of "the resutlts.

3

This procedure is ‘furthur explained on page 56 on the

section Data Ana'lysis: Second Order.

Triangulation; Cross CHecks b

N

In addition to the interviews with the collaborators, a
cross-check que.stibnnaire was fqrmulaied and adm'inistered to
the conirol group. The questions were derived f~rom' the
'recurring themes which emerges when the interview tran-
\s?i\p}were studied. The "m_terqbers of the control group were
~a’ls~(; experts i’rom the cable industry ,(Nova Scotian e.xtra cable
operators), which enabled £hem to,verify and comment on the
statexﬂents made by thg first group.

For the purpose of providing yet another check a second

group, consisting of the Director General of the Atlantic

o]
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Regiona! Office of the C.R.T.C., his Assistant, ana the

Director of the Communications Policy Division - for the

Province of Nova Scotia, and his Assistant, was provided with
a cross-check questionnaire. The questionnaire was based upon

]

main points derived from the collaborators’ 1ntgrvje'ws. As

- well as being given the questionnaire to fil.l lout, these two
ccn.t_roi groups were 3also given a 1ist of the.main themes a:\
derived from the collaborators’ interviews, and were asked to
priofize them. '(See Appendix C for the list of themes)

Therefore control groﬁps including cable " operators,
feder’al regulators and .pn';vincial . communications experts,

by--.completing checks on the interview data in the above

' described manner, performed a technique kmgwn - as triangu-
- . -

A

lation. Triangulation is important. Each and every research

technique has its own particular bias. By checking. the
- * P .
findings from. the interviews against those of the cross-check
. Rt L3
RS e oy N N L. . R
questionnalré.‘3 sjmilarities ‘in the data became evident.

S .
»

. I
" Overlapping data was, }Jikely to be produced and resulted in the

findings~ from the research. Thus, overlappping data was
discovered - from using both triangulation -techniques of
providing topggires derived from the - collaborator’s

\‘ interview tranASgPo control groups, and from control
points of the collaborators’ interview

transcripts.

Data Analysis: Second Order

The second step in analysis consisted of matrix analysis

[ 4
s
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of ~ the data ™ obtained from the interviews. peer-debriefings.
memos, the reflexivity journal and respondent checks. From

these data. the collaborators’ main points were derived (this

was the actual data reduction stage wr‘n is illustrated in

-

, . Appendices C, D and E).

N . -
Pretvalent main. themes, as well as nonconforming views

were ldgged and reduced enabling the reéearcher to collapse
da*+ into ma‘rices, rotate the latter, and express findings in
diagrams. This procedure was also repeated to reduce fin'd‘ings
i from ‘triang’ulétion tecﬁniques. Collapsing' the dat'a (an
ext:remely valuable tool]~ was done because matrices . and
diagrams are mucﬁ more compressed and provide easier compre-

hension for the reader (as opposed to reading page afler page

- % of reports to discover the same scheme of interpretation).

¥
N\ o

- Synthesis: Construction of Theslis

In this final stage before reports were written, conclu- '’

sfons would be drawn fﬁrom the analytigal operations of the

.-

previous steps. The rinal displav of charts illustrated the
top tnemes. which emerged after a ranking by collaborators, an
aibnanumeric v.alue was then awarded to each. Only the themes
with a vald!; over twenty points were included. (See Ap]:fnn-
dices C, D and E for the actual reduction steps). After

conclusions were drawn rrpm ~ the highest ranking themes,

-

reports were written.

Reports

-~

The final action of the Collaborative Inquiry was

* o

-t
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the .reporting of research work. There were two different

reports, prepared for;

1]’ the collaborators; and

2) t_he authorities, which in this case were the‘ ‘ /A i

mexﬁbers of the Thesis Comlttee, Department of

. Communications, University of Windsor, Windsor, Ontario.

As has been f{llustrated throughout the above listed
description of New Paradigm Research utl‘lizing the Collabor-
ative Inquiry-Methodology, ?t was the collaborators view 'of
reality that had to be defined. To define Nova Scotian extra
cablc-opcrators view of reality, research was based on the

Collaborative Inquiry technique synthesized by Dr. T. F.

Carney, Universfty of Windsor, Windsor, Ontario.
. .
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N\ CHAPTER IV

) RESEARCH DESIGN
’ DATA REDUCTION AND DISPLAY AND EMERGENT THEMES

Identifying Collaborators N

As has been stated in the Introduction; Chapter_l,

Nova Scotian extra cable operators were chosen as collabor-
ators. Listed in.the Atlantic Reglonal Canadian Radio-

television and Telecommunications . Profile, 1986. were the

following twenty extra cable - television operations in Nova

Scotia: .- ‘ ‘ ' .

Extra Cable Licensees in Nova Scotia

Able Cablevision Limited (Liverpool)
Antigonishlt_:ia‘blevision Limited (Antigonish)

Cape Breton Cablevision Limited (Sydney)

Central Cable Television Limited (Amherst)

Central €able Television Limited (Bridgewater)
Chamcook Communications Limited (Microwave Consortium)
Colchester Cable Services Ltd. (Debert)

Dartmouth Cable T.V. Ltd. (Bartmouth)

‘Dartmouth Cable T.V. Ltd. (Digby)

Eastern Cablevision Limited (Truro)’ ' :
Halifax Cablevision Ltd. (Halifax)

K-Vision Sérvices Limited (New Glasgow)
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’ , K-Right Cable Co. Ltd. (Windsor)
Kings Kable Limited [Kentwville)
_ Metrovision Limited (Bedford)
- ‘ 'Mid-\’al_léy CAblevision Limfted {Kingston)
Sackville Cable, T.V. Limited (Sackville)
Seaside Cable T.V. LFmi_ted (Glace Bay])
Springhill Cable T.V. Limited (Springhillj-
Strait of Canso Cable T.V. Limited {Port Hawkesbury)
Viking Cable T.V; Limited (Yarmouth) o

However, upon closer examination of tné operations, there
was a reduction in the numbers of operators eligible to have
been involved with the project. For.e-xamplc, one l.istiqg was
Chamcook ‘Communications Limited, which  was in fact the micro-

wave consortium.. Also, there was multiple ownership within the

Nova Scotian extra cable industry.

[.icensee John L. Bragg a‘nd“ General 'Manager, Fred Nix,

Q

operated live broadcast undertakings, including:

~

o

1. Antigonish  Cablevision Limited, Antigonish, Nova

Scotia,

2. Central Cable Television Limited, Amherst, Nova Scbtia.

 —m—

3. Central Cable Television Limited, Bridgewater and

\\f_/ areas, Nova Scotia,

* L J
4. Mid-Valley Cablevision Limited, Kingston and areas,
Nova Scdtia. and

5. Springhill Cable T.V. Limited, Springhill, Nova Scotia.
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Licensee Stu Rath owned and was the General Manager of
Eastern Cablevision Limited, Truro., Nova Scotia, and as
well, the President of Halifax Cablevision Limited, Halifax.
Nova Scotia. Mr. John Bragg, l.isted‘ above, and Mr. Charles
Keating, discussed next, owned the remaining shares in Halifax
Cablevision. Licensee Charles Keating owmned and operated:
1. ﬁartmouth-.Cable T.V. Limited, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, ‘
2. i;ad the licence for Dartmouth Cable T.V. Limited in

Digby, Nova Scotia, and

3. owned. 45‘1 of Halifax Cablevision, Halifax, r:.lova Scotia

(C.R.T.C. Atlantic Regplonal Office, 1986;126-210]

-

Therefore, the number of operators qualifying to be

. A |
collaborators was substantially reduced. Thus, there were nine
cable operators in the province who were interviewed, as well

as four operators who provided cross checks as a control

group. The collaborators 4n.this study were: X

List of Extra Cable Operators Involved As Collaborators

A ]

Able Cablevision Limited (Liverpool)
Cape Breton Cablevision Limited (Sydney)
Central Cable Television Limited (Amherst}
. . Colchester Cable Services Ltd. (Debert)

o Dartmouth Cable T.V. Limited (Dartmouth)
Eastern Cablevision Limited~(Truro)
K-Right Cable Co. (Windsor}
K-Vision Services Limited (New Glasgow)
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Kings .Kable Limited (Kentville)
Metrovision Limited (Bedford)

Seaside Cable T.V. LImited {Glace Bay)
Strait of Canso Cable T.V. Limited (Port Hawkesbury)
Viking Cable T.V. Limited (Yarmouth)

Also, 3 second control! group was compcsed of The Director
and Assistant Director of the Atlantic Regional Office of the
-C.R.T.C., Halifax, N.S., Mr. R.W. Oxner, and Ms. Lynda Daigle,
and The Director and Assistant Director of Communications
Policy Division for the Province of Nova Scotia, Mr. Dave

Colville, and Ms. Kathy Peart, respectively.

"

Data Reduction and Display

The Collaborative Inquiry methodology‘ yielded hundreds of
pages of ‘interview transcript. Main points of the interviews
were ranked by the coliaborators. The maximum number of main
points .made by any one colblaborator-was seven. These were
given a letter which correspondéd with " the collaborators
priorized ranking ‘ of topics. For example, Mr. Norm Crosby
ranke& “cable is overregulated’” number 1; his most impprtant
theme in Qués_tion 1; This topic was then given an ‘a’ valué-

(see Appendix C). Thus the following let/te\:xalues correspond-

-ed with priorized ranking of main themes:
r

N OTUT B W N
TN NN E
Q- on oW
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Numeric point values were then given to each priorized
theme to reflect the ranking. Thus, a main theme which was
ranked most impor‘tant_ was given 7 points. Therefore. the
following alphanumeric> values were awarded in Appendix B, to

each statement made in response to the six questions asked in

the interviews:

points
points
points
points
points
points
point

mR--DLENOW

"

=NwaLUON

Many of the responses made by the collaborators dealt with

the same topic. It was necessary to cluster"’all these
responses so as to reduce the number of ma;1 themé\;‘. For
example, any responses which favoured provincial rather than
federal regulation were collapsed. The result was to reduce

the responses listed in Appendix E to the matrices present on

pages 65, 68, and 71.

The next stage was to consolidate all the main points made

by aill the collaborators, for each questjon posed to wnem.
Thus if, for example, two collaborators made the statement

“cable is an overregulated bureaucracy”, and ranked it as the

2

first priority, the response would be given the value of

fourteen points.

»

If the same observation was made in response to more than

-
-

one question, then the . totals for the responses and these

questions would be combined. For example, the statement “the

-
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new 1986 Cable Regulations are a step towards deregula}ion“ was
made in questions 1, 3, S and 6. The values for this statement
from each question were totalled.

By means of this process the initial unpriorized responses
responses were finally collapsed into the .followmg three
matrices which‘reflect the priority given to the mdin topics by
all the collabdrators. From this, main points, which had a
value over twenty, are displayed in Matrix One, Thlresearch
indicated that seve:;'of nine collaborators preferred federal
regulations and the ‘C.R.T.C. over possible provincial regula-
tors. The Iissues emphasized to explain this finding are

‘ featured in Matrix Two.

Matrix Three {llustrates some collaborators’ thtaughts
about why they preferred a proviﬁ{:lal regulatory body. Two
matrices are incluéed as that issue constitutgé the only theme
for which significant outlying factors emerged:

After providing the data reduction and display matrices,

the themes have been expanded upon and explained.

- \
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MAIN ISSUES

171‘

MATRIX ONE: MAIN THEMES

) ' INTERYIEWEES

22 #3 79 - #5 76 a7 73

29

TOTAL POINTS

PER ISSUE

With the recent, new
cable regulations
(1986 Cable regula-
tions) Cablecasters
think that since the
C.R.T.C. has moved
toward deregulation,
the C.R.T.C. has sub-
stantially changed -
its policy direction.

24 24 9 2 18 3

93

There is always

going lo be some sort
of federal control

and dual regulation

is not needed.

13 6 6 26

13

71

Cablecasters are
frightened of
provincial control
o[ocable regula-
tions, because it is
not feasible to have
provincial regula-
tions and national
broadcasting.

19 q 19

48

TOTAL POINTS |
PER INTERVIEW.

20

56 6 30 39 21 18 5

17

- Sg -
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MAIN ISSUES

71

MATRIN ONE: MAIS~THEMES

3

u2..

£3

74

Z25

INTERVIEWEES
76

7

78

The C.R.T.C. is
slow in making
decisions. Thére
is 3 long time
lapse involved
before cablecasters
receive a decision.

»

N\

13

T

UTAL POINTS
PER ISSHE

31

Cable is an
overregulaled
bureaucracy.

28

TOTAL POINTS

PER INTERVIEW -

12

20

TOTAL VALUE
MATRIX ONE .

27

56

37

§-.m

46

21

24

17

37
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Matrix Two: Issues Favouring Federal Regulations

Matrix Two illustrates the -statements put forward by
collaborators in favour of the C.R.T.C, and current federal

regulations.
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#3.

£74
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INTERVIEWEES

76
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78
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TOTAL POINTS

PER ISSMUE

There is always
going to be some
sort of [ederal
conirol and dual
regulation is

not needed.

13

I 26

13

711

~ casting.

Cablecasters are
frightened of
provincial control
of cable regul-
ations, because it
is not feasible to
have provincial
regulations and
national broad-

19

19

48

Cablecasters hope
the province wow\d

stay out of regul/
ations. ,

23
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The cable indus%
is not in favour
of provincial
control of cable
regulations. '
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TOTAL POINTS
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&

26,

13
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MATRIX TWO: MAIN THEMES P:KVOURING FEDERAL REGULATIONS

.

