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Naturally enough, the first impulse on 
receiving the reports of the Federal 
Cultural Policy Review Committee 
(Applebert) and Quebec's Commission 
d'etude sur le cinema et I'audiovisuel 
(Fournier) was to turn to the final re­
commendations at the back- the bottom 
line. Those recommendations have the 
private sector breaking out a bottle of 
champagne and the public sector reach­
ing for a shotgun. Basically, the recom­
mendations severely curtail the produc­
tion of films and television programs by 
public sector agencies such as the CBC, 
NFB and Radio-Quebec. Their produc­
tion funding is largely transferred direct­
ly or indirectly to private sector compa­
nies. For example, Applebert recom­
mends that ""with the exception of its 
news operations, the CBC should relin­
quish all television production activities 
and facilities in favour of acquiring its 
television program materials from in­
dependent producers." In making this 
recommendation, Applebert is trying to 
solve existing problems in the public 
sector. What are these problems and 
wrill the recommendation in fact solve 
them ? This article attempts to answer 
that question with respect to the pro­
duction segment of the film industry. 
The second part of the article, in the 
next issue of Cinema Canada, will deal 
with distribution 

Government intervention in culture 
The three introductory chapters of 
Applebert make up about 25% of the 
report and provide an important insight 
into the love-hate relationship which 
government and culture share in our 
society. "Government serves the social 
need for order, predictability and corv 
trol - seeking consensus, establishing 
norms, and offering uniformity of treat­
ment. Cultural activity, by contrast 
thrives on spontaneity and accepts 
diversity, discord and dissent as natural 
conditions- and withers if it is legislated 
or directed." The problems of govern 
ment support for culture are clearly 
articulated, but the report stumbles 
badly when it attempts to solve those 
problems. The chapters on film and 
broadcasting suggest that we can make 
a blind man see by giving him a new hat 

Although Foumier differs radically in 
its specific recommendations, it similar­
ly gets off to a promising start when 
discussing the major problems facing 
the Quebec cinema. With regard to the 
cultural domination of the western world 
by the English-language cinema in gen­
eral and the U.S. cinema in particular, 
it poses the obvious question. "'In this 
francophone islet of barely 5 million 
people on a continent of 250 milUon 
almost exclusively anglophone in­
habitants, is it possible to make the 
human and financial investments ne­
cessary to aspire to play his game?" 
Unfortunately like Applebert some­
where along the line Fournier takes a 
wrong turn and winds up recommend­
ing such extensive and complex govern­
ment intervention in the film industry 
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that it creates as many problems as it 
solves. 

The prime objective 
Applebert believes that "the role of the 
creative artists should be given a special 
priority." Cultural policy should re­
cognize the creative drive of artists as 
the essential ingredient of culture. This 
meshes with a similar conviction ex­
pressed by Fournier: "The Quebec ci­
nema will take its place in the concerns 
of man through creativity, the most 
daring innovation and the timeliness of 
its themes " In other words, we want to 
support films which, above all else, are 
creative and innovative and don't simply 
mimic what has been done before. 

Applebert s notion is of a shared 
adventure between artist and audience 
in which the quality of the exchange is 
more important than the "sheer size" of 
the audience. Foumier describes a 
similar adventure. A Alms's creative 
team uses a "harmony of image and 
sound" to communicate something "so 
pleasing so beautiful and so important' 
that the audience will forego home and 
piggy-bank just to share it 

Both reports are therefore placing a 
premium on quality: of the artist of the 
artists creative work of the audience 
and of the communication between 
artist and audience. This decision to 
focus on quality as the prime objective 
of government intervention in culture is 
of central importance to the film indus­
try. There may be government support 
for production to meet other objectives, 
but it is not the central issue. 

Judging quality 
Having established the guiding principle 
for government intervention in film and 
broadcasting the reports run into trou­
ble when they try to develop mecha­
nisms to ensure that high quality films 

are produced. "Quality" is a slippery 
term. The reports describe it by using 
terms such as "cultural value," "creative" 
and "innovative." Quality implies all of 
those things, but it also has one essential 
element which both reports skip over. 
The simple fact is that we can only 
judge quality when we see the finished 
product on the screen. Even then we 
may not be able to define it properly, but 
we know it when we see it The reports 
overlook the fact that it is virtually 
impossible to establish that a finished 
film will be creative and innovative 
from reading the script before it is 
made. If this is so, then we cannot base 
government intervention on the mecha­
nisms suggested in the reports such as 
agencies and committees which listen 
to ideas, read scripts and then decide 
whether to support projects. 

Applebert recommends that "The 
Canadian Film Development Corpora­
tion should have its role and budget 
substantially enlarged so that it may 
take bolder initiatives in financing Ca­
nadian film and video productions on 
the basis of their cultural value and 
professional quality." As part of its de­
cision-making process, the CFDC is to be 
"drawing consistently on the advice of a 
broad and varied range of film profes­
sionals." In short, filmmakers should 
have their proposals judged by a com­
mittee of their peers. 

Fournier sets up "La Soci^te d'aide au 
cinema" to be run by a five-person com­
mittee whose members are prohibited 
from having any involvement in the film 
industry. Part of their budget is to be 
used to support projects which demons­
trate "innovation, timeliness and origi­
nality." The commercial potenfial of the 
projects is not to be considered and 
juries are to be a part of the decision­
making process. 

The fact is that we have mechanisms 
now which use committees to judge 

proposals and Applebaum and Foumier 
are not happy with the quality of what 
they support. Committees tend to ap 
prove projects which satisfy a number 
of different tastes and points of view-
not very encouraging for those innova­
tive filmmakers who want to lake crea­
tive risks on the leading edge of film 
productioa 

The evaluation of quality is essentially 
a retrospective activity. It can only be 
done objectively with a finished filia 
This explains what is really happening 
when those agencies and committees 
consider proposals. They look backward 
rather than forward. They check to see if 
"established" people are involved in the 
project Frequently, "you're only as good 
as your last film." 

Fournier seems to sense a problem, 
but winds up institutionalizing this 
backward look as part of the mecha­
nisms which it sets up. Some programs 
administered by the Soci6t6 d'aide au 
cinema make selective grants to reward 
high quality completed productions. In 
addition, a second government corpora­
tion aids production by making grants 
automatically to producers, directors, 
screenwriters and others based on such 
things as the box office receipts of the 
finished film. These grants help film­
makers who have had an artistically or 
commercially successful film to make 
more films. One must ask whether these 
very complex mechanisms will priinarily 
benefit those willing to take creative 
risks on the leading edge of film produo 
tion. Unfortunately, creativity and inno­
vation are not necessarily the exclusive 
province of established filmmakers and 
those whose last production was a hit 
Some people take time to develop and 
make a lot of garbage before they do 
anything worthwhile. Others have one 
good film in them and, thereafter, really 
ought to be asked to leave. Still others 
seem to click on every fourth attempt. 
There is no accounting for it 

If none of the mechanisms suggested 
in the two reports put the aid where we 
want it when we want it there, what 
other option is there? The point is that 
the question of whether a particular 
proposal has that magic combination of 
the right people with the right idea at 
the right time can only be answered 
intuitively in the imagination of a single 
individual. The best intuition will not be 
correct every time. Therefore we should 
appoint a number of individuals, or 
executive producers, who must be given 
a substantial budget (in the millfons of 
dollars) and complete authority to ap 
prove a fixed number of projects and 
oversee their production. The govern­
ment agencies and committees can then 
develop mechanisms to evaluate the 
finished products. If the overall quality 
is not exciting, they can heave out the 
executive producer and give,someone 
else a chance. Since these productitjns 
must be exceptional or the executive 
producer is automatically out of a joD, 
he or she has a very real incentive to 
seek out the very best ideas and peop' 
whether the latter be long established 
in the film industry or complete ufi-
knowns. The executive producer need 
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not waste time setting up deals. The 
money is there to make the films or 
television programs. These executive 
producers would clearly have to work 
in very different circumstances than 
their counterparts do today. The main 
question is whether they should be 
located in the public or private sector. 

THE NFB'S WINTER CAMPAIGN 
The public sector 
Applebert and Fournier take the public 
sector to task Applebert scatters criti­
cisms throughout the report, but the 
basic complaint is that we pour incred­
ible sums of money into the CBC and 
NFB and get very little "cultural value" 
out in return. Foumier is more charitable 
in tone and carefully enumerates the 
public sector problems: 
D OvePinvestment in technical services 
and fixed assets. 
n Administrative charges increasing 
at a faster rate than other Costs. 
D An awkward supervisory structure 
with too many subdivided units. 
D An excess of human resources. 

Questioned even more is the practice 
of making civil servants out of creative 
artists As a result they get "bogged 
down." Fournier asks if this is really the 
best way to "stimulate the creative ima­
gination." Having provided an accurate 
statement of the problem, the report 
goes on to conclude that the notions of 
creation and risk cannot be dissociated. 
Fournier expresses the belief that 
governmental agencies are limited in 
their ability to take creative risks. Never­
theless, one must ask if it might some­
how be possible to create a climate 
which encourages creative risks in the 
public sector. 

Applebert portrays the CBC as aware 
of the problems, but helpless to do 
much about them. The NFB doesn' t even 
get that much credit although Apple­
bert does concede that it has been pai^ 
tially handicapped by not being a crown 
corporation. Applebert wants both 
agencies out of program production 
and in effect recommends the emascu­
lation of both agencies. 

