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THE FACTS 
 
At the time of this complaint, Howard Galganov, well-known political campaigner for the  
rights of English-language Quebeckers, hosted a morning show on CIQC-AM (Montreal) 
which ran from about 7:00 a.m., following the morning news, to 10 a.m.  The first two hours 
of Galganov in the Morning consisted of chit chat between Mr. Galganov and his co-host, 
Jim Connell,  various interviews and discussion of current affairs topics.  This time slot also 
made room for a daily “editorial” by Howard Galganov.  The last hour of the show was 
dedicated to taking calls from listeners.  On December 9, 1997, Mr. Galganov chose to 
discuss a complaint about his show which had been forwarded to the station by the CBSC 
for its response.  (This complaint is dealt with in CBSC Decision 97/98-0473, decided and 
released concurrently with the present decision.)  At approximately 7:45 a.m., he made the 
following comments concerning the complaint and the complainant (a more complete 
transcript of the day’s broadcast is provided in Appendix A to this decision): 
 

We got a letter today.  This really infuriates me and I want to tell you, Jim, I’m speaking on 
my behalf exclusively and not the radio station.  I’m sure the radio station would much rather 
prefer that I not even mention this, but the Canadian Broadcast Standards Council sent us a 
letter giving us two weeks to apologize to this woman who made these complaints about the 
language that I use and the things I’ve called separatists and it gives us two weeks to 
apologize.  So I’m not going to take the two weeks.  The radio station can do whatever they 
want and this is not the radio station, this is me, Howard Galganov, not even you, Jim, it’s 
myself.  The Canadian Broadcast Standards Council, screw off.  You know, I can’t believe it, 
in this letter, you know what they said?  You can’t publish the person’s name, or you can’t 
mention the person’s name who is complaining about you, who sent the document off to the 
CRTC, who sent the document off to the Canadian Broadcast Standards Council and who’s 
demanding an apology, or they’re demanding an apology in her name.  But yet I can’t 
mention her name because I don’t know why.  So don’t say another word, Jim, because this 
has nothing to do with you, it has nothing to do with the radio station, screw them and her.  
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Her name is [he gives the complainant’s full name].  If they don’t like it, they can get me off 
the air but I’m not going to be censored.  You know, these are the guys who are going after 
Howard Stern because they don’t like the language he uses.  What are they, the taste 
police? If it doesn’t suit their taste or their taste standards then we can’t say it on the air?  
No, I don’t need censorship.  You know, this [unfinished sentence].  I enjoy doing this show, 
Jim, but I don’t enjoy doing this show enough have some pissant in Toronto tell me what I 
can and can’t say to the people who are listening to this station.  And the moment I can’t say 
what I want to say, then what the hell am I here for?  I’ll be like the other guys over on Fort 
Street.  They’re here to entertain and titillate and do whatever they want to do. 

 
You know, we’ve made more of a difference in this marketplace in the last three months than 
I think all of the radio stations in Montreal have done combined in the last three years.  And 
you got some ass at the Canadian Broadcast Standards Council whose trying to piss all over 
our parade?  Ah, screw them.  And again, this has nothing to do with the station.  The 
owners of the station, I’m sure, are not pleased to be hearing this, but you know, I got a day 
job.  Anyways, Jim, do you think we are still on the air? 

 
The complaint was also one of the topics discussed during the open-line portion of the 
show.  The comments of one caller, referred to as “Robert”, were particularly pointed 
towards the complainant: 
 

Caller Robert: This [full name of complainant], is she the same [complainant’s first name] that 
called you a couple of times? 

 
Howard Galganov: I’m sure she is.  She sent off this, I don’t know how many pages 
anymore, 8, 10, 12 pages of hand written logs of the show.  She’s recorded every segment 
you can think of.  Every time I called them separatists bastards or shit-holes or peckerheads, 
she’s recorded everything with the time and the circumstances.  She sends it off to the 
CRTC, but she didn’t send us a signed copy.  She sent us a copy without her name. 

 
Robert: Okay, but she’s come on the air several times.  She comes on Joe Cannon’s show 
also.  She has this pathetic story about her father’s car being broken down or something, and 
she makes no qualms about it that she is a separatist. 

 
Howard Galganov: Yeah, but who cares, you know? 

 
Robert: Why doesn’t she listen to another radio station? 

 
Howard Galganov: That’s what really bothers me about the Canadian Broadcast Standards 
Council.  If someone doesn’t like what I say or the way I say it, turn me off.  Just go to 
another station, just turn me off.  But she doesn’t have the right to tell you, Robert, what you 
can hear and can’t hear, ‘cause you have the right to turn me off too. 

 
Robert: Well, worse than that, she has no right to come on the radio station and say she’s a 
separatist, number one. 
 
Howard Galganov: Actually, she does.  She has the right to do that and I have the right to 
say “Look, I don’t want to talk.”  I won’t speak to Louis about it on the phone or Gérard.  I’m 
not interested. 
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Robert: She shouldn’t say that right up front.  She can get into it later on, but to come on 
[unfinished sentence] Obviously she has some kind of character flaw to have to say that right 
in advance.  She wants to go against the grain or she wants [interrupted] 

 
Howard Galganov: Yeah, but, Robert, that’s [unfinished sentence].  Robert, that’s fine.  I 
don’t have a problem with that, because I have the same right to say “Goodbye.” 

 
Robert: Yeah, of course, but I mean, why does she have to open up the conversation with 
that right away?  She needs an identity.  She’s an inferior person.  She’s got an inferiority 
complex.  She listens to people talking on the radio and she can’t fit in.  She’s got to throw 
whatever it is she’s throwing out here.  I have one thing to say to her : “Va donc chier, pis 
crève.” That’s it. Ha, ha, ha. 

 
Howard Galganov: Well that’s pretty clear [laughter].  All she needs is a life and all the 
station’s going to need is a [inaudible].  That’s all.  Life’s easy. 

 
Another caller, “Carol” also had a “message” for the complainant: 

 
Caller Carol: Good morning, Howard.  Yes, I think you have no apologies to make to 
anybody, especially to Josée Legault [reporter for Le Devoir] and [the complainant’s full 
name]. 

 
Howard Galganov: Oh thank you, and I don’t think [unfinished sentence]. I don’t think I do 
either, Carol.  I think, if anything, these people, if they started apologizing today, we would 
have to wait til the turn of the century before they’ve apologized enough for everything that 
they’ve done and said over the last 30 years. 

 
Carol: On the lighter side, I’m the mom of that very political little 3 year old boy.  He’s got a 
message for those two ladies and here it is: [sound of a child’s toy] “The cow says  Mooooo.” 
 [Laughter] So keep up the good work, Howard.  Goodbye! 

 
Howard Galganov: Carol, thank you very much.  Goodbye.  I wonder if there is a market in 
producing separatist cows to sell in the stores for Christmas.  Maybe there is.  I guess I’m a 
bit too late for it. 

 
The majority of callers to the December 9th open-line portion of Galganov in the Morning, 
however, either did not deal with the topic of the complaint at all (contrary to the 
complainant’s contention) or mentioned her name only as part of a general comment on the 
issue of censorship without making specific statements about her. 
 