02

43

74

- INTERVIEWEES
#5 A ne |~

77

78

79

-

TOTAL POINTS

PER ISSUE

It is easier to
stay with federal
control than to
try and adapt to
provincial con-
trol. -

13

Provincial regu-

- lators would be

more easily in-

“- . [lluenced by

* - individuals and
groups.

T d,

12

The provinces
would be very
" sucialistic.
Cablecasters
would be asked
< to relinguish
their prolits.

10

10

TOTAL POINTS
PER INTERVIEW

b

TOTAL VALUE

21

——

MATRIX Two'

20

42

29

35 a7

13
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Matriy Three: lssues Favoring Provincial Regulations

3 Matrix three features statements rarked by collaborators

which would prefer provincial ree:u!ators.' These statlements are

helpful in  showing the differences between Matrix Two, state-
~ ments in which collaborators preferred federal regulators.
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Two bther g-roups. including the four remaining Nova Scotian

extra cable operators, and the Regional Director General and

Assistant of the C.é.T.C.. as well as the Director and Assistant

of the Com@ications Policy Division for the Province of Nova

Scotia, all filled out' questionnaires based upon responses of

the collaborators. The following matrnix 1s }he displayed

reduction of answers from the questionﬁaircs.
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~ MATRIX FOUR
' CROSS CHECES FROM QUESTIONNAIRES
MAIN POINTS NOYA SCOTIAN EXTRA PROVINCIAL ~ ° ATLANTIC REGIONAL
‘ CABLE OPERATORS COMMUNICATIONS C.R.T.C. EMPLOYEES
: EMPLOYEES |
21 o2 #3 74 5 6 a7 &8
b
1. Should cable -be -
regulated by the YES YES S YES YES YES
CRT.C? YES vES
2: Would 2 Provincial _
Regulatory agency be : " No NO NO N NO
more effective? NO -NO . o NO
3. Would you prefer ,
{o see total dereg- - NO NO NO NO NO NO
ulation of cable?” : NO NO
4. Are there any
areas "in which the
CR.T.C. could be
_ improved or changed?

a) 1986 Cable Regs » . .
were a positive YES YES S:
change. YES YES | ¥ES YES YES YES
bJ\Speed up decision- . ' : | :
making process.. YES YES YES YES N/A N/A N/A N/A
¢) Offer more services. YES YES n YES YES YES YES N/A N/A
d) More flexibility- CES . | ' )
in rt{a‘gul_atllons. m\s\ YES YES N/A N/A N/A N/A

- PL -
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Main_Themes
A\
From data analysis and data reduction as illustrated in the
matrices. the collaborators’ main themes emerged. This section

shall discuss those topics to illustrate further Nova Scotian
extra cable operators’ perceptions of cable policy.

-.Language used by collaborators to answer. the guestions
varied. but 'fhc end result was the ap-pcaranCe of identical
reflections from seven of the nine respondent;. The topic upon
which two collaborators disagreed with the majority, was in
their preference for a provincial regulatory b6dy. The
remaining seven . e‘rﬁphatlcally ‘supported federél Jjurisdiction od

)~ . " cable broadcasting and the C.R.T.C..
| Several other  predominant thgmes put torwam.. by Nova
Scc;tian extra. cable operators will also be presented. The
crro.s?*chc;k groups both supported vl?ws expressed by the

_ . {
majority of collaborators.

mh.

* ~
~N
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Theme 1: The 1986 Cable Regulationé Were Viewed As A
Positive Change Towards Deregulation

The 1986 Cable Regulations became effective August 1. 1986
and were eagerly accepted by cable broadcasters as a positive

change in policy directicn fr the regulatory to the super-

¥

visory roie taken by the C.R.T.C.. r Keith Wyer

stateéd:

The new regulations are~a
real step forward. I'm
allowing myself to'be
excited., Because of»
deregulations, because

of a sensible approach

to what you can ard
can’t carry (Keith Wyer,
Interview, Janunary 6,
1887).

This view was echoed by all collaborators and cross check
groups. Credit for the pt;ltcy change was given to C.R.T.C.
Chairman Andre Bureau, who was pi‘aised by seven of the nine

' : . . .
cable operators . who were i{nterviewed. Mr. Bureau was viewed as

the)i'nstigator of the change to a market place appro/ac‘h to ’

regulating the cable ({ndustry, rather than the previgus’ more

rule-bound” oversight by the  C.R.T.C. Donna Hearn, General

Manager of Shaw Cablesystems [N.S.) Ltd., explained:

»

Andre. Byreau seems to be o »
more concerned with the

needs of the cable
industry.....Under Mr.
Bureau, the C.R.T.C. is
starting to dereguiate
and {t will be much

~
v
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better for the broad-
cast industry and the

ublic, our subscribers
Donna Hearn, Interview,
January 7. 1987).

Two principal innovations which emerged from the 1986 Cable
Regulations were the yearly rate increase allowance of 807 of -
the Consumer Price Index (C.P.I.), and the increased availabil-

ity of services.

- e 807 C.P.I. rate iIncrease was favoured not only for the
mongy gains in subscriﬁer fees which were made possible, but
also for the fact that lengthy applications would no longer be

\ required. Instead, §ubscribers would be notified of the pending
lncrease fn monthly fees. As well, the Commission would receive

an announcement of the teatative increase. Once a forty day

waiting period had expired, the fee augmentation would occur.
L s

. Collaborators felt the regulations allowed partial cost recovery

[y

for the market of mature systems. Bob - Curley of K-Vision

Services Ltd., New Glasgow, Nova Scotia, discussed how the 807
b
C.P.1. yéarly increase would bring monetary gain to the

operation.

Just getting back to C.P.I.
Ins 1971 our rate was $6.00
on our original licence.
We've done a study of C.P.I., .
over the past 15 years if we :
had the 807 C.P.I. our rate
would now be $12.6S5 instead

. : of $10.15. We as cable
owners <and ‘management can .
look at it and say that’s not
very much. But if we would
have had that at the beginning

- .
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+

N ) ur rates would be better.
o ]I see it as an opportunity

to at least recap some of the
increases in the day to day
operational expenses and I
“think that is a step {n the
right direction (Bob Curley,
Interview, January S5, 1987]).

In addition to the 807 C.P.I. allowance, the 1986 (Cable

-~

Regulations listed three o,ther' ways monthly fee increases could
be justified:

(1) Instaliation costs which had been incurred
could be passed on to subscribers

(2} If the operation showed an economic need over
and above the 807 C.P.I. it could be allocated.

. {3) The estimate of capital expenditures, or the
costs the operation which would be ‘incurred
during a twelve month period could be recouped
(C.R.T.C. 1986 Cable Regulations, 1986y19).

In addition to -heartily welcoming the partial cost

recovery and subscriber fee increases, the cable operators were

,:l-xj}/as pleased with the removal of the applicatior process for
rate Increases. Both the . long time . tapse in receivlhg a

decision and the amount of work involved ih preparing the
- .

application created dissatisfaction. Collaborators complained .

of having to complete . rate increase applications which ranged’

7
from twenty to sixty pages in length. The broadcasting under-

taking often had to seek advice from a consultant and chartered

L 2 - accountant before submitting application forms and then the

|

«

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



- 79 -
Commission would not reach a dec"ision' for months. Collaborators
did state, however, improvements “in  areas other than rates
were needed. Developfnén? of cable policy was aisd required
to reduce the time lapses m the decision-making process, and
T in the determination of other cable "~ matters. However, {f the
C.R.T.C. were freed of rate applications having to be approved,
its decisfons with respect to other issues might perhaps take a
shorter length of time.
Anothér change. in the 1986 Cable Regulatlons." which the
respondents favouréd was the appréval of contra, credit adver-
_ tising on the community channel. This channet was_ originally
. i?)tended to be a social dividend provided by the cable broad-
’ casting undertiking in return for an exclusive cable llcen(;e.
The purpose was to provide an opportunity f(;r community members
to learn equipment operation, and to produce of television
. -programmi.‘ng free from commercia( cer'lsorship._ i
| Credit or contra advertising shouid not be confused with
\ spot commercials on other channels. The former would permit
local busi.ness or . .community groups to sponsor a program. It
. advertising were not purchz;sed. the sho'wh would not necessarily
_be cancelled. |
. By permitting contra, credit and sponsorship advertisin.g.'

the 1986 Cable Regulations claim that: .

No evidence hafd] been brought
- forward to indicate that

. this type of advertising
- activity would have any
serious effect on the
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revenues of local broad-
casters or .that the nature

of the community channel
would be altered (C.R.T.C.
1986 Cable Regulations,
1986;11];:-
Collaborators, discussing the advertising, agreed with

the Commission. %Elizabeth Duncan® of . Dartmouth Cable T.V..

)
T

asserted that thg advertisements would be revenue generating
which in turn would he used for better equipment to operate the
channel. | \ ,‘» /
Cablecasters felt strongly {na‘t they should be allo/wed
to carry all services available. This was particularly true of
Canadian s'ervices..'\.loe Shannon, owner of Strait of Canso Cable
T.V. in Port Hawkesbury, Nova Scotta, and also the licensée of
several core cable operations, contended that the regulatioq '
and guarantee of Canadian services should be the only aspect of
" cable programming regulation oy the C.R.T.C. The cable broad-
casters noted that Cancom could provide fto its subscriﬁers'
\. CHCH-TV, CITV, and BCTV, all of which are Canadian television
signals. However, prior to the new 1986 (Cable Regulations
operators could not distribute these signals because of

.C.R.T.C. regul¥tions. Joe Shannon of Strait of Canso Cable

T.V.. strongly expressed his views on the policy:

We've had experiences here with
our own system in Port Hawkes-
bury, for example, where we’'ve
tried to get BCTV, CITV in
Edmonton, and CHCH-TV in Ham-
ilton, on our system here and
they wouldn’t let us do it -
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because of some stupid regula-
tion....I clearly believe that
CHCH, CITV can. compete with the
ABC, CBS and NBC networks of the
. “United States (Joe Shannon,
Interview, January-14, i987).

-~

, .
' The 1986 Cable Regulations permitted extra cable

broadcasting undertakings to retransmit these signals. Agalin.

this theme illustrated that positive changes _ha've resulted from

s
¥

the 'nev»: _policy. Reflections by the c.ollaborators upon previous
regulations disclosed that the constrailnts re.sulted in ﬁheir
own frustration as.well as. that of the sﬁhscrlbers.
The new Cable Regulations, hpwevé;, were not hailed as a

complete solution to cable; policy problems, As 1llu§t_rated by
Matrix One, cablecasters still felt thé cable industry~was
overregulated. The new philosophical’ approach was praised aé a.
step (author’s emphasis) in the right direction towards

. “the creation of a Commission whic'h operated in a more super-
visory role. Improvements, however, in other areas could still

- be made. This, point was stated by. Fred Nix, General Manager ol
five extra cable operations In Nova Scotia, as well as f_.our

other collaborators. Mr. Nix claimed: A

Rate increases used to take
forever. 1It’s become better .

with the new Cable Regulations,
. but for other decisions it .
stil1] takes forever for the -
bureaucrats to make their minds
(Fred Nix, Interview, January L
12, 1987). -
Y

Cablecasters, overall, felt the 1986 Cable Regulations \wée

.
. i : .
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a beneficial, vet only partial, change in policy direction.
Nova Scotian cable operators hoped that®' more flexible regu-

lations would follow.

Theme 2: C.R.T.C. Favoured As The Best- Regulator: Dual

Regulations Not Needed
v

Seven of the nine collaborators favoured federal jurisdic- )
. tion over cable proaqcaéttng and felt” the C.R.T.C. was the best
} body‘ to regulate the indﬁstry. Although probl.e::n;"s were percei';/ed
in. policy._énd‘, reguiation of -cable un‘dertaking::,. collaborators
stated they were bettel:. off dealing witﬁ'one federal governing ‘ '
agency. Six | of the. .nine Nova Scot‘.ian. extra cable dperatoré
alleged that the federal ‘;xove'rnment woufd néver - totally be
eliminatéd from a role ir; rcgula'éing. As a result, cablecasters
would be faced with regulation at both the .federal and provih'-'-_
“cial levels.
Keith Wyer, licenéée of Able Cablevision Ltd, Liverpool‘,._"'.
Nova Scotia, stgted the following when a;ked his. thong_hté On

provincial regulation:

t I think the province should
stay a million miles away .
from the regulations. 1 think
overall the industry and the .

: subscriber are better served by
’ having one regulatory body....
All T have 1o say is that we
must do everything in sur power
to prevent any kind of dual
control or tier control where I
hiave_ to go to the’ municipal or

< ' "~ provincial -governments and ask . .
\ . for territory, for instance, and .
! then go to the federal boys and
R
4 . . >~
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- ask for signals. or prices --
5 anything! (Keith Wver, Interview.
January 6, 1987). T

» .t
Two-tiered regulations would froduce a catalytic effect

“ within the. br’éadcasting industry. Collaborators worried that

two-tiered regulations would increase bureaucracy, and.therefore ~

cLe . ’ M - ’ ) .Q‘ -
would also increase the current inefficiency created by one -
regulatory body. Collaborators - expressed, ig very emotional

BN
v "ﬁ)’

N terms, their strong feelings _against any such move. Norman___.
Crosby, licensee of Colchester Cable Services Ltd., Debert, Nov&
! *. . : b
o ;:S:c'otla. stated the following: ’ 9 . \
‘l‘ . . * . ) . . - l
; . : I shudder when.'I think about
- i ‘provincial involvement. There -,
s always going to be some .
-sort of federal control and we v .
i don’t need double regulating . . °
bodies.(Norm Crosby, Interview, ' . :
January 2, 1987]. N
; /,l ! . R
.~ Similar reflections illustrated that the c%’lab ‘ators not

only preferred ‘the C.R.T.C. to regulate cable, but fiso Elaime{'

. ,.‘ ‘ . i ) \ . .
. \xa federal role was Ingrained. Even ({f provincial regulations ¢

1

‘were ihtrod'uced,. they felt tl_le federal government would never
= totally ré!imjuish its power to regulate Eable. '

Not only did the Mmajority of Nova §c’otian extra cable
operators prefer single level federal furisdiction, but also the
Come;licét.iohs‘ Policy Diylsio;n .of the ;)rovince ‘of Nova Scotia |

- céncede'd. that the C.R.T.C. ywas ithe best regulatory body to
” ‘ govern cable: : : ; . | ..