With one exception, the public sector 
problems are administrative in nature. 
Presumably, the CBC and NFB adminis­
trators should be told to come up with 
solutions pronto or be replaced by others 
who can. If these people are driving in 
the wrong direction, we should try 
pointing it out to them. Applebert is very 
quick to demolish their car. 

The problem of creative artists as civil 
servants is not easily solved and the 
reports are correct in attaching con­
siderable importance to it The CBC, 
NFB and their unions must tackle the 
problem head on or perish. Creative 
artists are as much entitled to financial 
security as anyone else, but this need 
not take the form of job security. Profes­
sional athletes receive high salaries to 
compensate for their lack of job security 
and to pay for retraining if at some stage 
they cannot find employment in their 
profession. If they had job security 
instead, every football team would have 
'o dress one hundred players for every 
game to keep alive the bizarre fiction 
that they are all still playing the game. 

If CBC and NFB executive producers 
were given substantial budgets to pro­
duce a fixed number of films and pro­
grams and were automatically replaced 
afterwards unless the overall quality of 
the material produced was exceptional, 
it might encourage them to take creative 
risks. They would have the freedom to 
hire the creative personnel they need 
for each project within the confines of 

An interview witli James Domville, government film commissioner 

On the morning of Tuesday, Nov. 16 - the 
day the Ajjplebaum-Hebert committee's 
final report was made public - the 
National Film Board, in a surprise move, 
welcomed the committees call for a 
total revamp of the government film 
agenry as'very credible and creditable." 

Though the NFB was the first major 
cultural agency to respond to Applebert, 
the initial promise to take its recommen­
dations as positively as possible had 
already woni somewhat thin one month 
later. Indeed, the Board would appear 
to have dug in firmly to wage a long 
campaign against what an internal 
document describes as the "culturally 
bankrupt" Applebert recommendations. 

At the Board's Montreal headquarters, 
a temporary office has been set up to 
house Ihe Applebauni-Hebert Working 
Group. This six-man committee will co­
ordinate the Board's formal response to 
the minister of communications on the 
subject of Applebert Scheduled for late 
December, that document will be only 

by Michael Dorland 

one of a range of reactions to be used to 
transmit the NFB position to the govern­
ment Other means will include calling 
upon staff, individuals, friends of the 
Board and organizations that have 
worked with the NFB to vocalize their 
opposition to the dire consequences for 
Canadian culture that would result from 
the implementation of Applebert. 

Leading the Board's counter-attack is 
government film commissioner James 
de B. Domville. Sipping on a Coke, 
Domville unveiled the grand strategy of 
the winter campaign. 

"The recommendations are so extreme 
that they risk creating a fortress merv 
tality," Domville told Cinema Canada. 
'"If the purpose was renewal it would 
have been much more helpful for them 
to say that and to give the direction of 
that renewal and discuss il with the 
people concerned. 

"I'm busily trying to tell everybody 
' Hey, that doesn't mean we're not going 
hell-bent for leather for our own re­

newal.' Of course one tries to make the 
(Applebert) thing as positive as possible. 
We're saying 'Okay, lef s at least make 
this accelerate our time-table.' But you've 
got to remember what they're saying in 
their text is that we don't need a film 
board at all. Well that doesn't stimulate 
renewal, that stimulates massive resis­
tance. Thafs violent overkill - even 
more, in a way, than with the CBC 
(recommendations)." 

Renewal is a word one hears often 
from Domville. It is the word he would 
probably like to see as the synonvm for 
his term as government film commis­
sioner which began in 1980. And one of 
the paradoxical consequences of Apple­
bert is that is has actecl as a stimulus to 
that very spirit of renewal that Domville 
associates with his mandate as head of 
what he, on the other band, does admit 
is '"a big bureaucracy." 

That is not the only paradox. 
A keen supporter of the idea of a 

THE CFDC VIEW OF APPLERERT 

The filiii Indttstiy as a Strasbourg goose 

The Canadian Film Development Cor­
poration can hardly be upset with the 
ApplebaumHebert report which recom­
mended that the CFDC be substantially 
enlarged "so that it may take bolder 
initiatives..." - and it isn't As David 
Silcox, president of the cprporation and 
its sole spokesman concerning the 
report, sums it up, "the report is very 
good because it acknowledges that the 
CFDC should become larger and do 
more for the private sector," 

But that's where the praise stops. 
Although the report suggests infusing 
the CFDC with additional funds, these 
would simply be used to allow the 
corporation to fulfill its present man­
date. "V'V'e would be able to do more in 
video and short films, and in French 
production," Silcox comments. But these 
are areas already within the mandale of 
the CFDC, and lack of recent activity has 
been simply (he result of lack of funds. 
•'Our funding problem seemed so 
elementaty that we didn't feel we had to 
wait for the Applebaum-Hfebert report 

by Connie Tadros 

before going after the monies," he con­
tinues, referring to the CFDC's earlier 
loriuesl for additional funds from the 
government. As for providing new direc­
tions, Silcox finds the report lacking 

According to his analysis, the com­
mittee suffered from several problems 
of perception, and failed to appreciate 
the realities of the film industr\' in 
Canada. These failures, in turn, dilute 
Ihe impact which the committees 
recommendations might have had. 

"rhere's a good industrial base in 
short films, documentaries, industrial 
and educational films in this country 
which is never acknowledged. We keep 
judging the whole film industry as if it 
were based on feature films, and the 
Applebaum-Hebert report contains this 
same fallacy, its regrettable," sa\'.s Sil­
cox. Two thousand certified shorts were 
produced in 1981. he comments, pointing 
to the obvious edge which this sector 
has gained in the international market­
place. With the coming of pay-TV, Silcox 
would have wished Ihe report had dealt 

more adequately with the entire indus­
try. 

For instance, he notes that no men­
tion is made of the state of the feature 
sector following the boom and bust of 
the capital cost allowance era In the 
report, the assumption is that the priva­
tization of the production sector would 
solve the problems of big bureaucracies 
like the National Film Board and the 
CBC. 'Big organizations like those can 
always be run more productively," he 
admits, but this is not to say that the 
private sector could easily absorb their 
staffs and functions. Confident that the 
private sector could eventually do the 
job of program production, Silcox sug­
gests that '"absorbing a very large shift 
would take time," and faults Applebert 
for failing to deal with the upheavals 
such a transfer of production responsi­
bility would entail 

Fundamentally, the report does not 
deal with the nature of the production 
done in the public sector. There is no 
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Film Roard counte^ attacks 
APPLtS^O 

• cultural review conimittee - cultural 
development in this country should be 
dealt Willi in the same hrcatli as your 
energy pr)licy, foreign i'K)slure and your 
economic poli<:y; that is as a ccmtinuing 
dossier in cabinet" - Dnnnille find,', 
himself in what he terms "a cpiandrv" 
ovei' Applebert 

"I find myself at the same time rejtjct 
ing every ri'Cdminendation to do with 
film and bioadca.slingin their .siiecifics, 
yet endorsing many of the piinciples 
announced in Chapter Two," lie says. 

As Domville sees ihem, those princi­
ples are four: the primacy of culture for 
its own sake; the concentration on the 
individual artist "as the fountainhead of 
our cultural goodie.s" ; the concern for 
access by the Canadian public "to our 
cultural creations"; and "the articulate 
reaffirmation of the arm's length prin­
ciple" that distinguishes between the 
making of intellectual property and the 
government of the day. 

But Domville adds, "if s ver>' difficult 
to understand how Applebert got from 
there to a number of their practical 
recommendations since they do analyze 
the film scene in quite valid terms." 

At the heart of Domville's rejection of 
the Applebert recommendations lies 
the still unclarified nature of public-
private sector limits. If strictly applied, 
Appleberfs recommendation to take 
both the CBC and the NFB out of produc­
tion would efTecIively silence Canada's 
public-sector voices; at any rate, such is 
the threatening percej^tion seen by the 
Boai-d. The paradox is heightened by the 
fact that as Domville puts it the private 
sector has "been making other people's 
Grade B movies and been a failure at it, 
culturally, economically and funda­
mentally." 

" Yet" he continues, "having recognized 
the problems, what Applebert is saying 
is more of the same. Their concentration 
on the commercial entertainment film 
seems to blithely ignore e\er>' other 

form of audio-visual expression," notably 
the documentaiy and the animated film, 
the two forms upon which the Board's 
woiidwide reputation rests. 

There is in ,'\pplch('rt, says Domville, a 
c(!nlial vision ol the Board as a centre 
tor O-xpcrimenlation and training that 
ho can recognize , "1 think theirvision is 
[lossible, especially since lin the one 
who brought it forward, [hat is still 
dependent upon a film board th:a is a 
pul)lic-ser\ice producer and distributoi', 

"Having said that the central vision is 
research, expfrinientatitm anrl training 
- but not having understood the intin-
relationship of that to a production 
centre - they then said How can we 
remove all the bits and pieces, all the 
periphery, to allow the film hoard to 
concentrate of that?' But then they 
tended to fall into the bureaucratic trap 
of moving the bit sand pieces from hei-e 
to there. For example they say - quite 
rightly - the pubUc should have more 
access to our43 years of film. Well thafs 
why we're busily trving to create a 
National Film Board cabtevision service." 