 
The Letter of Complaint 
 
On January 5, 1998, the complainant wrote a follow-up letter to her initial complaint which 
was discussed on the December 9th broadcast of Galganov in the Morning.  Her letter 
stated in part (its full text is included in Appendix B to this decision): 
 

[Translation] The host not only made extensive comments about me, revealing my identity, 
he also invited his listeners to participate in his usual open-line portion of the program from 9 



 
 

 

4 

4 

to 10 a.m. which, on that day, was dedicated entirely to this issue.  Caller after caller insulted 
me, calling me a “cow” among other things, always being mindful of repeating my first and 
last name, as Mr. Galganov had done so well many times before!  The host’s 
encouragement of these hateful exchanges only goes to show his arrogance and his 
baseness.  
  

 
Other Correspondence 
 
No written response from the broadcaster was received by the complainant (or the CBSC). 
During a telephone conversation between the CBSC’s National Chair and Pierre Béland, 
the President of CIQC-AM, on December 10, it was agreed that Mr Béland would call the 
complainant to apologize and explain the error which resulted in her name being broadcast 
by Mr. Galganov on the air.  This was confirmed in a follow-up letter sent that same day by 
the CBSC’s National Chair: 
 

[Translation] Thank you for this morning’s call. ...  The explanation provided by you and your 
employees promises a positive result with respect to the complainant’s concerns.  I 
appreciate the explanatory call which you will make to the complainant.  I hope she will 
understand that this error was accidental. 

 
As to the substance of the complaint, I hope that the person who will be charged with 
responding will take the necessary time to consider all the detailed information she has built 
up in support of her complaint. 

 
This courtesy call never occurred, according to the complainant’s letter dated January 5, 
1998: 
  

[Translation] Following the broadcast of the December 9th show, I contacted [the CBSC]. 
[The Administrative Assistant] called me the next day to tell me that Mr. Béland was going to 
call me soon in order to apologize for the on-air comments of his host.  Not only did he never 
call to apologize, he didn’t even respond to my complaint dated December 1st.  I even waited 
an additional two weeks beyond December 23rd deadline granted to him to reply.  His blatant 
disregard for my complaint goes to show his lack of responsibility in defending what he 
probably considers a “lost cause”. 

 
 
THE DECISION 
 
The CBSC’s Quebec Regional Council considered the complaint under the Code of Ethics 
of the Canadian Association of Broadcasters (CAB) and, by analogy, Article 4 of the 
RTNDA Code of (Journalistic) Ethics.  The relevant clauses read as follows: 
 
CAB Code of Ethics, Clause 6 (News) 
 

It shall be the responsibility of member stations to ensure that news shall be represented 
with accuracy and without bias.  The member station shall satisfy itself that the arrangements 
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made for obtaining news ensure this result.  It shall also ensure that news broadcasts are not 
editorial.  News shall not be selected for the purpose of furthering or hindering either side of 
any controversial public issue, nor shall it be designed by the beliefs or opinions or desires of 
the station management, the editor or others engaged in its preparation or delivery.  The 
fundamental purpose of news dissemination in a democracy is to enable people to know 
what is happening, and to understand events so that they may form their own conclusions. 

 
Therefore, nothing in the foregoing shall be understood as preventing news broadcasters 
from analysing and elucidating news so long as such analysis or comment is clearly labelled 
as such and kept distinct from regular news presentations.  Member stations will, insofar as 
practical, endeavour to provide editorial opinion which shall be clearly labelled as such and 
kept entirely distinct from regular broadcasts of news or analysis and opinion. 

 
It is recognized that the full, fair and proper presentation of news, opinion, comment and 
editorial is the prime and fundamental responsibility of the broadcast publisher. 

 
RTNDA Code of (Journalistic) Ethics - Article 4 
 

Broadcast journalists will always display respect for the dignity, privacy and well-being of 
everyone with whom they deal, and make every effort to ensure that the privacy of public 
persons is infringed only to the extent necessary to satisfy the public interest and accurately 
report the news. 

 
The Regional Council members listened to a tape of the December 9 broadcast and 
reviewed all of the correspondence.  The Council considers that the broadcaster breached 
clause 6 of the CAB Code of Ethics by allowing its morning show host Howard Galganov to 
personally identify and attack a listener/complainant on the airwaves. 
 
 
Full, Fair and Proper Comment 
 
In CKAC-AM re the Gilles Proulx Show (CBSC Decision 94/95-0136, December 6, 1995), 
the Council was faced with a situation very similar to this one.  In that case, as here, a letter 
of complaint from a listener was followed by the broadcast which became the subject 
matter of the complaint by the same listener.  In that case, a listener sent two letters 
commenting on the treatment of listeners and the use of the French language by one of the 
station’s talk show hosts. The host responded on air, calling the complainant “petite 
niaiseuse” (dumb broad) and "an idiot" and exclaiming that she "needs a good lay" and is 
"as ugly as sin".  In finding the broadcaster in breach, the Council stated: 
 

Even if the complainant’s initial letter had been unduly provocative regarding the host’s on-air 
attitudes, tone and practices, and the Council makes no evaluation of this nature here, it 
would not give rise to an entitlement on the part of the host to ridicule, demean and insult the 
letter-writer.  The host’s right to defend himself and his style does not extend to the 
personalized debasing of his critics.  The listening public has every right to expect higher 
standards of those persons whom broadcasters choose to place on the airwaves. 

 
The Council also made the following comments regarding the public nature of the airwaves. 
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While the Regional Council recognizes that the Gilles Proulx Show is essentially one of 
provocative discussion and debate regarding issues of public importance, it equally 
recognizes that this does not accord the host unlimited freedom of speech.  If such an 
untrammelled right exists in the host’s own living room or, to a lesser extent, in the middle of 
Parc Lafontaine, it does not exist on the Canadian airwaves.  Indeed, radio and television 
stations in Canada are granted the privilege of using broadcasting frequencies with a view to 
providing, as stated in section 3(1)(b) of the Broadcasting Act, “a public service essential to 
the maintenance and enhancement of national identity and cultural sovereignty [emphasis 
added]”.  In this instance, however, the host’s extensive, excessive and abusive commentary 
on the complainant’s letters to the station in no way furthered public debate or discussion on 
issues of public importance.  Rather, the host used the airwaves to exact a form of private 
vengeance on an individual listener. ... 

 
The station also breached the requirement to ensure the “full, fair and proper presentation of 
... comment”, pursuant to Clause 6(3) of the CAB Code of Ethics.  The Regional Council 
believes that the comments made by Proulx about the listener constituted gratuitous 
personal attacks and an irresponsible use of the airwaves by the station.  They were neither 
fair nor proper. 

 
While the Council upheld the right to express political criticism, even vehemently, in its 
corresponding decision on Galganov in the Morning, also released today (see CBSC 
Decision 97/98-0473), it considers that the principles set out in that case cannot be applied 
here.  In that case, the Council stated 
 

There is no doubt that Howard Galganov's opinions are expressed strongly, even 
vehemently, and, some might say, inflexibly, whether off or on the air.  The host might even 
wear any such characterization as a red badge of courage.  The question for the Council, 
though, is whether political views, even thus expressed, are subject to curtailment or 
restriction.  While freedom of expression is one of the fundamental freedoms enumerated in 
Section 2 of the Charter, it is a freedom which was not drafted as absolute.  As Section 1 of 
the Charter provides, these freedoms are “subject only to such reasonable limits prescribed 
by law as can be demonstrably justified in a free and democratic society.”  Although the 
Codes administered by the CBSC are not subject to the application of the Charter, the 
Council has always proceeded with its deliberations on the basis that freedom of expression 
is fundamental to the rights of the broadcasters but that even they fully expect that the Codes 
they have created are of the nature of those reasonable proscriptions which ought to apply in 
the free and democratic society of which they are a part.  The foregoing being said, it is the 
view of the Council that, of all of the categories of speech, none can be worthier of protection 
than that speech which can be described as political.  After all, the freedom to express 
political views is at the very root of the need for a guarantee of freedom of expression in the 
first place.  It is that speech which has historically been the bridge to democracy.  This is not 
to say that all speech which can be described as political will be free from any oversight but 
rather that such speech will be most carefully protected in the face of that oversight. 