. Cd
- M .
e

%
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The Nova Scotia government
has not had to &3l with

broadcasting cable juris-
- . diction in quite some time.
‘ As a result- the Government
does not have 2 “‘position”.
However, cable should be
regulated and the C.R.T.C.
_ should be the regulator....
The nationa! regulator over-
all is in the best position
0 coordinate and supervise
broadcasting cable services.
(Kathy Peart, Communications
Policy Divisions, March 5,
1887).

The Province also acknowledged that in certain areas, such

a’ ‘ i ' A dl ' -
as talloring federal policies to regulate the provlnc’ially based

e

__‘#%ﬁﬂertakings. the Province would be better positioned. They
L g

";gii”egd, however, dual regulation would be a mistake and instead

o -
- submitted, as did the majority of collaborators, that one
. , : ;e

»

national regulatory body, thé C.R.T.C. was, indeed, the best
agency to regulate cable.
Theme 3 : The Cable Industry Is Not In Favor” Of And Is

Frightened of Provincial Control Of Cabhle
, Regulations. :

The national cable organization, the Canadian Cable
bAssoclation (C.C.A.]'does not favour provincial control of c‘able
regulatibns, The majority of Nova' Scotia cable broadcasters
were in agreement \?ilh u;at position.

. . Stu.Rath. licensee of Eastern Cablevision Ltd., Truro, Nova
Scﬁtia. claimed prov.ix'lcial control of regulation would fragm.ent-

national broadcasting and TWltimately adversely affect national

unity. As well, twelve regulatory provincial and territorial
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bodies would create havoc in the svstem.” Policv would varv from
province to province. For example, the provinces of Ontario and

- . Nova Scotia, based on financial ability alone, would not be able

to ofler similar support to the development of provinc‘?al

regulatory agencies. The end result would be that the sub-

3

e
scribers in smaller regions would be penalized with respect to

the services which would be provided. Other collaborators

) n !

further criticized the idea of'provincial contr\ol over cable.

Bob Curley of K'-Vision Services Ltd., )in Ne\;'v :Glasgow stated t'hat‘

provincial " regulaters - would be more egsily influenced, by
——  indlviduals and groups which might ré;u!t in bias in the

development of policy or the awarding of decisions.

Elizabeth .Duncan of Dartmouth Cabie T.V. Ltd., was most

adamant against provincial regulations ’

What I really feel, and .

this is based on the . h

contacts I've had with

the provincial government,

is that it would expect

cable companies to be very
- - ’ socfalistic. The provin-

’ cial government is ‘not at
all sympathetic to free
enterprise, to making money,
or to even being'reasonable

. ' in its demands on cable
operators, particularly with . -
respect to extension ser-
vices. The province is
pushing to get cable
extended to remote areas r
because that is what get
votes.[Elizabeth Duncan,

Interview, January 7. 1987).

Besides the lobbying factor, the cable broadcasters questioned

.
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the practicability and cos-t factor involved in the change-over
from the known federali body to multiple provincial agencies.
The majéﬂty of cable broadcasters contended that there appeared
to be no. be'ne.ficial aspects, but only debilitating factors, if
.there were provincial regulatory agencies controlling commur;tc-
ations. Furthermore, this notion was so e}:treme- as to ‘fnight-
en’ collaborators of possible consequences such as the frag-

mentation of national bfoadcasting. and. the ability of groups to

.

influence provincial regulators.

: ) o .,
. Theme ©~ 4: The Length Of Time Taken By The C.R.T.C. In
Reaching Decisions ) ‘

The length of time taken by the C.R.T.C. to make decisions

was a major complaint the collaborators had with the Commis-

sion. In fact, the long duration was viewed as one or the

N

biggest problems {n dealing with the ., C.R.T.C. This grievance

~

was raised by five collaborators in their interviews, and was

. LY .
also a point made by the cross checks when they suggested how
the Commission could be improved. ~ This factor was cited as an

‘example of the Commission being unavailing and bureaucfsiic.

The term bureaucratic, in reference to the C.R.T.C, appeared

o

again and again throughout the collaborators’ interviews.

Keith Wyer of Able Cablevision claimed:

The biggest problem ] think,
involved with regulations
and C.R.T.C. is the incre-
dible lapse in time between
applying for some thing and
actually receiving permt-
ssion.... When you need a
rate {increase, you almost
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wake up some morning.and . o )
4 need the increase but it - ) ;
takes you six to eight months
to get it. Then by the time ) L
' . you get it, your desperate.’ R L i
’ n eight months that have gone BERE :
by, you have already realized oo -
the rate iIncrease {s inadequate:
because the problems in the ‘
past eight months. {Keith‘Wyer. .
Interview, Janvary 6. 1987}

. . o .. . -
g J- s <

) . . .. . Y R
Other examples provided by. .the collaborators of “incon- .7 -
‘ceivable time lapses in the C.R.T.C. decision-making. included a

.year long wait to bring The Sports NeIWork and chhMuéigw

. € . - =, ..
specialty services to a small ' south-western . Nova Scotian’ °
community. An. extension of services to areas already listed:in. =~

the conditions. of licence, toofse}ven mpnths to recéive:C._R.:T.C.- K-

. >

approval. p ) Yy o .
~ ) . . 7 - Lt ._- T
Bob Curley of K-Vision Services Ltd.,,. New Glasgow, Nova

-

Scotia, stated that-the long time lapses not only hurt the cable

-

industry and the. credibility of the Commission, but also, most,
) . . ' . RV

importantly and most unfortunately, the subsp}iber. It was

the subscriber who waited for the additional 'televi%n a
services, and the potential subscriber who - waited .- for the

availability of the signals in an aréa without cable. ° Fred Nix,

General Manager of Central Cable - T.V. Utd., . Amherst, Nova

Scotia, and four other extra cable 0pe'r.ations' in . Nova Scotia
. contended the decision wait was the most bothersdme and annoying
when: cablecastéfs were trying to extend cable into an: authcrri‘ze'd-’_

area. He was particularly upsei that permission could ‘not be

obtained informally from the C.R.T.C when they wished to extend

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

R



i

ﬂdh;

"were permitted to.cable.

-

s
their services to their licensed areas. Mr. Nix stated that the
. - n- .~

: -
-

licensees were not interested in overextending their authorized

. . e .-

_ boundaries ‘but only in providing services to communities thev

Theme. Si Cable B"l_'oadcastin_g Is QOverregulated

Wheri,collab_oratvrs were asked. their thoughts. and feelings
. - - ~ . . ’

about ..{ede.ral' co:xlt'r'ol of | cable bro.adcast’ing. five of the nine

- v L -
# . . *

‘operators responded - that -the .gndu‘stry was . still . very. much.-

overreg'ulated. » This vnewpomt was atso shared by the [our Nma

Scotlan cable operators who partxcxpated as cross'-checks‘m the

. . . . ~ . - -
. » . .

study.

Keith Wyer, ‘licensee of’ Able‘ C'ablevi.si'on, Liverpool, Nova:

- ~

¢

" R
.

stated:

.a..lt also flashes fh my - . .
mind regulations, regu- - S N ‘
lations, and more regu- o "

. latiohs. Unnecessary : o

. o regulations, necessary — e

.‘., . regulations; protector, o R -
' fosecutor, persecutor . T

F Keith Wyer, Intérview, R

L January 6. 1987) ' - S e e

-

e ‘
.

Excesswe regu]atxons promulgated by the C.R.T.C: to govern

'cab.le were_wewed as fhe most’ _stnnge_nt of any. broadcastmg '

.

undertaking. The 1986 Cable, R;agu'lations,'although readily :

.accepted, relieved bnly a degree of the regulatory burden.

Harry Woodman, General Manager of Seaside Cable T.V. Ltd., Glace

Bay, Nova Scotia, in his cross-check questlonnaire suggested the

-
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Scotia, summarized the’ _tﬁoughts . of most collaborators, When he -



<

Iollouing impmvements to the role of the C.R.T.C.:

“The C.R.T.C. has talked - . T °
‘ : about moving towards a - A
- A : " more _supervisory approach )
) : to regulation but little .

evidence of this shift in - o
%nllosophy is ‘evident.. .
“The only (Mr. Woodman's
emphasis) exception to . t
this has been to eliminate .

r"‘

some- regulztory delay by X
"allowing basic rates to - - - ..
inflate at 80Z -of the T : -y = »
C.P.I., and to. be auto- o :
: .* ‘matically. adjustable for o,
' some capitol recovery. . . -
However, . the cable indus~ . -
. try is-still, by far, . . S .
the 'most heavity regul- . '
ateéd .component to the

e

. broad¢asting system (Harr); T T
Woodman, March 6 1 1987). . . A
N e PR N
. - . - . - ‘- "

The Commission ‘was rcpeatedly dcscribcd by Nova Sco‘tlan cxtra

-t
* 4 I3

. ; . 4
cable _operatprs-'as a »"bureziucfacy',‘.'- © The; term“{“ ‘was Bart. qF"a .7
R :‘ _ i . K4 'y . . H , . N . s

N . i

lan'guagé:tr'end cxpressed by all rcspohdents. The 'bureaucracy g

-

B l o~ -7 a- .:.l

. was ;aiso described as ineFfic.ient ‘ in_cpmpgtenn and ‘inv.olvjng- Ry ."';- .
“ . too -muchi “rcd t’apc". L8 .-' oy “;f; .f ",. J S 5 -
. - . .. ) l»r IR : e L e R ‘.' . 5‘ PO (]
9 -3 - A
r dgiizagem Duncan, . General, Manager’ ot Qagtmdm table“ ..’
a0 . K I Y e e Y )
’I'V Ltd., Dartmoum and nigby‘ Nt)va Scotia, ) claitncdx mat Ahe ;'
’l . Y
(s s Y V p . R - __( .. 3 )
. C.R.T.C. not only overrcfgulatqd{ tmt alsb "mat tﬁ,e bqrgaucracy wo s
.oa "t N o b R v
was just not able to r;:act tov cllffcrcnt ,sugxestions" [Ellzabetlx Ry
¢ S : F Vo s K

. * ¢
.'Duncan. Intervigw, January 7<,, 1987) Wﬁi‘le rﬁost;cbllaborators

' »

_were adamant about the cable lndust;:y ,~b&lng (:Z!xegu!ated th;y a

still felt some degre¢ of r'egulation was neces y:® partlcuiarty. .'

-

'f N s . l

for’' small . systcms wmch haye unger QVe ‘thbusand subscribars. : *

But' none or “the cablecasters intervlewed (1007! penetration or
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_the ¢€xtra cable braadcasters in Nova Sco:t'ia was redq}xe’d"via
N 1 = B T o, ) .

interviews and cross-checks) felt total ; deregula'flon ;\,‘a’s ‘m‘é

best approach. Instead the extra cable operators- wanted more
. 5 5 .
relaxed rules. whxch }would better sér\e both the subscf‘ih'er ax,\'d

v 1 «“
b

the industrv., As Carl Bannister of K-Right Commun(ca'tfons! Ltd..

.o . R
P - 3,

Windsor, Nova Scotia stated: "The C.R.T:t. is. so[t of ilike'a ‘

« .

.1 . . . H -
«Big Daddy’ watching us” {Carl Bannister. Interview. January 5.

1987). o A
~ - o .r N ' . .. Lo !
ookl - ’ - ’ . :
. psThéme 6: The Provinces Would Be In ' A. Better Position To
. 2+ [ iRegulate Cablecasters. ' ' '
| y . e " Collaborati'\.ze Inquny methodology views often emerge
N K $f LA - e
we’hich d:ffer from thoSe .oi- the majonty. Those héldmg these
4 & sl A B J E :
a ) . } N - o ‘.
t views’ ar.e known as OUU pﬁ ! -
4 3 f Y o
. ,“ Analyls;s oF 'the data revealed two outlyers. collaboratqrs

."’-

tr g Whose‘\liews \Janed S|gmftcarltly from the ma;ontys,percep—

e,

Thl e Fa

Cad " '-n. Fr : .
. & tmns d,tsclps‘ed by ‘Lhe research Donna Hearn, Geheral® Manager,
IS . x; :".‘_.‘-A»_l,,,. te

2 ﬁ ‘Shaw"- Lab-'lef Systems (NS) Ltd.. Bedford, Novd Scotia and Fred

,_-.‘_ e . e

. A x.N“;u’ énel‘e'l: Manager Central Cable-T.’V.‘Ltd..t'Arnhers't;..'N-oya
AR o y{; d el ) e .
5; Scotd ‘Ml'an‘lx is alsp 'General_ Manager. of “four other Nova
- soglt N : : . £
© Scogxan ‘extra cabt; systems) ‘stated that prbvincia_’li‘ conftrod of .

o broadc.astmg ,wouid be ‘bétter for the mdustry aue to proirinc;al

- understand'mg 'or’ .t_he. reggon‘and tPe needs of lts _peop“le.f \..'
- “‘Bp{h ‘.. Ac‘it_ed the: fact . that t:l;ley‘ felt ' C.R.T.C. was too

et 14 * . .. .