In specific recommendations - from 
reorganizing community film distribu­
tion to farming out sponsored film pro­
duction - Applebert charges Domville, 
"is either talking of a view of the Film 
Boaixl of 10 years ago or are unaware of 
the developmenis of the last few years." 
,'\nd on other topics - such as the 
Board's positive impact on regional film­
making- Applebert is "noticeably silent." 

"One of its biggest sins is that they 
totally ignore the problems of a dual 
language countr\' Theitjs no mention 
of a vision which says The central 
English filmmaking prrjbleni is Ihus-
and-so and the central French film­
making problem is thus-and-so and these 
are the measures that you take," Dom­
ville says. 

"Again, talking about conmiercial fea­
ture films as if the last f(;w years hadn' t 
existed, they totally ignore the major 

change and depailure from old policy 
ill the Film Board just part of our 
renewal - and they're inferring that 
there's no renewal at ail and if S still the 
status quo from the 'BOs at the Board 
V\'ell, one of the major changes we've 
made, which would have been thought 
of as extremclv radical a few years ago. 
is our policy of coproducing feature 
films with indcpeniient pioducers in 
the country, but using our resources to 
roproduce those scripts we think are 
good, sciipts that are authentically re­
vealing of this country. 

"Thafs why we're up to our necks in 
the coprriduction of tiabrielle Roys Tin 
Flute; thafs why we coproduced The 
Wars. And we're continuing to do that 
with certain important films that try to 
counter-balance an image of this country 
which is pretty strange - and these are 
films thafd never get off the ground 
unless you put together all the possibil- • 
ities available in this country. 1 mean 
the state bank, independent production 
skills and know-how, private investors, 
the public sector pre-sale or coproduc-
tion possibilities on the networks - and 
including the skills and resources of the 
National Film Board. I clijnt think : no, 1 
know goddamn well The Wars could 
not have been put together without the 
Film Board." 

Ultimately, Domville say.s "the biggest • 
chsappointment in the whole film section 
is that all the.se rr?r-oinmendations don't 
add one film or one audiovisual crea­
tion... 

If one lliinkslhe central problem, in 
the era of the total proliferation of 
signals and audicvvisual consumption, 
that our only dtifeiice as a nation is not 
to put uj) barriers anrl we're not the 
sort of cmmttythat doesariy^vav- but is 
instead to add to the volume of higli-
(jualily pr(jgranis tliat peojjic will want 
to watch, llial gives rhruii ;i real clioico 
tliats going to give our ci'ealor.s a j-eal 
chance lo exprr^ss thom.selves, all tliose 
rccoiruncndiilions don t address them­
selves to that (jiKJSticjn which is far 
beyrmd the I'ilm Board's role. 

".•\11 those mea.sures don't address 
themselves to that or to the question of 
access to a domestic market (if you're 
dealing in private sector terinsi all it's 
done is rearrange the players on the 
board, but it hasn't attacked any of the 
systemtic problems. 

"If we have sins lef s cure tiie patient. 
Theyre taking the patient and saying 
he's got a headache, so we'll give him a 
transfusion. So they pump the blood, a 
bit into the Public Archives, a tittle to 
CBC, a little here and there,., and the 
patient dies. 

"VVhal happens now is that, in a little 
more coherent from, what I've fust been 
saying is going to be conveyed to the 
government 

"If s not enough to say Applebert isall 
wet and that thev"ve missed the boat 
We'll have to be as imaginative as possi­
ble, not just in terms of articulafing our 
role within the total creative filtn scene 
but also in saying those things for which 
we think wo should stand up and be 
counted within any federal government 
poUcy to do with film," 

With les,s than a year lo go before the 
Board's cable network goes on the air, 
"the crunch," says Domville, "has come. 
And ifs only in round two thai v\'€!'re 
going to get people concerned with the 
life of the Board " 

Thafs probably as close lo a doclai-a-
tion of war as you got. One thing's for 
sure: there's no coproduction in this 
Film Boiiiii version of The Wars, 

their budget allocation. All of them 
would be given adequate compensation 
instead of job security. Responsibilities 
of both administrators and executive 
producers would have to be carefully 
defined, but it might just work The 
alternafive is to try to establish such 
executive producers in the private sec­
tor, where both reports believe that 
creative risks can best be taken. 

The pr ivate sectpr 
Foumier admits that large- and medium-
size companies in the private sector 
have their problems. "Their very size 
their diversification, their profit and 
productivity imperatives, the tendency 
to protect themselves, to minimize risks 
to tone down some of their boldness! 
constitute' so many possible restraints 
on creativity." On the other hand small 
production houses, while ready to take 
risks, lack financial stability. Fournier 
hopes that with some "consolidation" of 
existing production and distribution 
companies, a happy balance can be 
found. Moreover, these private sector 
enterprises can produce materials in 
quantity more economically than the 
public sector. 

Quantity of production has a parti­
cular importance in the Quebec con­
text Fournier bemoans the dominance 
of American films and television pro­
grams in Quebec and refers to ""the un-
(leniable bond which today unites the 
cinema and national identity."' Quebec 
must therefore greatly increase its 
volume of film and television program 
production to counter the threat to na­
tional identity posed by imports.'In fact, 
it could be argued that the hidden 
theme of Fournier is really a preoccu­
pation with quantity at the expense of 
quality if push comes to shove. 

In addition to the complex system of 
production grants discussed earlier, 
Fournier recommends that a new" Regie 
du cinema et de la video" be given con­
siderable funding and sweeping powers 
to regulate production and distribution 
in the private sector Producers would 
require special permits as would non-
Canadians wishing to shoot material in 
Quebec. 'These recommendations are 
well-intentioned, but they create a 
bureaucratic nightmare, a sort of film 
police. The Regie would require a large 
staff and this would create opportunities 
for the unsavoury nonsense long asso­
ciated with liquor permits, In fact the 
Regie would suffer from many of the 
public sector ailments which Fournier 
enumerated so carefully earlier. 

Applebert says little about the cons­
traints on creativity to be found in the 
private sector. It suggests that some 
private sector projects of "cultural 
value" would be supported by an '"en­
larged" CFDC without expectation of 
any return on the investment. The CFDC 
would be advised by a committee of 
"film professionals." One can only hope 
that the CFDC to which Applebert refers 
resembles the existing one in name 
only. Appleberfs draft report stated 
that "the CFDC became a banker looking 
to investment brokers for recoupment 
instead of concerning itself with quality 
of production."- The last part of that 
sentence was dropped in the final 
report, but the fact remains that the 
executive producers who have become 
established with the help of the CFDC 
are not generally known for the creati­
vity and innovation of their productions. 
It would be nice if the CFDC had more to 
show for their use of whatever littlf 
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funding has already come their way. 
Applebert would apparently keep 

executive producers at the CBC, but 
their actual production work would be 
done by the private sector. If one is to 
hold an executive producer responsible 
for the quality of the finished program, 
one cannot give her or him only partial 
control over the production of that pro­
gram. Sooner or later one is bound tn 
find executive producers accusing some 
of the private sector contractors of 
harming quality by cutting corners to 
increase profitability. 

Applebert falls into the trap which 
has plagued the CFDC for so long when 
it states, "Good films can also be profit­
able ones." That is literally true, but it 
also implies that one can pursue both 
quality and profitability equally. In fact, 
sooner or later they conflict and one 
must be chosen over the other. Apple­
bert was on stronger ground earlier 
when it asserted that film policy should 
be"motivated by cultural goals and only 
secondarily by industrial or commer­
cial ones." 

The private sector must make profit­
ability its prime objective if it is to 
survive. Government intervention can 
help. Applebert recommends continu­
ing the Capital Cost Allowance and 
Foumier recommends boosting it to 
150%. The 150% CCA is an Australian in­
vention and has been credited with 
making possible the high-quality feature 
films which have been so wellreceived 
around the world. In fact the 150% 
provision was only passed very recent­
ly at a time when the Australian film 
industiy seemed to be slowing down 
and looking for a hit The CCA is a good 
idea, but it falls into the category of 
industrial and commercial incentives. 
CFDC grants should be used to encxiurage 
cultural goals such as quality. However 
if direct government subsidies are pro­
vided lo pursue potentially unprofitable 
high quality projects, these projects 
must always be treated as a sideline by 
the private sector. To do otherwise is to 
make survival conditional on continued 
subsidies - a most dangerous situation 
for the private sector. In a few cases, the 
private sector can excel at quality pro­
duction even if it is treated as a sideline. 
However, when one looks for the single-
mindedness of purpose necessary for 
the taking of creative risks, one must ask 
whether the obstacles to be tackled in 
the private sector do not exceed those to 
be overcome in the public sector. 

Conclusion 
None of this should be taken to infer that 
executive producers and creative artists 
must work in one sector or the other. 
They should be able to work in both. It is 
a question of what their main preoc­
cupation will be while they are working 
in a particular sector. The private sector 
preoccupation must be with profit and 
this generally means an emphasis on 
quantity rather than quahty. The tran­
sition from one sector to the other 
should be seen as an opportunity for re­
newal to stir up the waters, to change 
mental asylums. Our potential is in­
credible - not just to make great films, 
but to do so over a long period of time. 