 
In this case, however, the Council must deal, not with general comments directed at an 
ideological group, but with strong criticism directed at a specific, identified individual who 
does not benefit from the same access to the airwaves.  The Council is of the opinion that 
the considerable power generated by the broadcast medium dictates that the person 
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entrusted to wield this power will not abuse it by using it against relatively “defenseless” 
individuals. 
 
It should be remembered that the Council is not here dealing with defamation, a specific 
civil remedy with respect to which the Council has no jurisdiction.  Success in a defamation 
case generally depends on the plaintiff’s success in proving that the statements made were 
untrue.  Given that the Council is not a fact-finding body, it would have no means to assess 
veracity.  It is required neither to assess the truthfulness of statements nor the intention of 
their interlocutor in its areas of jurisdiction.  It can, however, and must when requested to 
do so, assess the fairness and propriety of comments made on the airwaves about 
individuals.  Looked at from the other side of the microphone, broadcasters are neither 
entitled to defame individuals nor to make unfair or improper comments about them which 
may violate private broadcast standards (or, it goes without saying, the Broadcasting Act or 
any of the Regulations adopted pursuant to it), even though any such offending statements 
may not constitute a breach of the civil law. 
 
The Council recognizes fully that critical comments can be made about individuals, 
particularly those in public life but also, in appropriate circumstances which it need not 
plumb here, with respect to private individuals.  The question for the Council will always be 
the weighing of the statement and the circumstances.  At its most basic level, the fairness 
requirement set out in the third paragraph of Clause 6 of the CAB Code of Ethics dictates 
that a balance must be struck between the type and extent of the criticism of an individual 
and the appropriateness or merit of any such criticism when measured against the 
individual’s criticized actions or behaviour.  Propriety, a second requirement found in the 
same paragraph, dictates that the public airwaves will not be used for irrelevant or 
gratuitous personal attacks on individuals.  The Council considers that Howard Galganov’s 
show broadcast on December 9, failed on both these counts. 
 
The comments were not fair.  The mere act of filing a complaint cannot in any way, shape 
or form be construed as warranting the tirade which Galganov in the Morning fired at the 
complainant.  In such an unequal setting as exists between a broadcaster on one side of a 
microphone and one of the thousands of recipients of those messages on the other side, 
the filing of a private unbroadcast complaint constitutes the simplest and most basic 
attempt at interactivity, expression of a point of view and the exercise of a democratic right. 
The hostile, churlish, nasty belittlement which the host condoned on his show constitutes 
an utterly unfair example of bullying.   
 
The comments were not proper.  Stating that the complainant has a “character flaw”, that 
she must be an “inferior person” and that she “can’t fit in”, for example, are not relevant to 
the host’s “defence” of his position regarding the complaint and are entirely inappropriate.  
The admonition that the complainant “[translation] go dump and die” is clearly a gratuitous, 
unfounded and unacceptable personal attack.  All in all, the level of the show’s responses 
reminded the Regional Council members of childhood name-calling and such gratuitous 
insults are improper and have no place on Canada’s airwaves.  The Council has no trouble 



 
 

 

8 

8 

in concluding that some of the comments made on air about the complainant in this case 
were at least as hurtful, damaging and inappropriate as those made about the complainant 
in the CKAC-AM case referred to above.  Accordingly, it finds that, by airing these 
comments made by the callers to the show as well as the host, CIQC-AM breached Clause 
6 of the CAB Code of Ethics. 
 
 
Privacy of Individuals 
 
In addition to the issue of fairness and propriety raised by the comments made concerning 
the complainant during the December 9 broadcast of Galganov in the Morning, there is also 
the question of privacy to be considered.  In the CKAC-AM decision referred to above, the 
Council summarized the following principles relating to the privacy of individuals. 
 

The CBSC has, in past decisions, established some of the conditions under which private 
individuals may, and may not, be identified in broadcasts.  In CTV re Canada AM (Airborne 
Hazing) (CBSC Decision 94/95-0159, March 12, 1996), the CBSC’s Ontario Regional 
Council established that the principle of privacy, for private individuals, is primordial; only in 
exceptional circumstances is the public interest served by revealing the identity of private 
individuals who are involved in an event of public interest.  Interpreting article 4 of the 
RTNDA Code of Ethics, the Ontario Regional Council decided that 

 
Where the broadcaster provides no information which permits the public at 
large to identify the individual, such as in this case, the broadcaster has not 
interfered with that person’s right to privacy. 

 
The Regional Council added, however, that 

 
Circumstances do ... arise from time to time in which the public interest in 
an event may override the otherwise legitimate interest of individuals to 
keep their identity and activities free from filmed scrutiny. 

 
Applying those principles to the present case, the Quebec Regional Council considers that, 
other than for reasons of personal vindictiveness, there was no reason for Gilles Proulx to 
reveal the listener’s name and location (city) on air.  Although she wrote a letter of complaint 
directly to the station management and to the host, the complainant did not consent to being 
identified on the public airwaves.  A simple communication with a broadcaster, and even with 
the host of a talk show, is not tantamount to a waiver of the listener’s right to privacy.  Had 
the host genuinely wished to answer the charges which his critic had levelled against him, he 
could have done so by dealing with those issues which had been raised.  Instead, he ignored 
the issues and tore after the messenger.  By revealing the complainant’s full name and 
location, the host made it a simple task for any listener to identify her.  It is clear to the 
Regional Council that the host infringed the complainant’s fundamental right to privacy in 
circumstances where there was no public interest, much less an overriding public interest, in 
revealing her identity on the airwaves.  The Regional Council concludes that CKAC breached 
article 4 of the RTNDA Code of Ethics. 

 
Since that decision, the Ontario Regional Council has also considered the issue of privacy 
in CITY-TV re Speakers Corner (CBSC Decision 97/98-0572, July 28, 1998).  In that 



 
 

 

9 

9 

decision, the Council did not ultimately have to rule on the issue but made the following 
point regarding the right to privacy: 
 

As to the question of identification of the complainant, the Council considers that, had the 
segment permitted an identified individual to be harshly criticized by an apparent member of 
her family, this might have offended certain privacy principles which underlie the principle of 
“full, fair and proper presentation of ... opinion [and] comment” provided in the third 
paragraph of Clause 6 of the CAB Code of Ethics.  The Council does not consider it 
necessary, however, to deal with this particular issue here as the segment complained of 
was purged of all identifying elements by the broadcaster prior to airing.  To the extent that 
the complainant considered herself “identified” or targeted by her nephew’s comments, it 
would only, in effect, have occurred within the context or her family and friends and not in the 
broad context of the broadcaster’s audience. 