» ) bureaucratu: on_d " distanced ;#from{.Nova SEotia t.‘o understand"
v problems of -t;‘lé region. . Tl;.erefore concem abowt cal;’ie under-

~

A takings and 's_qbsc.ri_bers_~wa5' substantially reduced., Provincial

-
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jurisdiction:over cable operations would be much better. accord-

ing to Mr. Nix, becauses

L

The provincial people know .
us better. They undergtand

us. In fact, they know us
personally, not like the

federal people in Ottawa:
Provincial rcgulatorg-wou‘id . “y
understand our problems . ™. .. ;i°.7 ©-
within the cable market.

They would certainly be more T
understanding towards us.

{Fred Nix, Interview, January -

. 12, 1987). - i

-

Ms. Hearn also agreed that the provincial government would be’ .

- -~

" more interested in local matters. She felt, however, 'the ideal

solution would bé a joint venturg. fg_ec%{érgl *jurisdic-tion 6“ver
cable broadcasting,- but provin‘c':ial “input --into d'ecisi’o,ns‘l‘sf;bulf:l
be mandatory. - This would create a j two;'tiered reg_ulator); system
which v\'ras,: véhex;lently opposed by seve;x‘ of the nine other coll-
aboraior.s including ‘Mr. Nix. |

' ) r

"n;ne argument to Sﬁpport prov}ncial regu.la'tidns + was based
upbn the pbe;ce'.ived-ch;iracteristics of understanding, knowledge,

caring and 'comm_itt-.;hent attributed to provincial employees.
Only two people, Mr._ Dav‘le Colville and Ms, Kathy Peart.‘were

employed by the Province of Nova ‘Scotia in its Communications .

r

'Policy Division. They were respected because of~their interest
~ip cable br?idcasting and subscriber needs, by both collabor-

ators who favoured pravincial jurisdiction over cable (Mr. Nix

’
~

and Ms. Hearn) and,: by respondents who preferred exclusive

federal authority over cable broadcasting. Mr. Nix and Ms.
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”~

Hearn c'laimed that greater Input by ‘local people. who were

familiar with the area and cablecasters, such as Mr. Colville

s

' ! -J.';;.
and Ms. Peart,, was needed to regulate cable Ubroadcasting.
> Therefore they felt provincial regulators would be advantageous

to the industry. Ms. Hearn stated:

We feel quite alienated from ‘
Ottawa and the federal regul-

.
’

»atory body the €.R.T.C....
: « the nameless, facflessy bureau- N
cracy in Ottawa. The Provin- .

cial Government would be in a
better position to regulate due
to the fact they would know the
area and perhaps care more about -
us. (Donna Hearn, Interview,
1 January 7,.1987).

These outlying viewpoints were valuable because they drew

attention to a perceived major flaw ‘in t_hé structure of the
-

-~

C.R.T.C.. The agency was viewed as bureaucratic, estranged and

ineffective in dealing with regional broadcasters. Collabora-

1

tors who favoured p-rovi'ncial' regulations as well as those who
preferred the federal jurisdiction of cable broadcasting, cited
this complaint. |
In ordef. to + attempt to det"ermine'why two collaborators
! . ’

would favour provincial control of regulations, the researcher
looked at the information provided b); bacl\n&gl:oimd questionnaires )

’ o completed by both Mr Ni-x and Ms. Hearn and identified comamonal-
’ftiésl b_e"tween the'two.- Mr. Nix was a d‘eneral Manager of five

extra cable systems in Nova Scotia, Ms. Hearn was the.: General

Manaécr of a-national cable broadcasting orggnization which had
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_a cable svstem In Bedford. Nova Scotia. "Thus the two .managed or

represented numerous cable operations.
R - .

. .".%0tner collaborators had stated the Province might tend to
be influenced by lobbying groups of cablecasters (Bob Curley,
Interview, January 5.1987). Perhaps because of the size of

their respective operations, more weight would be given to

demands from companies run by Mr. Nix or Ms. Hearn. This s not
to suggest‘ influence 'peddling or patronage guarantees would be |
demanded by either Shaw Cablesystem; (N:S.) Ltd.. which Ms.

Hearms mana-ges. or 'tha'._céi:)le'operations in Nova Scotia owned by

John Bragg and managed by Mr. Nix. Working relations better

than those which cwrently existed with the C.R.T.C. might be

possible with provincial authority. ? B

. When a respondent check was conducted, however, neither

. Mr. Nix nor Ms. Hearn expressed the above view. Instead these

two collaborators reiterated the point that’ the province would

know and care more about provincial cable undertakings.

<
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CHAPTER V :

S SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
-Summary /
The Canadian Radlo-television‘ and Tclecorﬁmunications
Commission (C.R.T.C.) regulated'le from its infancy
in 1968, when the C.R.T.C. was empowered | to regulate the"
growing technology, ‘to the present in which 51.2 percent of
households in Nova Scotia subscribed to cable in 1985
(C.R.T.C. Annual Report, 1986;43). '
The C.R.T.C.s policy with regard to cab.le; regulation 1ook
a more expansive-‘ view pf. technological in;t;vations and industry
demands. The mgajority of Pllova. Scotian. extra‘ cable operator's;
supported federal jurisqiction' of_’cablecasting. and claimed, .
the 1986 Cable Regulations acknowledged the degree of penetra-
tion and the development of services. provided by cable
systems.‘ In -allo'win% __.z_a. greater ‘.variety of services and

reducing bureaucracy' by removing ‘the need to appl}‘:’ for a yearly

subscriber fee (fees are now increased by 807 of the Consumer

e

Price Index yearly), the Commission’s shift from “stringent
regulation to more lenient supervision was -oye;whclming]y

accepted by cable op}:rators. -

2

Despite these positive reforms cable was, however, still

perceived as Dbeing overregulated. " The restraints placed on

= Ry
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_cable dated back to early cable policy which regarded the
technology as a compétitor < of broadcasting which had to be

carefully regulated because of its indirect threat te Canadian

~

culture. AS a result, the use of microwave to bring In foreign

signals was refused until :197i. ° The Cominission seemed to

>

overlook. the fact that the majority of ta‘nadlané 1ived close Y

enough to the American border to receive this programming by

Pey

‘means of local head-ends.

Canada’s proximity to the United
States and the fact that most of
her population lives within one .
hundred miles of the border and

. can recejve signals from the much -
wealthier American broadcasting

. . system (Royal Commission on

Broadcasting, 1957;:8).

\I ‘o
. The primhary ‘effécts of this policy was to~ limit the
H -— -

‘ availability of services to Canadians living in outlying areas

and to restrict the growth of the cable industry.

-

Throughout the 1970's, as the technological ' capacity of

cable broadcasting increased, \,the VC.R.T.C. -contin.ued to pass
regulations which did not permlt an expans‘ion" o_f. the techno-_
logy. It was not until 1982 with the introduction of. satellite
delivered services, that cal:;le pelicy and ,régulation begim to .,
match the advanéement;“in‘ the field.

In view of the restrictions placed on cable undertakings

. - | -
4 for so many years, the 1986 dable Regulations were enthusias-

ticaliy welcomed by Nova Scotian extra cable operators.

1
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Therefore, of the topics originally found in the readlngx only
those concerning the 1986 Cable Regulations, the preference of
federal control over cable broadcasting, (seven of the n!ne
collaborators preferrgd. the C.R.T.C.), and 'e preference of

provincial regulators {two of the collabor tors’]; were brought

0y

forward. ~ -
The cases of Capital Cities, Dionne, and Shell-

bird which were decided in favour of federal jurisdiction

Y

over cable broadcasting _undgrtakings were not mentioned.: Nor
was the topic of cable monopolies. Total deregulation of cable
: was not regarded as a viable option in the industry.

After interviewing the cable operators this does not seem

’ - > ) » ¥ .
startling. Their concern was the running of a business. As
' - - N N ( -

one of the collaborators claimed; “This is é business which ﬁas
a federal regulatory bédy which gives us ruies, but i#'s just a

_business to be run.” Therefore, the - discussion of regulations

.

and the ’bﬁdy' whic‘h— governed cable operators was the most
natural subJect matter for collaborators.

In light of the response§ provided by the cable operator\s.,.
the r‘esea\r;:‘h‘er ‘puts forth the following recommendations. The

) e . 1S
researcher feels that thele would best suvit the needs of the
woo- N\

- . [
» .

- ‘:cgblécastei‘s.

N L . ot

o L )

Reccmmendations ’ o -

. _ DecentraLization of the CR.T.C.

-

_-Seven of * the nine .collabo‘rators claimed federal jurisdic-

‘tion of broadcasting _Wa:s safféfactory. It . was necessary to

e - - ‘ . o
. N {
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have one governing bodv. Therefore. dual regulations in the

form of federal and provincial regulatory agencies would only

-

increase Dbureaucracy. All the collaborators feltv. that the
C.R.T.C. was alienated from Nova Sco?I.ia._ and did not undér-
stand the needs of the area nor seemed to care. Collaborators
also stated the Regional Office of the C.R.T.C. in Halifax, was.
bcr;eficial but limited in effectiveness as the Regional
Director has no input into decisions or regulations a.fjfcc't';ng.
the region. They complained of thé estrangement between the

Ottawavase of the Commissfon and the outlying —provinces such

as Nova Scotia. This problem appeared to create feelings of

helplessness_in dealing with the C.R.J.C.

9

To lessen the obvious estrangemenit.between "the Commission

and regional broadcasters, while simultaneousty increasing
1

contribution to the decision and bolicy making process by
regional Commission members, decentralization of the C.R.T.C.

{s necessary. -

I ‘ A
In a 1984 interna! C.R.T.C. audit, titled the 'Robson

Committee Report”, the Committee found that there was {ndeed é
) . :

major problem between cablecasters and the Commission should:
{

..decentralize its Head Office
regional teams to enable the

Regional Oftices to become
involved in; decision making, .
the processing of applications,
and increase information about
the regions (C.R.T.C.}] ‘Robson
: Committee Report”, 1984,60).

Therefore, the Commission had acknowledged the problems

4

\

‘e
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cable Vbroaddasters in Nova Scotia so cleériy articuiated in
from this research. -Even s0, decentralization {which was not
sugéesteq as a compromise for collaborators preferring federal
regulétors and ‘those preferring a provincial ' regulatorv bodv.
but rather as a solutim'u} could create many problems.

Total decentralization, in which the Head COffice ol the
C.R.T.C. In Ottawa® is ceparated into wholly regional
sectors, could cause regional diversity In regulation. The

S

situation in a totally decentralized system might alienate

the reglons even more severely unless efforts .were made to
ensure that similar regulat-ions and policy were formulated
across the country in all reglions. On the other hand. permit-
ting the Regional Offices to rémaln in" the same .Stagnant
position would only further isolate cablecasters who felt that
the regional needs and c9Qncerns were currently not betfng
'met by the Commission. _

Decentralized Regional Otfi.ces would have the potential of

enabling the C.R.T.C. to bridge {immense geographical distances

- *

while helping the Commission become more aware of the broad-
casting needs of both cablecasters and subscribers. The result

would be a reduction in the feellngs  of indifference now
~
experienced in dealing with a bureaucratic body in Ottawa. The

C.R.T.C. also acknowledges this viewpoint:

*The Head Office is geographicatly located in
Hull, Quebec, but the Commission tists Its address,
including mailing address as Ottawa, Ontario.
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Through its regional offices, N
the C.R.T.C. can bring infor- .

mation, facts and figures and
. . explanations of its policies
and decisions to the doorsteps
of the public it Serves. -
. Through its regional offices, -
the C.R.T.C.” can extend a
helping hand and reach out to
receive the other side of the
dialogue that it wants with
Canadians in relationship to
their thoughts:. and opinions on
the broadcasting they receive or ’ .
badly want to receive {C.R.T.C., C'/
. 1984:48).

The role- of the Regional Office has been studied by the

-C?TC »‘s'evé_ra] times since 1972.° Tt i's interesting to
note that little action was ever {taken "after the problem was

analyzed. In fact, changes in the duties of C.R.T.C. Regional

. . [ 4 Ll . .
Qffices were never implemented. This created an environment in

which Regional Offices lost their credibility in the’ ‘eyes of

cablecasters.

The Regional C.R.T.C. Office was viewed as ineffective.
(gollaborators'reported that- when seeking important information
or when Jlobbying, the Regi(‘;nal Office was passed over in favour
of dizect consultation with 'employees from the Head Office.
Ironically, the cable op.erétors cléilﬁ;:d that it was these saxﬁe

employees who were insensitive te their needs.
N ¢
It is therefore submitted that if Regional Offices of the

- 4t - e - - - - - - e o = S o -

]

*This internal C.R.T.C. Re‘port was called the
‘Dawson Report, the second report was termed the
Foster Study 'in 1976, and in 1979 was known as
Corporate Management Report. All were internally
published by the C.R.T.C.

?
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authoritv in the

greater
could be given

C.R.T.C. were decentr)alized. then
areas of decision-making and policy development
This would result in a
cable broad-

to the
interaction between the g-R.f.C. and the
There- v

particular region {s concerned.
casting operators. and would help to solve the problems of

greater

' isolation without relinquishing federal jurisdiction.
fore. decentralization of the C.R.T.C. Regtional OGffices would
satisfy those cable operators who favoured {ederail jurisdiction -
and those who favoured provincial control. -

-
i
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RECOMMENDATION: THE C.R.T.C. SHOULD CONTINUE WITH
DEREGULATION IN AREAS OTHER THAN RATES.