Ideally, one would hope that if govern­
ment aid to production puts an empha­
sis on quality, this would eventually 
create a demand for increased quantity. 
The distribution segment of the industiy 
is crucial if that is to happen. Both 
Applebert and Fournier have a great 
deal to say about distribution and their 
comments will be examined in the next 
issue of Cinema Canada. • 

CFDC view of industiy 
short-term fix. You can't crrale and 
write important stories inst.mtly, i,iii 
command. W.O, Mitchell, .Mwrsarel 
Atwnod or Margaret r,aurence represent 
a lifetime of learning and producing- In 
a u'ay, the criticisms of the Film Board 
are based on a Uck of understanding of 
that ^cry principle Perhaps there are 
other Nui-man McLaiens there who 
need a place vvliere they can crp,-ite and 
produce," The CtDC does not wish to 
st>e the Board done a\va\' uith, and 
neither would most Canadian.s, Silcox 
thinks, 

What he does tind appropriate in the 
."Applebert report is the U'ish to allowthe 
private sector to have a chance to pro 
duce good cultural programming But il 
is wrong, he believes, lo perceive the 
private sector as one snlely imere.'itpd in 
the pniducljon of commercial films, 
jN'evertheless. he sees no real incentives 
in the report that would help the private 
sector move toward the cultural area. 

"Ifs not as sophisticated as I would 
like it to }>e," he comments, referring to 
the film rhapter whose "constricted 
view" fails to t»me to grips with the ver>' 
real problems of the industry. 

"The report recommends that the 
capital cost allowance or some equiva­
lent should he continued to encourage 
private capitaj in film. You can't u.se just 
one regulatory instrument to encourage 
the industry, Vou need a number of 
instruments which are sensitive to the 
industry itself" The CCA was fine, he 
coDC^desy but only dealt with the pro-
dttt^CRt end of the business, "It didn't 
look at the complete cycle from produc­
tion to post-production, to distribution 
and exhibition, to sales in other markets 
whiahlt^urn to the producer. Vou need 

,' inoeitfivesor encouragement in each of 
those areas ifyou'regoingtodevelupon 
integj-al and wellarticulated industry. 
You can't shove it all in one end like the 
Strasbourg goose. It isn't like that" 

In the light of the actual federal con­
text and an imminent federal film policy. 

' on whicto staffws and task forces at the 
depanntetf^ df"Communications have 
been busy since last spring the Apple­
bert report, in his opinion, doesn't do 

;, nnjch to advance the debate. Take dis-
ritiArt^taai, ftr tesumeje. "The report 
! makes a falrfy generalized, motherhood 

statement Extending loans, which we're 
ali-eady doing, doesn't solve the prablein. 
There are other wavs of getting at dis­
tribution problems, but that takes a 
large, industrial strategy, rhe film chap­
ter just doesn't come to grips with what 
film is in our society It bites off these 

' little chunks, like the CFDC and the Film 
Board, but it doesn't prowde a context 
Cur a film policy for the countiy" 

Communications minister Francis Fox 
has been v •̂o^king on a film policy, and 
that policy may or may not reflect the 
views of the Applebert committee In 
Silcox's view, that committee offers' no 
convincing arguments as lo either 
changing priorities or reallocating funds 
within the general area." 

The CFDC, he says, hopes to do better. 
Currently it is preparing a response to 
the Applebert report. Believing that the 
t:FUC should enjoy a budget similar to 
that of Ihe Board, Silcox says (he private 
sector wishes more activity in all areas, 
and would not support the ttismantling 
of the NFB. The CFDC report, he hopes, 
will be'" a major determinant in Ihe film 
policv. We are trying to provide a belter 
context I for such a policy ] than Apple-

baum-Hebert seemed to," 
Certainly, as the major beneficiary of 

a report which, othenvise, he faults 
down the line, Silcox and the CFDC are 

under an obligation to provide a more 
convincing context in which to see the 
,'ipplebcrt recommendations atx>ut the 
film corporation become law. • 
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OTTAWA- Pre-Christmas sales of the Applebert report - the parting shot of 
the Federal Cuhural Policy Review Committee released Nov. 16 - were doing 
brisk business, according to its publisher the department of Supply and 
Services. 

As of mid-December, out of a total print-run of 11,924 English copies, 10,000 
of which were being offered for sale, 4994 copies had been sold. In F rench, 
3636 copies were printed, of which 3000 were put up for sale, and 2135 had 
already been sold. 

In English, Applebert had sold 49.94% of available copies as compared to 
71% in French. Each copy is selling for S9.9S, 

"Ifs doing very well,"' commented a department spokesman. 
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An NFB producer answers Applebert 

"... ignorant, foolish, 
biased and insulting..." 

b y A r t h u r H a m m o n d 

In November, after three years of work, the Federal Cultural Policy Review Committee (Applebaum­
Hebert Committee) handed down its report and recommendations. In its section on filmmaking, 
the Committee suggested a new role for the National Film Board. The 43-year-old government 
agency would be divested of all its production and distribution functions, as well as many of its 
other activities. It would be "transformed into a centre for advanced research and training in 
the art and science of film and video production." What follows is a slightly-edited version, 
prepared for Cinema Canada, of an open letter that has been sent to members of the Cultural 
Policy Review Committee by the staff of the Ontario Regional Production Studio of the NFB. It 
was written by Arthur Hammond, a senior producer for the Studio in Toronto. 

whatever the quality of other parts of 
your report may be, the chapter on 
Broadcasting is appalling and the chap­
ter on Film manages the not inconsider­
able feat of being, at once, ignorant fool­
ish, biased and insulting. 

Since the National Film Board made a 
presentation to your committee and since 
the NFBs most recent annual report is 
readily available, your apparently total 
ignorance of what the NFB is actually 
doing these days goes beyond being 
astounding to the point where it seems 
deliberate. 

Had you taken the trouble to do your 
homework and study the materials avail­
able to \ou, \ou would realize that the 
NFB is already doing most of the things 
that you say it should do in the future, as 
well as a number of others that you 
haven't thought of And you would also 
realize that far from being the glorious­
ly plumaged but dead duck which you 
attempt to make it appear the NFB 
remains a vital and central force in 
Canadian filmmaking research and dis­
tribution. 

Praise from New Yorls, L.A. 
When, from January to August last year, 
the Museum of Modern Art in New York 
ran its major retrospective of NFB films 
(followed by retrospectives in Chicago, 
St Louis, Los Angeles, San Francisco, 
with Hawaii and other major centres to 
come - including Toronto, in Fall '831, 
the Museum's Associate Curator of Film 
said that ""it was as natural for the 
MOM.A film department to do a National 
Film Board retrospective as it was for 
the Museum to do the Picasso show." 
The difference is that the NFB is not 
dead. As Ron Haver of the Los Angeles 
County Museum of .Art, added, when his 
institution subsequently put on its NFB 
animation retrospective: "The NFB is a 
recognized leader in the development 

This open letter is printed courtesy 
ofLe Svndicatgeneral du cinema et de 
la television (Section Office nationaldu 
film). 
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Men Oncle Antolne, produced by the National Film Board, is perhaps the most honoured 
Canadian feature ever made, having won eight Canadian film awards and six prizes in 
international festivals. It is about life in a small Asbestos town in Quebec in the days before 
the miners' unions. 

Why Rock the Boat?, an NFB production, is one of the most widely-seen of Canadian 
features, having been shown in theatres from coast to coast, as well as in prime time on 
Canadian, British and German TV networks. It hasatso been shown at prestige screeningsat 
Canadian embassies around the world. i 

of animation and documentary tech­
nique as it continues to break new 
ground and set international standards 
of excellence " 

The more than 2,000 awards its films 
have won, nationally and international 
ly (including 3 Palmes d" Or from Cannes, 
5 Robert Flaherty awards, 11 awards 
from the British Film Academy 47 
American Academy Award nomina­
tions, and 6 Oscars) were not given out 
of charity, but in competition. (Ten of 
the Academy Award nominations and 
four of the Oscars have been in the last 
five years.) The fact that its current work 
continues to make it one of Canada's 
few world-class institutions is widely 
recognized - but not apparently by 
your committee. 

The fact is that 1he NFB is currently 
going through one of its most vital 
periods of change and innovation. In 
spite of real problems, which your com­
mittee failed to identify, including severe 
and continuing financial restraints, Ihe 
NFB is making some of its best films 
ever employing a wider range of Cana­
dian talent than ever, reaching more 
people than ever, by more means than 
ever. 

Regional production 
How does it come about for example, 
that the committee totally ignores the 
development of regional production 
studios at the NFB, which, in the last ten 
years, and with increasing momentum 
in the past four or five, has been the 
major thrust of the English production 
branch (and, to a lesser extent of French 
production) ? Studios in Vancouver, 
Edmonton, Winnipeg Toronto and Hall-
fax, working almost exclusively with 
independent filmmakers and crafts 
people, now spend about 40% of the 
English production budge!' not count­
ing the work done by inuepeudents for 
the Montreal studios of the NFB). Only 
continuing government austerity and 
rising costs (which have meant a rea 
decrease in production funds recently! 
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are standing in the way of the planned 
50-50 division of English production 
funds between headquarters and re­
gions. 