 
The Quebec Regional Council considers that revealing the complainant’s full name, and the 
repetition of this information throughout the December 9 broadcast of Galganov in the 
Morning, was merely vindictive and served no public interest  whatsoever.  By violating the 
complainant’s overriding right to privacy in this case, the broadcaster has breached Clause 
6 of the CAB Code of Ethics as well as the spirit of Article 4 of the RTNDA Code of Ethics. 
 
 
Broadcaster Responsiveness 
 
In addition to assessing the relevance of the Codes to the complaint, the CBSC always 
assesses the responsiveness of the broadcaster to the substance of the complaint.  The 
Council recognized the special role of the broadcasters to the public and, in CFOX-FM re 
the Larry and Willie Show (CBSC Decision 92/93-0141, August 30, 1993), established the 
principle that the CBSC will review broadcasters not only as to their respect of the Codes 
but also as to their responsiveness to the complainant.  In that case, they laid out the 
rationale for this direction, which has since been applied in every adjudication. 

 
In the CRTC’s Public Notice relating to the Canadian Broadcast Standards Council (Public 
Notice CRTC 1991-90), the Commission noted that one of the three major areas of 
responsibility of the CBSC was ‘to provide a means of recourse for members of the public 
regarding the application of these standards’ (p. 5, reiterated in the Manual of the CBSC at p. 
5) and, in the Conclusion thereto, it stated that it was ‘pleased to note ... the strong 
educational role the CBSC has taken upon itself.’ (at p. 6)  It further declared its satisfaction 
with the complaint-resolution process established by the Council: 

 
The Commission is satisfied that the complaints process that has been 
established is a useful mechanism for resolving public concerns about the 
programming broadcast by private Canadian radio and television stations. 
... The Council is committed to make every effort to resolve complaints at 
the level of the local broadcaster. 

 
The extent to which the CBSC has melded the educational and communication processes 
can be seen in the following part of its section on Guiding Principles in the Manual, which 
provides the following (at p. 9): 
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Direct dialogue between a complainant and a broadcaster is the best 
means of resolving a concern.  The Council will not consider a complaint 
until it is satisfied that sincere and demonstrable efforts have been made by 
both parties to deal with the matter to their mutual satisfaction. 

 
Thus, in the course of complaint resolution, the CBSC considers that it is firmly within its 
mandate to evaluate not only the complaint itself against the standards established by the 
various Codes which it administers but also the responsiveness of the broadcaster in dealing 
with the viewer or listener. 
 

In CFTO-TV re Newscast (Pollution) (CBSC Decision 92/93-0178, October 26, 1993), the 
broadcaster’s representative did not respond to the substance of the complaint at all, 
preferring to send the complainant a transcript of the program and advising him to contact 
the CBSC if he wished to carry the matter further.  The Ontario Regional Council was of the 
view in that case that the broadcaster had “not made any effort to respond to the 
complainant’s concerns, much less ‘to resolve the issue to the complainant’s satisfaction.’  
In the Regional Council’s judgment, the station’s response was dismissive of the 
complainant’s concerns and ignored the complainant’s willingness to resolve the matter at 
the station level, before approaching the CBSC.”  The station was found to be in breach. 
 
In this case, no response appears to have been sent to the complainant regarding this 
complaint.  A courtesy call which the President of the broadcaster had committed to make  
to the complainant apparently did not occur.  The Council considers this lack of 
responsiveness egregious, given the nature of this complaint.  It finds that the cavalier 
disregard of the broadcaster’s obligation of responsiveness a breach of the CBSC’s 
standard of responsiveness. 

 
 
CONTENT OF THE ANNOUNCEMENT OF THE DECISION 

 
The station is required to announce this decision forthwith, in the following terms, during 
prime time and, within the next thirty days, to provide confirmation of the airing of the 
statement to the CBSC and to the complainant who filed a Ruling Request. 
 

The Canadian Broadcast Standards Council has found that CIQC-AM 
breached provisions of the Canadian Association of Broadcaster’s Code of 
Ethics in its broadcast of Galganov in the Morning on December 9, 1997.  In 
the Council’s view, personal attacks by the host and callers to the show 
directed at an individual who filed a complaint about the show was neither fair 
nor proper. Moreover, the disclosure and repetition of the complainant’s 
name on air violated her right to privacy.  The Council has also found that, by 
refusing to respond to the complainant’s letter, CIQC-AM was dismissive of 
the complainant’s concerns and, therefore, in breach of the Council’s 
standard of responsiveness. 
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This decision is a public document upon its release by the Canadian Broadcast Standards 
Council. 
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Appendix A to CBSC Decision 97/98-0509 
CIQC-AM re Galganov in the Morning (Invasion of Privacy) 

 
Partial Transcript of the December 9, 1998 Broadcast of Galganov in the Morning 
 
At approximately 7:45 am: 

 
Howard Galganov: We got a letter today.  This really infuriates me and I want to tell you 
Jim, I’m speaking on my behalf exclusively and not the radio station.  I’m sure the radio 
station would much rather prefer that I not even mention this, but the Canadian Broadcast 
Standards Council sent us a letter giving us two weeks to apologize to this woman who 
made these complaints about the language that I use and the things I’ve called separatists 
and it gives us two weeks to apologize.  So I’m not going to take the two weeks.  The 
radio station can do whatever they want and this is not the radio station, this is me, Howard 
Galganov, not even you Jim, it’s myself.  The Canadian Broadcast Standards Council, 
screw off.  You know, I can’t believe it, in this letter, you know what they said?  You can’t 
publish the person’s name, or you can’t mention the person’s name who is complaining 
about you, who sent the document off to the CRTC, who sent the document off to the 
Canadian Broadcast Standards Council and who’s demanding an apology, or they’re 
demanding an apology in her name.  But yet I can’t mention her name because I don’t 
know why.  So don’t say another word, Jim, because this has nothing to do with you, it has 
nothing to do with the radio station, screw them and her.  Her name is [the complainant’s 
full name].  If they don’t like it, they can get me off the air but I’m not going to be censored.  
You know, these are the guys who are going after Howard Stern because they don’t like 
the language he uses.  What are they, the taste police?  If it doesn’t suit their taste or their 
taste standards then we can’t say it on the air?  No, I don’t need censorship.  You know, 
this [unfinished sentence].   I enjoy doing this show, Jim, but I don’t enjoy doing this show 
enough have some pissant in Toronto tell me what I can and can’t say to the people who 
are listening to this station.  And the moment I can’t say what I want to say then what the 
hell am I here for?  I’ll be like the other guys over on Fort Street, they’re here to entertain 
and titillate and do whatever they want to do.   

 
You know, we’ve made more of a difference in this marketplace in the last three months 
than I think all of the radio stations in Montreal have done combined in the last three years.  
And you got some ass at the Canadian Broadcast Standards Council whose trying to piss 
all over our parade?  Ah, screw them.  And again, this has nothing to do with the station.  
The owners of the station I’m sure are not pleased to be hearing this but you know, I got a 
day job.  Anyways Jim, do you think we are still on the air? 

 
Jim Connell: Hello, Howard, are you there? 

 
Howard Galganov: I’m here. 

 
Jim Connell: Howard?  Howard? 

 
Howard Galganov: I’m here.  Yeah, yeah. 

 
Jim Connell: Ha, ha, ha. 