Cablecasters felt that the cable industry was unneces-
sarily tiurdt_:l;ted by regulation. The 1986 Cable Regulations
which initiated the move‘ towards deregulation dealt with rates
only. Nova Scotian extra cable operators stated- deregulation
must also include other cable matters.

h “I&le Canadian Cable Television Association (C.C.T.A.).

which represents all cable operations, released a report in

January, 1987, entitled Project S0/2. It stated that the

C.C.T.A. - applauded theé 1986 Cable Regulations as affirmative -
action. Echoing the rasp’onsés, given by Nova Scotian, cable
operators, the C.C.T.A. demanded more Ienient rules. The

Association requested that the C.R.T.C. extend its supervisory

approach by the [following:

1. Moving to market-based rates for
all services.
- 2. Encouraging the development of new
services such as pay-per-view.
3. Removing  the prohibiﬁons against
cable advertising. N
4., Distributing foreign signals whi(':h‘
were not directly competitive with Canadian
services (C.C.T.A., 1987,59). )

-

"Approval of market-based rates and the granting of permission

’
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for .cable advertising. woltld mean a ragivt:al change in C.R.T.C.
philosophy, which perhaps would fot be the best approa'ch-
However, the C.R.T.C. should promote the development of

new services for subscribers. Cable systems should alsc be

permitted a greater variety of "services such as distant

Canadian and American signals.  This Wwould allow ‘cable under-

taking§ to compete with systems such as TVRO's. (earth

~

s_tatio_nsl), and VCR’s which operate outside .of regulation.

=

. Cabie fcchnolgéy must be allowed to expand as the capacity for

hew services becomefs_'available. or°cable will be passed over by

Candadians in favour of the new, umreguldted technologies.

As well as dealing with new services the Comm'iss'ipn must

examine problems within the C.R.T.C.. Long time lapses between
applying and receiving decisions were ~a great concern amongst
cablecasters_.. 11 moderate C.R.T.C. decentralization were
actualized, feg'wnal concerns such as granting permission to
‘cable operations to extend their operations within their
licensed areas, and other non-contentious issues, could be

.

processed much more quickly and efficiently. Elimination of
f

tﬁe.se tixhe-consnming duties would free the C.R.T.C. Head
Office and perhaps produce a faster tumm over with regard. to
decisions of a national nature.

‘Regulation with respéct ‘1.6 cable 'nnderiakings must be

. fair. - The ewrent regulatory frimework still . over burdens the

cable indx;stry. although the 1986 Cable Regulations were a

beginning in bréaking this trend. Cable - regulation must be

— '
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flexible enough to allow- [or a changing envi

nment. Therefore
the C:R.;T.C. should continue “to mbve to ar%ls‘ the .super\"isofy"
s\éa/l

role in “all -'o‘:abA)e matters as promt by {rre 1986 Cable

" Regulations. -
¥
‘a

These recommendations would better suilt the cable i'ndustry

because it woulds first, facilitate cdble business by " .

increasing services available to sﬁbs{é:rlbers. sccofnd. al‘low."‘
cable undeftakings to compete with techm.)logy“- such as V.C.R.'s
" and T.V.R.O.'s. and third, implement._moderate decer_\tralizatlop
§ of ‘-“l,l?e C.R.T.C:.. . Regional Offices. could ma,ke decisions
‘__.af_‘f.ecti;\g provincial undertakings more quickly and .‘;ff.iciently

-

and therefore less;én delz'a‘y; -o"f-}t{he bur:q'a'ucracy. L

~ From the interviews, collaborators were interested in a

business, approach towards. their c:_xj:iie operations. Although

théy did state Canadian npi'ogramming is a priority on their

' ' cable service, cgllaborators did not mention the need to
preserve Canédian culture.

Upon examination of C.R.T.C. policy since 1968, the, .
Commission's _demand - fo uphold Canadian culture through the .

protection of local’broadcasting becomes an bbviqius-:m_d much

needed protectional " .measure. The C.R.T.C. in the future is
going to have to continue with cabtle regulations to proteci-‘ihé

‘Canadian Identity’ \&hile being flexible enough to assure that

[y ’

‘cable is a part of the single Canadian broadcasting system. 7

.
S - . -
. . -

Closing Statement -

The signiffcance of qualitative ‘studies used to -explain
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c;bl;casters.viev}pointsﬁw'as"'sxipported by the ‘Government sponsor- -

ed Caplan-Sauveageau: Report ,"o'f the “Task Force . on Broad-

casting Policy which. recsmmended:

The Deparfment of Communications
and the C.R.T.C. shouid support
the development of research in
communications-related disciplines
on ail aspects of Canadian broad-
: : casting, especially regulatory
¢ i . policies and methods. Instead of
concentrating on establishing new
structures, their-research support
should emphasize centres of
excellence that already exist,
articularly in the universities.
n order {0 be ‘able to carry out
independent assessments of the
. broadcasting industry, the C.R.T.C.
! e shounld reactivate jits research . .
’ ’ department and consult specialists coe
’ " in all appropriate disciplines .
to estadlish and ‘'maintain a means :
ingful and vp-to-date database .
on the broadcasting industry.
(Caplan-Sauvageau, 19864184-85]).

The interviews wfth Nova Scotian extra cable operators

yielded a database which -exemplified the type of research

recommended by - ‘Capl:‘m-stauvagéau. It is hoped, that this study

t

will be beneficial 'in providink an illu;;"fra.t‘ion of the current
N . 1 A

3

cable broadcasting environment, and wWays in which It might
co;\ceivaﬁly be improved. o ':;.' ) -

1
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Apoendix A - .
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Background Juestionnaire and Cross-Check Juestionnaixe (lamples)
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. .
~ROVA SCOTIAN CABLE OPERATORS
PERCEPTIONS OF FEDERAL/PROVINCIAL REGULATIONS

————— ————— ——— . . . T

1. Name:

2. How many cable companies do you operate or own?

one -t
LWo ——-—
three ——--
four ———

five —_————

3. What are the number of subscribers at each?

[ .

‘
Y

-

5. a) How long have yoﬁ been a Cable Operator in Nova Scotial? | .
————— ‘--—--.—-.‘ﬂ—..-.d—-———--ﬁ-—_---------——w-——-————-—‘-——
"b) Have you ever worked in the cable industry outside of

Nova Scotia?

4 c) If yes, where and how long? e

- — e -
«

) | , ) T

-

6. Were you 4 Cable Operator .during the constitut16n31
discussions from 1978 to 1980, in which the jurisdiction_

uich’respect to communications was dealt with?:

+

[ -
-t o ————

- PLEASE CHECK NFEYT TN THY ADDDADDYATD DaAMAD
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10.

115;

Do you feel the provinces should have been given control

of communications. Why or why not?

_— e et o e e > e A . e i e e g ——

- There are several different scenarios for the regulatién’

3

of broadcasting, and cable in partidhlar.j?lesse rank the
folloving in order of importance to YOU. ) L.
a) Pederal control (staying with the C.R.T.C.) K
b) Delbentralization of the C.R.T.Cn\ ¢
(so that the Regional Offices would have:

more power) LT

~

l“-

c) Jeint Federal and Provincial Control
d) Provincial Control °.

——— . — ———

e) Totdl_Deregulatién ' L

What {nclusions would you like to sce in an amehded

Broadcastin3~égs?

kny factors YOU consider specfally relevant for cable

regulations?

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



ALTTCRIZED SERVICES

——— »

CALL SICN NETWCEX

LOCATICN

TELEVISION SERVICES

v ’

-

SPICIAL PROGRAMMING SERVICES

.

RADIO SERVICES -

.

PAY TELEVISION SERVICES

**  FIRST CHOICE/SUPERCHANNEL

SPECTALTY PROGRAMMING SERVICES

I3

-
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NOVA SCOTIAN EXTRA CABLE OPERATORS PERCEPTIONS OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS

o et

CROSS CHECK QUESTIONNAIRE

‘e ]
]

1. Do you’feel-thé.cable industry shculd be regulated by the
‘Fédefal Agedcy,'the Canadlan Radio-television and Telecommunications
CommlsSLQn (CRTC)°

2. Are Che*e any area’ s in whlch the CRTC could be improved or
changed? o R

T~

- T S
X.. . T E . //"

..‘ .\ ~€f‘

b) Are Ghere any CRTC polxc1es, from your posiglon, that you -
. - . .

feel should he rev1sed? RS :
w/_. : AR - .
i - I » \
- : . - * ‘s: - ‘ H s 7 < .
3 ‘:.; .’: " - S~ . T4 . ;
I Lo S
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du vou feel a Provincial Regulatory:
4

W
3

From o vaour poxspective,
poency tculd be more effective in the interests of cable

broadeasting” Why or why not”?

Sy

A
s
L
AN & o
‘ ,
L 4
4. Te what extent do you favour deregulation in the cable industry?

P

5. Would vou prefer to see total deregualtiog{in cable markets cross
- v .

Canada” . . £
. - £ 7
4 - : - o
”
. . . '
-? e
Gt
> o .
M -, "
e -
’
o
. ~
A . —~ -
o . .
» - r ;5»‘“
- . ] I
’ ' s *
~ &L -~
\ o = - P A -
' ;

6. wOuld you care to see market competltlon,gyla differewmt cable

ineach licensed area7 Why or why not?

- -
Lac)

companies,

.
-’

&
£
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.
I
b
bt
rJ

7. ,From.vour respective position, what wouid be the 'ideal!

for cable broadcasters as far as regilations are concerned?

13

8. There are several different scenarios for the regulation of
broadcasting, and cable in particular. Please rank the following

in order of importance to YOU.

a) Federal control {(the CRTC)
b) Decentralization of the CRTC (Regional Offices '
with more power and influeénce) R .

c)}Joiﬁt Federal and Provincial -Control

d) Provincial Control

: e) Total Deregulation

d

- 1f "you have any additional comments, please list.

. ) © auanr VA FAR VAR ACCTCTANCE Y
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Prefer Federal

THEMES: FROM CHAPTER I!

Cable - - Legal
- Monopolies < >» , (ases « > Regulations
In Province . . Which set esp. since 1986
A jurisdiction Cable Regulations
,T\
A q, . . q,
Evolution of . _ Nova Decentralized -
Cable Industry Scotian role of the
Policy from <« - s Extra > CR.T.C. with
Social Respons- Cabie more input from
ibility and Operators provincial
A ‘Mertanian sources
Theories
Total -~ Prefer a
Deregulation < ~—>  Provincial
of Cable Regulato
Boar

-~ ~TT
S



; iix C

Collaborators Ranking Cf Main Points

(Alphabetical Value Given)

.
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pages of

were }anked by the colla_borzAtor

points made by any

one-

interview transcript.

coliaborator was seven.

The Coilaborative Inq‘diry methodology yielded hundreds of

_Main points of the interviews

s. The maximum number of main

These were -

given a letter which corresponded with the col!at.:or;iors

14

priorized . ranking of

- ranked, “cable is overregulated”

theme iq Question 1.
(see Appendix C).

A Y

ed with priorized

topics.

This topic

]

For example, Mr. Norm Croéb;

number 1y his most important

was then given an 'a’ value

Thus the following letter values correspond- -

ranking of main themes

1,
2eh 4
3 = ¢ -
4 =« d 3
S =e ’ .
6 = [{
7 =g
‘.,. P .J
\
s
~

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



"uoissiuad Inoyum paaiyosd uononpoidas Jayung “Joumo JybLAdoo 8y} Jo uoissiwiad yum paonpoliday

Figure fs THEMES

MAIN THEMES
Question #1s

Rd

x|

As Ranked In Alphabetical Priority By Colla@mtotsf

f.u2

.#3

.,

54

T RS

26

. INTERVIEWEES .
o7

28

| 1. Cable over regﬁlated. (bareancracy)

2. The feds are doing a required job.

3. Controls are mdéd.

29

4. CRT.L. 2s broadcast regulators.

5. Department. of Cmmcatious -

Techmical Area.

6. Regulations are a basis to nn a

company.

7. The receat, new. CRT.C regula-
tions have given the indestry a
chance to compete against what

competition we now might have -
V(R’s and disbes '

8. With the recent. Rew regula-.
tions, thiak of deregulation -
and how much the CR.T.C. have
changed policy with regard to

. cable. (Under André- Bureaa) -

b

- LIT -




Question &#! Contimued:

x1

n2

23

n4

25

INTERVIEWEES

a6

e‘-(g'].‘ .

38, .

29

9. Now allowed access now to more
variety of television, and a.m. -
ad fm signals.

10. Have to have some regulations,

but the biggest problem involved
with regulations and the CR.T.C.

Is the time lapse for 2 decnsiol.'

(bureacncy)

a.b

1l. The 80% C.P.L lor rate -
increases .is fine. However,

should be able to skip a year

and double the increase for two .-

years.

12, New. renlatiéns covered the
capitol costs- of wpgrading and
expasion.

"uolssjwiad noyym payqiyosd uononpoidal Jayung “Jsumo JybuAdos ays o uoissiuad yum paonpoiday

13. The sky should be the limit. to
signals allowed to be carried,
pot barequcratic people in
Ottawa

14. Have no problems with Caudm
Content ngnlahons

[y

|6 ¢]
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\‘MAIN'IHEMES

Question #2:

ol

82

23

"5

INTERVIEWEES

26

27

7”8

~9

1. Because there is always going
to be some sort of federal
control and we don’'t need
doudble; dual regulators.

a,b

2. Ii Nova Scotia we’ve'f’omd.
the provincial ‘commmications

pecple very supportive of -
the cable imdustry. :

3. Concern within the industry
. that provinces try to
- control regwlations.

4. The provincial amwsement tar.
\

5. The province doesn’t really
affect us too much, we have
to abide by whatever regulations
are made, and run the cable
company.

k.