These regional studios, working with 
some of the "aspiring young filmmakers 
of unusual talent' for whom the com­
mittee supposes we need to become 
a 'centre for research and training' are 
producing some of the best work in the 
country. ITed Baryluk's Grocery, the 
Canadian entry at Cannes this year, is an 
example, from the NFB's Winnipeg stu­
dio; Phillip Borso'sJVai/s, nominated for 
an Oscar in 1980, from our Vancouver 
studio, is another) 

The committee also totally ignores 
the very considerable programme of 
assistance, in the form of film and sound 
stock, processing loan of equipment of 
editing and other facilities, advice and 
other help given to independent film­
makers across the country. It ignores 
the fact that prints of independent films 
are bought by the NFB and listed in its 
catalogue, and that the Distribution 
branch gives a great deal of advice and 
assistance to independents on the dis­
tribution of their films in Canada and 
abroad. 

Incidentally, it is strange that the 
report did not resurrect the usual conv 
plaint about the NFB's 'high overhead' 
or'low cost efficiency in film produc­
tion. The scope of the assistance pro­
gramme is one indication of whei'e 
some of our so-called 'wasted' money 
goes. Sooner or later, it seems, almost 
everyone in the country - and some 
from outside it - who wants to make a 
film will come to the NFB for support, 
assistance or advice. Many of them get 
it, but providing it demands a consider­
able amount of the production staffs 
time and energy. 

Distribution innovat ions 
Equally, the committee makes no men­
tion of the innovations in distribution 
methods which the NFB is making for its 
own and other Canadian films: the 
development and installation of FOR­
MAT, a new, automated, bilingual infor­
mation system, providing complete 
information on Canadian audiovisual 
products, of great value to film librai^ 
ians, distributors, teachers, producers 
and directors; the cable TV experiment 
on the South Shore in Montreal through 
which 800 NFB films are available on 
demand, on their home TV screens, to 
the subscribers of Telecable Vid^otron 
Lite; the planned, national cablecasting 
of NFB films on a regular basis (subject 
to CRTC approval), perhaps by satellite, 
for which repackaging of existing films 
is already underway; the fact that all 
NFB films are already available on 
videocassette (in which form a number 
of them will also shortly be available in 
retail outlets). 

In addition to such serious omis­
sions, the report makes a large number 
of tendentious statements and unsub­
stantiated assertions about the NFB 
which are either misleading or totally 
erroneous., 

The committee charges, for example, 
that "Neither the production of the NFB 
nor of the CBC has attempted (our 
italics) to challenge the domination of 
our television and movie screens by U.S. 
feature films," totally ignoring its own 
explanation elsewhere in the report 
that the domination of our movie screens 
results from the way theatrical distribu­
tion and exhibition are,controlled and 
carried out in Canada, and from the 
absence of any positive or supportive 
provincial legislation. 

• Gaines of the XXI Olympiad Is a two-hourf eature that was edited down from almost 100 km 
of footage shot by the N FB during the 1976 Olympic Games In Ivlontreal. Rather than being a 
*™PI« record of the Games, the film deals with athletes in every event as individuals 

It also ignores the fact that to chal 
lenge U.S. feature domination even on 
our TV screens would have required a 
level a production funding for the NFB 
and CBC so far in excess of what both 
agencies have had, that the charge is 
ludicrous. The NFB's entire annual pro­
duction buget of $28 million, for both 
English and French, is equivalent to the 
budgets of tvMo or three average U.S. 
theatrical feature films. Some channels 
carry that many in a single evening. 

The other fact is that of the worth­
while Canadian feature films made, a 
significant number have been made or 
co-produced by the NFB, and that as far 
as Canadian television screens are con­
cerned, had it not been for the production 
of the CBC and NFB, not just the features, 
but almost everything appearing on them 
would have been American. 

Short subjects 
On page 253, the report says, ""Some of 
the NFB's production found its way into 
cinemas as "short subjects' to accompany 
feature films, but this field has never 
been adequately developed as a market 
for Canadian film producers, although 
there is a move today in that direction." 
(Something which will be news to film 
producers.) 

The report returns to this subject on 
page 263, in order to lay blame more 
squarely in the NFB's lap: "Its short 
films are seldom shown in Canadian 

theatres because theatre owners do not 
believe these films have audience ap­
peal." In fact the reason that theatrical 
shorts have become rarities - not just 
NFB theatrical shorts, but all theatrical 
shorts - is that features have grown 
longer and the market for shorts, which 
were rarely economically viable any­
way, has all but disappeared As a result 
the NFB has' virtually stopped making 
them, though some of its short films 
made for other audiences, especially 
animation films, do get shown in some 
theatres. When they are shown, in the 
right circumstances, some are remark­
ably successful Recently Why Me ? ran 
in Los Angeles for eighteen months and 
The Sweater has been a great success in 
Canada. 

The elegaic section on "The National 
Film Board as Pioneer" on pages 256-7 -
a sort of bone thrown to a dead dog - is 
particularly rich in misinformation, half-
truths and unsupported assertions. It 
suggests that "The NFB has served as a 
training ground and experimental 
laboratory for many of Canada's film­
makers who have achieved international 
reputations" but that "it is independent 
production which now attracts many of 
the skilled filmmakers who once were 
drawn to the NFB " In fact many of the 
illustrious filmmakers it lists as exam­
ples, and many more it might have 
listed, still work at the NFB on a full 
time, or occasional basis. It has served 

• Gala, a90-mlnute NFB documentary, Is considered by many to be the most important film 
ever made in Canada Its subiect Is a unique gala performance by eight major dance 
companies at the National Arts Centre in Ottawa It shows not only the pertormances but also 
fascinating glimpses o( backstage activities. 

and serves as a good deal more than 
their training ground and experimental 
laboratory; it is the place where they do 
their mature work as filmmakers, one of 
the very few places in the world where 
they can or could do it That is also why 
"many of the skilled filmmakers who 
were once drawn to the NFB" are still in 
fact drawn to the NFB, as are their suc­
cessors in the next generation. 

The opposition whiSh the report sug­
gests between independent filmmaking 
and working for the NFB is a false one. 
As already indicated, a high proportion 
of the people making films for the NFB 
today, especially in the regions, but also 
at headquarters, are independents. Not 
all Canadian filmmakers, certainly, want 
to work for the NFB, but I would imagine 
that there are veiy few who would not 
welcome the opportunity of making a 
film for it The NFB's abihty to attract 
and employ talented filmmakers is limit­
ed only by its (in real terms) shrinking 
resources, not by any loss of pre­
eminence in documentary films, as 
alleged by the report. 

The section's concluding statement 
that the NFB's mandate, ""to interpret 
Canada to Canadians and to other na­
tions," has been increasingly assumed 
by the CBC's news and public affairs 
programming is ludicrous on at least 
three counts. In the first place, much of 
the content of CBC news and public 
affairs, although, it is produced by 
Canadians, is not by its nature, Cana­
dian at all but international Secondly, 
even if one accepts, as is true, that the 
CBC and NFB do some work which is 
similar, so what ? Is this country so rich 
in cultural productions of any kind, 
including film, in face of the tidal waves 
of American material crashing over the -
border that it can afford to abandon one 
of its major sources because someone 
else is doing similar work ? 

Documentary is an ar t 
Thirdly, and perhaps most seriously, the 
committee seems unable to distinguish 
between documentary film (an art form, 
as well as an informational medium) 
and news and public affairs program­
mes. This is ironic, since documentary 
and animation are the forms of film in 
which Canada has distinguished itself 
In the words of a recent article in The 
Globe and Mail: "As propaganda, as a 
medium for observing persuading 
exhorting and educating - in short, for 
communicating an artists view of the 
world - the documentary remains one 
of the most vital if neglected, art forms 
in the world. And in Canada, as in few 
other countries, it has evolved into what 
Klaus Wildenhahn, the West German 
television documentarist admiringly 
calls "a genuine cultural heritage'"". 

A very large part of the reason for that 
is the presence of the NFB as a perma­
nent non-commercial practitioner of 
Ihe art, free also of the restraints and 
pressures - of format, of time, of mass 
audience requirements - of television. 
Innovation and painstaking animation 
or seven or eight cuts of a documenlar\' 
film is a luxury that a private producer 
or tele\ision cannot afford on a sustained 
basis, but it often results in films which 
will be screened for a generation - or for 
as long as films continue to be screened. 

The NFB's major contribution as an 
institution has been to take the legacy of 
Flaherty and Grierson and with it create 
a continuing body of work that is the 
cornerstone of the "genuine cultural 
heritage " admired by Wildenhahn. The 
committee's bias in favour of feature 
films and television leads it to ignore or 
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• Norman McLaren, one of the modern cinema's greatest innovators, has been on the staff of 
the National Film Board since 1941, two years after the founding of the Board. His unique 
animation films, which often involve drawing directlyonto the celluloid, have made him more 
widely known abroad than perhaps any other Canadian artist 

downgrade this heritage. Its proposal to 
cut off the NFB's main production capa­
city really offers nothing in its place. Its 
assumption that the solutions it offers 
for features would also be appropriate 
for documentaries and other, non-fea­
ture films of the highest quality, is • 
incorrect Far from the NFB no longer 
occupying "a central position in Cana­
dian film," as this section asserts, we 
would assert that it occupies as central 
a position as ever. If there are others 
who also occupy central positions, good. 
God knows, we need them all. 