 
Howard Galganov: You mean the crow bar was probably easiest [inaudible] 
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Jim Connell: Sure you are still on the air.   
 

Howard Galganov: Oh, I see. 
 

Jim Connell: Sure you are still on the air.  You didn’t melt down the transmitter or anything. 
 

Howard Galganov: Not yet.  Not yet.  Yeah, I can’t imagine.  I can’t imagine how people 
sitting in an office somewhere can come up with this stuff, to set the standards for our 
listeners to hear.  I mean, this woman, [the complainant’s full name], she has the right to 
turn off her radio station or turn it to another station or watch t.v. or read a newspaper.   
She can do whatever the hell she wants to do.  She doesn’t want to hear my station, or 
my show rather, well then fine, she has all kinds of options.  So as an apology to [the 
complainant’s full name], get a life [the complainant’s first name].  And to the guys out in 
Toronto, the Canadian Broadcast Standards Council, as far as I am concerned, and this is 
personal, it is not with CIQC-AM 600 and the ownership of the station - I might not be on 
the air tomorrow -, but I’ll tell them screw off.  You know, just get out of our lives.  I didn’t 
remember appointing anybody to be the spokesperson for what I can say or can’t say.  
And this is absolutely unacceptable. 

 
... 

 
Jim Connell: 7:49, we’re at 11 minutes away from 8 o’clock on AM 600, CIQC information 
radio in Montreal.  It’s Tuesday.  It’s the 9th of December.  And this is Galganov in the 
morning.  Howard is broadcasting and standing up ranting and raving and running around 
in Studio West this morning. 

 
Howard Galganov: Who are these guys with very official looking briefcases walking up my 
driveway.  It says C R T ... nah, couldn’t be. 

 
Jim Connell: We don’t do anything that quickly in this country. 

 
Howard Galganov: Can you believe this?  You know, I think what we are going to talk 
about between 9 and 10, by the way, is whether or not we should have this kind of 
censorship.  What a bunch of crap.  It’s unbelievable.  You know, because this woman is 
upset because I call them separatist bastards or assholes or whatever.  You know, big 
deal.  I was watching Brooklyn South on t.v. last night and in a one or two minute segment 
they said more on that show than we’ve said in the last three months.  Bunch of jerk-offs. 

 
... 

 
Just before 8 am sports and news: 
 

Adrian Birkevicky: All I got to say this morning is “Wooooo”. 
 

Howard Galganov: What as a wild warning?  For you or for me? 
 

Adrian Birkevicky: For you! 
 

Howard Galganov: Oh. 
 

Adrian Birkevicky: Ha, ha, ha. 
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Howard Galganov: You think I should temper what I say and how I say it? 
 

Adrian Birkevicky:    Howard, never will I ever tell you how to run your show.  Never.  I 
think you have to reach out to your audience the way you sense, you’re an entertainer and 
spokesman and you know, the kind of person that some people look out to, a large group 
of the community.  You got to do it your way. 

 
Howard Galganov: Well, I’ll tell you something, this [the complainant’s full name] character, 
she wants me to apologize.  Huh. Yeah, right.  Not in this life time.  Not for things that I 
believe in and things that I happen to say that I believe are true.  

 
... 

 
Jim Connell: 8:37, it is 23 minutes before 9 at AM 600, CIQC.  This is Galganov in the 
Morning.  Hawaiian theme this morning. 

 
Howard Galganov: A wipe out.  This show might be wiped out if the Canadian Broadcast 
Standards Council has anything to say about this.  Boy am I ticked.  What a bunch of 
smucks.  Jesus.  You know, it is not so much what we say, I guess, it’s how we say it.  
Maybe it’s what we say as well. 

 
Jim Connell: No, I think it is what you say. 

 
Howard Galganov: Yeah, I guess you are right.   

 
Jim Connell: Ha, ha, ha. 

 
Howard Galganov:  Maybe my tone should change and I should apologize to all the 
separatists out there who are trying to destroy Canada and take away my equal rights.  
That’s what I should do.  Not in this lifetime. 

 
... 

 
Jim Connell: Howard, any final thoughts? 

 
Howard Galganov: My final thoughts? 

 
Jim Connell: What are you going to be talking about after 9? 

 
Howard Galganov: Well, I wanted to talk about whether the Prime Minister has the right 
to turn around and say he’s going to negotiate with a sovereign Quebec or a Quebec after 
they declare some kind of a separation.  You know, it’s nice to hear that Gary Filmon and 
Mike Harris think he’s an absolute jerk for even saying that.  That’s what I wanted to talk 
about.  Certainly, the thing with McGill University is startling, I think we should discuss that.  
And of course this absolute crap with the Broadcaster Standards Council.  Should we be 
censored?  You know, this is too much.  
 

Starting the open-line portion of show, at 9:08 a.m.: 
 

Howard Galganov: Can you believe this stuff.  Here we have the Canadian Broadcast 
Standards Council, some jerk-offs in Toronto telling you what you are allowed to hear and 
how you can hear it and this piece of work [the complainant’s full name] who sends this 
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anonymous letter to us and then sends it off to the CRTC and the Canadian Broadcast 
Standards Council and they demand that we don’t make her name public.  She can go out 
and shit all over me and the people who are listening to this show and demand that I 
apologize and we can’t make her name public.  Now, you talk about elitist jerk-offs and 
this has got to be the pinnacle.  You know, we’ve allowed these people, whether they’re 
part of the Canadian Broadcast Standards Council or whether they are part of McGill 
University, whether they are part of the Parti Québécois or the Liberal Party of Quebec or 
the Government of Canada, we’ve allowed these elitists jerks to screw us over so badly 
that we don’t even know whether we are coming or going any longer.  We have to 
apologize for wanting to speak to one another in the language and in the tone of language 
[unfinished sentence].  It’s just [unfinished sentence]. We’re going to go to the phones.   
We’re going to go to Jimmy on his cellphone.  Good morning Jimmy.  How are you? 

 
Caller Jimmy: Good Howard.  Howard, I think this is a result of socialism vs. conservatism. 

 
Howard Galganov: I don’t know.  I don’t think that at all.  You know, I’m very much left 
of center when it comes to social issues but I believe in the freedom of expression.  I 
believe in [talking together] 

 
Jimmy: I’m sorry, go on. 

 
Howard Galganov: No, you go ahead. 

 
Jimmy: Well, I want to tell you that conservatism, I’m not talking about no Nazi right wing, 
I just talking about conservatives,  I’m talking about the power to the people,  I’m talking 
about individual responsibility,  I’m talking about no bureaucracy.  You know, socialism is 
basically always blaming society and is always ..., there is always red tape.  That’s a result 
of, you know, Russia and China and Cuba.  And that’s [inaudible], that’s what it represents.  
And I think we have to go to a more conservative [interrupted]. 

 
Howard Galganov: Jimmy, when it comes to fiscal policies and politics, I’m very much 
right of center.  I believe spending ... that our governments are spending too much.  When 
it comes to whether or not they should control what we think or what we say or how we say 
it, I think they should get out of our face entirely and let us live our lives.  But when it comes, 
of course, to social issues such as medicare and health care in general, when it comes to 
educating our children and making sure that nobody goes to bed hungry at night no matter 
what age they are or where they live, I think this is something that we have to be extremely 
careful about, protecting and be generous and giving.  That’s socialism too. 