6. Provincial regulators would be
more easily infiwenced by
individuals and groups.

7. Hopes the province would stay
oat of regulations.




o

MAIN THEMES

- Question n’?_' Contimyed:

- &l

22

#3

- £ I

a7

&8 .

- 49

-

8. The CRT.C. as the federal
regulators, have taken
‘cable T.V. as an infant and
lived through its
adolesence.

9. The provincial government
would be very socialistic.
They are mot at all symp-
athetic to free enterprize
or to making money, or to
even being reasomable in
its demands or cable

- aperators. Particalarly
. with respect to extension
of services.

——

‘uoissiwiad inoyum payqgiyotd uononpoidal Jayung “yaumo WbuAdoos sy jo uoissiwsad yum paonpoiday

10, The province would be
looking for the cable
operation to give uwp
997 of his/her bottom
line for the public good.

s

1L Tbe provincial govermment . -

would certainly be moré
comcerned on aa individual
level. They would know -
you, the company;-aad .the
needs of the sebscrider
better,

k¥ 3

[
o
(&9
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e

~ MAIN_THEMES

Question #2 Continued:

o1

72

3

o4

a7

o8

29

12. Don't know if cable should
be regulated by the
provinces or the feds.

13. Would ke to see bk
- province regulate cable.

" 14. Provincial control would
' Abe much better.

' 15. With the province, regs-
lations would be much
freer, much looser.

16. Provincial regulators
would still be a great
big bureancracy, except
they would be in Halifar,

\ instead of Ottawa.’

[y

| )
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MAIN THEMES

Question &3:

¥l

.Y

24

45

26

»?

- &8

9

1. Cable broadcasters get along -
fairly well with the CR.T.C.

2. The CR.T.C. is slow in
making decisions.

£

3. The CR.T.C. has gone
in a2 new direction from a

regulatory to a sg:rrvisory
role, under André Burean,

4, The CR.T.C. is looking at -
cable to extend Canadian
sefvices.

S. Have no feelings towards
regulations, jast a fact

in niming 3 cable compamy.

6. Have to deal with a regula-
tory body amd the body is
treated as soch.

7. Six months ago wouald have
claimed the indwstry is
over-regulated.

]
ro
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-

MAIN THEMES

Question #3 Contimued:

-3

. )

23

. 4

5

{3

”7

4.

79

8. Regulations are necessary,

doesn't agree with total
deregulation.

————

9 Cable broadcastm ae

dealing with a boreau-
cracy that is inefficient,

and not able to react to

different -‘%uggestions.

10. The CR.T.C. doesn’t

anderstand Nova Scotla.
we are so remote to °
them, and that's a
point for decentraliz-
ation.

¢ ¢

11. CR.T.C. has penalized
cable broadcasters. and

‘sabscribers via cable

. regulations. While
Cancom systems appear -

to be given special
consideration ard
states mol accorded to
small ‘12 channel cable

‘systems -
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A

»D 3+ *
o LT

‘f anon«na (;ontumedt

J "

a5

S VA The Regiopal CR H.‘.,.
0ffice 'has fo. mpnt 3v
into thé Oltzwa sgene. | .

I

e

13. Better off dcahng with
the CR.IL. thah the
provincial government,

t 4

14. Regulations need to be
more relaxed.

2

15. Swpport of regulations
that make an effort for
cross-subs]dlzatlon ‘
to delivef signals“to
Northera and reno‘te
areas of Cm;la.

rake

o

Y
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MAIN THEMES . - INTERVIE\‘(EB_
Question " #4: : 2| n? 3, o4 xS L 27 78 1 29
L. Frightéaed ol provincial * B I '
contro} df cable regula- b ¢ . g . a i}
tions. .
1920d T -
2. Provincial control of ’ . s . .
regulations would be an - a s .
additional burden to y ’
the cable industry. ,
3. Can’t have eleven or = T '
twelve differeat cont- ° . N PR b
rolling bodies in national __ 8 , s . .
broddcasting. i - .
A\ N - * - " S '
4. The cable industry is not ' ol 0¥ *
in favour of provincial : s T a
control of cable regui- 5. . . s a
ations. ) s . ) “
- .1‘ - A B N f— = 4.\‘ ¥
5. If yom have each province i T A -
regulating cable, will end . .« : LN 3--“ ‘ oo N
wp with the samé sitoation d ' ; “y oy N I
in rating filtds. > { . H S IR Vot
b . LYK Y .
. - + - '\
* ' - >
. $ Iy ) \_ P
: YL, -\ S
. »e L - . .
) = . ' & ‘, DY 0(
‘ K - o N VI . ' 3 4. - - W
“7 NP ‘k“‘" .‘; ) _' ) » ' Ad - M [}
: -A A Wt 4 ) S ’ \ -
‘ S \ T 3 ‘.‘ ) - 3.0 0> N . L8y = ™



MAIN THEMES

Question #4 - Continued:

| w2

23

4

INTERVIEWEES

z5

2”6

a7

8

79

T

'\D

6. mis is a business wmch has
~a federal tegulatory, body,

t

but its just' a body to ‘be:- Lo

N\,
N
N
{ A

4
Lva

7. It there was any area that
the province could be an -
asset, would not mind the
province -being in ch:rge '

of regllations SN L

d

The ‘grovinte's part.' carrently
e amasement tax. ‘

9.-Dow’t need dual regulating
“bodies for the cable ‘
indwstry. g

'UO!S.S!LUJed Inoyum payqiyosd uononpoudal Jayung “Ioumo WBLAdoD By Jo uoissiwad YIMm paonpoliday

10. Provincial Communications
Division are very helpfal
to as and are playizg an -
important role.

1

21 -
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MAIN THEMES INTERVIEWEES - /
Question #4. Contimed: sl | #2 | 3 | w4 | a5 | a6 [ 47 | #8° | a9
1. Perhaps, the best way
would be with the federal a‘“

government as overseer,
but having provincial
input. ‘

12. The provisces would be in
a better positioa to
regulate os due to the
fact that they woald know
the area and perhaps care
more about us.

b,d

13. We feel quile alienated from
Ottawa and the federal
regulatory body, the .
CR.I.C

14. Respected by the provincial
people.

- 21 -



Question #5:

&1

272

23

24

INTERVIEWEES

25

26

27

#B

”9

1. Easier to stay with [ederal
control than to try and
change to provincial
control.

2. Provincial control of
broadcasting wounld -fragment
the broadcast industry and
disonite Camada

3. It wonld be impossible to
have' provincial regulators
and national broadcasting.

4. Broadcasting and television
go across provincial lines.

‘uolssiwiad Jnoynm papqiyold uoonpoidel Jeyung “Jaumo jybuAdoo a3 Jo uoissiuiad ypm paonpoiday

. 5. Prefer a federal body

because that gives a fair
basis to all companies.

v

o
)



MAIN THEMES

Question #5 Continued:

-3

o2

a3

74

INTERVIEWEES

75

26

27

728

79

6. Deregulation took a long
time,

7.'Cabl'e broadcasters dido't

always agree with steps
the C.R.T.C. were taking. \

8. Can't compare federal and
provincial regulators as the
provinces have never played
a role, .

9. Cable broadcasters have always
felt the CRT.C. was slow.

10. Oa the provincial side,
the only involvement has
been the ammusement tar.

‘uoissiuuad inoyum paqiyosd uononposday Jayung “ssumo ybLAdoo ay) Jo uoissiuiad ypm paonpoidey

T, anywhere, the province might

become involved with TVRO's, as .

they probably won't fall under
the Broadcasting Act.

ba

O



MAIN THEMES

Question #S Contimued:

4

&2

7~3.

"4

&5

76

o7

ng

':x9

T

T 12 Pe;haps the province might

know more about geograph-
- ical rights,

13. 1{'s hard enough for the
CRT.C. to stay on top -
of regulatiog the indastry
because the skies doa't
stop at the oniside per-

imeter of Canada. It would -

_ then be very difficalt for
the provinces.

14. Don’t have strong feelings
about provincial versus
federal jorisdictiom, but
must have only one regul-

atory body.

‘uolssiwiad noyum payqiyosd uononpoidsi Jayung “uaumo jybukdoos suy Jo uoissiuad ypm paonpoiday

15. With the new cable regul-
ations will not have to
fil) out am application
for rate increase.
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MAIN THEMES

Question #5 Contimued:

71

22

23

24

”S

-

INTERVIEWEES

26°

o

a8

9

T

16. There is still a nameless,
faceless bureaucracy in
Ottawa who knmow nothing
about Nova Scotia.

L

cd

Al

17. Andre Bureau has been seen
by the cablé industry ds a
very good chairman of the
CRT.C. He is making some
progressive changes within
the agency.

. 18, Dealing with: the Provincial

Communications Division
is much easier.

19, No factors.

€

€T -



ellite deliveries.

MAIN THEMES INTERVIEWEES

.Question #6: &1 72 &3 'fx‘_s. “s A6 &7 #8 &9
. CRT.C. is working at '

relaxing regulations via a- lagc a e £

new cable regulations. o
2. CR.T.C. should speéd up appr- ~

oval process for decisions. b
3. Deregulation of rates is

particalarly good b f d b
4. The CR.T.C. should allow .

cable to compete with sat- d c

5. No feelings toward regula-

"uolssiwiad Inoyum pauqiyold uononpoidal Jayung “J1sumo Jybukdoo ay) jo uoissiwiad ypm paonpoiday

tions. ' a
6. CR.T.C> is a controlling body
and they do keep am eye on b
ygur business.
7. The CR.T.C. is like 3 Big c

Daddy* watching us.

b4

L)

[aP]
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™~
MAIN THEMES

Question #6 Continued:

&1

22

23

n4

Z5

INTERVIEWEES

26

47

o8

8. Now can offer more services.
Allowed to offer credit/
contra advertising on the
commmnily chamnel. Thus
will have a better service
for the swbscriber.

9. Now can't be critical of what
the CR.T.C. is doing, as
they are now conscious of the
things the cable industry has
been asking for 2 number of
. years. .

~9

N~

10. The C.R.T.C." decision to :
allow 80Z of the CP.I. for -
rale increases is wise,

"

11. The CR.T.C. has reacted

* well to the Maritimes in
that we now have a Regional
Office. - .

[

\u
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-

J
MAIN THEMES INTERVIEWEES
Question #6 Continued: ”1 22 &3 iz - 85" 26 27 "8 . 9
12. We should not turn the ;
industry into complete
American or foreign sigmals. b

The [act that we muost camry
a mimmum of 502 Canadian
signals makes sense,

i

13. Agreement with Pierre
Trudeaz when he said his
personal philosophy was that

CBC shouid be all Camadian c
content. It should be all
Canadian.
14. It appears that the cable-
vision indestry is almost P 5

. grown wp. At least we're
- being treated wych [fairer.

15. Now permitted to pass on
1007 of ows ipstallation

‘costs through fees.
. 16. We are now able to add P4
CHCH and CITY, and able to - 3
‘ d

ign an agreement with
them from mew regulations.

b

A
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.-,

, o
AN TS A e
Question #6 Contimed: | al | w2 23 | w4 | Cas | me | 8 29
17. As Generai )o;anager of a ,
system [ think we peed more b a

input by local people, who
know the area, and that
means the province.

18. The new Cable Regulations

were just a start in the -
right direction. Overall,
the regulations need to be
more relaxed, looser.

v
X

19. The only thing ‘the CR.T.C..
should be regulating is to
easure we're distributing
every Canadian sigmal that's
available and we want to
distribute.

b,d

20. Believe that CHCH, CITV, can
compele with American ABC,
NBC, and (BS neiworks. We
should have beea 3llowed to

always carry it

\\

- ¢ -



Appendix D

Alphanumeric Yalues Awarded To Themes Of Collaborators
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£
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FIGURE 21  VALUES .AWARDED TO THEMES AS RANKED BY COLLABORATORS

As figure 1 {llustrates’ -the thémes from interviews were .
given back to the Collaborators to rank in order of priority.

From this each letter will be given an’ 2lphanumeric value:

] . ) P

a? 13

g =1
S

Thus values can be totalled and the sum presénted so that .

S

matrices can be collapsed and the top aggregrate of re ccurent

~ themes, as ranked by collaborators, will be made known.

.“ ‘ : ' Y

<
e

. .- Ty
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MAIN THEMES
Question #1: '

. Bt
%4

82

Figure 2: VALUES AWARDED TO THEMES AS RANKED BY COLLABORATORS .

.“

ne

o8

1. Cable over regulated. (bmeauqacy]

2. The feds are doing 2 required job.

3. Controls are meeded.

4, CR.T.C. as broadcast regulators.
» . { -

4

5. -

5. Departmént of Commmnications -
Techaical Area.

6. Regulations are a basis to nm a
. compary..

g

- 7. The receat, new. C.R.T.C. regula~

tions have given the industry a

chace to compete against what
tition we mow mght have -

Compe
VCR's aad dishes.

8. With the recenh new regula-
tioas, think of deregulation
and how mach the CR.T.C. have

- Chamged policy with regard to
cable. (Under Andre Burean)

o

6,4

- 8ET -,

o
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_MAIN THEMES

Question #1 Continued: '

21

72

73

#4

&5

276

g7

o8

29

9. Now allowed access pow to more
variety of television, and a.m.
“and fan. signals.

10. Have to' have some regulations,
but the biggest problem involved
with regulations and the C.R.T.C.

is the time lapse for a decision.

(bureaucracy)

1,6

1. The 807 C.P.I. for rate
increases is fine. However,
shouid be able to skip a year
and double the increase for two
years.