(Observe the language the report 
chooses, to buttress its case, in talking 
about the NFB: "It continues to issue 
film and video productions from its 
facilities in Montreal'. One is to assume 
that no one associated with the NFB 
actually has ideas, struggles with the 
creative and technical problems of turn­
ing them into films or works at distribut­
ing them across the country and around 
the world. No, film and video produc­
tions just somehow, continue to "issue 
from facilities in Montreal" like tooth­
paste Trom an uncapped tube oozing 
down the side of the sink) 

Unsuppor ted asse r t ions 
A few pages later, the report unbeliev­
ably, tops even this high level of misin­
formation, misunderstanding unsup­
ported assertion and shabby analysis. In 
"A New Role for the National Film Board' 
(p. 263), it makes the following string of 
extraordinary statements. "The Boards 
output of new work no longer represents 
a significant film experience for the 
Canadian public. Its short films are 
seldom shown in Canadian theatres 
because theatre owners do not believe 
these films have audience appeal Nor 
are current NFB productions a staple of 
either television programming or even 
the curricula of educational institutions. 
The NFB's displacement from centre 
stage has occurred for a number of 
reasons, of which institutional inertia is 
not the least important" 

What on earth does the committee 
consider a significant film experience", 
and what Canadian pubHc is it talking 
about? Ask medical audiences and the 
families of those suffering from terminal 

illness whether they find Malca Gillson's 
The Last Days of Living a significant 
film experience; ask the aged, or those 
with old parents, if Georges Dufaux'sAu 
bout de mon age is a significant film 
experience. Ask women's groups across 
the country- and many men who see it-
if Bonnie Klein's Not a Love Story is a 
significant film experience. Ask people 
concerned about nuclesir war and the 
survival of the human race if Terri 
Nash's If You Love This Planet is a 
significant film experience. One could 
go on and on. 

The committee is so biased towards 
the commercial feature and mass mar­
ket television, that it fails to remember 

that there are other kinds of significance, 
and that 'the Canadian public' is not a 
homogeneous mass, but composed of 
many different audiences. From these 
audiences, demand for our films is so 
strong that our offices cannot satisfy it 
on their present restricted print budgets. 

What does "staple" of television pro­
gramming mean ? If it means that NFB 
films don't fill several hours of prime 
time television a day, like American 
sitcoms, of course they don't One doesn't 
do that on an annual budget of $28 
million, for English and French produc­
tion, and with a host of other audiences 
to be served. (But it is the NFB's inten­
tion, as indicated above, to have its films 
fill several hours of national cable tele­
vision a day, given the CRTC's blessing 
and some funds to do it). 

Nevertheless, NFB films are, even now, 
a very important part of Canadian film 
shown on television, both here and 
abroad, and in quality even more than 
quantity. Of the six most recently com­
pleted films of the Ontario studio, for 
example (those released in the past 
twelve months), one hour-long film. 
After the Ajce, was seen by 1,070,000 
viewers on CBC television, will probably 
be repeated, has been sold to West 
German television and is currently being 
versioned to a half-hour for the PBS 
network; a second hour, TajcH, has been 
bought by the CBC; one half-hour, 
Steady As She Goes, has been on CBC-
TV twice; another, Ridley: A Secret 
Garden, is being negotiated with the 
CBC ; and a 20-minute film. The Forest 
in Crisis, has been on TV Ontario. Not 
insignificant surely for 5 out of 6 - and 
these are all films which will have a 
different longer and probably far more 
useful life than that provided by TV. 

Already, two of these same six films 
have been invited to the Margaret Mead 
Film Festival in New York; two have 
won Golden Sheaf Awards at the Yorkton 
Film Festival; one a Canadian Film 
Award for cinematography, another an 
American Film Award in New York and 

a Cindy Award in Chicago; and yet 
another an award from the Society of 
American Foresters, in Cincinnati 

Success on pr ime time 
Documentaries from other NFB studios 
which were among the most popular 
shown on prime time television in the 
past year, include The Road to Patria-
tion (947,000 viewers). Arthritis: A Dia­
logue with Pain (974,000) and the two co-
productions with the Cousteau Society 
(close to 2 million each). 

In French last season, thirty-two NFB 
films were broadcast on Radio-Canada 
and five on Radio-Quebec. Corde/iawas 
seen by 1,385,000 viewers, one of the 
largest audiences for Les Beaux Diman-
ches; La surditude, our film aboutdeaf 
ness, was shown with special sub-titles 
and was seen by 528,000. people. This 
season it was an NFB film. La recolte 
des dollars, that attracted by far the 
largest audience to date (493,000 viewers) 
for the Radio-Canada series La semaine 
verte. ̂  

111 1981-2, there were over7,000 English 
telecasts and over 1,300 French telecasts 
of NFB films in Canada, and in 1978-9, 
the last year for which audiences were 
estimated, 789 million of the NFB's world 
audience of over 1 billion was reached 
via television; in Canada 159 million of 
the2S4 million viewers of NFBfilmssaw 
them on television. Not bad for an outfit 
with a production budget of $28 million, 
whose films are not intended to be a 
""staple of television programming". 

But to go on, as the report then does, 
and assert that NFB productions are not 
a staple of educational institutions in 
Canada either is to misrepresent the 
facts so astoundingly, even for this re­
port, that one is lefi breathless and 
mind-boggled. The catch, of course, is 
the insertion of the red herring "curri­
cula." Since curricula are the responsi­
bility of provincial department of edit 
cation and vary from province to pro­
vince, the NFB has never made films to 
fit specific curriculum requirements 

• Hot StuH, a nine-minute cartoon film, was made by the N FB for the Dominion Fire Commissioner It traces man's carelessness with fire, from 

L ' L ' r ° : H ^ , ' ° " " ' ' ' " ' " " • ' " ^ " ' " ' ' " ' " " " " ' " ' " " ° ' '*^^ ^ ^ ^ ' ^ imaginative and humoTous approach mfheserioustu^^^^^^^^^ sponsored fi lms 
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[though, in consultation with the Coun­
cil of Ministers of Education, it has 
adapted some of its films to fit in with 
curricula). But when it comes to the use 
of films and other audiovisual materials 
in Canadian educational institutions, 
the NFB is far and away the largest 
source of Canadian material An esti­
mated two-thirds of Canadian films 
used in schools are from the NFB. (As in 
many other spheres, most of the material 
used is non-Canadian, mainly Ameri­
can.) 

The Symons" Commission on Canadian 
Studies, which studied this question in 
depth at the university level came to the 
following conclusions about the NFB's 
role; "Both (its) productions and its, 
distribution facilities drew uniformly 
favourable comment in briefs and letters 
to the Commission... the Board's efforts 
demonstrate an extraordinary contribu­
tion to education in this country." This 
was only seven years ago. If anything, 
the quality of the NFB's production and 
its value to Canadian educators has 
increased since then. Could the Apple-
baum-H6bert committee possibly have 
been examining a different country ? Or 
was it wearing blinkers ? 

Based on misinformation 
Based, then, on the above misinforma­
tion, we are told that the NFB has been 
displaced ft-om centre stage (as if the 
committee, which. Heaven help us, was 
also smdying the theatre in Canada, was 
unaware that more than one actor could 
occupy centre stage, or that even impor­
tant characters take up different posi­
tions on the stage at different times). 
This as a result of, among other things, 
'institutional inertia'. This charge, from 
a committee too inert to discover what 
has been going on at the NFB in recent 
years, is rich It is hardly surprising that 
many of the recommendations which 
flow from it are foolish. 

Before it gets to those, however, it has 
one last fling at the red herring fishery 
by throwing out a bunch of figures 

comparing the budgets, for dissimilar 
periods, of the NFB the CFDC, and the 
film section of the Canada Council (with 
the cost of the Capital Cost Allowance 
thrown in for good measure.) This pur­
ports to show that the NFB is getting too 
much money There is absolutely no 
analysis of what the figures mean, no 
recognition of the fact that the NFB has a 
vastly more extensive and complex range 
of activities than either the CFDC or 
Canada Council film section, no attempt 
to evaluate the return for their money 
that Canadian taxpayers get in each 
case. 

How, for instance, if we are to be crass 
about it would the committee weigh 
the dollar-value of the NFB's enormous 
international reputation, against the 
rows of CFDC and CCA-assisted feature 
films that sit on shelves, unseen and 
undistributable, or the critical scorn 
that has been poured on many of thern 
when they have been seen ? We say this 
not to denigrate the CFDC. Film produc­
tion is a risky business at the best of 
times, and losers outnumber winners 
even in Hollywood. But it does indicate 
that there is not much sense in com­
paring the cost of a fruit truck and a 
banana. 

The report does not mention that 
many of the film projects assisted by the 
Canada Council are also assisted by the 
NFB (not to mention that we assist many 
more that the Canada Council has n o 
thing to do with.) The report does not 
even indicate'that within the 1981-82 
$66 million spending total which it 
quotes for the NFB, some $10 million 
was for the production of films for 
government departments, most of 
which is done by independent producers, 
though administered through the NFB. 
Nor that over $8 million is for rent for the 
NFB's various premises, in Canada and 
abroad, and for accounting services, all 
of which goes straight back to the federal 
government through the Department of 
Supply and Services and the Department 
of Public Works. 

l-a BSte lumlneuse is a documentary about a week-long moose hunt and how this activity 
brings out the human strengths and weaknesses of the hunters. 