 
Jimmy: Well, I’m very conservative and I believe we should still have medicare and we 
should still have welfare for people who really need welfare, not for people who able-bodied.  
But you see something, Howard, I think you are right of center than you think. 

 
Howard Galganov: Not really, I really traverse the line.  I know where I stand on both 
issues.  When it comes to social welfare, if somebody doesn’t want to work and they are 
a lazy bum and sit at home on their ass all day, then fine let them do it but at least feed 
them and make sure they have a roof over their head and make sure that, you know, that 
they are not going to become such a weight on society that one day they are going to be 
knocking on our door at three o’clock in the morning to come and take what we’ve got.  We 
have to be a generous society. 

 
Jimmy: Definitely.  Howard, but look at the political spectrum in Quebec.  You’ve got the 
Liberal party, they are on the left.  You’ve got the separatist party [interrupted] 
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Howard Galganov: Actually, not.  The Liberal party, Jimmy, the Liberal party is very much 
on the right.  They’re not on the left.  The PQ that used to be left of center, a social 
democratic movement under René Levesque, has become very much conservative, very 
right wing.  Except they are also in your face.  They want to tell you [unfinished sentence].  
You know, this referendum law is a piece of shit.  This law turns around and tells you that 
you are not allowed to have a voice and you are not allowed to associate and how you can 
spend your money when it comes to voicing your opinion.  And that, that’s neither 
conservatism nor socialism, it’s just draconian.  It’s basically fascism. 

 
Jimmy: Well, I look at it this way, I look at it because of the bureaucracy, we’re in this mess, 
because of there are so many layers of bureaucracy  

 
Howard Galganov: Absolutely. 

 
Jimmy: But I mean, that is as a result of socialism. 

 
Howard Galganov: Ah, not really.  You take a look at real fascist countries such as 
[interrupted]  

 
Jimmy: [inaudible] 

 
Howard Galganov: Well no, look at Nazi Germany.  You want to talk about layers. 

 
Jimmy: That’s a dictatorship.  That’s not right or left, that’s just a dictatorship.  That’s 
beyond our [unfinished sentence] 

 
Howard Galganov: Whether you are a socialist country or whether you’re a very much a 
capitalist country there could be layers of bureaucracy.  And layers of bureaucracy doesn’t 
mean it’s because it’s either left or right.  It means it’s because we have too many people 
living off the purse and don’t know what the hell they are doing and they are creating jobs 
for themselves, their friends and their family. 

 
Jimmy: This is what I believe, Howard.  I believe the Parti Québécois is a leftist party who 
is trying to somehow cut the..., is only acting right when it comes to people who vote no. 

 
Howard Galganov: Jimmy, if they were a leftist party, we wouldn’t be closing down 
hospitals, we wouldn’t be closing down schools, we wouldn’t have elderly people trying to 
decide whether they can afford to take a pill or a meal, we wouldn’t have Adrian Birkevicky, 
Lorena Lafrance, and Sid Stevens scrambling around trying to save humanity.  They are 
not a socialist party I assure you.  You know, what they are is just a bunch of incompetent 
jerk-offs who are leading us down the garden path to ruin.  That’s all they are. 

 
Jimmy: O.K., they’re a shit party. 

 
Howard Galganov: (laughter) You said it very clearly in just two words.  

 
... 

 
Howard Galganov: We’re going to go right to Vivian.  Good morning Vivian. 

 
Caller Vivian: Good morning, Howard.  How are you? 
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Howard Galganov: Not bad, thank you. 
 

Vivian: Gee, I’ve been listening to you for so long and I says I got to call you up. 
 

Howard Galganov: Well I’m glad you did. 
 

Vivian: You have no right to apologize to nobody. 
 

Howard Galganov: I’m not going to apologize. 
 

Vivian: Don’t you dare.  Ha, ha, ha. 
 

Howard Galganov: Well, there is no risk of that happening.  The only risk is that 
[interrupted] 

 
Vivian: I’m outspoken like you are and I was told to take my Canadian flag down on Canada 
day because I live in South Shore and there is all a bunch of separatists down here.  I told 
them the same thing as you did and they called the police and I was going to be charged 
with slander! 

 
Howard Galganov: They called the police because you said “Screw-off” or something to 
them? 

 
Vivian: bunch of French bastard separatists. 

 
Howard Galganov: Well that’s not right. French has nothing to do with it.  Separatist is a 
different thing entirely. 

 
Vivian: Yeah, I told them these are separatists, they are asking me to take down my flag. 

 
Howard Galganov: Yeah but Vivian, let me tell you something.  There’s this guy who’s 
part of the Party Québécois.  What the hell is his name?  Ah, he’s one of the right hand 
men to Bouchard and he’s British origin and [unfinished sentence].  Geez, someone is 
going to have to call me and give me this guy’s name because [interrupted] 

 
Vivian: Yeah, I guess so because I don’t know either. 

 
Howard Galganov: But he’s not French.  He’s British.  Look at this jerk, Richard Holden.  
He’s not French. 

 
Vivian: No, he’s not French. 

 
Howard Galganov: You take a look at [unfinished sentence].  Look, you can’t confuse, 
not even a little bit, French Quebeckers, French Canadians, with separatists.  You know, 
there are so many [interrupted]. 

 
Vivian: You know, I’m French. 

 
Howard Galganov: You’re French on top of it? 

 
Vivian: Yeah.  Ha, ha, ha. 

 
Howard Galganov: Jesus Murphy.  Woof. 



 
 

-7- 

 
Vivian: I’m French but I will not speak unless I really have to. 

 
Howard Galganov: Ah?  Je parle français toujours.  I love speaking French.  I feel so 
superior to those people who don’t want to speak English and either can’t or won’t.  You 
know, the fact that I can communicate in both languages is a tremendous blessing.  I love 
it.  I think it is great.  And those who don’t, well tough on them.  But remember, Vivian, 
even though you are French, this has nothing to do with French, it has to do with 
ethnocentric racism. 

 
Vivian: I’m a Canadian. 

 
Howard Galganov: Absolutely Vivian. 

 
... 

 
Caller Robert: This [the complainant’s full name], is she the same [the complainant’s first 
name] that called you a couple of times? 

 
Howard Galganov: I’m sure she is, she sent off this, I don’t know how many pages 
anymore, 8, 10, 12 pages of hand written logs of the show.  She’s recorded every segment 
you can think of.  Every time I called them separatists bastards or shit-holes, peckerheads, 
she’s recorded everything with the time and the circumstances.  She sends it off to the 
CRTC, but she didn’t send us a signed copy.  She sent us a copy without her name. 

 
Robert: Okay, but she’s come on the air several times.  She comes on Joe Cannon’s show 
also.  She has this pathetic story about her father’s car being broken down or something, 
and she makes no qualms about it that she is a separatist. 

 
Howard Galganov: Yeah but who cares, you know. 

 
Robert: Why doesn’t she listen to another radio station? 

 
Howard Galganov: That’s what really bothers me about the Canadian Broadcast 
Standards Council.  If someone doesn’t like what I say or the way I say it, turn me off.  
Just go to another station, just turn me off.  But she doesn’t have the right to tell you, 
Robert, what you can hear and can’t hear, cause you have the right to turn me off too. 

 
Robert: Well, worst than that, she has no right to come on the radio station and say she’s 
a separatist, number one. 