12. New regulations covered the
- capitol costs ol upgrading and
. expansion.

b,

13. The sky should be the limit to
signals allowed to be carried,
not bureaucratic people in
Ottawa.

14. Have no problems with Canadian
Content regulations.

o~ 5€7 -
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_ MAIN THEMES ", INTERVIEWEES
Question #1 Continued: ot | 22 23 24 25 w6 | a7 48 #9
, : T .

15. Federal regulations are a two ) L \

‘edged sword; a real pain, a '

real problem.
16. Rates : 7
17. 4Pro'.gram|ning G



_MAIN THEMES

Question #2:

J- 3|

22

23

o4

o5

INTERVIEWEES

26

27

28

~n9

1 . .
1. Because there is always. going
to be some sort of federal
control and we don't need
double; dual regulators.

1,6

1,6

2. In Nova Scotia we've found .
the provincial communications
people very supportive of
the cable industry.

3. foncern within the lndnstry

that provinces try to
control regulations.

4. The provincial amusement tax.

5. The province doesn’t really
affect us too much, we have
to abide by whatever regulations
are made, and nm the cable

company.

7.5
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6. Provincial regulators would be
more easily inflaencéd by
individuals and groups.

7. Hopes the province would stay
out of regulations.
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MAIN THEMES

Question #2 Continued:

o1

"2

o3

24

INTERVIEWEES

z25

76

ol

28

7”9

8.. The CR.T.C. as the federsl
regulators, have taken
cable T.V. as an infant and

~ lived throogh jts
~ adolesence.

9. The provincial government
would be very socialistic.
They are not at all symp-
athetic to free enterprize
or to making money, or to
even being reasonable in
its demands on cable
operators. Particalarly
with respect to extension
of services.

10. The ‘province would be
looking for the cable
operation to give up
99% of his/her bottom

line for the public good. .

11. The provincial government
would ceftainly be more
concerned oa an individual
level. They would know
you, the company; and- the
needs of the sabscriber
better. - |

4

4



MAIN THEMES

. Question #2 Continued:

F-3

&2

23

~4

INTERVIEWEES

&5

26

&7

o8

12, Don't know f{f cable should
. be regulated by the
provinces or the feds.

13. Would like to see the
province regulate cable.

14, Provinciafcontrol would
be much better.

15. With the province, .re'gn-
lations would be much
freer, much looser.

16. Provincial regulators
wounld still be a great
.big bureaucracy, .except
they would be in Halifax,
instead of Ottawa.
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MAIN_THEMES

Question &3:

z1

22

23

24 .

" INTERVIEWEES

75

#6

727

728

#9

‘1. Cable broadcasters get along
fairly well with the C.RT.C.

2. The CR.T.C. is slow in
making decisions.

3. The C.R.T.C. has gone
in 2 new direction from a
regulatory to 3 supervisory
role, under Andre Burean.

1.5

6,5

4. The CR.T.C. is looking at
cable to extend Canadian
services.

5. Have no feelings towards
regulations, just a fact
in rusning a cable company.

"uoissiuad Inoyum payqiyosd uononpoidas Jayung Joumo JybLAdoo sy} Jo uoissiwiad yum paonpoiday

6. Have to deal with 3 regula-
tory body and the body is
treated as soch. ,

7. Six months ago would have
claimed the industry is
over-fegulated.

- nNT -
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MAIN THEMES

Question #3 Contimed:

&l

272

23

74,

_INTERVIEWEES

25

26

27

a8

29

8. Regulations are ‘necessary.
doesn’t agree with tlotal
deregnlalion.

9. Cable broadcasters are
dealing with a bureau-
cracy that is inefficient,
and not able to react to
different suggestions.

6,1

10. The C.R.T.C. doesn’t
understand Nova Scotia,
we are so remote to
them, and that's a
point for decentraliz-
ation.

11. CR.T.C. has penalized -
cable broadcasters and
subscribers via cable
regulations. While
Cancom systems appear

" to be given special
consideration and

~ statns not accorded to
small 12 channel cable
systems

[ EY

\n
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MAIN THEMES
Qnestion £3 Contimed:

&1

#2

&3

o4

INTERVIEWEES

“3

76

27

o8

12. The Regional C.R.T.C.
Office has no input
into the Ottawa scene,

13. Better off dealing with
the C.R.T.C. than the
" provincial government.

14. Regulations need to be
more relaxed.

-’

15. Support of regulations
that make an effort for
cross-sabsidization
to deliver signals to
Northern and remote
&eas of Canada.
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MAIN THEMES

Question 24

x|

202

23

&4

3

INTERVIEWEES

26

&7

28

279

1. Frightened of provincial
sontrol of cable regula-
tions.

2. Provincial control of
regulations would be an
additional burden to
the cable industry.

3. Can't have eleven or
twelve differert cont-

broadcasting.

rolling bodies iz national ~

4. The cable industry is not -
in favour of provincial
control of cable regul-
ations.

5. If you have each province
regulating cable, will end
up with the same situation
in rating films.

_

- Nt -
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MAIN THEMES

Question #4 Continued:

al .

02

o3

~4

INTERVIEWEES

a5

76

27

#8

&9

6. This is a business which has

a federal regulatory body,
but its just a body to be
S

7. If there was any area that
. the province could be an
asset, would not mind the
province being in charge
of regulations.

8. The province’s part cuwrently
is the amosement tax.

"~ 9, Don’t need dual regulating

bodies for the cable
industry. ~-

1,6

1,6 .

10. Provincial Commanications
Division are very helpful
to us and are playing an
important role.

- 8nt -



MAIN THEMES

Question’ #4 Continued:

xl -

22

#£3

&4

INTERVIEWEES

25

‘76

a7

o8

79

11. Perhaps, the best way
would be with the federal
government as overseer,
but having provincial
input.

12. The.provinces would be in
a_better position to
regulate os due to the
fact that they .would know
the area and perhaps care
more about us.

-

6,4

13. We feel quite alienated from
Ottawa and the federal
regulatory body, the -
CRT.C

14. Respected by the provincial

_people.
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MAIN THEMES

Question #5:

#1

#3

u5>

26

,.a?.'

1 28

| %9

1. Easjer to stay with federal

control than to try and
change to provincial
- tontrol.

2. Provincial contro) of
broadcasting would fragment
the broadcast industry amd
dismite Canada.

3. It would be impossible to
have provincial regulators
and national broadcasting.

4. Broadcasting and television
‘go across provincial lines..

5. Prefer a federal body
because that gives a fair
basis to*all companies.
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1

.
I““~¥///
. L .

-~

INTERVIEWEES

81

MAIN THEMES
Question #5 Continued: 1 o2 #3 4 75 26 | @7 48 | o9
6., Deregelation took a long . ~ ;
time. .
7. Cable broadcasters didn’t
always agfee with steps —_ b
the C.R.T.C. were taking. :
8. Can’t compare federal and «
provincial regulators as the
provinces have never played 3
~ a rofe, '
9. Cable broadcasters have always 4 A
~ ~Teit the CR.T.C. was slaw.
£0. On the provincial side, ; ,
the only involvement has ) 3
" been 'the amusement tar.
- — - T
. 211, Il anywhere, the proviace might '
become involved with TVRO's, as
they probably won't fall under @
the Broadcasting Act.

i1 -
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MAIN THEMES |
: 2

-

.Question #35 Continued: '

12, i’erhaps the province might
_know more about geograph-
“jcal rights.

13. It’s hard enough for the
-CR.T.C. to stay on top
of regulating the industry
because the skies don't
stop at the outside per- .
imeter of Canada. It would
then be very difficult for
the provinces.

14. Don’t have strong feelings
' about provincul Versus
federal Jorisdiction, but
must have only one regul-

, atory body. .

‘uoissiuad inoyum paaqiyosd uononpoudas Jeypung Jaumo JybuAdos ayj jo uolssiwiad yum paonpoidey

15. With the new cable regul-
ations will not have to
fill out an application
for rate increase,

I

2¢
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MAIN THEMES

Question &5 Continued:

#2

73,

' L

}

&5

4

©* INTERVIEWEES -

26

o7

o8

79

F

16. There ‘is still a nameless,

- faceless bureaucracy in’

Ottawa who know nothing
about Nova Scotia. -

»n

> -

17. Andre Buredu has been seen
by the gable indnstry as a

pod chairman of the
. He is making some
jveechinges within

S,

1,6

19. No factors.

_—

S,

- €51 ~
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L,

v

| Question #6:

52

73

. 04

77

#8

29

2
e

CFCRT.C s working at

relaxing regulations via
pew cable regulations.

2, CR.T.C. should speed up appr- '

oval process for decisions.

3 Deregulation of rates is

particalarly good.

4

4. The C.R.T.C. should allow
cable to compete with sat-
ellite deliveries.

-,

5. No feelings toward regula-
“tions. _

6. CR.T.C> is a controlling body
and they do keep an eye on
your business.

7. The CR.T.C. is like 2 Big
Daddy' watching us.

b

in
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Question #6 Continued:

&1

2?2

23

&4

INTERYIEWEES

7”5

26

g

~8

29

‘8. Now can offer more services.

Allowed to offer credit/

contra advertising on the

community chamnel. Thus
will have a better service
for the subscriber.

9. Now can't be critica} of what
the C.R.T.C. is doing, as .
they are now conscious of the
things the cable indostry has
been asking for a number of
years,

4

—7
10. The C.R.T.C. decision to
allow 807 of the CP.I. for
rate increases is wise. -

1. The CR.T.C. has reacted
well to the Maritimes in
that- we now have a Regional
. Office. v :

- 661 -
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MAIN THEMES

Question #6 Continued: :

o

-3

22

#3.

#4

”3 |

" INTERVIEWEES

26

o7

278

&9

12. We should not turn the
industry into complete
American or foreign signals.
The fact that wé must carry
a minumum of 507 Canadian
signals makes sense,

‘13. Agreement with Pierre

Trudeau when he said his
personal philosophy was that
(BC should be all Camadian

content. It should be all '

Canadian.

4. It appears that the cable-
vision industry is almost
grown up. At least we're
being treated much fairer.

15. Now permitted 1o pass on
100% of our installation
costs through fees.

16. We e now able to add
CHCH and CITV, and able to
sign anp agreement with
them from new regulations.

- 36T -



MAIN THEMES

Question &6 Con’l'muéd:

&l

22

23

x4

INTERVIEWEES

- 75

26

a7

9

17. As General Manager of a
system [ think we need more
input by local people, who
know the area, and that
means the province.

18. The new Cable Regulations
were just a start in the
right direction. Overall,
the regulations need to be
"more relaxed, looser.

{9. The only thing the CRT.C,
- should be regulating is to
ensure we're distridbuting
every Canadian signal that's
available and we want to
distribute.
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20. Believe that CHCH, CITV, can
compete with American ABC,
NBC, and (BS networks. We
should have been allowed to
always carry it

|

- 4S1 -
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: - Appendix E
Collapse of'Matriceé
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Collapse of Matrices

By totalling the alphanumeric values, the matrix shall now
be collapsed, so as to reduce the humber of cells. The main
‘themes from each question will remain, as illustrated by the

highest total aggregate.

P
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FIGURE 3: COLLAPSE OF MATRICES

MAIN THEMES

Question £1ir

1. Cable is over regulated by a

bureaucracy. \

2. With the recent, new
regulations (1986 Cable

_» Regulations) cable broad-
casters think of deregulation
and how much the C.R.T.C.
has changed policy direction.
Change has occurred under
C.R.T.C. chairman Andre ,
Bureau.

3. Have to have some regulations,
but the biggest problem
involved with regulations and
the C.R.T.C. is the time lapse
taken for broadcasters to .
receive a decision from the
Commission. Another example
of bureaucracy.

4. C.R.T.C. Is thought of as
broadcast regulators.

S. Now (from 1986 Cable Regulations)
allowed more access to variety
of television, a.m. and [.m.
sjgnals.

6. When federal regulations come to
mind, cable broadcasters think of
the Department of Communicatjons
~ the technical area.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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TOTAL VALUES

28 points

23 points

20 points

12 points

10 points

-

10 points



MAIN THEMES TOTAL VALUES
Question &2
{ i{. There {s always going to be 4S5 points

some sort of federal control
and dual regulations are not

needed.

2. Cable broadcasters hope the 16 points'
province would stay out of
regulations.

3. In Noyva Scotia, cable broad- 14 points

casters have found the prov-
incial communications people
very supportive of the cable

industry.

would certainly be more con-
cerned on an individual level.
They would know you, the
company, and the needs of the
subscriber better.

> . 4. The provincial government 14 points

5. The provincial amusement tax. 12 points

6. The province doesn’t affect i2 points
cable broadcasters too much,
we have to abide by whatever
regulations are made and run
the cable company.

7. Provincial regutators would be 12 points -
more easily influenced by ' ‘
individvals and groups.

¢

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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MAIN THEMES TOTAL VALUES

Question & 31

1. The C.R.T.C. has gone {n a 39 points
new direction, from a regul-
atory to a supervisory role,
under Andre Bureau.

2. The C.R.T.C. is slow in 20 points
- making decisions. .

3. Cable broadcasters are dealing 19 points
with a bureaucracy that lis
jnefficient, and not able to
react to different suggestions.

4. The C.R.T.C. doesn’t under- 12 points
stand Nova Scotia, we are so
remote to- them and that’s a
point for decentralization.

. 5. Regulations are necessary, , \:\Al-L points
don’t agree with total '
deregulation.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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MAIN THEMES

Question &~

1. Don’t need dual regulating
bodies for cable industry.

2. Frightened of Provincial
control of cable regulations.

3. The province would be in &
better position to reguiate the
cable industry due to the, fact
they would know the area better,
and perhaps care more about us.