It does not reveal that of the $28 
million budget quoted for English and 
French production at the NFB, a very 
high percentage was earned, or spent 
on films made by independent produ­
cers, filmmakers, craftspeople and pri­
vate laboratories and other facilities. 

If one really wants to get some sense 
of proportion and try to gauge what 
Canadians got from the NFB in 1981-2 in 
return for the $48 million it was voted by 
Parliament consider that the recent 
Hollywood flop Annie is reported to 
have cost about $50 million, Heaven's 
Gate about $40 million, and the pubhcity 
alone for Gandhi $13 million. 

At $48 million, the range of NFB ser-

• L'Age de la machine a drama set in northern Quebec during the 1930s, is part of the NFB's Adventures in History series, designed primarily 
for classroom use. It is one of many films in which aspects of Quebec culture are presented to Enghsh-speakmg audiences 

vices, from still photography, educatio­
nal slide sets and filmstrips, film pro­
duction for multiple audiences in English 
and French, national and international 
distribution, technical research and 
development, cost Canadians in 1981-2, 
$2.00 a head, or less than half the price of 
one movie ticket. Statistics Canada cost 
them $6.00 a head, and the Department 
of National Defence, which will be pay­
ing over $37.5 miUion for each of 138 F-
18 fighter planes, cost $210.00 a head. 

The fact is that to do its job properly, 
to expand in the regions, give weirk to all 
the talented or promising filmmakers 
who would like to work with it satisfy 
the publitys demand for prints and 
videotapes of its films, and embark on 
new methods of reaching that public by 
cable and satelhte, the NFB needs much 
more money, not less. So perhaps do the 
CFDC and the Canada Council but the 
reporf s bald presentation of non-com­
parable budgets from all three organiza­
tions will not help anyone to make that 
judgement 

Recommenda t ions . 
What then, of the reports recommen­
dations ,' The chief is that the NFB be­
come a centre for advanced research 
and training in the art and science of 
film and video production, and that it 
cease to produce films other than as 
required for this purpose. 

One is struck again by a number of 
things which are apparent elsewhere in 
the report: the committee's perverse 
desire to punish succes.s its lack of 
knowledge or understanding of the 
worlds of film and broadcasting and its 
underestimation of the vital,need for 
every possible source of Canadian cul­
tural production, 

A little further on, it remarks on ""the 
pioneering and much-praised achieve­
ments of the ,\'FB photo gallerj'"', which 
it feels should he built upon. What does 
it propose ? Not a.s any reasonable per­
son would suppose, that the NFB, which 
has been responsible for the pioneering 
and achievements, be given the resour­
ces to build upon it, but, incredibly, that 
it be taken away from the NFB and be 
given to a yet-to-be-created Contemporary 
Arts Centre, Removed with it will be all 
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of the NFB's still photography activities, 
including the Government Photo Centre 
and the Phototheque. These will be 
given to the Department of Supply and 
Services, on the principle, presumably, 
that if you have photographic business, 
you should take it not to the leading 
photographic service in town, but to the 
office supply store down the street 
What other reasons are given ? None. 

Similarily, in the Broadcasting chap­
ter, the private television industry, which 
has done next to nothing for Canadian 
culture, has a finger wagged at it and 
the CRTC is advised to get tougher with 
it while the CBC, in return for its lone, 
valiant and badly underfinanced at­
tempt to maintain a Canadian television 
system, against all the odds, is to be 
rewarded by being gutted of its TV 
production capacity. 

And so, consistently with the commit­
tee's upside-down view, the NFB, to 
whose achievements it pays crocodile 
compliments, whose production record 
is the single great accomplishment in 
Canadian film and one of the great 
accomplishments in Canadian culture, 
which, in spite of the odds, is in one of its 
most innovative and vital periods (though 
the committee doesn't want to know 
about that), is also to be stripped of its 
production capacity - except insof2U' as 
it relates to training and experimenta­
tion. Why, in Heaven's name, a reason­
able person might ask ? Apparently be­
cause CBC is producing TV news and 
current affairs (though the committee 
would like to put a stop<o that, too) and 
because other people in Canada are 
now making films, too. 

One may note, in passing that the NFB 
already engages in research and train­
ing and could do more if it had the 
money, but that most of its training 
takes the forrh of apprenticeship, through 
professional work with skilled profes­
sionals on real productions, which is 
the best way, and which can only take 
place if the NFB remains a production 
centre. 

Indeed, the report is self-contradictory 
in this respect. It points out that the 
Board's mandate required it "to engage 
in research and film activity and to 
make available the results thereof to 
persons engaged in the production of 
films" and that "in carrying out its 
responsibility, the NFB earned a position 
as a leader in the evolution of cinema." 
What it does not seem to realize is that 
the research was not carried out in a 
vacuum, but in connection with the 
production of films: that it was produc­
tion, and the research and development 
it gave rise to, which made the NFB a 
leader not the research itself The NFB's 
research has been applied, not theore­
tical and will probably only continue to 
flourish in the real world of the demands 
of production. 

Irrational ideas 
The reporf s astonishing first recom­
mendation is followed by a train of 
other largely misbegotten and irrational 
ideas. One of the most astonishing of 
these relates to the distribution of NFB 
films, which the committee, with great 
originality, thinks should be "available 
to be seen by Canadians." Never mind 
that the NFB has been making them 
widely available for over 40 years, cur­
rently makes them available on film or 
videocassette (the committee "antici­
pates" this happening "before long') 
through 27 offices across Canada, has 
imaginative plans to make them avail 
able by cable, \vill shortly make them 
available through retailers, has contracts 
with libraries and school systems all 
across the country to make them even 
more widely available. 

The committee, not seeming to know 
this fact would like to see libraries and 
schools become more effective distri­
butors of them. So would we. So, prob­
ably, would the libraries and schools, if 
they had the resources. The committee 
rarely if ever considers where money is 
to come from. 

It is estimated that there were SO 

million individual viewings of NFB films 
by Canadians last year, through loans 
from our offices alone, in addition to the 
millions who saw them through school 
and library collections, the over 3,000 
theatrical bookings and 8 1/2 thousand 
television screenings, including 21 films 
shown on the CBC's national network 
The CBC thinks sufficiently well of our 
system that we are contracted to distri­
bute selected CBC productions for it in 
Canada. 

So what does the committee propose ? 
By now one has begun to anticipate: the 
CBC should take over the distribution of 
NFB films, a function for which it has no 
organization, no experience, no money 
and probably absolutely no desire. This 
is one of the things the committee thinks 
the CBC should do instead of making 
Canadian programmes. It is, after all 
getting late in the report. One begins to 
think the members have taken leave of 
their senses. 

Availability of films 
One of the committee's many failures is 
that in talking about availability, it 
doesn't distinguish between the high 
visibility or accessibility of the vehicle-
the theatre or television screen - and 
the low availability or accessibility of 
what it carries, the individual film or TV 
programme. 

Up to now, contrary to what many 
people suppose without having really 
thought about it NFB films have probably 
been more available t6 Canadians, on a 
demand basis, than almost any other 
films, certainly than theatrical features 
or television programmes. Try seeing a 
particularly interesting feature, of even 
the recent past Don Shebib's Going 
Down 'the Road, for example, or Martin 
Ritts The Molly Maguires, or Jerzy Skoli-
mowski's The Shout, or Vittorio De Sica's 
The Garden of the Finzi-Continis. 

If you live in a big city like Toronto, or 
Montreal or Vancouver, they might turn 
up at a repertory cinema, or film society, 
or on late-night television, but it might 

take years and you might very well miss 
them when they did turn up. If you lived 
in a smaller town, of course, you prob­
ably wouldn't have had the chance to 
see them in the first place. If you really 
knew your way around, you might try to 
find out whether the original studio or 
someone else distributed 16mm prints 
of them, and write away to Toronto 
Chicago, New York, or Los Angeles, to hy 
to rent a print 

If it was a particular TV programme 
you wanted to see, your chances would 
probably be even more remote. The 
notion that television films or television 
programmes have been accessible be­
cause television is on all the time, or that 
feature films have been accessible be­
cause there's always something playing 
at the local theatre, is nonsense. Yet it Is 
what lies behind the committee's as­
sumptions and allegations about the 
NFB no longer occupying centre stage, 
because it is not a'staple' of television or 
theatres. 

Accessible films are those that people, 
including people outside large cities, 
can get hold of and screen relatively 
easily, any time they want lo, as many 
times as they want to. NFB films, avail­
able for sale or on free loan at 27 offices 
across Canada and through many school 
and library systems, have been in that 
situation for many years. 

Rather than proposing ways of de­
creasing the availability of NFB (and, 
incidentally, CBC) films, by turning over 
their distribution to the CBC, the com­
mittee might have reflected on the re­
volution that is now taking place in the , 
distribution and accessibility of films in 
the form of the videocassette and disc, 
We are on the threshold of the day when 
films (and some television programmes) 
will be as accessible as recorded music, 
or even books, Tetrievable virtually on 
demand through purchase, rental li­
brary loan or, the currently most popular 
method, piracy. 