 
Howard Galganov: Actually she does, she has the right to do that, I have the right to say 
“Look, I don’t want to talk, I won’t speak to Louis about it on the phone or Gerard. I’m not 
interested.” 

 
Robert: She shouldn’t say that right up front.  She can get into it later on, but to come on,   
obviously she has some kind of character flaw to have to say that right in advance.  She 
wants to go against the grain or she wants [interrupted] 

 
Howard Galganov: Yeah, but Robert that’s, Robert that’s fine.  I don’t have a problem 
with that, because I have the same right to say “Goodbye.” 
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Robert: Yeah of course, but I mean, why does she have to open up the conversation with 
that right away.   She needs an identity, she’s an inferior person, she’s got an inferiority 
complex.  She listens to people talking on the radio, she can’t fit in.  She’s got to throw 
whatever it is she’s throwing out here.  I have one thing to say to her, “Va donc chier pis 
crève.” That’s it. 

 
Howard Galganov: Well that’s pretty clear [laugher].  All she needs is a life and all the 
station’s going to need is a [inaudible] that’s all.  Life’s easy. 

 
Robert: She can be a separatist, no problem, why does she has to say it right up front?  
Why she has to come on “This is the badge I’m wearing”?   Who cares?  You’re a 
separatist, great and as far as bastards are concerned, the definition of a bastard is 
someone that is illegitimate.  The separatist don’t have a country yet and to me that makes 
them bastards. 

 
Howard Galganov:  Well, let me tell you something.  The illegitimacy of the word or of 
the people that goes back to a time in history when people really cared too much about 
things that they should not have cared about at all, but as far as I’m concerned, the whole 
separatist movement is illegitimate in this province.  Robert, Robert we got to go.  

 
... 

 
Howard Galganov: Yes, yes, those guys from the Canadian Broadcast Standards Council 
want to get me to apologize to [the complainant’s full name].  They’ll see what raising a 
little hell is all about.  What a bunch of bureaucratic jerk-offs.  CIQC-AM 600 Galganov in 
the Morning, I’m Howard Galganov, the time is 9:40 and I’m broadcasting to you live from 
studio west in St-Lazare.  

 
... 

 
Howard Galganov: ... We’re going to go straight to Carol.  Good morning Carol. 

 
Caller Carol: Good morning Howard.  Yes, I think you have no apologies to make to 
anybody, especially to Josée Legault [reporter for Le Devoir] and [the complainant’s full 
name]. 

 
Howard Galganov: Oh thank you, and I don’t think, I don’t think I do either, Carol.  I think 
if anything, these people, if they started apologizing today, we would have to wait til the 
turn of the century before they’ve apologized enough for everything that they’ve done and 
said over the last 30 years. 

 
Carol: On the lighter side, I’m the mom of that very political little 3 year old boy.  He’s got 
a message for those two ladies and here it is: (sound of child’s toy) the cow says - 
Meuuuuuh.  [Laughter] So keep up the good work Howard.  Goodbye! 

 
Howard Galganov: Carol, thank you very much.  Goodbye.   I wonder if there is a market 
in producing separatist cows to sell in the stores for Christmas.  Maybe there is.  I guess 
I’m a bit too late for it.  

 
... 
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Caller Florence: Mr. Galganov, you have nothing to apologize to this [the complainant’s 
full name].   

 
Howard Galganov: You don’t have to worry, I’m not going to. 

 
Florence: Whatever you said is the truth and I would like to ask you, how in the world these 
people they’re all over the place?  They try to bump our [inaudible] out of the air.  I 
watched the Sunday edition and I saw this cow of Josée Legault all over the place, you 
know.  I don’t understand, if they don’t want to be Canadians, stay away from the 
Canadians for heaven sake. 

 



Annexe B de la Décision du CCNR 97/98-0509 
CIQC-AM concernant Galganov in the Morning (Atteinte à la vie privée) 

 
La lettre de la plaignante en date du 5 janvier 1998 se lisait comme suit :  
 

Je vous écris la présente concernant Howard Galganov, animateur à la station de radio 
600 AM.  Veuillez trouver, ci-jointes, 4 pages décrivant des propos tenus par l’animateur 
et quelques auditeurs qui ont participé aux lignes ouvertes lors de l’émission du matin le 9 
décembre 1997.  Cette situation fait suite à la plainte que j’ai déposée contre l’animateur 
le 1er décembre dernier concernant le language outré qu’il utilise régulièrement sur les 
ondes. 

 
L’animateur connaissait, dès le 1er décembre, l’existence de cette plainte mais ignorait sa 
validité car il croyait qu’elle était anonyme, même auprès du CRTC et du CCNR, comme il 
l’a déclaré, sur les ondes, dès le premier jour suivant la réception des documents livrés le 
1er décembre.  Selon M. Galganov, il a reçu un avis du CCNR, le 8 décembre, lui 
demandant de présenter des excuses pour ses propos tout en lui indiquant de respecter 
la confidentialité des coordonnées de la plaignante dans ce dossier.  Dès l’ouverture de 
son émission du lendemain, après les nouvelles de 7:00, il s’est adonné à un monologue 
de plusieurs minutes dans lequel il a dévoilé mon identité à plusieurs reprises ! 

 
Je vise, par la présente, deux buts qui sont les suivants: 

 
1.  Je demande au Conseil régional de réviser l’émission du 9 décembre de 7:00 à 10:00 
AM et de décider des conséquences pour remédier à ce manque de professionalisme.  
Des excuses, sur les ondes, de la part de Howard Galganov et [le président de CIQC] 
seraient de rigueur, à mon avis.  L’animateur n’a pas seulement fait ses monologues à 
mon sujet, en dévoilant mon identité, il a également invité ses auditeurs à participer à sa 
portion d’émission habituelle de lignes ouvertes de 9:00 à 10:00, consacrée uniquement à 
ce sujet, pour cette journée.  Les intervenants se sont succédés en multipliant leurs 
insultes envers moi, me traitant de “vache” et autres tout en prenant bien soin de répéter 
mon prénom et mon nom de famille comme l’avait si bien fait M. Galganov, à plusieurs 
reprises !  L’encouragement de l’animateur durant ces dialogues haineux ne fait que 
dénoter l’arrogance et la bassesse de ce dernier. 

 
2.  Si la décision éventuelle du Conseil régional au sujet de la plainte déposée le 1er 
décembre est en ma faveur, je voudrais que le Conseil : 

 
a)  - avertisse clairement [le président de CIQC] et Howard Galganov qu’il 
leur est interdit de dévoiler mon nom, mon adresse et mon numéro de 
téléphone à qui que ce soit, ainsi que de tenter de me téléphoner, sur les 
ondes.  Ce ne serait certainement pas la première fois que cet animateur 
appelle quelqu’un, à la maison, tôt le matin, pour le confronter sur des 
questions politiques. 

 
b)  - énumère précisément les conséquences possibles de tels gestes 
cités ci-haut.  Croyez-vous sincèrement que cet animateur ne penserait 
pas à aller plus loin que ses agissements du 9 décembre ?  Qu’aurait-il à 
perdre lors d’une dernière émission éventuelle, précédant sa démission, 
s’il refusait d’adhérer aux réglements du CCNR lui demandant de 
pondérer ses mots, sur les ondes ?  [Le président de CIQC] est au 
courant des risques qu’il prend en laissant libre cours à Howard Galganov, 
à la radio, jusqu’à ce que la décision finale du CCNR soit prise.  Il est 
responsable des conséquences découlant des propos de son employé 
dans l’exercice de ses fonctions d’animateur, surtout lorsqu’il y a 
précédent, tel l’évènement du 9 décembre dernier.  Je voudrais que [le 
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président de CIQC] soit réprimandé, aussi publiquement que l’infraction 
commise, chaque fois qu’il abdiquera ses responsabilités envers son 
animateur au sujet de la confidentialité de mon identité.  Ces deux 
hommes hésiteront peut-être à enfreindre les règlements du CCNR s’ils 
en redoutent les conséquences concrètes. 