4. The cable industry is not in
" favour of provincial control
of cable regulations.

5. Can’t have eleven or twelve
different controlling bodies
in national 'broadcasting. .
» ) ) )
6. Provinclal Communications
Division are very helpful in
their role to cable broad-
; casters and are playing an
' important role.

L4

TOTAL VALUES

26 points
22 points

" 16 points

13 points

13 points

<

12 points

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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MAIN THEMES . TOTAL VALUES

Question &5:

{. It would be impossihle to : 19 po{n_ts : K
‘have provincial refulators o

\\ . and natlonal broadcasting.

2. There is still a nameless. 14 polnts
faceless bureaucracy in_ ' )
Ottawa who know nothing
about Nova Scotia.

4
?

3. Dealing with the Provincial : , 13 points
Communications Division is mich
easier.
4. Easier to stay with the federal - I3 points .,
~ Yy "?

control than to try and change
to provincial control.

5. Cable broadcasters have always “ 11 points
feit the C.R.T.C. was slow. A

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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l MAIN THEMES

Question' Z 61

1. C.R.T.C. s working at
relaxing regulations via
new Cable Regulations.

2. The deregulation of rates
is particularly good.

. As General Manager of a
system,. I think we need more
input by local people, who
know the area, and that
means the province.

. The only thing the C.R.T.C.
should be regulating is to
ensure we're distributing
every Canadian signal that’s
available and we want to
distribute.

Under new Cable Regulations -
now able tq add CHCH and
CITV, and are able to sign

i an agreement with them.

6. The C.R.T.C. decision to
allow 80% of the C.P.I.
for rate increases is wise.

+

’ i

/.

TOTAL VALUES

31 points

18 points

13 points

10 points

2

11 points

11 points

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



BIBLIOQGRAPHY
—

BOOKS AND MAGAZINES

Allard, & -J. Straight Up: Private Broadcasting in Canada:

» 1918-1958. The Canadian Communication Foundation,
S~ Ottawa, 1879.

Tt

> Applebaum and Hebert. Federal Culture Policy Review Commit-
' tee. Ministry Supply and Services, .Canada, 1982.

[

Babe. Robert E. eable Television In Can'ada (Unpublished
Dissertation, University of Michigan), 1973. '

V2

Baum, D. J. Broadcastlng Regulation In Canada: The Power of:
. . Decision. .Canada Law Journal, 13, Osgoode Hall,
Toronto, 1975.

Buchan, Robert I, et ‘al. Telécommunica.tion Regulation and
the Constitution.’ . The Institute -for Research on
E . Pulec Pplicy, Montreal, 1982 '

v

Canadian Cable Television- Assocxation New Initlatlves New

Opportunitfes. * G.C.T.A., 1982. 4 M
~

Canadian Cable Television Association. Project 90/2
C.C.T.A., 1987 N

. Carney, T. F. Interpretevism- “A Methodology. University
’ ‘ of WindSor, Windsor, Ontario, 1983.

S Camey. T. F. Qualitative Methods in__Communication Studies.
?University of Windsor, Windsor, Ontario, 1987.

Eddy, H. R. Sanctions, Compliance Policy and Administrative

Law, Prepared for the Law Reform Commission of
Canada, Ottawa, 1981.

Foster, Frank.  Broadcasting Policy Development. Fanfost
" Communications Ltd., Ottawa, 1982.

. . - A
Hallman, E. S. Broadcasting Yin Canada. Routledge and
: ~“Kegan Paul Ltd., Londen, 1977. :

. Hogg, P. Constitutional Law of Canada. Carswell Co.,
Toronto,. 1985.

Grant, Peter. Canadian Broadcasting Law and Administratian.
. Law Society of Upper Canada, Toronto,.1973.

.

-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



/ .
. Hancock. Ken E.. [Ed.) Cable Television System, Rebuild and
- Expansion. Cabie Telecommunications and Research
institute, Alberta, i984.
Johnston, C. C. The (fznadian Radio-television and -.Telecom-
munications Commission. Law Reforzn {ommission of
Canada, Ottawa, 1980.
" Y Klingle, Paul. The Costs of Choice. Ministry of Supply
. and Services. Ottawa, 1980. o
Linton, J. D., D. Baer, H. Edmunds.%l’owers and
" Structures, and Constitutional Issues in Canadtan
- Broadcasting/Communications (vol. 3 Jurisdic-.
] tions and Decision-Making in Canadian Broadé%sting!.
) University of "Windsor, Windsor, Ontario, 1979.
1 . B
Linton. J. 'D., D. Baer, H. Edmunds. Scenarios_of Fut -
Develepments in Jurisdictions in Canadian Broad=
casting/Communications ([vol. 1 Jl_lrisdictlons and ™ -
becision-Making in Canadian Brgadcastui) ) :
Unwersxty of Windsor, Wmdso(. 1979 « oo
$
Lofland -John and Lofland, Lynn. Analysing Soclal Sctting<
Beimont, California, Wadsworth Publishing Co., 1984.
Magnet, . Constltu.tmnal Law of Canéda Carswell Co. .
To;onto 1983 . ; ‘ . v .
R . MacLean’s. “What Bourassa Won". May 11, 1987.
. ’ - .

Parish, Allan. Media” Law. Balhqusie .Law School, Dalhous~ - .
ie University, Halifax, Nova Scotia, 1984. ‘ : -

Peers. Frank. The Politics of Canadian Broadcasting.

.
University of Toronto Press, Toronto, 1969.

Petereon Theodore. Four Theories of the Press. ~ McGraw-
Hi1}, Toronto, 1981. - .ot )

.
I

Province of Nova Scotia. Speech by Hon. . Pace to Communica-
_tion Ministersy’ November, 1973. (Unpublished)

Ray, Verne. -CATV Operator’s Handbook. ‘Tab Books.'f..':;'.
Thurmont, . Ontario, 1967. *° o

"Reason, Peter and Rowan, John. Human Inquiry: A Sourceb‘o‘o,k
of New Paradigm Research. ~John Wlley and Sans,
Toronto, 1981 ' o

- RPN . ) © . RN

. - S ' , .
R i, . - : ' - ‘ \f"’ P

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Srﬁ_vthe. Dallas W. Dependencv Road. Ablex Publishing
Company, Norwood, New Jersey, 1982.

Spradlev, James P. The Ethnographic Interview. Holt.
Rinehart and Winston, Toronto, 18979.

Task Force on Broadcasting Policy. Government of Canada.
. Ministry of Supply and Services, Canada, 1986.

Weir, E.: Austin. The Struggle for National Broadcasting.
McCulland and Winston, Toronto. 1965.

White. Robert. "Transition 1o a New Paradigm” Ferment in
the Field. Journal of Communications. Vol. .33, no. 33. The
Annenburg School Press, Summer,' 1983.

a g

. C.R.T.C. DOCUMENTS ' R

C.R.T.C. Annual Report 1969-70. Ministry of Supplv and
Services, Canada, 1970. /

C.R.T.C. Annual Report 1970-71. Ministry of Supply and.
Services, Canada, 1971. ‘

v . - . )
C.R.T.C. Annual Report 1971-72. Ministry of Supply and
Services, Canada, 1972. e
C.R.T.C. Annual'Report 1983-84. Ministry of Supply and ’
.' Services, Canada, 1984. -
- C.R.T.C. f&nual Report 1984-85. Ministry of Supply and
. ServWices, Cangda, L985. .
y C.R.T.C. Annuai eport 1985-B6: nistry of'Suppl‘y and

Services. Canada, 1986.

. C.R.T.C. DECISIENS

-

C.R.T.C. Degisions70-191. fuly 22, 1970.

: q.R.‘T.c. Q'i?.cision 75-157. May 2, 1975.
C.R.T.C. Decision 78-585. August iS. 1978.
C.H.T.C. Decision 78-639. Sepigmber‘ 27, 1978,
C.R.T.C. Decision 78-640. Septe.mb.er 27, 1978. . ) -

C.R.T.C. Decision 8i-1. January .8, 1981. -
»

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



C.R.T.C. Decision 83-126. February 4, 1983.

C.R.T.C. Decision 84-654. August 27, 1984.

C.R.T.C. Decision 84-9!5. October 23, 1984.

C.R.T.C. Decisfon 85-141. March 14, 1985,

Announcements

C.R.T.C. Public
».
C.R.T.C. Public
C.R.T.C. Public
C.R.T.C. Public
- €C.R.T.C. Public
C.R.T.C. Public
C.R.T.C. Public

C.R.T.C. Public

.- C.R.T.C, "Public

Announcement. May_ 13." 1969.

~
Announcement. December '3, 1969.

Announcement, April 10, 1970.

Announcement. July 16, 17971, 1969.

Announcement. May 16, 1969.

Announcement. August 1, 1972.

Announcement. August 10, 1972,

C.R.J.C. Public
C.R.T.C. Public
. Public
. Publtc

. Public

Public
C.R.T.C. Public

C.R.T.C. Public

C.R.T.C. Public

§? ‘ -~
C.R.T.C. Public

° | " C.R.T.C. Public

-

- - am - - . aa

Notices

Notice 1982-65. July 7, 1982,

Notice 1983-22. January -5, 1983,

Notice 1983-93. May 4. 1983.

Notice 1983-244. October 23, 1983.
Notice 1983-245. October 23, 1983.
Notice 1983-286. December 29, 1983.
Notice 1984-13. January 3, 1984.

‘Notig:e 1984-44. February 29, 1984.°
Notice 1984-94, March 15,1984. ’
Notice 1984-129. April 2, 1984.

N‘ot'icc \

1985-60.° March 22, 1985.

Am o s - e - ~r e~

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



C.R.T.C. Public Notice 1985-174. August 2. 1985.
C.R.T.C. Public Notice 1986-27. February 23. 1986.

C.R.T.C. Public Notice 1986-66.. March 19. 1986.

* C.R.T.C. Publications

C.R.T.C. Atlantic Regional Office. "Extra Cable Profile”
" (Unpublished, photocopies available), 1986.

C.R.T.C. Atlantic Regional Office. “"Core Cabled Profile”
(Unpublished, photocopies available).

C.R.T.C. Cable Television In Canada. Ottawa, 1971.

C.R.T.C. Policies Respecting Broadcasting Receiving
Undertakings (Cable Television). December |6,

C.R.T.C. Canadian Broadcasting and Telecommunications:
- Past Experiences, Future Options. 1979.°

C.R.T.C. “Robson Committee Report” (Unpublished), 1984.

Government Publications

-\‘}‘
aly
LaMarsh, Judy. White Paper on Broadcasting. Ministry of
Supply and Services, Canada, 1971.

Royal Commission on Broadcasting. Report, 1957. Ottawa,
Queen’s Printer. 1957.

Legal Cases

A. G. Que. v. A. G. Can. et al. (1931). Dominlon Law:
Report (2}, 1932. -

Capi¢al Cities Communications Inc. et al. v. C.R.T.C. et al.
1977). Dominion Law Report (3d), 1977.
v

- Public Service Board et al., Dionned et al., and A. G. Can.
et al.-{1977). Dominion Law Report (3d).
1977. :

Re Regulation and Control of Radio Communication in Canada.

o ' (1932). Dominion Law Report (2),.1977.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



<

: =y
R. v. Shellbird (able Ltd. {1982). Newfoundland M
' Prince Edward Island Review, 1982, ’

The C.R.T.C. v. Shellbird Cable T.V. Ltd [198]].
_ Atlantic Provinces Review (108), 198l1.

Interviews

-

Mr. Norm Crosby, Colchester Cable T.V. Ltd., Truro, N.S.,
January 2, 1987.°

-

Mr. Stu Rath, Eastﬁem Cable T.V. Ltd., Truro, N.S. January 2,
1987. '

g
Mr. Keith Wyer, Able Cablevision Ltd., Liverpool, N.5.. January
) 6. 1987, : \ .

Mr. Carl Bannister, K-Right Communications Ltd., Windsor, N.S.,
.January 5, 1987.

T
Mr. Bob Curley., K Vision Services Ltd., New Glasgow, N.S.,
January 5, 1987. ’

Ms. Elizabeth Duncan, Dartmduth Cable T.V. Ltd., Dartmouth,
N.S.. January 7, 1987. ‘

Ms. Donna Hearn, Shaw Cablesystems Ltd., Lower Sackville, N.S.,
January 12, 1987. ,

Mr. Fred Nix, Central Cable T.V. Ltd., Amherst, N.S., January
12, 1987.

Mr. Joe Shannon, Strait of Canso Cable T.V. Ltd., P_ort
Hawkesbury, N.S., January 14, 1987.

) | . b

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



v VITA AUCTORIS

Elizabeth A._ Douglas was born in New Glasgow, Nova Scotia,
in 1960.‘Upon completion of high school iIn her hometown., she
entered Mount Saint Vincent Uriversity in Halifax, Nova Scotia,
and sompleted the “four vear Bachelor of Publi?,Relations Degree
in 1é82. |

| "Ms. Douglas then spent a vear ti-a:relling throughout the
South Pacific and Australia, before returning to Halifax, where
she: was employed with the Canadlan Radie - television and
Telecan.lmunications. Commission (C.R.T.C.).
) Ms. Douglas b'egan the Mastex: of Arts in Communication
Studies at the University of Windsor, Windsor. Ontario, in
September, [985. ’Her chosen area of study was broadcast theory
and policy from which this thesis stemmed.

N " .._.._-/l . . s r]
Ms. Douglas wishes to pursue a career {n this field.

. o

’ - 172

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



	Nova Scotian extra cable operators' perceptions of federal regulations.
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1618244274.pdf.kw8vt