Among others, all NFB films, old and 
new, will be available at any decent 

• The Last Days of Living is a one-hour documentary by the NFB about the Palliative Care Unit of the Royal Victoria Hospital in Montreal. The film shows 
techniquesusedincaringfortheterminallyi l l- l istening, sharing, touching, musictherapy-and is considered an essential film for health-care professionalsand 
volunteers. 
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public library on disc or casette, along 
with the Encyclopedia Canadiana, the 
Dictionary of Canadian Biography and 
the collected works of Pierre Berton. 
People will have home libraries of their 
favourites (and the NFB has one hell of a 
lot of films whose interest simply doesn't 
wear out on repeated viewings). The old 
question, first asked by Cro-Magnon 
man of a travelling NFB projectionist 
"Where do we see your films?" will 
finally be answered: "At home. When­
ever you want" 

For filmmakers, and for documen-
tarians particularly, the golden age of 
film distribution is about to begin, when 
their work will be easily accessible to 
anyone who really wants to see it As 
indicated earlier, the NFB is already 
moving vigorously in that direction, but 
the committee wasn't interested in such 
fundamentals. 

Sponsored films 
Other recommendations in the report 
can be dealt with more briefly: "all film 
and video needs of federal government 
departments to be filled by independent 
producers." Most already are, and the 
percentage is steadily being increased 
as a matter of NFB policy. Why the 
committee feels that government de­
partments should not have the choice of 
using the NFB, and some of the most 

' talented filmmakers in the country, if 
they want to, is only explicable by its 
own bias against public production 
agencies. Some of the best government-
sponsored films in the world, which 
astonish foreign observers by their free­
dom and creativity, have been made by 
the NFB. Ask the Dominion Fire Marshal 
about Hot Stuff for example. This is 
another unique aspect of Canadian cul­
ture which the committee would care­
lessly stamp out 

"The work of contracting those films 
to private industry (and presumably 
overseeing their production) at present 
handled by the NFB Sponsored Pro­
gramme Office in Ottawa to be trans­
ferred to Supply and Services," a parti­
cular favourite of the Applebert com­
mittee. 

Never, surely, could the dear old De 
partment of Supply and Services, busily 
checking its mountains of paperclips 
and forests of coat stands, have dreamed 
how large a future loomed for it in the 
reshaping of Canadian culture. How­
ever, since Supply and Services has no 
experience in this work and the NFB 
Sponsor Programme officers have, they 
would presumably simply change hats. 
This might soothe the troubled breasts 
of some private producers, who cannot 
even bear to see the NFB's name on a 
letterhead or contract but it would 
achieve nothing else. Supply and Ser­
vices would soon become the devil the 
NFB is perceived as now. 

"NFB's international distribution to be 
taken over by Film Canada." Since the 
committee thinks that Film Canada is 
such a good idea, it might have had the 
grace, before proposing to give it and 
our international distribution offices to 
the CFDC, to acknowledge that the Film 
Canada Centre in Los Angeles, which is 
presumably its model was set up by the 
NFB, is funded by the NFB, and headed 
by an NFB employee, a former director 
of our New York office. 

It might have acknowledged, too, that 
our international distribution offices, 
responsible for most of those 826 million 
viewers abroad in 1978-79, do assist 
private Canadian filmmakers and distri­
butors in a variety of ways. But, no 
doubt these facts would have clouded 

• Le Chateau de sable, from the N FB's French animation unit, has won 18 awards, including 
an Academy Award Oscar. It tells a humourous fable about the Sandman and the fantastic 
creatures he sculpts out of sand. 

the image of the NFB's "institutional 
inertia." 

"The government should be advised 
on film activities and policies by the 
CFDC, CBC, CRTC and Canada Council 
as well as by the NFB." Any child in 
Ottawa, interested in film, could have 
told the committee that it already is. 

And then, that the cliche might be 
fulfilled, as if all this ignorant foolish 
and biased injury were not enough, in 
the Film Chap^gr's final paragraph and 
peroration, comes the insult - to all the 
highly talented people, some of them 
people of genius, who work and have 
worked not only at the NFB and CBC, but 
as independent artists and technicians 
in film and television in Canada. The 
report acknowledges that Canada "can 
generate film artists and technicians of 
the highest caUbre." But it goes on 
sadly, "Until now the best of them have 
had to seek their livelihood elsewhere, 
depriving Canada of their talents. Holly­
wood's studios and boardrooms are 
well populated with Canadian perfor­
mers and directors; the film and tele­
vision screens in the U.S., France, and 
Britain attest to that It is time to lure 
these artists back.." and so on. 

Talent that remains 
Yes, some very talented Canadians have 
gone abroad to work, especially if they 
want to work in features and television. 
But just as many, probably far more, 
equally talented Canadians have stayed 
and worked in Canada. (And, believe it 
or not talented people have come to 
work in film in Canada, too, from all 

over the world, including the U.S., and 
have often subsequently become Cana­
dians. Some, for instance, have come 
because they vvanted to work in docu­
mentary or animation at the NFB.) 

Their staying to work in Canada is not 
a sign of inferior talent any more than 
the emigration and success abroad of 
the others is a sign of superior talent 
The committee surely cannot be so 
colonized in its thinking that it believes 
that Rather, it has clearly become so 
infatuated with the commercial feature 
film and mass audience television that 
it no longer knovî s what it is saying or 
what is being said on its behalf 

(It is interesting to speculate about 
who actually drafted the Film chapter of 
the committee's report If one had, like 
the police, to construct an Identikit of 
The Unknown Assailant one might spe­
culate : someone who knows little or 
nothing about what the NFB has been 
doing in the past few years, but has 
listened to a lot of second-hand back­
biting and gossip; someone who is 
closely connected both with the CFDC 
and the private feature industry; mar­
ried to an employee of Supply and Ser­
vices.) 

After one has exhausted one's anger 
at this shabby document one is left 
feeling sad, sad that once again, one has 
to defend an outstanding public institu­
tion, imperfect though it may be, against 
ignorant and prejudiced denigration, 
and against a pervasive market mentality 
which is always ready to believe that 
things private and commercial are in 
their nature good and to be encouraged. 

• La Ouarantaine, the NFB's latest feature, stars some of Quebec's best-known actors and 
actresses. It is about a reunion of childhood friends who have now all reached middle age. 

while things public and non-commer­
cial if not downright bad, are probably 
wasteful and substandard, and to be 
discouraged if they can't be got rid of 
entirely. 

The NFB's persistent excellence and 
the excellent value that in fact it gives 
for its money, stands in the way of this 
belief and is a source of constant and 
acute irritation to its holders. Like other 
Canadian public enterprises it is a re­
proach to the religion of free enterprise 
and an obstacle on the road to universal, 
commercial happiness. 

What is sad, too, is that the report fails 
to examine, or even identify, the real 
problems of the NFB (or CBC) and only 
begins to touch on the real problems of 
private filmmaking in Canada when it 
looks at the problems of theatrical dis­
tribution and exhibition, the disinterest 
of Canadian private television in Cana­
dian culture, and the misuse that many 
private feature producers and promoters 
have made of public funds, through the 
Capital Cost Allowance and the CFDC. 

The problems of Canadian film, like 
the problems of other aspects of Cana­
dian culture, are chiefly two: lack of 
access to our own public, through the 
domination of our market - theatre, 
television, educational and now home 
video screens - by non-Canadian, prin­
cipally American, material and chronic 
underfunding (including underfunding 
of the NFB and CBC) in face of the scale 
of that cultural domination. 

To propose crippling two of the few 
institutions which have made and are 
making an effort in that direction is 
irresponsible in a committee reviewing 
Canadian cultural policy. 

Unfortunately, the total inadequacy of 
funding for Canadian films, no matter 
how the existing pot is divided up and 
spread around; the impossibility, there­
fore, of adequately employing or de­
veloping all the film talent in this country 
that deserves to be employed or de­
veloped, may lead some independents-
though probably far from the majority-
to focus their frustrations once again on 
these same two institutions, their ob­
vious inability to meet all the demands 
being made on them with present re­
sources, their obvious imperfections 
(which, however, are probably no greater 
than those of any other institutions and 
may be a good deal less than those of 
most), and conclude that the Applebaum­
Hebert proposals, particularly the pro­
posal to gut the NFB and CBC of their 
production capacity, will be to their 
individual advantage. We suspect they 
will be badly wrong about that We 
know that it will not be to the advantage 
of the film community, the country, or 
Canadian culture as a whole. • 

Based on information available at the time of 
writing A subsequent, more detailed analysis re­
veals that 55% of the English Production Branch's 
budget is spenton or in support of the independent 
film community. And this does not include MD00.000 
lout of a total of $7,000,000) in sponsored projects 
contracted out lo private companies or independent 
filmmakers by the NFB's Sponsor Programme Office. 
Atwut 30% of the English Production budget is spent 
through the regional studios, but this figure does 
not reflect the value of the major part of the 
assistance program in the regions - such as loan of 
equipment, space and advice - which is neither 
costed nor budgeted, II is probably worth one-third 
as much again, 

- It is remarkable that Ihe committee, in spite of 
having a Quebecois co-chairman, has Utile to say 
alKiuI the problem,-; of French-Canadian filmmaking 
or distribution Predictably, it has nothing to say 
about Ihe facl Ihat the NFB. producing and distri­
buting films in both languages, was one of Ihe 
country s earliest, and is one of its most thoroughly, 
bilingual institutions. 
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