 
Suite à la diffusion de l’émission du 9 décembre, j’ai contacté le CCNR à Ottawa. [L’adjointe 
administrative] m’a rejointe le lendemain pour me dire que Pierre Béland allait m’appeler 
bientôt afin de me présenter ses excuses pour les propos de son animateur.  Non 
seulement il ne m’a jamais appelé à ce sujet, il n’a même pas répondu à la plainte déposée 
de 1er décembre.  J’ai même attendu deux semaines de plus que la date limite du 23 
décembre qui lui était accordée pour me répondre.  Son indifférence éminente concernant 
cette plainte témoigne de son manque de responsabilité à défendre une cause qu’il croit 
probablement perdue d’avance. 

 
Je voudrais que la présente lettre soit remise aux membres du Conseil régional.  Je 
demande également à [l’adjointe administrative du CCNR] de faire venir l’enregistrement 
du 9 décembre, si ce n’est déjà fait suite à notre conversation qui a eu lieu la même journée.  
Ceci permettrait au Conseil régional de connaître ce dossier à fond, ayant tous les 
documents pertinents en main. 

 
 

 
 

CITATIONS DU 9 DÉCEMBRE 1997. 
 

“I’m sure the radio station would much rather prefer that I not even mention this.  But the 
Canadian Broadcast Standards Council sent us a letter giving us two weeks to apologize 
to this woman who (who) made these complaints about the language that I use or the 
things I’ve called separatists.  And they gave us two weeks to apologize.  So, (I will) I’m 
not going to take the two weeks.  (I would) The radio station can do whatever they want 
and this is not the radio station.  This is me.  It’s Howard Galganov.  It’s not even you, 
Jim.  It’s myself.  The Canadian Broadcast Standards Council, screw off!  You know. 
Even, in this letter, you know what they said.  You can’t publish the person’s name who’s 
(who’s) complaining (a) about you.  Who sent this (this) document off to the CRTC.  Who 
sent the document off to the (a) Canadian Broadcast Standards Council.  And (who) who’s 
demanding an apology, or they’re demanding an apology in her name.  But yet, I can’t 
mention her name because.  I don’t know why.  So, don’t say another word, Jim, because 
this has nothing to do with you, it has nothing to do with the radio station.  Screw them 
and her.  Her name is [the complainant’s full name].  If they don’t like it, they can get me 
off the air.  But, I’m not gonna be censored.  (You know this is) These are the guys that 
are going after Howard Stern because they don’t like the language he uses.  What are 
these, the (the, the) taste police?  If it doesn’t suit their taste or their taste standards, then 
we can’t say it on the air. Nah, I don’t need censorship.  You know this.  (A) I enjoy doing 
this show, Jim.  But I don’t enjoy doing this show enough to have some piss-ant in Toronto 
tell me (that I) what I can and can’t say to the people who are listening to the station.  And 
the moment I can’t say what I wanna say, then what the hell am I here for?  I’ll be like the 
other guys over on Fort Street, that are here to entertain and titillate and do whatever they 
wanna do.  You know, we’ve made more of a difference in this market place in the last 
three months than I think all the radio stations in Montreal have done combined in the last 
three years.  And you got some ass at the Canadian Broadcast Standards Council who’s 
trying to piss allover our parade?  Well, screw them.  And again, this has nothing to do 
with the station, the (the) owners of the station, I’m sure, are not pleased to be hearing this, 
but (ah) you know, I got a day job.  Anyways, Jim, do you think we’re still on the air?” 
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“Hello.  Howard, are you there?  Howard?” 
“I’m here!” 
“Howard?  Howard?  Howard?” 
“I’m. Yah, yah.  (Ha! Ha!...) You mean the crow bar was probably the easiest thing then...” 
“Sure, you’re still on the air.” 
“Oh, I see.” 
“Sure, you’re still on the air.” 
“You know.” 
“You didn’t melt down the transmitter or anything.” 
“Not yet.” 
“Not yet.” 
“Not yet.  (You know) I (I) can’t imagine.  I can’t imagine how people sitting in (in, in, in) 
an office somewhere can come up with the stuff to set the standards for our listeners to 
hear.  (I mean) This woman [the complainant’s full name].  She has the right to turn off 
her radio station or turn it to another station.  Or watch TV.  Or read a newspaper.  She 
can do whatever the hell she wants to do.  She doesn’t wanna hear my station or my show, 
rather, well, then fine, she has all kinds of options.  So, as an apology to [the complainant’s 
full name].  Get a life, louse.  And to the guys out in Toronto, the Canadian Broadcast 
Standards Council, as far as I’m concerned, and this is personal, it’s not with CIQC AM 
600 and the ownership of the station, I might not be on the air tomorrow, but I’ll tell them, 
screw off!  (You know) Just get out of our lives.  (I, I) I didn’t remember appointing 
anybody to be (a) the spokesperson for what I can say or can’t say.  And this is absolutely 
unacceptable.” 

 
“(You know) I think what we’re gonna talk about between 9:00 and 10:00, by the way, is 
whether or not we should have this kind of ownership.  What a bunch of crap.  It’s 
unbelievable. (You know) Because this woman’s upset because I called them separatist 
bastards or assholes, or whatever.  You know, big deal!  I was watching Brooklyn South 
on TV last night.  In (a) one two minute segment (a) they said more on that show than 
we’ve said in the last three months.  You know.  Bunch of jerk-offs. 

 
R o b e r t (auditeur): “I have one thing to say to her: Va donc chier, puis crève !” 

 
“...If the Broadcast Standards Council wanna get me to apologize to [the complainant’s full 
name], they’ll see what raising a little hell is all about.  What a bunch of bureaucratic jerk-
offs.”  

 
C A R O L (auditrice): “... Josée Legault and (a) [the complainant’s full name].”  “Well thank 
you, and (I don’t think) I don’t think I do either, Carol.  I think, if anything, these people, fi 
they started apologizing today, we would have to wait until the turn of the century before 
they’ve apologized enough for everything they’ve done and said over the last thirty years.” 

 
“On the lighter side (a), I’m the mom of (a) that very political little three year old boy.” 
“Oh!” 
“And he (a).” 
“Ya!” 
“He’s got a message (for a) for those two ladies, and (a) here it is: The cow says meuuu! 
“ [message enregistré d’un jouet !!] 
“Ah! Ah! Ah!” 
“So (a) keep ut the good work, Howard.” 
“Carol, thank you very much.” 
“Bye.” 



 
 

-4- 

“(a, a) Good bye.  Now, (I, I) I wonder if there’s a market in producing separatist cows to 
sell in the (a, in the, a) stores for Christmas (a).  Maybe there is.  I guess I’m a bit too late 
for it.”   
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